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ARTHUR YOUNG & COh1PANY 

Mr. Albert H. Baugher 
City of Chicago 
Department of Planning, 

City and Community Development 
City Hall - Room 1006 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

Dear Mr. Baugher: 

ONE IBM PLAZA 

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60611 

(312) 751-3000 

August 31, 1978 

Arthur Young & Company is pleased to submit Deliverable 

Product No.9, Second-Year Evaluation Report, for the Cabrini­

Green High Impact Program. Our report presents the resul ts of 

the evaluation of the second-year High Impact Program. It 

includes an analysis of the component programs, as well as 

aggregate and cost-benefit analyses. 

This evaluation is based upon data collected in the Cabrini­

Green Resident Attitude and Perception Surveys, verified crime 

data from the Chicago Police Department, and vandalism and 

occupancy data from the Chicago Housing Authority. 

We have revised our draft report in accordance with your 

conditions of acceptance. If you have any questions regarding 

ihis report, please contact our Project Director, Mr. Thomas J. 
Riley, at 751-3108. 

Very truly yours, 
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LIST OF FINDINGS 

1. The decrease in the verified index crime rate at 
Cabrini-Green between 1975 and 1977 may be related 
to the High Impact Program. 

2. Decreases in the nonindex crime rates at Cabrini­
Green may also be related to the HIP. 

3. Decreases in nonindex crime rates for inside crimes 
at Cabrini-Green may be related to the High Impact 
Program. 

4. The HIP may be related to decreases in assaults, 
robberies, and index theft at Cabrini-Green. It 
was not related to changes in rape and burglary. 

5. There is an increased ratio of victimization rates 
of Stateway Gardens to Cabrini-Green between the 
Baseline and Second Follow-Up surveys. This may be 
related to a development-wide anti-crime program, 
such as the HIP, at Cabrini-Green. 

6. Since December 1975, more families have moved into 
Cabrini-Green than have moved out but this has not 
occurred at Stateway Gardens. This increase in . 
occupancy appears to be related to the High Impact 
Program. 

7. There was a significantly greater decrease at 
Cabrini-Green than at Stateway Gardens in the 
percentage of residents who agreed that "crime is 
the biggest problem around here." This decrease may 
be related to the HIP. 

8. Decreases in fear of crime in the hallways, 
elevators, lobbies, and on the development grounds 
at Cabrini-Green may be related to the High Impact 
Program. However, the decline in fear of crime in 
the apartments cannot be attributed to the HIP. 

9. In 1977, index and nonindex verifIed crime rates in 
the experimental buildings were lower than in the 
control buildings at Cabrini-Green. 

10. Index and nonindex crime rates decreased stead ily 
from 1975 to 1977 in both experimental and control 
buildings. The rate of decrease in the experimental 
buildings was greater than in the control buildings, 
and may be related to the ASP. 

26 

27 

29 

30 

32 

38 

39 

44 

45 



11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

~-- ----------------' 
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(Continued) 

The largest decrease between 1975 and 1977 in 
verified index and non index crime rates occurred in 
the medium-rise experimental buildings and in the 
19-story high rise experimental buildings. 

Betweer: 1975 and 1977, interior verified index and 
nonindex crime rates decreased in the experimental 
buildings but increased in the control buildings. 
This decrease in the interior crime rates may be 
related to the ASP. 

In the medium-rise experimental buildings, interior 
crime rates decreased between 1975 and 1977. 
Interior crime rates increased in the medium-rise 
control buildings. 

In both 
apartment 
interior 
1977. 

experimental and control buildings, 
crime had the highest crime rate of all 
areas in every year between 1975 and 

In the experimental buildings, crime rates decreased 
between 1975 and 1977 for the lobbies, hallways, 
apartments, and stairwells. The crime rate 
increased in the elevators during these years. 

While elevator crimes in the experimental buildings 
increased between 1975 and 1977, this is entirely 
due to an increase in the crime in the 16-story 
buildings. 

The verified crime rates decreased since 1975 in the 
experimental buildings for homicide, rape, robbery, 
burglary, and theft. The crime rates for assaul ts 
increased for this time period in the experimental 
buildings. 

In the Baseline and First Follow-Up surveys, 
the nonexperimental group had a higher rate of 
victimization than the experimental respondents 
(250.0 compared to 185.0 and 63.9 compared to 50.3 
for the First Follow-Up). 

In the experimental buildings the victimization 
rates for rape, burglary, and theft have decreased 
since the Baseline survey. 

In the experimental buildings, the victimization 
rates for robbery and assault have increased since 
the Baseline survey. 
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LIST OF FINDINGS 

(Continued) 

For the nonexperimental buildings there was a 
decrease in victimization rates for all crime types 
since the Baseline survey. 

Between the Baseline and Second, Follow-Up surveys, 
the percent of victimizations occurring in interior 
locations decreased in the experimental buildings 
but increased in the nonexperimental buildings. 

Total vandalism costs are lower for the experimental 
buildings than the control ones. In late 1975, 
these expenditures were 1.0 percent lower. At the 
end of 1977, they were 26.1 percent lower. 

Total vandalism costs (semi-annual totals) decreased 
for both the experimental and control buildings 
between July 1975 and December 1977. These costs 
fell by 47.7 percent in the experimental buildings 
and by 30.0 percent in the control. This larger 
decrease in te experimental buildings may be related 
to the ASP. 

The high-rise experimental buildings accounted for 
the greatest decrease in vandalism expenditures. 

Decreases in elevator vandalism in high-rise experi­
mental buildings accounted for the greatest decline 
in vandalism expenditures. 

Non-elevator vandalism 
percent oetweenJthe last 
last six months of 1977, 
control buildings. 

costs declined by 90.3 
six months of 1975 and the 
for both experimental and 

In all three surveys, the presence of security 
personnel and improved security accounted for more 
than one-half of the reasons for feeling safer (50.5 
percent in the Baseline, 73.6 percent in the first 
Follow-Up, and 57.5 percent in the Second Follow-Up) 
among residents of the experimental buildings. 

The two experimental buildings without full-time 
securi ty personnel (364 and 365 West Oak) had the 
lowest percentages of persons who felt safer among 
security building respondents. 

In the Baseline surv~y, the mean fear scores for 
respondents in the experimental buildings were lower 
than for the control group in all of the locations. 
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LIST OF FINDINGS 

(Continued) 

31. In both experimental and control buildings there was 
a gener.al decline in fear in all locations between 
the Baseline and Second Follow-Up surveys. 

32. In the Baseline and Second Follow-Up surveys, the 
highest levels of fear were in the elevators and 
hallways, for both experimental and control build­
ings. 

33. The significant differences in the reduction of fear 
in the elevators in experimental and control build­
ings indicate that a decrease in fear in the ele­
vat~rs may be attributed to the ASP. 

34. The eleva tor cameras in the high-rise experimental 
buildings did not, by them8elves, appear to con­
tribute to a significant reduction in fear of crime 
in the elevators. 

35. Al though there were significant reductions in fear 
of crime in the apart~ents, this decrease does not 
appear to be attributed to the ASP. 

36. There was a significant decrease in fear of crime in 
the lobbies for experimental building respondents. 
This decrease may be related to the ASP. 

37. Fear of crime in the hallways decreased more in the 
control buildings than in the experimental ones. 

38. Since the beginning of the High Impact Program, more 
families have moved into the experimental buildings 
and less have moved out of them, as compared with 
the control buildings at Cabrini-Green. 

39. The increased occupancy in the experimental build­
ings since the HIP can largely be attributed to 
increased occupancy of the high-rise experimental 
buildings. 

40. In general, the occupancy trend for the control 
buildings seems to lag behind that of the experi­
mental by about one year. This can be attributed, 
in part, to the very high occupancy of experimental 
buildings in recent times. 
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LIST OF FINDINGS 

(Continued) 

41. In general, the installation of security control 
rooms and the provision of securi ty personnel 
(Senior Public Safety Aides) in the lobby of each 
experimental building has been helping to meet 
program objectives. 

42. In some cases, Senior Public Safety Aides do not 
have a view of the entire lobby area from the 
securi ty control rooms in the experimental build­
ings. 

43. Although the lobby door control system in each 
of the experimental buildings is complete and 
operational, the lobby door closers at 364 and 
365 West Oak are providing inadequate service. 

44. Lobby doors in the ASP experimental buildings 
continue to be damaged as a result of the movement 
of large objects through the main entrance. 

45. On the monitoring and control panels, pushbutton 
switches for all electronic door control panels 
appear to be more effective than toggle type 
switches. 

46. The lobby-apartment intercom system in the medium­
rise experimental buildings has been successful, but 
the operation of handset type apparatus appears less 
confusing to residents and visitors. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

While the outer lobby intercom systems in each ASP 
experimental building appear to be functioning 
effectively, the master stations located in each 
control room are not providing reliable service. 

In the ASP experimental bUildings, the stairwell 
electronic locks were designed to prevent use of 
the stairs; but the system has not been effective, 
in part because of elevator malfunctions have 
necessitated use of the stairs. 

The elevator control systems in the ASP experimental 
butldings appear to be meeting their objectives. 

.However, use of the emergency stop button in the 
eleva tor cab disables the remote control capabili­
ties of the control panel in the security console. 

The elevator video surveillance systems in the ASP 
experimental buildings are operating effectively. 
However, it appears that not all of the equipment in 
use is necessary. 
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(Continued) 

The two original ~afe Pathways cameras, one each 
mounted on the 16- and 19-story security b~ildings, 
are experiencing serious ASP problems w1th lens 
glare. 

The video tape recorders are placed in an incon­
venient location in the security control rooms of 
the experimental buildings; furtherm~re, no~ all the 
equipment that has been installed 1S requ1red for 
surveillance. 

The radio communication system appears to be ~ully 
operational in three of the experimental build1n~s; 
the system should be extended to 364 West Oak Wh1Ch 
does not have a radio-phone. 

Between 1975 and 1976 verified index crime rates 
per 1,000 residents dropped by. 46.8 percent and 40.1 
percent for nonindex crimes 1n the Rowhouse ar~a. 
These rate decreases occurred before the secur1 ty 
fencing was installed and the crime rates' leveled 
off between 1976 and 1977. 

The crime rates for verified assaults, robberies, 
burglaries, index-theft, auto theft, and nonindex 
crimes decreased between 1975 and 1977 in the 
Rowhouse area. Ex~ept for auto theft, the largest 
portion of the decline in these crime rates, how­
ever, occurred between 1975 and 1976, before the 
fencing was installed. 

Vandal ism costs in the Rowhouse area have b~en 
steadily declining ever since the start of the H1gh 
Impact Program. Between the installation of the 
Courtyard Fencing Program and the end. of 1977, there 
have been no vandalism expenditures 1n the Rowhouse 
area. 

The move-in/move-out ratio indicates a continual 
increase in occupancy in the Rowhouse area although 
this may not be attributable to the Courtyard 
Fencing Program. 

58. 'It appears that the IRSA program is not related to a 
decrease in tbe index crime rate. 

59. It appears that the IR.SA. progra~ may be related to 
a decrease in the ver1f1ed non1ndex crime rate at 
Cabrini-Green. 
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(Continued) 

The IRSA program appears to be related to decreases 
in the non index crime rates for crimes which take 
place inside of Cabrini-Green buildings, but not 
related to decreases in index crimes in these 
locations. 

According to the results of the Attitude and Percep­
tion Surveys, it does not appear that the IRSA is 
related to a reduction in victimizations which occur 
inside of Cabrini-Green buildings. 

The Improved Resident Safety Aide program has not 
significantly affected a reduction in elevator 
vandalism expenses in the high- and medium-rise 
buildings which is one of the major areas of 
responsibili ty' for the Resident Safety Aides. 

In the Rowhouse ~rea, the reduction in vandalism 
costs may, in part, be rela ted to the Improved 
Resident Safety Aide program. 

There was a decrease in fear of crime in the apart­
ment at both Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens. 
Therefore, this decrease cannot be attributed to the 
Improved Resident Safety Aide program. 

The IRSA program does not appear to have produced a 
significant reduction in perceived fear of crime in 
,the hallways at Cabrini-Green. 

While there were significant reductions in perceived 
fear of crime in the lobbies, these changes do not 
seem to be related to the IRSA program. 

The significant reductions in fear in the elevators 
are related to the ASP rather than to the IRSA 
program. 

It appears that the IRSA program may be related to 
the lower fear scores in the stairwe:ls at Cabrini­
Green than at Stateway Gardens. 

The IRSA program does not appear to be related to 
changes in fear of crime on development grounds. 

Between 1975 and 1977, the verified personal crime 
rate qecreased 
by 7.1 percent 
may, in part, 
program such as 

by 27.3 percent at Cabrini-Green and 
at Stateway Gardens. This decrease 
be related to participation in a 
the CSE. 
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(Continued) 

in the verified crime rates for r~b?ery 
may partially be related to part1c1pa­

Community Safety Education classes. 

Although the burglary rate de~reased" at cabr~n~~ 
Green between 1975 and 1977, th1s decl1ne canno 
related to participation in the CSE program. 

1"n fires reported to CHA There has been a reduction 
management between 1975 and 1977 at Cabrini-Green. 

The Architectural Security Program ap~ea~~ ~o ~:p!~~ 
most cost-effective component of t e 19 
Program in reducing crime rates. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This document contains the second-year evaluation analysis 

of the Cabrini-Green High Impact Program. It represents the 

ninth deliverable product prepared by Arthur Young & Company for 

the second year of the evaluation. Its predecessor and companion 

volume is entitled First Year Evaluation Report for the Cabrini­

Green High Impact Program. 

This introductory section presents the scope and objectives 

of the High Impact Program, outli nes the organization and con­

tents of this report, describes the role of the evaluators, 

Arthur Young & C~mpany, in the program, and briefly outlines the 

evaluation methodology and data used in the evalqation. 

A. SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE HIGH IMPACT PROGRAM 

To address the complex problems of urban, high-crime public 

housing, the City of Chicago Department of Planning, Ci ty and 

Community Development (DPCCD), Department of Human Services 

(DHS), and the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) have concentrated 

their resources to develop and evaluate the effectiveness of a 

program aimed at improving the quality of life in one major 

public housing development. The set of component activities 

encompassed by this pilot project are known as the Cabrini-Green 

High Impact Program (HIP). 

The Cabrini-Green High Impact Program is composed of five 

separate but interrelated strategies designed to affect the 

problems of crime and vandalism which degrade the quality of life 

in the development. Through the application of these strategies, 

the program managers expect to reduce the incidence of crime in 

the Cabrini-Green development, improve the feeling of securi ty 

among its residents, and develop cost-effect i ve stra tegi es to 

allow expa~sion of the program to other developments managed 

by the Chicago Housing Authority. The five specific program 

components (or stra tegi es) adopted to reach this goal include: 

- 1 -
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1. ARCHITECTURAL SECURITY PROGRAM 

The premise of CHAts Architectural Security Program (ASP) is 

that the architectural characteristics of a building determine 

the degree of crime which takes place in and around it. 

The strategy adopted to reduce the incidence of crime 

through architectural design changes includes enclosed lobbies, 

locked doors, presence of security personnel (called Senior 

Public Safety Aides) in the lobbies, intercom systems, and other 

electronic security and surveillance devices. By limiting access 

to the lobbies and implementing these security measures, it was 

hoped that there would be a reduction in indoor crime and an 

increase in the perceived security of residents both inside and 

in the area immediately surrounding the buildings. 

2. COURTYARD SECURITY FENCING PROGRAM ---.• 
During the second year of' the High Impact Program, the 

architectural changes were extended to the Rowhouses by the 

Courtyard Security Fencing Program. This program was responsible 

for placing a seven-foot wrought iron fence around the Rowhouses 

in areas where the fence faces public streets, and seven-foot­

high chain-link fencing along less visible, private areas. 

The fence connects the ends of buildings which are adjacent 

to each other and arranged in a courtyard pattern. It c.rea tes 

clusters of buildings and limits access into the general Rowhouse 

areas. The objective of this fencing is to reduce crime and 

vandalism in these areas and to increase the feelings of commun­

ity among the Cabrini-Green Rowhouse residents. 

3. PREVENTION AND TREATMENT PROGRAM 

To support the architectural changes made by CRA, the 

Department of Human Services implemented the Prevention and 

Treatment Program. The strategy of the program was to provide 

and coordinate social and educational services to youth and 

- 2 -
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adults in su 
pport of the new h . 

was planned th t p YS1cal 
a such a program 

the provision would 
of crime diversion , 

safety changes. It 

affect crime th rough 
services. prevention, and educational 

Six specific 
Treatment strategies employed 

Program are as follows~ 
in the Prevention and 

• 

• 

• 

• Youth Service Bureau 

!o permit more extensive . 
1n Cabrini -Green a Y serv1ces to youth living 
established in the d o~th Service Bureau was 
the efforts of servi~;: opme~t to concentrate 
a larger populat· preV10Usly offered t 
coun~eling, refer~~f· a~hese.services include~ 
the Juvenile justice ~yst~.cl1ent advocacy with 

Youth Shelter Home 

A home was establ' h . 
prov~de short_ter~s ed 1n.Cabrini_Green to 
serv1ces to Cabrini_G~~stod1al and treatment 
and referred by the Juv e.n youths on probation 
placement outside the fa~~~~~ Court for temporary 

Community Safety Ed ucation 

Education programs for . . 
~nd. staff were condu Cabr1n1-Green residents 
1nd7viduals were awar~ted to ensure that these 
var10Us security feat of and could utilize th 
In addition, sessio~~es an~ programs available

e 

personal safety and cr' p r ov1ded instruction o~ 
and outside residentia{~~il~~~:~:ion both inside 

Women's Defense and Cr~me 
.L Prevention 

The Wome' D n s efense and C . 
offered securi ty educa tf1me Prevention Program 
sel f.-d.efe ns e exper t s t on courses t augh t by 
Cabr.1n1-Green. The curo .women residents of 
phYS1cal and mental a r 1cul urn covered both 
the . d spects of s If 
b ayo1 ance of problem sit . e -defense and 
t~hav10r. The courses were ~at:ons by defensive 
c ~ ~omen's ability to defende~~gned to increase 

r1m1nal attacks. emselves against 
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• Youthful Offender and Treatment 

To pr even.t negative involvement in the cr iminl'tl 
justIce system, the Youthful Offender Program 
is designed to encourage Cabrini-Green youth 
between the ages of 17 and 21 to finish high 
school, obtain meaningful job skills, and seek 
a rewarding career. It provides the youth with 
cons truct ive social, cuI tur a.l, and career oppor­
tunities. Activities of the Youthful Offender 
Program include educational, employment, and 
personal counseling, as well as job training 
programs. 

• School Assistance 

A school-based counseling program for troubled 
and hard-to-reach youngsters, the School Assis­
tance Program provides a variety of counseling 
services to Cabrini-Green youth (ages 14 to 17) 
who attend Cooley Vocational High School and 
Schiller Upper Grade Center. It is designed to 
involve both teachers and parents in working out 
problems which affect the school performance and 
the social and emotional life of the students. 

MANAGEMENT OUTPOST PROGRAM 

Pr i 0 r tot he Hi g h I mp act Pro gram, the C HA in i t i ate d a 

Management Outpost Pr ogr am which establ ished 29 decentr al ized 

Management Outposts. One Management Outpost was opened in every 

Cabrini-Green building. The Management Outpost consisted of 

a three-member resident team employed by the Chicago Houslng 

Authority to "manage" one particular building. The three-member 

team included: (1) a Resident Service Aide responsible for 

collect ing rent, hand ling compl aints, and res id ent counseling; 

(2) a Resident Safety Aide responsible for attending to order 

and safety within the building; and (3) a Resident Aide who was 

to provide clerical support to' the Outpost team. The Resident 

Safety Aides were stationed in every Management Outpost as part 

of the High Impact Program, to provide access for residents' 

discussion, communication, and resolution of security-related 

problems in and around Cabrini-Green buildings. 
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An Improved Resident Safety Aide Program was ,implemented as 

part of the second year of the HIP. Additional funding from the 

HIP enables the Improved Resident Safety Aide Program to operate 

as a component HIP program in its own right. 

5. ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANCE AND DEVELOPMENT 

From the outset of the High Impact Program, the participat­

ing agencies fel t that coordinated program implement ation and 

management would be important to the success of this multi-agency 

demonstration project. Therefore, the strategy of DPCCD's 

Administrative Assistance and Development component was to assist 

in effective planning, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation 

of on-site HIP components. DPCCD was also to provide technical 

assistance in the identification of new funding sources and the 

coordination of refunding activities. 

The following table indicates when various components of the 

High Impact Program described above were implemented. 

Date 

July 1975 

August 1975 

January 1976 

April 1976 

July 1976 

September 1976 

Activity 

Architectural Security Program: Initia­
tion of construction of security lobbies 
in four target buildings. 

Resident Safety Aide Program: Staffing 
completed. 

Youth Service Bureau: On-site Cabrini­
Green YSB office opened. 

Youth Shelter Home: Cabrini-Green YSH 
opened. 

Community Safety Education Program: 
First CSE workshops conducted. 

Architectural Security Program: Comple­
tion of construction of security 
lobbies; security stations staffed by 
Senior Public Safety Aides. 

Architectural Security Program: Outside 
Safe Pathways cameras installed. 
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Date 

January 1977 

February 1977 

May 1977 

June 1977 

October 1977 

Activity 

School Assistance Program: Counse,ling 
sessions initiated in Cooley VocatJ.onal 
High School and Schiller Upper Grade 
Center. 

Youthful Offender Treatment and Preve~­
tion: On-site program implemented ln 
Cabrini-Green. 

Women's Defense and Crime Prevention 
program:--First of several six week 
courses began. 

Improved Resident Safety Aide Program: 
Training courses began. 

Courtyard Security Fencing~ 
installed in Cabrini-Green 
area. 

Fencing 
Rowhouse 

B. SCOPE OF THE REPORT 

This report provides an analysis of the impact of the first 

two years of the High Impact Program. The major emphasis of this 

evaluation is focused on the Architectural Security Program, 

both because the necessary data was most readily available and 

because the nature of the program lent itself to the impact 

evaluation. Of the remaining programs, some are more suited for 

h d t data availability and an impact evaluation than ot ers, ue 0 

Each of t hese programs, and its corresponding 
time cons tr aints. 

l'S dl'scussed in the following chapters of evaluation methodology, 

this report. 

f th ' P rt One purpose is There are two main purposes 0 lS re 0 . 

to present specific findings based on a detailed evaluation, of 

many of the pr ogr am components descr ibed in the IntI' Oductl~n. 
, 1 t' wl'll assist the City of Chicago in documentlng ThlS eva ua 10n 

its efforts in this major project to the Illinois Law Enforcement 

Commission' (ILEC) which funded the HIP. A second purpose of this 

report 'is to identify those program components which should be 

considered for transfer to other public housing developments or 
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to other buildings wi thin Cabrini-Green Homes. Identification 

of these components will allow for further detailed study of the 

I economic and technical aspects associated wi th their transfer. 

This analysis is meant to assist the High Impact agencies in 

making informed decisions about the future strategies and direc­

tions of the program and its component parts. 

C. OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION AND 
THE ROLE OF THE EVALUATORS 

This evaluation analyzes impact. The approach of an 

impact evaluation is different from that utilized for a process 

evaluation. A process evaluation considers the techniques 

employed in conducting a program to determine if the techniques 

were effectively implemented. An impact evaluation considers the 

results of employing techniques in a given environment. In this 

case, the evaluation was designed to consider the impact of these 

component programs on Cabrini-Green residents. It was intended 

that the impact portion of the evaluation would center on two 

specific areas of inquiry: 

• The impact of securi ty improvements as measured 
by spec'ific reduction in crime rates, vandalism 
costs, and residents' fear of crime. 

• Overall resident perception of the degree to 
which the desirability of the development 
improved as a result of the Cabrini-Green 
programs. 

During the first-year study, a process evaluation was developed 

to add.ress ti.e effects of some programs on the quali ty of 

services, their appropriateness and effectiveness. However, the 

second-year study solely addresses imp~ct. 

In order to properly evaluate the conclusions reached 

in this repo rt, it is impo rt ant to und ers tand the s·tra t egy 

adopted by the Arthur Young & Company team during the High Impact 

Program. The project team recognized early in the evaluation 

that the first year of the program might not show positive or 
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conclusive results. It was understood that this would not 

necessarily indicate that the program had failed. Rather, the 

program may not have had time to mature. At the conclusion of 

the second-year evaluation, we believe the programs in their 

second year of operation are now mature enough to show an effect 

on crime, vandalism, and resident attitudes. 

The Arthur Young & Company team attempted to work effec­

tively with all the agencies involved to ensure that our effort 

would be considered credible. Such credibility was essential to 

ensure a high level of cooperation between the evaluator and the 

agencies. While maintaining this close working relationship with 

the agencies, we also recognized the need to develop and maintain 

an objective, professional a tti tude toward the program and the 

agencies. We believe that accomplishing these goals has led to 

successful and effective completion of the program evaluation, 

and has established a strong working relationship among the 

agencies involved. 

D. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY AND DATA 

In brief, the High Impact Program evaluation methodology 

involved three general steps: 

• Identifying specific program objectives. 

• Identifying measures to evaluate the impact of 
the HIP on these stated objectives. 

• Assessing the changes in these measures from some 
baseline period to a time after the program had 
begun. 

A more detailed discussion of this methodology is presented in 

the Program Strategies and Objectives, and Evaluation Methodology 

for the Cabrini-Green High Impact Program. In that report, the 

specific program strategies and impact measures are elaborated. 

In this second-year evaluation analysis, these strategies and 

measures are excerpted and incorporated where appropriate in the 

individual chapters. 
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All changes wi thin the Cabrini-Green development, from a 

baseline period (approximately 1975) through 1977 are compared 

wi th changes observed in the control housing development, 

Stateway Gardens, which is similar to Cabrini-Green but did not 

experience a High Impact Program. In addition, to specifically 

assess the effect of the Architectural Security Program, the four 

ASP "experimental" buildings were matched according to height and 

architectural design against four other Cabrini-Green high- and 

medium-rise buildings (called "control buildings"). 

The four experimental buildings modified as part of the 

Archi tectural Security Program, and four matched control build­
ings are: 

EXPERIMENTAL BUILDINGS 

Medium-Rise (7 stories) 

364 West Oak 

365 West Oak 

High-Rise 

1340 North Larrabee 
(16 stories) 

1150-1160 North Sedgwick 
(19 stories) 

CONTROL BUILDINGS 

Medium-Rise (7 stories) 

862 North Sedgwick 

911 North Hundson 

High-Rise 

630 West Evergreen 
(16 stor ies) 

1117-1119 North Cleveland 
(19 stories) 

In addition, all high- and medium-rise buildings which are 

not part of the ASP are called "nonexperimental buildings" (which 

incl ud es the four control buildings). These "nonexperimental 

buildings," as well as the entire Cabrini-Green development, are 

frequently compared to a matched control development, Stateway 
Gardens. 

Finally, some data on Cabrini-Green (such as crime rates) 

are compared with corresponding data for the City of Chicago, 

other major cities, and the other High Impact Program cities to 

place this analysis in a broader perspective. 
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The following discussion documents each data type and 

presents any methodological limitations or constraints relating 

to that data. 

E. CRIME DATA 

To address the impact of the HIP on crime at Cabrini-Green, 

data concerning the number of crimes are presented and analyzed 

throughout this report. These data are derived from the follow­

ing three data bases: 

• Chicago Police Department (CPD) Verified Crime Reports. 

• Chicago Police Department (CPD) Case Report Data. 

• Federal Bureau of Investigation Uniform Crime Reports. 

Throughout this report, the most frequently cited crime data 

are the verified crime statistics which are taken from the CPD 

Verified Crime Report data base. The CPD Case Report Data are 

used only when more detailed information is required and the FBI 

Uniform Crime Reports are used only to provide data on a citywide 

basis for other large cities across the United States. 

1. CPD VERIFIED CRIME REPORTS 

Verified crime data are provided by CPD computer printouts. 

These statistics are the number of index and nonindex crimes 

which were reported to the CPD and verified by them at Cabrini­

Green and Stateway Gardens for 1974, 1975, 1976, and 1977. These 

data are available for each individual building in both develop­

ments. This allows us to disaggregate the data for the analysis 

of experimental vs. control buildings or medium-r ise vs. high-

rise vs. rowhouse buildings. These data are also available for 

each type of index crime individually (homicide, rape, assault, 

robbery, burglary, index theft, and auto theft) and for the 

location where the crime occurred (inside the building, the 

building perimeter, or on the grounds around the building). 
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To standardize these data for our analysis, we have calcu­

lated crime rates based upon the number of crimes which have 

occurred and the number of residents of each building (see 

Table D-5 in Appendix D) and multiplied this by 1,000 to compute 

a crime rate per 1,000 residents. The analysis focuses on 

changes in these crime rates from a baseline period, 1975, to 

1977, with an emphasis on the net change between those years 

(rather than upon intermediate fluctuations in the data). 

Unusual changes between 1974 and 1975 are also noted. 

Our find l' ngs are based on 1 t d genera ren s that are visible 
from the data and impressive changes which have occurred between 

1975 and 1977. While all changes are real and important to 

document, our main focus is upon the differences in rates of 
change for the following groups: 

• 
• 

• 

Cabrini-Green vs. Stateway Gardens. 

Cabrini-Green ASP experimental buildings 
vs. Cabrini-Green control buildings. 

Cabrini-Green ASP experimental buildings 
vs. Cabrini-Green nonexperimental buildings 
vs. Stateway Gardens. 

As a general rule, there are two times when we consider changes 
in the crime rate significant: 

• 

• 

When there is a net decrease in the targeted 
group but not in the control population. 

When the rate of change in the targeted group is 
+.10 percent greater than in the control popula­
t10n. 

There is one exception to this rule which applies to 

changes in crime rates that are typically small (such as those 

for a single type of crime, i.e., burglary). Since rates of 

change reflect the initial magnitude of the crime, large rates 

of decrease may actually reflect only small changes in actual 
numbers of cr imes. For I d examp e, a ecrease in the crime rate 
from B.O to 4.0 per 1,000 residents represents a 50 percent 
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decrease but may reflect only two less crimes per year. Gi ven 

these circumstances , it is often impossible to declare that a 

decrease is B_ significant change; therefore, we exercise more 

caution when analyzing changes in crime rates where so few crimes 

have occurred at all, such as the crime rates for individual 

types of crime. 

2. CPD CASE REPORT DATA 

Case Report Data is used to provide additional information 

not contained in the CPD Verified Crime Report computer printout. 

Information about the exact location of the crime, time of day or 

day of week, and the sex of the victim was extracted from the 

actual CPD Case Reports. However, these data are not completely 

comparable to the Verified Crime Reports, due to the continual 

changes in the classification of the crimes and the problems of 

keeping this data base updated. 

The CaRe Report statistics are the number of crimes which 

have occurred only in the four ASP experimental and four control 

buildings at Cabrini-Green for 1974, 1975, 1976, and the first 

nine police reporting periods of 1977. The data are available 

for each of these buildings individually . Unfortunately, these 

data are limited to the eight buildings and can only be used to 

analyze the differences between experimental and control build­

ings in the ASP evaluation. In other chapters of this report, we 

have included this information to provide further insight into 

the program, but we are not able to draw conclusions based upon 

these statistics. 

To standardize the data for our analysis, we have calculated 

crime rates based upon the number of residents of a building (see 

Resident Population Data section) and multiplied this by 1,000 to 

create a crime rate per 1,000 residents. The analysis focuses on 

changes in these crime rates from a baseline period, 1975, to 

1977, rather than upon intermediate fluctuations in the data. 
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Since 1977 data were only available for the first nine reporting 

periods, we have extrapolated these nine periods to 13 to create 

a full year of data. In addition, unusual changes between 1974 

and 1975 are also noted in the analysis. 

In general, these data are only used to disaggregate to 

exact location, or times of day and day of week; therefore, the 

crime rates which are calculated are rather small. When the data 

are analyzed, findings are based upon a general rule that large 

rates of change may reflect only small changes in the actual 

numbers of crimes in that location during that time of day (as 

explained in the CPD verified crime section previously). There­

fore, we have exercised caution in the analysis where so few 

crimes have occurred and developed the following general guide­

lines: 

II A change is significant when there is a net 
decrease in the experimental but not the control 
buildings. 

• A change is 
decrease in 
is at least 
buildings. 

significant when there is a net 
the experimental buildings that 

double the decrease in the control 

3. FBI UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS 

Verified index crime data are derived from the FBI Uniform 

Crime Reports for 1975, 1976, and 1977. fhese statistics are the 

number of crimes which were reported to police and verified by 

them for the 15 largest American cities and for the eight High 

Impact Cities. At the time of this report, crime statistics for 

1977 were available only for the first nine months of that year. 

Therefore, the total number of crimes for 1977 has been extra­

polated based upon the 1976 proportion of crime which occurred in 

the first nine months, compared to the total number of crimes for 

1976. This would take into account the seasonal variatlons in 

crime occurrence. 
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To standardize this data for our analysis, we have calcu­

lated crime rates based upon the number of crimes which have 

occurred and the number of residents of each city, (as obtained 

from the Bureau of the Census for those years) multiplied this by 

1,000 to compu e a crlme r t ' ate per 1,000 residents. 

The 

fr om 1975 

the data. 

analysis focuses on net changes in these cr ime rates 

to 1977, rather than upon intermediate fluctuations in 

Our findings are based upon rates of change in the 

crime rate for the different cities, as compared to changes at 

Cabr ini-Gr een. 

there ar e two times when we consider As a general rule, 

changes in the crime rates to be significant: 

• 

• 

When there is a net decrease at Cabrini-Green but 
not in the Ci ty of Chicago or the other ci ties. 

When the rate of change in Cabrini-Gr~en 
10 percent or more greater than in the C1 ty 
Chicago or the other cities. 

is 
of 

F. VICTIMIZATION DATA 

h V1'ct1'm1'zation of residents of Cabrini­Data concerning t e 

Green and Stateway Gardens are analyzed to supplement our 

knowledge of crime in these developments. 

from the Attitude and Perception Surveys. 

These data are derived 

The methodology for 

d l' n detail in Appendix B of this report. sur veys are discusse 

The victimization data set cont ains the number, I oca t ion, 

Wh1' ch have been provided through interviews and type of cr imes 

of Cabr1' ni-Green and Stateway Cd.rdens develop­wi th residents 

ments. 

• 
• 
• 

There were three survey waves: 

Baseline Survey: Summer 1976. 

First Follow-Up Survey: Fall 1976. 

Second Follow-Up Survey: Summer 1977. 
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The victimization data are not comparable to either the 

Case Report Data or the CPD Verified Crime Data for several 

reasons. r.'irst, the victimization data are based upon only a 

sample of all Cabrini-Green authorized residents, while the 

Police Department data are based upon crimes which have been 

reported by both residents and visi tors to Cabrini-Green. 

Secondly, the time frames of these surveys are not comparable to 

the CPD timeframes. This is especially true for the Baseline 

survey which covered an indefinite period of time that the 

respondents may have been victimized while in the area of the 

development. Finally, it is a generally known fact that not all 

victimizations are reported to the police and that not all 
victimizations have been verified. Hence, police data are only 
reported and verified crime, as opposed to all resident reported 
victimizations. 

To standardize these data for our analyses, we have calcu­

lated victimization rates based upon the number of respondents in 

a building and multiplied this by 1,000 to create a victimization 
rate per 1,000 respondents. 

This analysis focuses on differences in the rates for the 
following groups: 

• Cabrini-Green vs. Stateway Gardens. 

• Cabrini-Green Experimental vs. 
Cabrini-Green Nonexperimental vs. 
Stateway Gardens. 

• Cabrini-Green Experimental vs. 
Cabrini-Green Control Buildings. 

Due to the differences in timeframes of each survey, it is 

not possible to analyze differences in victimization between the 

three survey waves. Therefore, our analysis of victimization 

rates focuses upon differences between the different groups in 

each survey. As a general rule, our findings are based upon 

changes in the victimization distribution in each survey wave. 

No attempt has been made to calculate statistical significance 

of these differences because of the varying timeframes of the 
victimization. 
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G. VANDALISM DATA 

Vandalism data are provided by the Chicago Housing Authority 

for all Cabrini-Green buildings separately, and the Rowhouses 

wi thin Cabrini-Green, for the last six months of 1975 and all 

of 1976 and 1977. This data is segregated into two component 

parts: 

• Expenses for elevator repair (charges not related 
to routine elevator maintenance). 

• All other vandalism expenses. 

Elevator vandalism (repair) is measured by the charges 

imposed for elevator repairs over and above the general service 

contract between the Chicago Housing Authority and the Otis 

Eleva tor Company. It reflects acutal expendi tures rather than 

the number of incidents and therefore can be taken as an indi­

cator of the seriousness or degree of elevator vandalism. 

The separation of elevator and other vandalism expenses is 

important, because elevator vandalism (or repair costs due to 

vandalism), which is the largest compohent of the total vandalism 

costs, may have masked the incidence of other vandalism costs. 

Our findings are based upon general trends that emerge from 

the data, based on six-month intervals, and impressive changes 

which have occurred since the last six months of 1975. The 

analysis focuses more upon net changes over time than upon 

intermediate fluctuations of the data. However, major vandalism 

repair is sometimes delayed until better weather and, therefore, 

seasonal fluctuations are taken into consideration. 

As a general rule, there are two times when we consider 

changes in vandalism expenses to be significant: 

• 

• 

When there is a net decrease in the targeted 
building but not in the control areas. 

When the rate of change in the targeted group 
is + 10 percent greater than in the control 
buildings. 
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H. OCCUPANCY DATA 

Occupancy data are provided by the Chicago Housing Authority 

for all buildings in the Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens 

developments. These data are available from the CHA monthly 

report of move-ins and move-outs for 1975, 1976, and 1977. 

In preparing our analysis of resident satisfaction, we found 

that use of occupancy-related data (move-ins and move-outs) can 

be an adequate measure of the satisfaction of former, current, 

and prospective Cabrini-Green residents. We believe move-ins and 

move-outs are a function of the residential desirability of a 

public housing development. While other factors can contribute 

to a desire to leave the development (employment, availabil i ty 

of private housing, eviction), move-ins and move-outs provide one 

indication of the residential desirability of the development. 

Therefore, we have chosen to use the number of famil ies moving 

into and out of the development to reflect the residential 

desirability of a public housing development. 

Our findings are based upon general trends that emerge from 

the data, based upon six-month intervals, rather than upon 

intermediate fluctuations in the data. In addition, the analysis 

does consider the lagged effects of move-ins to move-outs. 

Move-in/move-out data is not consistent for all developments 

because it is not possible to determine when CHA closed off and 

reopened apartments for occupancy; therefore, there are no 

hard-set quantitative rules on which findings are based. 

I. FIRE DATA 

Fire data are provided by the Chicago Housing Authority for 

all buildings in the Cabrini-Green development. These data 

consist of the number of fires reported to CHA for each month in 

1975, 1976, and 1977. There are no comparable data for Stateway 

Gardens. 
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Our findings are based on gE'meral trends that emerge from 

the data, based on one-year intervals. The analysis focuses 

upon what appear to be consistent changes in the number of fires 

in each building, over this three-year period. 

J. ATTITUDE AND PERCEPTION SURVEY DATA 

Attitude and perception survey data were collected in three 

waves of interviews which were conducted by Arthur Young & 

Company since the start of the High Impact Program evaluation. 
These were: 

• Baseline Survey: Summer 1976. 

• First Follow-Up Survey: Fall 1976. 

• Second Follow-Up Survey: Summer 1977. 

Appendix B of this report describes the Attitude and Perception 

Survey methodology in detail. These surveys were conducted for 

samples of adul t and youth residents of Cabrini-Green and 

Stateway Gardens. The first two waves are a panel survey but 

the third wave is an independent and new random sample. The 

surveys were stratified and weighted so that it is possible to 

disaggregate in the following manner: 

• Cabrini-Green vs. Stateway Gardens. 

• Cabrini-Green Experimental vs. 
Cabrini-Green Nonexperimental vs. 
Cabrini-Green Rowhouse. 

Most of the attitudinal data deals wi th fear of cr ime and 

perceptions of residential desirability within the development. 

The analysis focuses upon the net changes in attitudes from 

the Baseline to the Second Follow-Up Survey (r ather than upon 

intermediate fluctuations in the data). Average fear scores for 
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various locations have been calculated as part of the analYSis. 1 

Our findings are based upon an analysis of variance between 

responses of these two survey waves and between a target group 

and control sl:tmple population. As a general rule, findings are 

statistically Significant when the probability that the differ­

ences in responses either between the different samples and/or 

survey waves would occur by chance five or less times out of 100 
(p< .05). 

1 
There has been some concern about the use of means and 
ANOVA tests for attitudinal (ordinal level) data. We 
believe that the linkage between the scale of measure­
ment and the appropriate methods of statistical analysis 
is not an overriding concern. We view the numbers 
g en era ted by the que s t ion n air e pur ely as n um b e r s , 
amenable to most any statistical manipulation. This 
view is supported in the literature by both S. Labowitz 
in "Some Observations on Measurement and Statistics" (in 
Social Forces, 1967, Volume 46, pages 151 to 160) and by 
F. M. Lord in "On the Statistical Treatment of Football 
Numbers" (in American Psychologist, 1953, Volume 8, 
pages 750 to 751). 

The scale of measurement places a more direct restric­
tion on the manner in which statistical results are 
interpreted, than on the type of analyses that are 
applicable. Recognizing the ordinal nature of the rjata 
collected, ANOVA was select ed as an appr opr ia te, and 
statistically powerful, tool for detecting group differ­
ences at a general level. However, interpretation of 
the statistical analysis results took into account the 
fact that statements such as HThere was three times as 
much fear in elevators as apartments," were not possible 
under this scale of measurement. 

This analytic approach was adopted to provide a measure 
for summarizing a massive amount of data and for answer­
ing the basic question: is the difference between 
groups (or over time) greater than would be expected 
by chance alone? Beyond this general question, finer 
interpretation of the results at any finer level of 
analysis must be arrived at by examination of the data 
at a finer level than provided by ANOVA. It is at this 
level that judgmen.t and even speculative examination of 
the data must replace the rigorously statistical 
approach; and it is in this interpretation of the data 
that close attention must be paid to the scale of 
measur ement. 
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2. PROGRAM ANALYSES AND' FINDINGS 

This section of the report contains the program description, 

strategies and objectives, methodology, and findings for each 

component of the High Impact Program. The findings presen~ed are 

based upon measurement of attitudes and perceptions of resldents, 

statistical analysis of program component costs and service data, 

analysis of hardware elements, interviews with program officials, 

and observations by Arthur Young & Company. Each component of 

the High Impact Program is treated separately. 

This chapter groups the component programs into four 

sections. The first section presents an Aggregate Analysis of 

the entire High Impact Program. Within each of the succeeding 

sections, the nine component programs are divided in the follow-, 

ing manner: 

• Physical Design Programs 

• 

• 

Architectural Security (ASP) 

Courtyard Security Fencing (CSF) 

Youth Prevention and Treatment Programs 

Youth Service Bureau (YSB) 

Youth Shelter Home (YSH) 

Youthful Offender Treatment and Prevention (YOTP) 

School Assistance (SAP) 

Resident Security Programs 

Improved Re8ident Safety Aide (IRSA) 

Community Safety Education (CSE) 

Wamen's Defense and Crime Prevention (WDCP) 

The results of our evaluation are organized by presentation 

" followed by a discussion and re1.1. ted tables or of a "Finding" 

exhibits which support these conclusions. 
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A. AGGREGATE ANALYSIS OF THE nIGH IMPACT PROGRAM 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The aggregate analysis is an evaluation of all components of 

the High Impact Program (HIP) in the Cabrini-Green development. 

The High Impact Program for the Cabrini-Green public housing 

development is a comprehensive security program designed to test 

architectural improvements and new managemeot and human services 

programs. The overall goal of the program is to test whether 

high density apartment buildings in public housing developments 

can, in fact, be made significantly safer and more desirable 
places to live for low-income families. 

Many of the component programs are eva I ua ted individually 

in succeeding sections of this report. However, the effect of 

anyone program in the Cabrini-Green environment can rarely be 

separated from other programs (whether they are part of the HIP 

or sponsored by other sources), especially where the programs 

maintain similar objectives and where the interventions overlap. 

The aggregate analysis tracks the changes in the stated 

objective of the HIP since the program was implemented. The data 

are contrasted against the same measures for Stateway Gardens, 

which has served as the control development throughout this 

evaluation. This part of the evaluation is not meant to ascribe 

impact, as the High Impact Program cannot be isolated from the 

many other programs operating concurrently at Cabrini-Green. 

The major 'objectives established for the HIP were to reduce 

the incidence of crime and to improve residential desirability. 

Both objectives were evaluated by measuring the amount of change 

in selected indicators, such as crime rates) vandalism costs, 

and residents' attitudes of the entire Cabrini-Green development. 

Corresponding to each of these objectives are the indicators used 

for the Aggregate Analysis, which are identified below. 

- 22 -

n_ ''''" __ ~'''''_~'''-'-',~~_".~_ , 

I' ,. 
f: 
/" 

fi 
i' 
1· 

ri ,I 
r' 
1,1 
H 
I: 
fl 
n 

I; 
r' " 
1; 

r 

Ii i; 
Ii 

, 

II 
1: 
b' 

II 



• l! 

2. 

Objective 

Reduce crime 

Improve residential 
desirability 

Indicator 

Verified Crime 
Rates 

Victimization 
Rates 

Occupancy Data -
Move-Ins/ 
Move-Outs 

Perceptions of 
residential 
desirability 

Perceptions of 
security 

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

Source 

Chicago Police 
Department 

Attitude and 
Perception 
Survey 

Chicago Housing 
Authority 

Attitude and 
Perception 
Survey 

Attitude and 
Perception 
Survey 

the evaluation methodology, the Chicago In accordance wi th 

) verified crime data are used to observe Police Department (CPD d to draw 
. the level of crime in Cabrini-Green Homes an 

changes ln . I ment (Stateway . . th the control houslng deve op comparlsons Wl . t'. d 
) th City of Chicago, other selected major Cl les, an Gardens, e . . ~ te 

't'es using the lndex crlme ra the other High Impact Program Cl 1 , 

The total number of crimes, as well as the per 1, 000 persons. . . s are 
of the various types of index and nonlndex crlme , incidence t the 

analyzed. . ns between the two CHA developmen s, For comparlSO 

incidence of the various types 

of crime is also analyzed. 

of crime and location of each type 

wave of the Attitude and Perception Respondents in each . h . e The 
asked about their experiences Wlt crlm. 

Survey were 1 d to determine the 
resul ts for the three surveYrJ are ana yze . . 

( I bby apartment) of specific types of Vlctlm-location e.g., 0 , d f 
crime as a problem, and perceive ear ization, perceptions of 

. and around the development. of crime in locations ln 
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Two measures are utilized for evaluating the effects of 

the HIP on improving the residential desirability of Cabrini_ 
Green Homes: 

(1) occupancy and (2) residential satisfaction. 
Occupancy is measured by evaluating the trends and level of 

move-ins and move-outs in Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens. 

The fi rst -year eval ua tion consid ered occupancy dur ing the 
Baseline and implement·ation periods of the HIP. 

This second-
year evaluation continues to assess the effects of the HIP on 
occupancy. 

The purpose of measuring perceptions of residential desira­

bility is to assess the ultimate goal of the HIP, which is to 

make Cabrini-Green Homes a better, more desirable area in which 

to live and to enhance the quality of life there. Attitude and 

Perception Survey data are analyzed to determine whether the HIP 

is related to changes in the expressed desirability of Cabrini­

Green. Changes are compared to the control development, Stateway 
Gardens . 

The Aggregate Analysis findings are grouped in the following 
order: 

• Verified Crime Rates. 

• Victimization Rates. 

• Residential Desirability. 

3. FINDINGS 

a. Crime 

Verified index crime rates for Cabrini-Green were compared 

wi th rates for the control development (Stateway Gardens), the 

Ci ty of Chicago, the 15 largest American cities, and the eight 

federally designated High Impact cities. These rates are shown 
in Table 1. 
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Development or City 

Cabrini-GI'een 
Stateway Gardens 

New York 
Chicago 
Los Angeles 
Philadelphia 
Detroit 
Houston 
Baltim!2re2 
Dallas 
Washingto~ 
Cleveland 
Indianapolis 
Milwaukee 
San Francisco 
San Diego 
San Ant!2nio 
Atlanta 2 
St. Lo~is 
Newark

2 Denver 2 
Portland 

Ii 
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TABLE 1 

ANNUAL VERIFIED INDEX CRIME RATES FOR 
CABRINI-GREEN, STATEWAY GARDENS, THE 15 LARGEST CITIES,l 

AND THE EIGHT HIGH IMPACT CITIES2 

47.2 
79.1 

68.0 
76.7 
78.5 
43.9 

100.4 
69.0 
86.8 

100.8 
74.5 
76.6 
46.3 
48.8 
81. 4 
69.8 
66.9 

107.9 
119.0 

88.8 
92.5 

110.6 

52.5 
73.1 

77.7 
76.1 
81. 9 
46.4 

116.2 
69.5 
82.7 

116.2 
77.5 
90.5 
58.6 
57.9 
97.1 
77.6 
76.3 

112.1 
132.2 
101. 8 
104.0 
118.6 

£ , 

(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

43.6 
66.7 

88.0 
69.1 
80.9 
42.4 

115.0 
78.3 
79.3 

112.3 
69.9 
83.2 
54.5 
55.6 

116.3 
80.9 
79.6 

113.5 
119.5 
101.0 
109.1 
114.7 

19774 ,5 

37.1 
61.2 

81. 0 
64.6 
77.0 
36.1 
90.4 
89.0 
78.0 

103.7 
70.0 
83.8 
46.1 
50.2 

109.5 
82.7 
72.9 
98.4 

102.5 
86.9 

110.9 
104.2 

1Ranki_ngs of cities based on 1970 U. S. Bureau of 
the Census population figures. 

2High Impact cities as designated by the U. S. Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). 

3population estimates for 1973 as reported in the 
1976 Statistical Abstract of the United States, 
U. S. Bureau of the Census, were used to compute 
the cities' crime rates. The number of verified 
crimes, used to compute the 1974 crime rates, was 
taken from the Sourcebook of Criminal Justice 
Statistics, 1974. 

4Population estimates f9r 1975 as reported in the 
April 14, 1977 U. S. Department of Commerce news 
release were used to compute the cities' crime 
rates. The number vf verified crimes for 1975 and 
1976 were taken from Crime in the United States, 
Uniform Crime Reports by the FBI for 1975 and 
1976. 

5Crime rates were extrapolated for the entire year 
from crime statistics for the first nine months of 
1977 as supplied by the FBI, Uniform Crime Report 
Division. 
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There is considerable variability in the verified index 

crime rates for the 15 largest American cities. For example, 

in 1977 the estimated index cr~me rates
2 

ranged from a low 

of 36.1 index crimes per 1,000 residents in Philadelphia, to a 

high of 109.5 in San Francisco. In 1977, Chicago's estimated 

verified index crime rate was in the middle of these extremes at 

64.6 crimes per 1,000 residents and Cabrini-Green' s was at the 

lower end, with a cr ime rate of 37.1. Eleven of these cities 

experienced decreases in their index crime rates between 1975 

and 1977 and four cities showed increases (New York, Houston, 

San Francisco, and San Diego). 

The verified index crime rates for the eight High Impact 

cities also reveal considerable variation: from a low of 78.0 in 

Baltimore, to a high of 110.9 in Denver (1977 rates). For the 

same year, Chicago's verified index crime rate is lower than the 

rate for any of these cities. 

It should be noted that some of the differences in crime 

rates are true reflections of the amount of crime in an area and 

some are due to variation in the amount of crime which residents 

tend to report. There is additional variation in police report­

ing systems. 

Finding 1: The decrease in the verified index crime 
rate at Cabrini-Green between 1975 and 
1977 may be related to the High Impact 
Program. 

Between 1975 and 1977, the verified index crime 

rate at Cabrini-Green decreased by 29.3 percent, from 

52.5 crimes per 1,000 residents to 37.1. The City of 

Chicago verified index crime rate fell by 15.1 percent, 

fr om 76.1 cr imes per 1,000 persons to 64.6. Dur ing 

this same period, the verified index crime rate at 

2The 1977 index crime rates are estimated statistics, 
based upon the number of crimes which occurred in 
the first nine months of 1977, as described in the 
INTRODUCTION section of this report. 
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Stateway Gardens fell by 16.3 percent (from 73.1 to 

61.2). Since the decrease in the verified index crime 

rate is greater for Cabrini-Green than for the City of 

Chicago or Stateway Gardens, this decrease may be 

related to the development-wide HIP at Cabrini-Green. 

While much of the decrease in crime may be related 

to the High Impact Program, it is important to recog­

nize other possible influences. For instance, changes 

in the size of the youth population, density, or the 

other social service programs located in the Cabrini­

Green target area could all be contributing to this 

decrease in the crime rates. At this point, however, 

it is not possible to isolate the impact of the HIP 

from all other changes and events taking place through­

out the development. 

Finding 2: Decreases in the non index crime rates ~t 
Cabrini-Green may also be related to the 
HIP. 

According to Table 2, the nonindex verified crime 

rate also decreased at Cabr ini-Green between 1975 and 

1977. In 1975, the nonindex crime rate was 39.4. By 

1977, this rate had fallen to 27.5. This represents a 

30.2 percent decrease in the non index cr ime rate at 

Cabrini-Green. 

Cabrilli-Green 
Stateway. Gardens 

'l'ABU~ 2 

VERH'IED INDI!!X AND NONINDI!:X CRIMI!: IlAT':S 
___ ----.!P~gC!!.1l 1,000 figS IDENTS 

CAB!!INI -GIIBEN AND S'l'A'I'EIVAY GAIIDENS 

1974 1975 1976 1977 

~. Nonindex ~ Nonindex _Index Nonirldex I === ~ Nonindex 
47.2 44.0 52.5 39.4 43.6 30 8 37 1 2 
79.1 61.7 73.l 40.9 66.7 42:0 • 7.5 61..2 40.1 

- 27 -

i····'·' r! 
Ii 

r 

p 
. i 

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

" ~ I' 

); n~ 
1

1, 'I, \,l.;.. 
Ii 
II 
II [T 
t •. 

I 1\ I .: 
\ . 
' .. 

At Stateway Gardens, the nonindex crime rate 

decreased by only 2.0 percent (from 40.9 to 40.1) from 

1975 to 1977 . Exhibits 1 and 2 illustrate the crime 

trends at Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens. 

Since the nonindex crime rate decreased consider­

ably at Cabrini-Green, while it decreased only slightly 

at Stateway Gardens, it is likely that the decrease in 

the nonindex crime rate at Cabrini-Green may be related 

to the HIP. 'J'he loca tien of crimes appears to be one 

of the critical variables in understanding these 

changes in the verified crime rates. 

Table 3 reflects the crime rates for various 

locations. The vorified index crime rate at Cabrini-

Green for crimes which occurred either inside of a 

building or on the building's perimeter increased 

by 12.4 percent between 1975 and 1977 (from 15.3 to 

17.2) and 21.4 percent (from 2.8 to 3.4), respectively. 

At Stateway Gardens, these two verified index crime 

rates increased even more rapidly: the inside index 

crime rate increased by 31.0 percent (from 28.4 to 

37.2) and the index crime rate for those which occurred 

on the building perimeters increased by 136.8 percent 

(from 3.8 to 9.0). 

Cabl'illi-Greull 
Inside of building 
Dullding perimeter 
Outside of buIlding 

Stateway Gardens 
Inside of building 
Building perimeter 
Outside of building 

'I'AIlLE 3 

VlmH'UW CltIM~; IlA'rES I~OIl VAlllOUS LOCA'l'lONS 
(PEIl 1,000 IlESIDENTS) 

CABIlINI-GIlEEN AND STATEWAY GAltDENS 

1974 1975 1976 1977 

Index Nonindex Index NOllllldcx Index Nonindex Index Nonindex 

9.6 12.1 
0.0 0.0 

37.6 :)1.9 

10.7 14.8 
0.0 0.0 

68.4 46.9 

15.3 17.9 
2.8 1.9 

34.4 19.5 

28.4 23.8 
3./l 1.3 

'10.9 15.8 
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19.7 18.6 
5.4 3.4 

11:1.5 8.8 

46.2 '32.3 
5.2 3.2 

15.2 6.5 

17.2 17.2 
3.4 3.5 

16.5 6.8 

37.2 29.9 
9.0 4.7 

15.0 5.4 
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VERIFIED INDEX CRIME RATES 
(PER 1,000 PERSONS) 

Exhibit 1 Rate CABRINI-GREEN & STATEWAY GARDENS 
80·---------------------------~------------------------~----·-------------------~ 

_ ... • .. 'CABRINI-GREEN HOMES 
••••••• STATEWAY GARDENS 

70~----------------------~--------~~~~---------+-----------------------~ 

............ ....... 
6O~------------------------'---+----------------------------r------'----------------------4 

(END) 
1974 

(END) 
1975 

All Data Points Represent Year End Crime Rates 

(END) 
1977 

Aggregate Analysis 
Timeline 
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VERIFIED NON INDEX CRIME RATES 
(PER 1,000 PERSONS) 

Exhibit 2 ,Rate CABRINI-GREEN & STATEWAY GARDENS 
8O~--------------~~~--~~~~~~----~~~~T=~~----------------~ 

__ .CABRINI-GREEN HOMES 
••••••• STATEWAY GARDENS 

70~----------------------~----------------------~----------------------~ 

(END) 
1974 

(E~D) 
1975 

All Data Points Represent Year End Crime Rates 

J" " • 

(END) 
1977 

Aggregate Analysis 
Timeline 
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On the other hand, the index crime rate for 

verified crimes which occurred outside of the building 

(away from the building perimeter) decreased at both 

Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens. At Cabrini-Green, 

this rate fell by 52.0 percent (from 34.4 to 16.5), 

while at Stateway Gardens there was a 63.3 percent 

decrease (from 40.9 to 15.0). 'rhe larger decrease in 

the outside index crime rate at Stateway Gardens than 

Cabrini-Green indicates that the HIP is probably not 

affecting the outdoor index crime rate at Cabrini­

Green. 

Finding 3: Decreases in nonindex crime rates for in­
side c~imes at'Cabrini-Green may be related 
to th~ High Impact Program. 

The nonindex crime rate at Cabrini-Green decr0Rsed 

slightly (by 3.9 percent) for indoor crimes and sharply 

for outdoor crimes (by 65.1 percent) between 1975 

and 1977. The non index crime rate for crimes which 

occurred around the perimeter of buildings increased by 

84.2 percent (but only from 1.9 to 3.5 crimes per 1,000 

persons) . 

At Stateway Gardens, the nonindex crime rate in­

creased by 25.6 percent for inside crimes and by 261.5 

percent for crimes occurring around the ouildings' 

perimeter. The nonindex crime rate for outside crimes 

fell by 65.8 percent between 1975 and 1977, similar to 

Cabrini-Green. The only location where the nonindex 

crime rate decreased at Cabrini-Green but increased at 

Stateway Gardens was that for inside crimes. The HIP 

at Cabrini-Green may be related to this change. 

Crime rates for the various types of crimes were 

also analyzed for Cabr ini-Green and Stateway Gardens. 

These rates are shown in Table 4. 
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TAIlI.R 4 

"'hliP'lIm CRIMP, RATRS FOR 'l'YPf':S OF [NDRX CHIMF:S 
(PF:1l 1,000 HF.SlD/INTS) 

1974 1975 1976 1977 

Cabrini- Stateway Cahrln1- Stateway Cabrini- Stateway Cabrini- Stateway 

Homicide 
Hape 
Assaul t 
Ilobbery 
Burglary 
I ndex-'rhef t 
Auto Theft 

Green Gardens Green Gardens Green ~rdens Green Gardens 

0.6 
1.2 

[0.7 
5.4 
7.5 

15.6 
6.3 

0.3 
5.3 
7.B 

19.3 
21.0 
lB.6 
6.B 

0.6 
0.8 

10.9 
B.2 
7.B 

19.5 
4.7 

0.3 
4.1 
6.B 

22.6 
18.2 
14.5 
6.6 

0.6 
1.2 
7.9 
B.8 
3.9 

17.3 
3.9 

0.6 
O.B 
8.4 

17.7 
17.0 
17 .2 
5.0 

0.9 
1.0 
9.2 
3.8 
4.6 

13.6 
4.2 

1.0 
1.7 
9.5 

19.3 
B.5 

15.0 
6.3 

In contrasting the changes in the different veri­

fied index crime rates at Cabrini-Green and Stateway 

Gardens, assaul ts, robberies, j ndex thefts, and auto 

thefts have all decreased more at Cabr ini-Green. On 

the other hand, rape and burglary rates have decreased 

more at Stateway Ga~~~us. 

Finding 4: The HIP max be related to decreases in 
assaults--robberies, and index theft at 
Cabrini=ITreen. It was not_~la!ed_!£ ci:1anges-rnraPe-and-1)urgIa-ry:--

At Cabrini-Green, the verified crime rates for all 

types of index crimes decreased, except fOl! homicides 

and rapes. The verified crime rates which decreased 

mO~L ~igulficantly between 1975 and 1977 were robbery, 

burglary, index theft and assaul ts: these crime rates 

fell by 53.7, 41.0, 30.3, and 15.6 percent, respec-

tively. 

At St a teway Gardens, the ver if led cr ime rates 

decreased for four of the seven types of index crime: 

rape, robbery, burglary and auto theft. These verified 

crime rates fell by 58.5, 14.6, 53.3, and 4.5 percent, 

respectively. All other verified index crimes experi-

enced increases during this period. 
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At Cabr ini-Green, index thefts and assaul ts were 

the most frequently reported crimes in both 1975 and 

1977. These crime rates were 19.5 and 10.9, respec­

tively, for 1975, and 13.6 and 9.2 in 1977. The least 

frequently reported crimes are homicide and rape. 

These verified crime rates were 0.6 and 0.8, respec­

tively, for 1975, and 0.9 and 1.0 in 1977. 

At Stateway Gardens, robbery and burglary were the 

most commonly reported crimes in 1975 (22.6 and 18.2 

crimes per 1,000 residents, respectively). In 1977, 
the most commonly reported 

index theft (19.3 and 15.0). 

commonly reported crimes at 

crimes were robbery and 

For both years, the least 

Stateway Gardens were also 

homicide and rape. These verified crime rates were 0.3 

and 4.1 in 1975, and 1.0 and 1.7 in 1977. 

b. Victimization 

To examine the actual incidence of crime (as opposed to 

crime reported to police), and to determine if the incidence 

of crime differed between Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens, 

respondents in the Atti tude and Perception Surveys were asked 

whether they had ever hLd a crime personally commi tted against 

them during varying time periods. Table 5 indicates the propor­

tion of survey respondents in each wave who stated that they 

had been a victim of a crime. (The INTRODOCTION to this report 

discusses these data in greater detail.) 

Daso) Jno 1 

IJercenl 2t.8 
victim. (124) 

IInte par J ,000 218 
ro".pondon La 
CDoQod on ruunber 
nt rca"ouduuls 
who reported 
hu!ng ft vJetlm 
or t:rlme) 

I Summer 1976 

2~·.11 1976 

3Summor 1977 

TAUl.R 5 

1'1I0I'ORTION or llRSI>(INUEN'rS rllo 
REPORTED DRING A VICTtl! OP CR IUE 

CAUllIHI-Gll~EN AND STA'rEWAY GAllm:NS 

Cab,. J nJ -Urcen 

8.7 
(26) 

87 

6.0 
(29) 

60 

36.8 
(74) 

36H 

Numbera In () Bra (lumber who rCllortcd bolng Ii viet 1m. 
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Slateway Gardens 
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9.2 
(14) 

92 

12.9 
(31) 

129 
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Because the time frames are not comparable between the 

three survey waves, the analysis of victimization rates focuses 

upon the differences between Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens. 

A ratio between the number of victimizations in each survey wave 

at Stateway Gardens and Cabrini-Green was calculated to aid in 

this comparison. 

Finding 5: There is an increase~ ratio of victimiza­
"tIonrates of Statew~y Gardens to Cabrini­
Green between the Baseline and Second 
FQII~~~Up-surveys~-Thls-maylberela1ed 
to a development-wide anti-crime program, 
such as the HIP, at Cabrini-Green. 

In the Baseline survey, 21.8 percent of Cabr in i­

Green respondents and 36.8 percent of Stateway Gardens 

respondents had reported being a victim of crime while 

living in their respective developments. By the Second 

Follow-Up survey, 6 percent of Cabrini-Green residents 

and 12.9 percent of Stateway Gardens residents had been 

a victim of crime during the past six months. In the 

earlier survey, there was one victimization at Cabrini­

Green for every 1.69 at Stateway Gardens. By the 

Second Follow-Up, this increased to one victimization 

at Cabrini-Green for every 2.15 at Stateway Gardens. 

This increased ratio of victimization rates may be 

related to a development-wide anti-crime program at 

Cabrini-Green, such as the HIP. 

Respondents were also asked about where the crimes 

took place, especially because many of the High Impact 

Programs were directly concerned with reducinr crimes 

in specific indoor locations. Table 6, shows the 

distribution of victimizations occurring inside and 

outside of the buildings. In Cabrini-Green experi-

mental and Rowhouse buildings and Stateway Gardens, 

there was a decrease in the percent of victimizations 
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in inside locations. In the Cabrini-Green nonexperi­

mental buildings, there was a slight increase in the 

percent of inside victimizations between the Baseline 

and Second Follow-Up surveys. Gi ven this increase in 

the nonexperimental buildings but decrease at Stateway 

Gardens, it does not appear that the HIP Significantly 

contributed to a reduction in inside victimization. 

This confirms the results of the verified crime 

analysis, which reflected a 12.4 percent increase in 

inside index crime rates at Cabrini-Green. 

Survey 

Oaseline 1 

Pirst Follow-Up 2 
Second Follow_Up 3 

ISummer 1976 
2Fall 1976 

3Summer 1977 

TABI,E 6 

LOCATION 01" CRIMES IN EACH SURVEY 
PERCENTAGE OF CRIMES OCCURRING INSIDE AND OUTSIDE 

CG 
CG Experimental Nonexperimental CG Rowhouse 

~ Outside ~ Outside ~ Outside 

53.8% 46.2% 57.4% 42.6% 76.2% 23.8% 
20.0 80.0 15.4 84.6 75.0 25.0 
33.3 66.7 60.0 40.0 66.7 33.3 

c. Residential Desirability 

Stateway 
Gardens 

~ Outside 

17.9% 22.1% 
66.7 33.3 
74.2 25.8 

One goal of the High Impact Program was to enhance the 

resident al desirability of the Cabrini-Green development. Two 

types of measures were used to address this issue: residential 

turnover as witnessed by move-in and move-out data, and resi­

dents' attitudes about life in the development. The graphic 

presentation of the relationship of move-ins to move-outs for 

Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens developments appear on the 

following page (Exhibit 3). Actual move-in and move-out data 

is included in Appendix D. 
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in inside locations. In the Cabrini-Green nonexperi­

mental buildings, there was a slight increase in the 

percent of inside victimizations between the Baseline 

and Second Follow-Up surveys . Given this increase in 

the nonexperimental buildings but decrease at Stateway 

Gardens, it does not appear that the HIP significantly 

contributed to a reduction in inside victimization. 

This confirms the results of the verified crime 

analysis, which reflected a 12.4 percent increase in 

inside index crime rates at Cabrini-Green. 

Survey 

OtlRPJine1 

Fi rst Follow_ Up 2 

Second Follow- Up 3 

ISummer 1976 
2F'a11 1976 

3Summer 1977 

TAIl/JF. 6 

LOCA'I'ION OF' CRIMF.S IN EACII SURVEY 
PEHCENTAQR OF ~RIMES OCCURRING INSIDE AND OUTSIDE 

CG 
CG Experimen tal Nonexperimental CG Rowhouse 

~ Outside ~ Outside ~ Outside 

53.8% 46.2% 57.4% 42.6% 76.2% 23.8% 
20.0 80.0 15.4 84,6 75.0 25.0 
33.3 66.7 60.0 40.0 66.7 33.3 

c. Residential Desirab~lity 

Stateway 
Gardens 

~ Outside 

77.9% 22.1% 
66.7 33.3 
74.2 25.8 

One goal of the High Impact Program was to enhance the 

residental desirability of the Cabrini-Green development. Two 

types of measures were used to address this issue: residential 

turnover as witnessed by move-in and move-out data, and resi­

dents' attitudes about life in the development. The graphic 

presentation of the relationship of move-ins to move-outs for 

Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens developments appear on the 

following page (Exhibit 3). Actual move-in and move-out data 

is included in Appendix D . 
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MOVE-INS -;- MOVE-OUTS 

CABRfNf-GREEN & STATEWAY GARDENS 

-- CABR/NI-GREEN HOMES 
...... STATEWAY GARDENS 

Exhibit 3 

1.00 ~----____________ ~ ________________ -+~ __________________________________ ~~ ____________________ ~~ __ ~ ______________________________ ~ 

.50r----------------------+--______________________ 4-____________________ -4 _________________________ ~ 

(END) 
1973 (END) 

1974 (END) 
1975 

The Ratio For Move-ins & Move-outs For Previous 6 Months 
(END) 
1977 

Aggregate Analysis 
Timeline 

, 
I 

I 
fr 
[I 
/1 
J! 
II 

i 
II 
!I 

( 

, 

" 

" 
If 

\ 

. '" 



--------

. 

. " 

------------
__ -------------~~::_-------------.l),1Iiill~\I\U\'UfJ. --

:r '{ , , 

I Ii 
If 

~ p 

II 

! 
fi 

~ 
I , , , 
I 
; , 
! 
l 

I 
I 
\ 

i 
~ 

I 
~ 

/ . 

I/i 
UL. 

F it: 
Ill.. 

r J i~ 

F I ,;. 

i'; Ii' 
u " 

r I'. 

" J 

I i' 

r 1· 
l' 

~\ wi; 

... -!li, 
~ 

Data for Cabrini-G~'een Homes were compared to the control 

development, Statew~y Gardens. At the start of the High Impact 

Program, Stateway Gardens had a higher occupancy level than 

Cabrini-Green Homes. By monitoring mov-e,-ins and move-outs in 

both developments since that time, it was possible to estimate 

whether there were any long-term trends at Cabrini-Green Homes 

that were unique to that development or whether they were pos­

sibly related to changes in other high-rise housing developments 

as well. 

Finding 6: Since December 1975, more families have 
moved into Cabrini-Green than have mov~d 
out but this has not occurred at StateWay 
Gardens. This increase in occupancy ap­
pears to be related to the High Impact 
Pro~am~-------------

At Cabrini-Green, there were more move-outs than 

move-ins dur ing the last six months of 1975. Dur ing 

four of these months, the move-in/move-out ratio was 

1 ess than 1.00. However, beginning with December 1975 

and continuing through June 1977, there were more 

families moving into the Cabrini-Green development than 

leaving for every month. In fact, in three of those 

months, there were almost twice as many families moving 

into the Cabrini-Green development as were moving out 

of it. Since July 1&77, there has been a fairly equal 

number of move-ins and move-outs, which reflects the 

high occupancy level that Cabrini-Green achieved during 

the first two years of the High Impact Program. 

On the other ha.nd, at Stateway Gardens, the 

move-in/ move-out ratio was greater than at Cabrini­

Green in the last six months of 1975 but fluctuated 

considerably during the January 1976 to June 1977 

period, while occupancy at Cabrini-Green increased 

considerably. Dur ing this 1B-month per iod, there were 

10 months where the number of families moving out was 
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ber moving greater than the num into Stateway Gardens. 

to be a trend toward appears Since. July 1977, there 

increasing occupancy at 

reflect the enhanced 
This ccnld Stateway Gardens. 

Stateway Gardens or 
residential desirability ~f 

that as one of CRA s the fact 

reached t Cabrini-Green largest housing developmen s, . ed 

. terms of certain Sl.Z (especially l.n peak capacity 

apartments), CRA was able 

alternative developments 
to house more families in 

such as Stateway Gardens. 

Another h sidential measure which assesses t e re . 

t . the length of tl.me d evelopmen l.S desirability of the 

that development (see expect to remain in 
residents confounded by other decisions such 7) Al though d 
Table • ,'sidents' feelings of upwar those reflectinR d es 
as a measure of expected tenure 0 
social mobility, of the desirability of the 'd some estimate provl. e 

l iving environment. part icular 

TABI,E 7 

IN CURRENT "OUSING DEVELOPMENT EXPECTED LENGTH OF STAXND STA'l'EWAY GARDENS ADULTS 
B1' CABRlN I-GRENE,NE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS BAS ELl 

Cabrini-Green Statewa~ Gardens 

LeRs than six months (1) 

Six months to one year 

One to two years (3) 

IndeHni te stay 

Don't know 

Total 

1Summer 1976 
2Fall 1976 

3Summer 1977 

(4) 

(2) 

Baseline 

2. 9 '.to 
( 10) 

4.8 
( 17) 

16.1 
( 57) 

33.4 
(118) 

42.8 
(151) 

100.0% 
(353) 

1 First 2 
Follow-UE 

2.4',{, 
( 6) 

6.4 
( 16) 

9.2 
( 23) 

38.2 
( 96) 

43.8 
(10) 

100.0% 
(251) 
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Second 3 
Follow-UE Baseline1 First 2 

Follow-UE 

3.8',{, 3.5',{, 6.3% 
( 5) ( 7) ( 14) 

8.8 8.4 6.3 
( 32) ( 12) ( 7) 

6.3 19.9 17.5 
( 25) ( 7) ( 73) 

45.4 22.4 19.8 
(66) ( 32) ( 22) 

22.1 48.2 61.3 
( ,81) ( 69) ( 68) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(366) (143) (111) 

Second 3 
Follow-UE 

8. 4 ',{, 
( 14) 

11.5 
( 19) 

20.1 
( 33) 

48.2 
( 79) 

11.6 
( 19) 

100.0% 
(164) 
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In the Baseline survey, when leasehOlders of both 
Cahrini-Green and Stateway Gardens were asked how long 

they expected to remain in their current hOUsing 

development, the modal response was "don't know." In 

the Second Fallow-Up, however, their modal responses 

were that they "planned to stay indefini tely. " This 

shift in response probably reflects a degree of commit_ 

ment to their current housing si tua tion and a level 

of satisfaction with the development that Was not 
witnessed previously. 

The survey resul ts show that among Cabrini-Green 
respondents, 45.4 percent said that they planned to 

stay indefinitely and 48.2 percent of the Stateway 

Gardens respondents planned to stay indefinitely. It 

also appears that the greater increase since the 

Baseline survey in the percent responding that they 

would remai n "indefinitely," occurred among Stateway 

Gardens residents (an increase of 25.8 percent over 

the Baseline). The increase among Cabrini-Green 

respondents was only 12.0 percent. Therefore, it does 

not appear that the HIP is responsible for changing 

Cabrini-Green reSidents' attitudes, with respect to 
tenure in the development. 

To isolate the effects of dissatisfaction with the 
development from all otber issues, with respect to 

expected ~ength of tenure, respondents were asked what 

would be their primary reason for leaving their current 

development (see Table 8). "Upward mobility" was the 

response most frequently mentioned by residents of 

Cabrini-Green in the Second Fallow-Up survey (40.0 

percent) . Fear of crime was the modal response for 

Stateway Gardens residents (39.6 percent). The fear 
of crime as a reason 

frequency of response 

Green respondents and 

for moving decreased in its 

by 0.7 percent among Cabrini_ 

increased by 5.3 percent among 
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St at eway Gardens residents while a dislike of the 

development was ci ted less frequently among both 

Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens respondents. 

TABLE 8 

EEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS PRI~~~~H~E!~gN~D~~~ ~~~~6~~T~RMIGHT LEAVE DEVELOPMENT 
BASELINE AND SECOND FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS 

Cabrini-Green Stateway Gardens 

Reason 
S d Second 2 1 econ 2 l' 1 Follow Up Baseline Follow-Up Base. lne -. 

Fear of crime 

Upward mobility 

Dislike of development 

Miscellaneous responses 

No responses 

Total 

29.2% 
(166) 
23.2 
(132) 
24.6 
(140) 
6.9 

( 39) 
16.1 
( 92) 

100.0% 
(569) 

28.5% 
(166) 
40 .. 0 
(233) 
16.0 
( 93) 
12.2 
( 71) 
3.3 

( 20) 

100.0% 
(583) 

34.3% 
( 69) 
16.4 
( 33) 
24.9 
( 50) 
11.9 
( 24) 
12.5 
( 25) 

100.0% 
(201) 

Note: Reasons mentioned by less than three percent 
of the sample are not liste~. Percentages 
are based on total sample Slze. 

1 

.LSummer 1976 

2Summer 1977 
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39.6% 
( 95) 
22.9 
( 55) 
13.3 
( 32) 
20.4 
( 49) 
3.8 

( 9) 

100.0% 
(240) 

\ 1 
\ } 

I L 
! j 
11 

tJ 

U 
~ ~ J 

U 

1 ~ 
\ .' 
'j , 

I j 
. l 

! . j 

f' 
l.l 

" ) 
1 J 

I , 

UI 
1] 

U 
n 
t.l 

U 

11 

. 

i 
.1 

. 

, . 

i 

0 l 

[11 
II 

n 
U 

I [1 
I 

U 
U 

I ~ 
~H IV, 
"""' 

@ IN 

r f, il ~ 
...,;t 

~ di 

ij 

IU 
llJ1 

UJ lU1 

U 

~ 

r .n 

~ 

Finding 7: There was ,a. significantly greater decrease 
at Cabri~~.Green than at Stateway Gardens 
in the t\~~·~::~ntage of residents who agreed 
that "crime is the biggest problem around 
here." This decrease may be related to the HIP. 

Residents of Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens 

were also asked whether they agreed or disagreed wi tb 

tbe statement tbat "crime is tbe biggest problem around 
bere. " 

In tbe Baseline and Follow-Up surveys, a 
greater percentage of Stateway Gardens residents tban 

Cabrini-Green residents agreed witb tbis statement 

(Table 9). In tbe Baseline survey, 71.5 percent of 

Cabrini-Green respondents and 82.6 percent of Stateway 

Gardens respondents agreed witb tbis statement. In tbe 

Second Follow-Up survey, the percentage of respondents 

at both Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens who agreed 

wi th tbis statement decreased. Cabr ini-Green dropped 

from 71.5 percent to 5~.35 and Stateway Gardens de­

creased from 82.6 percec~ to 75.0. Tbe greater magni­

tude of change at Cabrini-Green is statistically 

significant and may be related to tbe presence of the 
HIP pr ogr am . 

TABLE 9 

QUESTION, "CO YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE 
THAT CRUIE IS THE DIG<lEST PRODLE .. AROUND H~RE?" 

Cabrini_ 
Green 

First 
Baseline 1 Second Reseonse FOllow-Ue2 Follow_U.I!.3 

Agree 71.5' 57.3% 53.3 't (407) (223) ~311) 
Disagree 21.6 35.5 36.4 (123) (138) (212) 
Don't knoll' 6.9 7.2 10.3 ( 39) ( 28) ( 60) 

lOO.O~ 100.0, 100.0% Total (569) (389) (583) 

"nalysie of Variancel 
Location - Signiticant at p < .01 
TIme - SignIficant at p < .OJ 
Interaction - Significant at p < .01 

lSummer 1976 
2Pall 1976 

3Summer 1977 
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Stateway 
G!!'rdens 

BaselIne1 First 
FOll ow-Ue2 

82.6% 84.3 '(, 
(166) (129) 

13.4 10.5 
( 27) ( 16) 

4.0 5.2 ( 8) ( 8) 

100.0% 100.0' (201) (153) 

Second 
FOllow- Ue3 

75.0% 
( 180) 

20.0 
( 48) 

5.0 
( 12) 

100.0' 
(240) 

, 
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Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens respondents 

were asked about their fear of being a victim of crime 

in various development locations. Table 10 presents 

the average scores of the Cabrini-Green and Stateway 

Gardens respondents. In general, fear is consistently 

lower among Cabrini-Green respondents than among the 

Statev!~y Gardens group for all locations. Also, the 

average fear scores have decreased in every location 

for both groups of respondents. 

Apartment 
Hallway 
Lobby 
Elevator 
Grounds 

1Summer 1976 

2Summer 1977 

TABLE 10 

FEAR OF BEING A VICTIM 
IN VARIOUS DEVELOPMENT 

AVERAGE SCORE 

Cabrini-Green 

Baseline1 Second 2 
Follow-Up 

2.16 1.69 
2.31 2.06 
1.88 1.64 
2.36 2.09 
1.98 1.73 

OF CRIME 
LOCATIONS 

Stateway Gardens 

Baseline 
1 Second 2 

Follow-Up 

2.42 1.91 
2.47 2.34 
2.25 2.10 
2.63 2.48 
1.90 1.79 

Finding 8: Decreases in fear of crime in the hallways, 
elevators, lobbies, and on the development 
grounds at Cabrini-Green may be related to 
the High Impact Program. However, the de­
cline in fear of crime in the apartments 
cannot be attributed to the HIP. 

Even though the greatest decrease in average fear 

scores was fear in the apartment, this decrease cannot 

be related to the HIP program. At Cabrini-Green, the 

sc;res decreased from 2.16 to 1.69 and, at Stateway 

Gardens, they declined from 2.42 to 1.91. Since the 
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average fear score declined slightly more at Stateway 

Gardens than at Cabrini-Green, it is not 'possible to 

conclude that the HIP was responsible for this decrease 

in apartment fear. 

However, average fear scores for the hallways, 

lobbies, elevators, and development grounds also 

decreased significantly between the Baseline and 

Second Follow-Up surveys and these changes may be 

more directly related to the HIP. In the hallways, 

fear decreased from 2.31 to 2.06 at Cabrini-Green, and 

from 2.47 to 2.34 at Stateway Gardens. In the lobbies, 

fear fell from 1.88 to 1.64 at Cabrini-Green, and from 

2.25 to 2. 10 at Stateway Gardens • Elevator fear fell 

from 2.36 to 2. 09 at Cabrini -Green, and from 2.63 to 

2.48 at Stateway Gardens. Residents' fear of crime on 

development grounds also decreased. At Cabrini -Green, 

it fell from 1.98 to 1.73, and at Stateway Gardens it 

declined from 1.90 to 1.79. For all of these locations 

(hallways, lobbies, elevators, and development grounds) 

there was a greater decrease in fear at Cabrini-Green 

than Stateway Gardens, which may be related to the 

HIP's objective of reducing fear at Cabrini-Green. 

Finally, in the Second Follow-Up Atti tude and 

Perception Survey, residents were asked to evaluate the 

High Impact Program. Specifically, Cabrini-Green youth 

and adults were asked whether they agreed with the 

statement: "The High Impact Program is making this a 

batter place to live" (see Table 11). The modal 

response for both adults and youth of all Cabrini-Green 

locations was "strongly agree. 1I The differences in the 

distribution of responses were very slight for ei ther 

yo uft, b 0 r ad u 1 t s 0 r by the lo c at ion 0 f res ide n c e . 

Rowhouse residents expressed the greatest agreement 

(93.0 percent of the Rowhouse adults and 89~ 3 percent 

of the youth agreed wi th the statement), followed by 
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d t (88.6 percent nonexperimental resi en s 
Cabrini-Green h th) who agreed 

and 83.7 percent of t e you of the adults 1 e 
was making Cabrini-Green a better p ac that the HIP t 

Among Cabrini-Green experimental residen s, to live. 

t f the adults and . 82 8 percent of the 
94u9 percen 0 t with tho statement. An ~ youth expressed agreemen ~ 

between the groups showed that t . ri comparison 
pos erlO in the evalua-

significant differences there were no 

tions of the HIP by Cabrini- reen G experimental, 

Rowhouse residents. nonexperimental, or 

TABLE 11 

"THE HIGH IMPACT PROGRAM IS MAKING 
THIS A BETTER PLACE TO LIVE" 

Cabrini-Green Cabrini-Green 
Experimental Nonexperimental Rowhouses 

Adults Youth Adults 

Strongly 3.1% 8.6% 5.7% 
disagree ( 3) ( 5) ( 10) 

Somewhat 2.Q 8.6 5.7 
disagree ( 2) ( 5) ( 10) 

Somewhat 37.8 27.6 43.2 
agree (37) (16) ( 75) 

Strongly 57.1 55.2 45.4 
agree (56) (32) ( 79) 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(98) (58) ( 174) 

Note: ( ) a re the number Numbers in 
of respondents in each category. 
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Youth Adults Youth 

9.2% 2.3% 0.0% 
( 9) ( 1) ( 0) 

7.1 4.7 10.7 
( 7) ( 2) ( 3) 

37.8 44.2 35.7, 
(37) (19) (10) 

45.9 48.8 53.6 
(45) (21) (15) 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
(98) (43) (28) 
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B. PHYSICAL DESIGN PROGRAMS 

1. ARCHITECTURAL SECURITY PROGRAM 

a. Introduction 

The Architectural Security Program (ASP) is a major part of 

the Cabrini-Green High Impact Program. It consists of several 

architectural improvements to two high-rise (19 and 16 stories) 

and two medium-rise (7 stories) buildings in Cabrini-Green Homes. 
The ASP includes the following components: 

• Enclosed lobbies wi th Supervision by trained 
Senior Public Safety Aides. 

• Electronic surveillance and security features. 

• Attractive fencing and landscaping to increase 
recognition of territoriality. 

• "Crime-free" pedestrian pathways monitored by 
Senior Public Safety Aides using Safe Pathways cameras. 

A timetable indicating the seq~ence of implementation for these 
components is included in Chapter 1, INTRODUCTION. 

Attainment of three Archi tectural Security Program objec­

tives was measured in the four buildings where the ASP strategies 

were concentrated. These objectives were to reduce the incidence 

of crime and vandalism within the four buildings, improve resi­

dents' perceptions of the security of these buildings, and 

increase the desirability of the four buildings at Cabrini-Green 
Homes as a place to live. 

Related to each objective are specific indicators which are 

used to measure impact. For example, a reduction in crime is 

measured by using verified index and nonindex crime statistics 3 

3Verified index and nonindex crimes are crimes which 
have been reported to the Chicago Police Depar.tment 
(CPD) and are believed to have actually occurred. This 
is in contrast to unfounded crimes, which are those 
which are reported to the CPD but are later classtfied 
as "unfounded" or not really being a crime. 
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which have been provided by the Chicago Police Department (CPO). 

It is also measured by the victimization rates of residents, as 

derived from the Resident Attitude and Perception Surveys (RAPS) 

of Cabrini-Green residents. In the listing below, each relevant 

objective is identified, along with the measures that are used to 

assess the ASP's impact upon that objective. 

Objective Indicators 

Reduce crime Index/nonindex 
verified crime 
rates 

Victimization 
rates of 
residents 

Reduce vandalism Vandalism costs 
(elevator/other) 

Improve per­
ceived security 

Enhance residen­
tial desirabil­
ity 

Attitudes regarding 
fear of crime 

Attitudes regarding 
residential 
desirability 

Occupancy data -
move-ins/ 
move-outs 

Source 

Chicago Police 
Department 

Resident Attitude 
and Perception 
Survey 

Chicago Housing 
Authority 

Resident Attitude 
and Perception 
Survey 

Resident Attitude 
and Perception 
Survey 

Chicago Housing 
Authority 

The evaluation of the ASP focuses on the objectives 

identified above. The analysis was specifically concerned wi th 

changes over time in the experimental and control buildings. In 

addition, crime and vandalism data were disaggregated for the 16-

and 19-story experimental and control buildings to watch for 

potential differences between these buildings. We have also 

included an evaluation of the security hardware features of the 

ASP. The ASP evaluation is organized as follows: 

• Impact of the ASP on reducing crime. 

• Impact of the ASP on reducing vandalism. 

• Impact of the ASP ~n reducing fear of crime. 
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• Impact of the ASP on improving residential 
desir abil i ty. 

• Assessment of the secur i ty hardware features 
of the ASP. 

Findings 

(1) Verified Crimes 

The verified crime data provided by the Chicago Police 

Department are aggregated to provide annual totals for 1974, 

1975, 1916, and 1977. Crime rates for 1974 are provided in this 

report because the ASP construction began in 1975. However, the 

data for 1975 are used as a baseline against which changes may be 

measured and related to the ASP, since the program was not fully 

operational until July 1976. Verified crime represents eight 

categories: homicide, rape, assault, robbery, burglary, index 

theft auto theft, and nonindex. A later discussion utilizes 

the data which consider the exact location of occurrence. 

discussed in the methodology sect ion of the INTRODUCTION, 

As 

the 

data are analyzed using crime rates per 1,000 residents and 

changes in these rates between years. 

Finding 9: In 1977, index and nonindex verified crime 
rates in the experimental buildings were 
lower than in the control buildings at 
Cabrini-Green . 

Table 12 shows the .crime rates for 1975 to 19'17 

for the control and exper imental buildings. In 1975, 

the index crime rates in the experimental and control 

buildings were 54.3 and 57.8 per 1,000 residents, 

respectively. Nonindex crime rates were 45.2 and 37.6, 

respectively. That is, the index crime rate was lower 

in the experimental buildings but the non index crime 

rate was higher. However, by 1977, both the index and 

nonindex crime rates were lower in the four exper i­

control buildings mental buildings than 

(index 27.0 and 46.7, 

in the four 

respectively; nonindex 28.0 

and 30.6, respectively). Exhibits 4 and 5 graphically 

illustrate this finding. 
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TABLE 12 

VERIFIED INDEX AND NONINDEX CRIME RATES 
(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

CABRINI-GREEN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL BUILDINGS 

Index Nonindex 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1974 1975 1976 1977 

Experimental 
High-Rise 

16 story 
19 story 

Medium-Rise 

Control 
High-Rise 

16 story 
19 story 

Medium-Rise 

54.5 
54.2 
28.3 
74.9 
55.6 

47.9 
53.1 
39.6 
66.3 
33.3 

54.3 
48.2 
38.5 
56.1 
71.1 

57.8 
65.2 
36.7 
92.7 
37.1 

40.6 
40.2 
35.4 
44.2 
42.0 

49.5 
49.7 
31.4 
67.7 
48.8 

27.0 
26.4 
34.1 
21.1 
29.2 

46.7 
45.4 
26.0 
62.3 
51.1 

34.4 
34.9 
30.0 
38.8 
32.9 

41. 3 
41.2 
30.4 
51.5 
41. 7 

45.2 
41. 2 
31.5 
49.1 
56.0 

37.6 
41. 6 
24.0 
58.7 
26.2 

45.2 
41.0 
33.7 
47.0 
58.3 

31.5 
28.7 
9.4 

47.7 
39.5 

Finding 10: Index and nonindex crime rates decreased 
steadily from 1975 to 1977 in both experi­
mental and control buildings. The rate of 
decrease in the experimental buildings was 
greater than in the control buildings, and 
may be related to the ASP. 

The index crime rate decreased steadily from 1975 

to 1977 in both experimental and control buildings. 

The index crime rate fell by 50.3 percent (from 54.3 to 

27.0) in the experimental, and 19.2 percent (from 57.8 

to 46.7) in the control buildings between 1975 to 1977. 

Nonindex crime rates also declined over this time 

period by 38.1 percent (from 45.2 in 1975 to 28.0 in 

1977) in the experimental buildings, and by 18.6 per­

cent (from 37.6 to 30.6) in the control buildings. 

(See Exhibits 6 and 7.) 
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Finding 11: Th~_la.!:Jiest decrease between 1975 and 
1977 in verified index and non index crime 
rates occurred in the medium-rise experi­
mental buildings and in the 19-story high 
rise experimental buildings. 

The 19-story high-rise experimental buildings 

showed the greatest decrease in index crime rates and 

the medium-rise experimental buildings showed the 

greatest decrease in nonindex crime rates. (See 

Exhibits 6A and 7A.) According to Table 12, index 

crime rates dc-(!reased by 62.4 percent (from 56.1 to 

21.1) in the 19-story high-rise 

58.9 percent in the medium-rise 

experimental and by 

(71.1 to 29.2), and 

non index crime rates decreased by 69.6 percent in the 

medium-rise buildings (from 56.0 to 17.0) from 1975 to 

1977. In contrast, the crime rates in the medium-rise 

control buildings for both index and nonindex crimes 

increased between 1975 and 1977 (by 37.7 percent for 

ind,ex crimes, and 11.5 percent for nonindex crimes). 

The index crime rate increased from 37.1 to 51.1 

percent, and the non index cr ime rate increased from 

26 . 2 to 29 . 2 per c e n t for the me d i urn - r is e con t r 0 1 

buildings. 

One plausible explanation for this dramatic change in the 

medium-rise experimental buildings was that in 1975 widespread 

crime seemed to be a problem of greater magnitude there than in 

the previous year. There was a sharp increase in index cr ime 

in those buildings in 1975. In the medium-rise experimental 

buildings, in 1974 the index crime rate was 55.6 but by 1975, 

it jumped to 71.1 crimes per 1,000 residents. Similarly, the 

nonindex crime rate increased from 32.9 in 1974 to 56.0 in 1975 

for those medium-rise experimental buildings. 

(a) Location of Crimes 

Since the ASP is primarily intended to affect 

crimes inside the building, the verified crime rates 

for interior crimes were analyzed. 
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Finding 12: Between 1975 and 1977, interior verified 
index and nonindex crime rates decreased 
in the experimental buildings but in­
creased-in the control buildings. This 
decrease in the interior crime rates may 
be related to the ASP. 

Table 13 indicates the verified crime rates for 

crimes which took place inside the experimental and 

control buildings. In the experimental buildings, the 

index crime rate decreased steadily from 1975 to 1977 

for crimes which had occurred inside the buildings. 

From 1975 to 1977, the index crime rate for interior 

crimes fell 28.6 percent in the experimental buildings, 

while it increased by 20.9 percent in the control 

buildings. 

The nonindex crime rate for interior crimes fell 

by 12.2 percent in the experimental buildings but 

increased by 8.2 percent in the control buildings 

between 1975 and 1977. These results are illustrated 

in Exhibits 8 and 9. 

TABLE 13 

INTERIOR LOCATION VERIFIED CRIME RATES 
(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

CABRINI-GREEN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL BUILDINGS 

Index Crime Rate Nonindex Crime Rate 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1974 1975 1976 1977 

Experimental 11.5 18.9 14.9 13.5 10.9 18.9 27.5 16.6 
High-Rise 12.6 17.9 18.2 15.2 8.9 19.5 25.0 18.5 

16 story 8.3 15.7 11.8 21.1 6.7 15.7 20.2 26.0 
19 story 16.0 19.6 23.5 11.1 10.7 22.4 29.0 13.3 

Medium-Rise 8.2 21.6 4.7 7.3 16.5 17.2 35.0 9.7 

Control 12.1 19.6 24.5 23.7 10.5 20.8 22.7 22.5 
High-Rise 15.0 21.2 24.9 21.2 9.7 24.4 19.4 21.9 

16 story 15.2 4.8 18.8 8.1 10.7 14.4 7.8 19.5 
19 story 14.7 37.1 30.8 32.6 8.8 34.0 30.8 24.1 

Medium-Rise 4.2 15.3 23.3 31.6 12.5 10.9 32.6 24.3 
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:/ Finding 13: In the medium-rise experimental buill.=. 

i~~~~-!QieKi2K_£Lim~_~i~~_de£K~~seQ 
between 1975 and 1977. Interior crime 
rates increased in the medium-rise £QQ= 
trol bUildings. --

The largest reduction in interior crime rates 

between 1975 and 1977 took place in the medium-rise 

experimental buildings. Al though there were fluctua­

tions in the crime rates during this period, there was 

an overall decrease of 66.2 percent in the index crime 

rate and 43.6 percent in the nonindex crime rate 
between 1975 and 1977. 

In contrast, in the medium-rise control buildings, 

the index crime rate rose steadily between 1975 and 

1977. There was an increase of 106.5 percent in the 

index cr ime rate (from 15.3 to 31.6 per 1,000 resi­

dents). The nonindex crime rate for these buildings 

fluctuated between 1975 and 1977 but showed a net 

increase of 122.9 percent during this period (from 

10.9 to 24.3 per 1,000 residents). Exhibits 10 and 11 
graphically illustrate these crime rates. 

In the high-rise experimental buildings, there was 

a difference between the 16- and 19-story buildings. 

In the 16-story experimental building, crime rates 

increased by 34.4 percent for index cr imes and 65.6 

percent for nonindex crimes between 1975 and 1977. In 

the 19-story experimental buildings, the crime rates 

decreased by 43.4 percent for index cr imes and 40.6 

percent for nonindex crimes during that period. 

(Exhibits lOA and 11A demonstrate the differences among 
the high-rise buildings.) 

These results are even more unusual in considera-
tion of the 1974 crime rates. 

In all cases, except 
in the 16-story control building, the inside crime 

rates were considerably lower in 1974 than in 1975. 

Part of this is likely due to real differences in the 
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TABLE 14 

CRIME RATES FROM CASE REPORT DATA IN INSIDE LOCATIONS 
(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

CABRINI-GREEN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL BUILDINGS 

Lobby Hall Apartments Elevators Stairwells 

1974 1975 1976 1977* 1975 1975 1976 1977* 1974 1975 1976 1977* 1974 1975 1976 1977* 1974 1975 1976 1977* 

Exper imental 4*9 7.4 4.6 201 4.9 5.1 4.0 3.1 39.3 43.5 32.1 18.7 1.1 0.6 1.7 1.0 2.7 2.9 0.6 0.5 
High-Rise 5.9 B.6 3.8 2.6 6.7 612 4.6 2.6 41.5 44.4 36.4 20.5 0.7 0.8 2.3 2.0 3.7 2.3 0.8 0.7 

16 Story 3.3 3.5 0.0 ,4.9 5.0 8,,7 5.1 6.5 33.3 28.0 20.2 30.8 1.7 0.0 3.4 4.9 1.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 
19 Story 8.0 12.6 6.9 1 .1 8.0 4.2 4.1 0.0 48.1 57.5 49.7 13.3 0.0 1.4 1.4 0.0 5.3 2.8 1.4 1.1 

Medium-Rise 2.1 4.3 7.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 2.3 4.9 32.9 40.9 18.6 14.6 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 

Control 1.7 2.9 2.3 3.5 7.7 4.0 6.4 5.8 47.4 42.7 32.7 37.5 1.1 2.9 1.2 0.6 1.7 1.2 1.7 0.6 
High-Rise 2.2 3.1 1 .6 3.8 9.7 2.4 5.4 3.8 51.6 49.5 33.4 39.3 1.5 3.9 0.8 0.0 2.2 1.6 2.3 0.8 

16 Story 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.6 6.1 0.0 1.6 6.5 35.0 22.4 25.1 30.8 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 
19 Story 2,9 4.6 1.5 5.7 13.3 4.6 9.2 1.4 67.7 75.7 41.5 46.7 0.0 7.7 1.5 0.0 1.5 1.6 4.6 1.4 

Med i um-Rise 0.0 2.2 4.7 0.0 2.1 8.7 9.3 9.7 35.4 f~4. 0 30.2 31.6 0.0 0.0 2.3 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
c.n 
.;;J 

*These rates were extrapolated from data for the first nine 
police reporting periods of 1977 ·to create a 13-period year. 



'. 

' .. 

i 
I, 

t: 
I-
I 

f' 

} 

t' 
'I 

I, 
~ {' 

Ii 
H 

.- ~ -, 

7 I 

I 
I 
T 
..L 

1 
l, 

"'l"" 

, 
hb 

'. '. ..... 

1 
...",. 

1 

I 
T 
..:b 

I 
T 
""'" 
IT" 
I' 
!.i. 

""" 
Jl , .. 
l!-. 

~ 

I.l 
'iiL, 

'T 
it 
,)J:. 

n" 11 

T I~. , 
'""'" 

..". 
I, 

l1L 

Lobby, hall, and elevator locations all had 

considerably lower crime rates than the apartments for 

both experimental and control buildings. This is true 

for each year between 1975 and 1977 . 

In each year, the crime rates, as well as the 

number of crimes they represent, are extremely low in 

all locations except the apartments. All totaled, 

indoor crime may be disconcerting but crimes in most 

individual locations are not problematic. Therefore, 

this evaluation of the impact of the ASP on reducing 

crime in specific locations is predicRted on the fact 

that most of these crime rates are low and, perhaps, at 

a threshold below which it may be, for all practical 

purposes, impossible to reach. 

Finding 15: In the experimental buildings, crime rates 
decreased between 1975 and 1977 for the 
lobbies, hallways, apartments, and stair­
wells. The crime rate increased in the 
elevators dur ing these years . 

Between 1975 and 1977 the crime rates fell by 

71.6 percent in the experimental lobbies (from 7.4 to 

2.1); by 39.2 percent in the hallways (from 5.1 to 

3.1); by 57.0 percent in the apartments (from 43.5 to 

18.7); and by 82.8 percent in the stairwells (from 2.9 

to 0.5). On the other hand, crime in the elevators in 

the exper imental buildings incr eased by 66.7 per cent 

(from 0.6 to 1.0) between 1975 and 1977. Yet, most of 

these changes represent only small changes in the 

number of crimes that actually took place. For 

example, there were nine crimes in the hallways of 

these buildings in 1975 and six in 1977. Likewise, 

there was only one crime in the elevators of these 

buildings in 1975 and two in 1977. Therefore, while 

these reductions may be related to the ASP, it is 

necessary to bear in mind the actual numbers of crimes 

as well and to recognize the relative size of these 

reductions. 
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In comparison, in the control buildings, lobby 

crime increased by 20.7 percent between 1975 and 1977 

(while it decreased sharply in the experimental build­

ings.) Yet this comparison of lobby crime for experi­

mental and control buildings is misleading because the 

control buildings do not have a clearly defined lobby, 

so crimes may be less frequently reported in a "lobby" 

area. The apartment crime rate fell by only 12.2 

percent, which is a considerably smaller decrease than 

in the experimental buildings. Also, stairwell crime 

decreased by 50.0 percent in the control building, 

compared with 82.8 percent in the experimental. 

Finding 16: While elevator crimes in the experimental 
buildings increased between.1975 and.1977, 
this is entirely due to an 1ncrease 1n the 
crime in the 16-story buildings. 

The elevator crime rate increased by over 100 

percent (from 0.0 to 4.9 crimes per 1,000 residents) in 

the 16-story buildings between 1975 and 1977. On the 

other hand, in the elevators of 19-story and medium­

rise buildings, there was no crime at all in 1977. 

In fact, there was also an increase in lobby and 

apartment crimes in the 16-story experimental building 

from 1975 to 1977. However, this increase was not 

large enough to offset the significant decreases in 

the crime rates for these locations for the other 

experimental buildings when taken as a whole. It 

appears that this one 16-story building has not 

experienced the same general reduction in crime as 

the medium-rise and 19-story experimental buildings. 

. '. 
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(c) Type of Crime 

The types of index crimes that occurred in the 

experimental and control buildings were also analyzed 

for each of the three years. These data are derived 

from the CPD verified crime data as described in the 

INTRODUCTION. The crime rates for verified crimes in 

six of the index crime categories are shown in Table 

15 . 

TABLE 15 

VERIFIED CRIME RATES FOR INDEX CRIME 
(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

CABRINI-GREbri EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL BUILDINGS 

Index 
Homicide Rape Assault Robbery Burglary Theft 

Exp Con Exp Con E~ Con Exp Con Exp Con Exp 

0.5 0.0 1.6 2.2 12.0 12.7 7.6 3.9 6.5 6.6 18.0 
0.6 1.7 1.7 0.6 10.3 20.2 9.1 8.1 5.1 8.7 22.9 
0.0 0.6 1.1 1.2 7.4 8.2 7.4 7.6 1.1 7.0 19.5 
0.0 1.7 0.0 2.3 11. 4 8.7 0.5 6.9 2.6 5.2 8.8 

Finding 17: The verified crime rates decreased since 
1975 in the experimental buildings for 
h~!~i£~L rape, robbery, burglary, and 
index theft. The crime rates for assaults 
increased for this tim9 period in the 
experimental buildings. 

Verified crime rates for experimental buildings 

decreased by 100.0 percent for homicide, 100.0 percent 

for rape, 94.5 percent for robbery, 49. 0 perc~nt for 

burglary, and 61.6 percent for index theft between 1975 

and 1977. The crime rate for assault increased by 10.7 

percent during this time. In the cont rol build ings, 

the crime rates for homicide remained the same, rape 

increased, but assaults, robbery, burglary and index 

theft decreased from 1975 to 1977. 
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Homicide 

The incidence of homicides is small and difficult 

to analyze, rela t i ve to t he effects of the ASP. It 

should be noted, however, that there have been no 

homicides in the experimental buildings since the ASP 

began. In the control buildings, the homicide rate has 

fluctuated from 1.7 to 0.6 and back aga~n to 1.7 per 

1,000 residents since 1975. 

Although the 1975 crime rate for rape in the 

experimental buildings was more than double that rate 

in the control buildings , it has continually declined 

in the experimental buildings, as it continually 

increased in the control buildings. The frequency of 

occurrence is too low to draw conclusions; however, 

there appears to be a trend toward fewer rapes in the 

experimental buildings (from 1.7 in 1975 to 0.0 in 1977 

per 1,000 residents) and more rapes in the control 

buildings (from 0.6 to 2.3). Since 1975, the rate of 

rape has been reduced by 100.0 percent in experimental 

buildings and increased by 283.3 percent in control 

buildings. 

Assault 

Of all the personal crimes, assault is the only 

one which has increased in the experimental buildings. 

The rate of assaults reported by experimental building 

residents fell in 1976 (from 10.3 in 1975 to 7.4) but 

increased beyond the 1975 level in 1977 (to 11.4). In 

the control buildings, assaults increased slightly 

between 1976 and 1977 (from 8.2 to 8.7) but did not 

approach, the earlier 1975 level (of 20. 2 assaults per 

1,000 residents) which was extremely high. 
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Since there appears to be some problem with 

'assaults in the experimental buildings, we investigated 

this matter fur ther . The increase in assaul ts in the 

experimental buildings can be attributed mostly to the 

high-rise bUildings (both in the 16- and 19-story 

buildings). In these high-r ise buildings, there were 

9 assaul ts in 1975 compared to 16 in 1977. Table 16 
shows the distribution of verl'fl'ed assaults in the 
experimental and control b'u'ildings. 

TABLE 16 

VERIFIED ASSAULTS 

CABRINI-GREEN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL BUILDINGS 

1974 1975 1976 19'17 
Exper imental 22 18 13 22 High-Rise 20 9 10 16 16 Story 5 3 6 8 19 Story 15 6 4 8 Medium-Rise 2 9 3 6 
Contr 01 23 35 14 15 High-Rise 19 29 12 12 16 Story 10 3 4 1 19 Story 9 26 8 11 Medium-Rise 4 6 2 3 

In 1975 and 1976, the number of verified assaults 

was greater in the control than experimental buildings. 

By 1977, however, more assaults were reported by resi­

dents of experimental buildings. Given this informa­

tion, the ASP does not appear to be having an effect 
upon assaul ts. 

Additional insight into the nature of this problem 

can be gained from the CPD case report data base. 

As discussed in the INTRODUCTION, these data are not 

directly comparable to the Verified Crime Report data 
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which are discussed previously. However, from the 

case report data, we found that a large proportion of 

assaults took place in the apartments. The number of 

reported assaul ts in the experimental and control 

building apartments is shown in Table 17 (for 1974 

through 1977). This information may reflect domestic 

disputes which were not intended to be addressed by the 

ASP. Furthermore, between 1975 and 1977, there was an 

increase in assaults in the apartments of experimental 

buildings, which can almost entirely be attributed to 

the 16-story building. In the medium-rise and 19-story 

experimental buildings, there was a decrease in the 

number of apartment assaults. 

TABLE 17 

VERIFIED ASSAULTS IN APARTMENTS 
CABRINI-GREEN, ACCORDING TO CPD CASE REPORTS 

Experimental 
High-Rise 

16 Story 
19 Story 

ti,ledium-Rise 

Control 
High-Rise 

16 Story 
19 Story 

Medium-Rise 

Robbery 

1974 

20 
16 

4 
12 

4 

21 
18 

7 
11 

3 

1975 

12 
8 
2 
6 
4 

22 
18 

2 
16 

4 

1976 

18 
18 

5 
13 
o 

12 
9 
4 
5 
3 

1977 

13 
10 

7 
3 
3 

5 
4 
3 
1 
1 

In 1975, the c rim e r at e for rob b e r i e sin the 

experimental buildings was slightly higher than the 

rate in the control buildings. By 1977, however, the 

rate for robberies in the experimental group was con­

siderably lower than the rate in the control buildings. 

Between 1975 and 1976 there was only a slight reduction 

in the rate of robberies in the experimental buildings 

(from 9.1 to 7.4). However, from 1976 to 1977, this 
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rate declined greatly (to 0.5). In the First-Year 

Evaluation Report of the ASP, it was speculated that 

the occurrence of robberies probably had no relation to 

the ASP. However, it now appears that there might be 

some closer link between the ASP and this type of 

crime. This is especially true when the robbery rate 

in control buildings is considered. Since 1975, the 

number of robberies in control buildings declined by 

two (14 in 1975 and 12 in 1977) and the rate has 

decreased only slightly (from 8.1 to 6.9). 

This change in conclusions led us to fUrther 

investigate the nature of these robberies. Table 18 

provides additional insight into the nature of rob­

beries in the experimental and control buildings. 

There was a sharp reduction in the number of robberies 

in the medium-rise experimental buildings between 1975 

and 1976 and in the high-rise experimental buildings 

between 1976 and 1977. The most recent decrease in 

robberies in the experim~ntal buildings has occurred in 

the high rises. I n the control build ings, robberies 

have continually increased in the medium-rise but 

decreased in the 16- and 19-story high-rise. 

TABLE 18 

CABRINI-GREEN VERIFIED ROBBERIES 

1974 1975 1976 1977 

Experimental 14 16 13 1 
High-Rise 11 10 13 0 

16 Story 4 3 5 0 
19 Story 7 7 8 0 

Medium-Rise 3 6 0 1 

Control 7 14 13 12 
High-Rise 4 13 9 6 

16 Story 3 2 5 0 
19 Story 1 11 4 6 

Medium-Rise 3 1 4 6 
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Burglaries 

Between 1975 and 1976, the burglary rate reported 

by experimental building residents fell from 5.1 to 

1.1, while the burglaries in the control buildings only 

fell from 8.7 to 7.0. This represented a 78.4 percent 

decrease in the experimental building but only a 19.5 

percent decrease in the control group. At that time, 

it appeared that the ASP was producing an effect on the 

number of burglaries. 

However, in 1977 the burglary rate in experimental 

buildings began to increase again (to 2.6), while in 

the control buildings it continued to drop (to 5.2). 

This implies that there is some uncertainty of the 

effect of the ASP upon burglaries. Al though the rate 

in the experimental buildings is still 49.0 percent 

lower than in 1975, the increase in the burglary rate 

between 1976 and 1977 in experimental buildings raises 

the possibility that the ASP had a more dramatic 

initial effect on burglaries which is beginning to 

level off. 

In addition, all burglaries in the experimental 

buildings and the majority of those in the control 

buildings were in the high-rise buildings. 

Index Theft 

There is a continuing decrease in the rate for 

reported index thefts in both experimental and control 

buildings. In 1975, the experimental buildings had a 

higher reported theft rate t~an the control buildings, 

22.9 index thefts per 1,000 residents vs. 18.5. 

Between 1975 and 1977, index theft rate decreased by 

61. 6 percent (from 22.9 to 8.8) in the experimental 

buildings and by only 22.2 percent (from 18.5 to 

14.4) in the control buildings. Therefore, the ASP may 

be affecting the index theft rate. 
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(2) Victimization 

Overall, the verified crime rates reflect a general decline 

in both experimental and control buildings over a three-year 

timeframe. However, crime rates are often criticized for only 

con~idering those crimes which have been reported to the police. 

Therefore, to verify these results, we also incorporated victim~ 

ization statistics which were derived from the Resident Attitude 

and Perception Surveys. Victimization statistics are taken from 

the results of the Attitude and Perception Surveys, by the number 

of respondents reporting that they had been the victim of a 

crime. Victimization rates are derived from this, for every 

1,000 respondents. Because of sampling techniques, however, we 

will compare the Cabrini-Green experimental building respondents 

with respondents from all other Cabrini-Green buildings (except 

the Rowhouses). 

In each survey wave, respondents were asked if they had been 

the victim of a crime in the Cabrini-Green area. In the Baseline 

survey (Summer 1976) no timeframe was placed on responses. The 

First Follow-Up survey (Fall 1976) covered the period since the 

Baseline survey (approximately six months), and the Second 

Follow-Up survey (Summer 1977) covered the period since the First 

Follow-Up (approximately six months). Given these differing 

time frames, it is impossible to compare the results of one 

survey wave to another. Table 19 indicates the victimization 

rates for survey respondents in each wave. 

Finding 18: In the Baseline and First Follow-Up 
8urveYs-;-thenonexpe-r-irn8ntalgroup-had a 
higher rate of victimization than the 
experlmentaI-respoIldents-(250. 0 compared 
to 185.0 and 63.9 compared to 50.3 for 
the First Follow-Up). 
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TABLE 19 

VICTIMIZATION RATES 

RESIDENTS OF 
CABRI~I-GREEN EXPERIMENTAL AND NONEXPERIMENTAL BUILDINGS 

CG 
Experimental 

CG 
Nonexperimental 

*Rate per 11°00 respondents: 
Baseline (victimized since 

living in Cab2ini-Green) 
First Follow-Up (victimized 

during past si~ months) 
Second Follow-Up (victimized 

during past six months) 

185. ° 
(39) 

250.0 
(68) 
63.9 
(20) 
78.5 
(13) 

50.3 
( 9) 
82.7 
(10) 

Note: Number in () indicates number of crimes 
reported in survey. This number will 
not necessarily correspond to the number 
of reported victimizations because some 
persons may report being victimized more 
than once. 

*Based on number of respondents who 
reported being a victim. 

1Summer 1976 

2 Fa11 1976 
3 Summer 1977 

Finding 19: In the experimental buildings the victim­
ization rates for rape, burglary, and 
theft'have decreased since the Baseline 
survey. 

The decreasing trends for rape and ,theft are con-

sistent with the reported crime statistics. However, 

the reported crime data show an increase in burglaries 

over this time period (even though it decreased sharply 

the year before, from 1975 to 1976). 
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Finding 20: In the experimental buildings, the victim­
ization rates for robbery and assault have 
increased since the Baseline survey. 

The increasing trend for assaul ts is consistent 

wi th the reported crime data. However, according to 

verified crime statistics, robberies should have 

decreased during this period. This contradiction may 

be explained because the Chicago Police Department 

crime statistics represenc crimes which have been 

reported and investigated while the victimization 

responses represent perceived crimes, crimes reported 

but not verified by police, and unreported crimes. 

Therefore, victimization rates may be expected to be 

higher than reported crime rates. 

Finding 21: For the nonexperimental buildings there 
was a decreas~ in victimization rates for 
all crime types sinc~-.J::ge Baseline survey. 

Table 20 shows that for the nonexperimental build­

ings (all high- and medium-rise buildings except the 

four experimental ones) the victimization rate for all 

crimes is lower in the Second Follow-Up survey than in 

the Baseline, except for auto theft which showed an 

increase from 3.8 to 5.2. 

It is difficult to generalize from this finding to 

the reported crime data because this finding reflects 

victimization in all nonexperimental buildings and the 

ve~ified crime data apply to only four control build­

ings. However, the verified crime statistics do 

cdnfirm that some types of crime are decreasing at 

Cabrini-Green, especially theft. 
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Rape 

Robbery 

Assault 

Burglary 

Theft 

Auto Theft 

Purse Snatching 

Vandalism 

Shooting 

Other 

Total - rate per 1,000 

ISummer 1976 
2Fall 1976 

3Summer 1977 

TABLE 20 

BREAKDOWN OF TYPE OF CRIME 
PERSONALLY EXPERIENCED FOR 

CABRINI-GREEN EXPERIMENTAL AND NONEXPERIMENTAL BUILDINGS 
(RATE PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

Baseline1 First Follow-UE2 

CG Non- CG Non-
EXEerimental eXEerimental EXEerimental eXEerimental 

25.0 7.6 3.2 
( 5) ( 2) (1) 
5.0 22.7 5.7 9.6 

( 1) ( 6) (1) (3) 
20.0 34.1 22.3 12.8 
( 4) ( 9) ( 4) (4) 
45.0 56.8 16.0 
( 9) (15) (5) 
60.0 72.0 22.3 
(12) (19) (4) 

3.8 3.2 
(1) (1) 

5.0 7.6 3.2 
( 1) ( 2) (1) 
10.0 15.2 6.4 
( 2) ( 4) (2) 

6.4 
(2) 

25.0 37.9 3.2 
( 5) (10) (1) 

195.0 257.7 50.3 64.0 
(39) (68) (9) (20) 
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Second FOllow-UE3 

CG NOil-
EXEerimental experimental 

7.5 5.2 
(1) (1) 

30.1 31.5 
(4) (6) 

22.6 10.5 
(3) . (2) 

5.2 
(1) 

7.5 
(1) (0) 

10.5 
(2) 

7.5 5.2 
(1) (1) 

75.2 68.1 
(10) (13) 
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Finding 22: Between the Basel1ne and Second Follow-Up 
surveys? the percent of victimizations 
occurring in interior locations decreased 
in the experimental buildings but in­
cr eased in the nonexper imental buildings'. 

In the Baseline study, 53.8 percent of the crimes 

involving Cabrini-Green experimental residents occurred 

inside of the building, but only 33.3 percent were 

inside crimes in the Second Follow-Up survey. These 

changes are shown in Table 21. In the nonexperimental 

buildings at Cabrini-Green, there was a slight increase 

in indoor victimizations. For respondents in these 

buildings, 57.4 percent of the reported victimizations 

we rei n d 00 r s d uri n g the Bas eli n e s ur ve y, and 60. 0 

percent in the Second Follow-Up. 

TABLE 21 

LOCATION OF CRIMES PERSONALLY EXPERIENCED 

CABRINI-GREEN EXPERIMENTAL AND NONEXPERIMENTAL BuILDINGS 

CG Experimental CG Nonexperimental 

Indoor locations 

Outside l0cations 

1Summer 1976 
2Fall 1976 

3Summer 1977 

Baseline 1 

53.8% 

46.2 

First 2 Second 3 
Follow-Up Follow-Up 

20.0% 33.3% 

80.0 66.7 
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(3) Vandalism 

A second goal of the ASP was to reduce vandalism of the 

fou~ experimental buildings. Vandalism costs for both elevator 

and non-elevator repair were analyzed at semi-annual periods 

for 1975, 1976, and 1977 to assess the effect of the ASP upon 

vandalism. The vandalism cast data for 1975 serves as a baseline 

against which changes may be measured. As discussed in the 

INTRODUCTION, the vandalism analysis focuses on changes in 

vandalism costs since 1975. 

In analyzing vandalism data for the three years, we did not 

take into account inflation adjustments which may have affected 

these costs. 

Finding 23: Total vandalism costs are lower for the 
experimental buildings than the control 
ones. In late 1975, these expenditures 
were 1.0 percent lower. At the end of 
1977, they were 26.1 percent lower. 

In 1975, the vandalism expenditures for the 

experimental buildings were only 1.0 percent lower than 

those for t'Je control. By the end of 1977, these 

vandalism expenses had decreased at a faster rate for 

the experimental buildings, such that the experimental 

building expenses were 26.1 percent lower than the 

control building expenses. 

Table 22 shows the tota,l vandalism costs for 

six-month periods, from July 1975 to December 1977. 

The table indicates that the total vandalism expenses 

for the last six months of 1975 were $80,446 for the 

experimental buildings and $81,282 for the control 

buildi ngs. Since then, total vandalism expenditures 

have fallen for both sets of buildings. By the end 

of 1977, the six-month total vandalism expenses were 

$42,058 for the experimental buildings and $56,912 

for the control buildings. 
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TABLE 22 

TOTAL VANDALISM EXPENDITURES 

CABRINI-GREEN EXPERIM~NTAL AND CONTROL BUILDINGS 

July- January- July- January-
December June December June 

1975 1976 1976 1977 

Experimental $80,446 $78,201 $50,281 $40,864 
High-Rise 70,872 67,217 43,533 32,145 

16 Story 19,646 22,401 15,938 11,971 
19 Story 51,226 44,816 27,595 20,174 

Medium-Rise 9,574 10,984 6,748 8,719 

Control $81,282 $85,330 $72,665 $59,657 
High-Rise 66,269 64,758 54,521 48,627 

16 Story 21,235 21,959 22,500 20,105 19 Story 45,034 42,799 32,021 28,522 
Medium-Rise 15,013 20,572 18,144 11,030 

Finding 24: Total vandalism costs (semi-annual totals) 
decreased for both the experimental and 
control buildings between July 1975 and 
December 1977. These costs fell by 47.7 
percent in the experimental buildings and 
by 30.0 percent in the control. This 
TargEIT-ctecr~e-ln'the experimental build­
ings may be related to the ASP. 

There is a cont inual decrease in tot al vandalism 

expenditures for the experimental buildings. The 

control buildings show an initial increase in costs 

before the gradual decline. I n large part, this was 
related to the changes in total vandalism expenses for 

the high-rise buildings. In 1975, the ratio of high­

rise vandalism costs for experimental buildings to 

control (Le., experimentalof- control) was 1.07. By 

the end of 1977, the ratio was 0.80. For medium-r ise 
experimental to control, the ratio fell from 0.64 to 

0.58 during this same time period. 
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Finding 25: T h~_h.!.a!!.=.£i§.~_ ex p er imeE.! al_ b u i 1 d.!nji§. 
accounted for the greatest decrease in 
vandalism expenditures. 

Vandalism expendi tur es in the high-r ise exper i­

mental buildings decreased from $70,872 for the last 

six months of 1975 to $33,033 for the last six months 

of 1977, This represents a cbange of 53.4 percent. On 

the ot her hand, these expendi tur es for med i um-r ise 

experimental buildings fluctuated from 1975 to 1977. 

The first half of 1976 reflected the highest period of 

expenditure ($10,984) and the second half of the year 

had the lowest vandalism expendi tur e ($6! 748) for all 

time periods involved. Between the end of 197;5 and 

1977, the medium-rise experimental vandalism costs 

declined only 5.7 percent. 

In comparison, the vandalism expenditures for the 

high-rise control buildings declined steadily. Between 

1975 and 1977, these costs decreased 37.8 percent. The 

med i um-r ise con tr 01 buil dings I v and al ism expenses 

fluctuated over this time period but showed a 4.5 

percent increase from 1975 to 1977. 

(4) Elevator Repair (Attributable to Vandalism) 

In both experimental and control, medium- and high-rise 

buildings, the largest portion of vandalism expenses at Cabrini­

Green is attributed to elevator vandalism costs. Elevator 

vandalism (r epair) is measured by the charges imposed for ele­

vator repairs over and above the general service contract between 

the Chi~ago Housing Authority and the Otis Elev:."tor Company. It 

reflects actual expendi tures rather than the number of incidents 

and can therefore be taken as an indicator of the seriousness or 

degree of elevator vandalism. 

1977, the total amount spent 

eight buildings was $647,696. 

Between July 1975 and December 

on vandalism expenses for these 

Over 96 percent of this ($621,873) 

was spent for the repair of elevator vandalism. 
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Finding 26: Decreases in elevator vandalism in high­
rise experimental buildings accounted for 
the greatest decline in vandalism expen 
ditures. 

Table 23 shows that, except for the last six 

months of 1977, elevator vandalism in high-rise experi­

mental buildings reflected a continual decline. 

Between the end of 1975 and the end of 1977, these 

expenses decreased by 49 percent. Elevator vandalism 

expenses for the med i um-r ise exper imen tal buildings 

have fluctuated since the end of 1975. They reached a 

high of $9,993 in the fir st six months of 1976 and a 

low of $6,549 in the next six months. Between the end 

of 1975 and the end of 1977, these elevator vandalism 

expenses increased by 12.3 percent. Exhibit 12 illus­

trates this declining trend in the experimental and 

control buildings. 

TABLE 23 

ELEVATOR VANDALISM EXPENDITURES 

CABRINI-GREEN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL BUILDINGS 

July- January- July- January-
December June December June 

1975 1976 1976 1977 

Exper imental $72,406 $71,066 $49,192 $37,494 
High-Rise 64,128 61,073 42,643 29,924 

16 Story 17,228 20,522 15,822 11,110 
19 Story 46,900 40.r 551 26,821 18,814 

Medium-Rise 8,278 9,993 6,549 7,570 

Control 74,715 89,076. 70,685 58,953 
High-Rise 60,719 69,437 52, 'i'82 48,176 

16 Story 18,826 20,186 21,914 19,850 
19 Story 41,893 49,251 30,868 28,326 

Medium-Rise 13,996 19,639 17,903 10,777 
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The trends in el eva tor vandalism in thl8 exper i­

mental buildings are similar to those in the control 

buildings. Elevator vandalism costs decreased by 

32.8 per cent in the high-r ise can tr 01 buil dings and 

increased by 11.6 percent in the medium-rise control 

buildings. Exhibit 13 and 14 shows this decline in 

elevator repair costs for the high-rise buildings; 

Exhibi t 13 also illustrates the trend in the medium­

rise buildings. 

(5) Other Vandalism 

The second type of vandalism is the cost of repairs attrib­

uted to vandalism but not associated with the elevators. General 

or other vandalism is defined as the expenditures made to repair 

damage attributed to vandalism, as opposed to repairs chargeable 

to a tenant. Again, the analysis of costs associated with 

repairs attributable to vandalism, rather than the number of 

incidents of vandalism, was analyzed as an indicator of the 

seriousness of the damage. 

Finding 27: Non-elevator vandalism costs declined by 
90.3 percent between the last six months 
of 1975 and the last six months of 1977, 
for both experimental and control build­
ings. 

Table 24 indicates that non-elevator vandalism 

costs declined from 1975 to 1977 for both the experi­

mental and control buildings. These costs were greater 

in the experimental building than in the control 

buildings in 1975. Between the last six months of 1975 

and the end of 1977, these costs for experimental 

buildings went from $8,040 to $775, and from $6,567 to 

$635 for control buildings. Both of these represent 

decreases of about 90 percent (Exhibit 15). The 

greatest changes in vandalism costs were for the 

medium-rise 'experimental buildings which were zero for 

the last six months of 1977. 
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TABLE 24 

NON-ELEVATOR VANDALISM EXPENDITURES 

CABRINI-GREEN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL BUILDINGS 

July- January- July- January-
December June December June 

1975 1976 1976 1977 

Exper imental $8,040 $7,135 $1,089 $3,370 
High-Rise 6,744 6,144 890 2,221 

16 Story 2,418 1,.879 116 861 
19 Story 4,326 4,265 774 1,360 

Medium-Rise 1,296 991 199 1,149 

Control 6,567 6,254 1,980 704 
High-Rise 5,550 5,321 1,739 451 

16 Story 2,409 1,773 586 255 
19 Story 3,141 3,548 1,153 196 

Medium-Rise 1,017 933 241 253 

The non-elevator vandalism expendi tur es for the 

experimental buildings during the first six months of 

1977 are surpr ising ly high. This sharp, but short­

lived, increase probably represents some vandalism­

related maintenance expenses delayed earlier and 

incurred in the warm Spring months of that year. 

Exhibits 16 and 17 graphically illustrate the 

dramatic decline in non-elevator related vandalism 

costs for the high-rise buildings, and the changes in 

the medium-rise buildings. 

(6) Perceptions of Security 

July-
December 

1977 

$775 
775 
590 
185 

0 

635 
420 
200 
220 
215 

A major goal of the Architectural Security Program was to 

provide better secur i ty to residents by enclos ing lobbies and 

stat ioning secur i ty personnel insid e the lobby. The secur i ty 

program was designed to improve the perception of safety by 

residents in four target (experimental) buildings. The program 

focused on impr oving secur i ty wi thin each of these buildings. 
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The analysis therefore sought to evaluate the relative improve­

ment in the perception of safety in interior locations (lobbies, 

elevators, apartments, stairwells, etc.) as opposed to exterior 

locations (grounds, surrounding neighborhood). At the time of 

the surveys, two of tne buildings (1340 North Larrabee a.nd 

1150-1160 North Sedgwick) had security personnel on 24-hour 

duty while the remaining two buil clings (364 and 365 West Oak) 

had 8- to 16-hour security personnel coverage. 

In each survey, residents in the four experimental buildings 

were asked whether they "feel safer wi th the new building lobby 

compared to the old lobby." In the Baseline survey, 82 percent 

stated that they "felt safer." In the First Follow-Up survey, 

93.2 percent fel t safer, while in the Second Follow-Up survey, 

86.6 percent felt safer (see Table 25). 
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Reason a 

Presence of security 
personnel 

Design of lobby 

Better security 

Doors locked 

Improved lighting 

Other 

Total 

IT L a L L 

TABLE 25 

PERCEPTIONS OF SAFE'r¥ IMPROVEMENT IN 
EXPERIMENTAL BUILDINGS 

Feel safer with new lobby 

Baseline! 
82.0% (N=164) 

Percent b 

42.5% 
(85) 

14.5 
(29) 

8.0 
(16) 

7.0 
(14) 

10.0 
-..-li.Q) 

82.0% 
(164) 

First 
Follow-Up 2 

93.2% (N=124) 

Percent b 

37.6% 
( 50) 

7.5 
(10) 

36.0 
(48) 

5.3 
(7) 

6.8 
~) 

93.2% 
(124) 

Second 
Follow-Up 3 

86.6% (N=155) 

Percent b 

21. 2% 
(38) 

2.2 
( 4) 

36.3 
(65) 

5.6 
(10) 

3.9 
( 7) 

17.3 
-ill) 
86.6% 
(155) 

Reasona 

No secllri tyC 
personnel 

Crime 

Design of lobby 

Unlocked doors 

Other 

Total 

aReasons mentioned by less than three percent of respondents are reported as "other." 

bpercentages based on all respondents (N=200 Baseline; N=133 First Follow-Up; N=179 
Second Follow-Up. Sixteen residents responded "don't know" as to whether they felt 
safer with tbe new lobbies in tbe Baseline survey and fifteen responded "don't know" 
or "no response" in the Second Follow· Up survey). 

cSecurity personnel are on 24-hour duty at eacb of the experimental buildings except 
364-365 West Oak, where they are on 8-16 hour duty. 

ISummer 1976 
,2Fall 1976 

3Summer 1977 

", 

Do not feel safer 
with new lobby 

Baseline1 
10.0% (N=20) 

Percentb 

4.0% 
( 8) 

3.5 
( 7) 

2.5 
( 5) 

10.0% 
~) 

First 
Follow-Up 2 
6.8% (N=9) 

Percentb 

3.0% 
( 4) 

1.5 
( 2) 

0.8 
(1) 

1.5 
( 2) 

6.8% 
Lg) 

Second 
Follow-Up 3 

8.9% (N=16) 

Percent b 

.6% 
( 1) 

1.7 
( 3) 

6.7 
(12) 

9.0% 
(16) 
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Finding 28: In all three surveys, the presence of 
securIry-personneJ;""' and improved security 
accounted for more than one-half of the 
reasons for feeling safer (50.5 percent 
In the Baseline, 73.6 percent in the First 
Follow-Up, and 57.5 percent in the Second 
Follow-Up) among residents of the experi­
m1ental buildings. 

Other reasons mentioned included the design of 

the lobbies, locked doors, and improved lighting. 

Reasons mentioned by respondents who did not feel safer 

included crime, lack of security personnel (security 

personnel are not on 24-hour duty at 364 and 365 West 

Oak), and unlocked doors (the doors can be kept open). 

When analyzing the results for the respondents in 

the individual buildings, there were variations in the 

percent stating that they felt safer. At 1340 North 

Larrabee (the 16-story build ing), 91.7 percb:.1t (66 of 

72 respondents) indicated feeling safer. At 1150-1160 

North Sedgwick (both 19-story buildings), it was 82.5 

percent (52 of 63). In the medium-rise buildings at 

364 West Oak, 78.9 percent (15 of 19) and, at 365 West 

Oak, 73.7 percent (14 of 19) reported that they felt 

safer. 

Finding 29: The two experimental buildings without 
full-time security personnel (364 and 365 
West Oak) had th( lowes~ percentages of 
persons who felt safer among security 
building respondents. 

However, the reasons cited for feeling safer 

indicate the effects of other aspects of the security 

program. Of all respondents who indicated feeling 

safer, 78.6 percent at 1150-1160 North Sedgwick, cited 

the presence of security personnel or improved secur­

i ty • At 1340 North Larrabee, 70.1 cited one of these 

factors while at 364 West Oak and 365 West Oak the 

percent ages were only 60.0 and 28.6 percent, respec­

tively. These responses accurately reflect the 
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security staffing situation in these buildings. 

Security personnel somewhat less frequently monitor 

364 West Oak and cons iderably less fr equently monitor 

the 365 West Oak building lobby. 

Lo~ked doors appeared to be an important factor at 

364 and 365 West Oak as this was cited by 17.2 percent 

of the respondents in those buildings. The presence of 

full-time security personnel and security doors in the 

lobby appear to be major factors in determining the 

relative secur i ty, vis-a-vis lobbies, in these four 

buildings. 

(a) Fea! by Location 

While one of the major features of the ASP was the 

modification of building Jobbies, the improved security 

measures were designed to affect the perceived security 

of residents in other locations. It was expected that, 

given locked :~-"'ors, security personnel, a,nd cameras, 

residents would feel safer within and around the 

buildings. In all three surveys, residents were asked 

about their perceived fear of crime in various develop­

ment locations. These included inter ior (apartment, 

hallway, lobby, elevator) and exterior (grounds, 

surrounding neighborhood, Loop) locations. Respondents 

were asked to rate their perceived fear of crime as 

"quite scared," "somewhat scared," or "not scared." 

These responses were coded on a scale from 1 (not 

scared) to 3 (quite scared). From these scores, a mean 

value for fear was calculated. 

Table 26 indicates the mean ratings of fear in 

the various locations for residents of Cabrini-Green 

experimental and 

generally reported 

control buildings. 

less fear of becoming 

Respondents 

victims of 

crime in various locations during the Follow-Up surveys 
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,than during the Baseline survey. In the experimental 

buildings, the largest improvements occurred in areas 

where the ASP was designed to have an impact on per­

cei ved fear. However, improvements were not confined 

to the experimental buildings; reduced fear of crime 

also occurred among the residents of the control 
buildings. 
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Location 

Apartment 1 
Baseline 2 
First Follow-Up 3 
Second Follow-Up 

Hallway. 1 
Basel~ne 2 
First Follow-Up 3 
Second Follow-Up 

Lobby 1 
Baseline 2 
First Follow-Up 3 
Second Follow-Up 

Elevator 1 
Baseline 2 
First Follow-Up 3 
Second Follow-Up 

Grounds 1 
Baseline 2 
First Follow-Up 3 
Second Follow-Up 

Inside the
l
Building * 

Baseline 2 
First Follow-Up 3 
Second Follow-Up 

ISummer 1976 

2Fall 1976 

3Summer 1977 

TABLE 26 

FEAR OF BECOMING A VICTIM OF CRIME 
IN VARIOUS BUILDING AND PEVELOPMENT LOCATIONS 

(MEAN RESPONSES FOR Y)UTHS AND ADULTS) 

CG Experimental 

Total High-Rise Medium-Rise ~ 

2.26 1.81 2,15 2.09 
1..65 1.82 1. 34 1.79 

1. 76 1. 60 1.77 1. 39 

2.17 2.19 2.41 2.18 
2.24 1.84 1.95 1.65 

2.00 1.89 2.08 1.95 

1. 62 1. 62 2.02 1. 62 
1.97 1.29 1. 29 1.29 

1.28 1. 28 1. 30 1. 88 

2.25 2.27 2.36 2.26 
1. 90 2.11 1. 76 1. 69 

2.28 1. 85 1.84 1.88 

1. 92 1. 83 1. 95 1.89 
1.89 1. 79 1. 82 1. 73 

1.48 1. 82 1. 75 1.86 

8.32 7.94 9.00 8.17 
6.78 6.00 8.17 6.51 

6.70 6.85 6.50 8.00 

*Fear inside the building is the average fear 
for all indoor locations. It is based on a 
scale of 4 to 12. 
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CG Control 0 
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Finding 30: In the Baseline survey, the mean fear 
scores for respondents in the experimental 
buildi~ were lower than for the control 
group in all of the locations. 

This relationship holds for both high- and medium­

rise buildings, except fear in the apartment in high­

rise buildings. At that time, the greatest difference 

was in the lobbies: the mean fear score was 1.62 for 

exper iment al and 2.02 for control gr oup respondents. 

This reflects that by the time of the surveys, the 

architectural improvements were already underway in the 

experimental buildings. Therefore, the Baseline fear 

score probably does not reflect the real fear level in 

the lobbies prior to the ASP. 

Fear in the hallways was also considerably 

greater in the con tr 01 buildings than in the exper i­

mental, at the time of the Baseline survey. The 

average fear score in the hallway was 2.18 for the 

experimental buildings, and 2.41 for the control. 

However, fear levels within the apartments and on 

the grounds did not significantly differ between the 

experimental and control buildings at the time of the 

Baseline survey. 

Finding 31: In both experimental and control build­
ings there was a general decline in fear 
in all locations between the Baseline and 
Second Follow-Up surveys. 

While the average fear scores showed a net decline 

between the Baseline and Second Follow-Up surveys, 

there was considerable fluctuation among the First 

Follow-Up results. However, as stated in the INTRODUC­

TION, this analysis focuses on the net differences, 

rather than on intermediate fluctuations. 
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For example, fear in the apartment fell from 2.09 

to 1. 60 for the exper imental buildings) and from 2.15 

6 · th t I Fear in the hallways decreased to 1.7 1n e con ro • 

from 2.18 to 1.95 in experimental buildings, and from 

2.41 to 2.08 in the control. Fear in the lobbies 

decreased from 1.62 to 1.28 and from 2.02 to 1.88 in 

the experimental and control buildings. Fear of being 

a victim of crime in the elevators fell from 2.26 to 

1.85 for experimental buil~~ngs, and from 2.36 to 2.28 

for the control. Fear of being a victim on development 

grounds also decreased, from 1.89 to 1.75 for experi­

ment al buildings, and from 1.95 to 1.82 for control. 

While fear declined in the control buildings, as 

well as in the experimental ones, the average fear 

levels in the experimental buildings were still lower 

than for the control ones in all locations and all 

survey waves. 

Finding 32: In the Baseline and SecoQ~_Fol!£w=UE 
surveys,-'~rhehrghestleveTs of fear were 
in the elevators and hallways, for both 
experimental and control buildings. 

The verified crime reports indicate that apart­

ments are the locations where crimes occur most 

frequently, and that the hallways and elevators show 

considerably lower crime rates. However, residents' 

fear of crime is greater in the locations where crime 

is reported to occur less frequently, such as in the 

elevators. Conversely, fear is lowest in locations 

where crime is highest, such as in the apartments. 

Finding 33: The significant differences in the reduc­
tion of fear in the elevators in experimen­
tal and control buildings indicate that a 
decrease in fear in the elevators may be 
attributed to the ASP. 

In the experimental buildings, the greatest 

reduction in fear of crime took place in the elevators. 
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Between the Baseline and Second Follow-Up surveys, the 

mean fear score for the elevators decreased by 0.41 

(from 2.26 to 1.85) in the experimental buildings. In 

the control buildings, this decrease was only 0.08 

(from 2.36 to 2.28). In fact, among control building 

respondents, fea:-- in the elevators showed the least 

improvement among all locations. 

Finding 34: T~~_~~va!Q£_ca~~£~~_iQ_the high-rise 
experimental buildi~ did not, by them­
selves, appear to contribute to a signif­
lCint reduction in fear of crime in the 
elevators. 

Elevator cameras wer~ installed only in elevators 

of the high-r ise buildings. Yet there is hard ly any 

difference between fear in the elevators in the medium­

or high-rise buildings. In the medium-rise buildings, 

the average elevator fear score fell from 2.27 to 1.88, 

and in the high-rise experimental buildings it fell 

from 2.25 to 1.84. This indicates that the cameras 

placed in the elevators of the high-rise buildings did 

not significantly contribute to a reduction in the fear 

of crime in the elevators. 

Finding 35: Although ther~ were significant reductions 
in fear of crime in the apartments, this 
decrease does not appear to be attributed 
to the ASP. 

In the exper imental buildings, there was a 0.49 

decrease in the average apartment fear score between 

the Baseline and Second Follow-Up surveys (from 2.09 to 

1.60) . While the fear in apartments is higher in the 

control buildings, there was also a strong decrease in 

them (from 2.15 to 1.76) as well. Therefore, it can be 

concluded that this decrease in fear does not appear to 
be attributable to the ASP. 
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Finding 36: There was a significant decrease in fear 
of crime in the lobbies for experimental 
buildi~respondents. This decrease may 
be related to the ASP. 

Between the Baseline and Second Follow-Up surveys, 

the mean fear of crime score in the lobbies fell by 

0.34 for experimental buildings (from 1.62 to 1.28), 

and 0.14 for the control buildings (i~om 2.02 to 1.88). 

The difference between these changes indicates that 

the improvement in fear of crime in the lobby may be 

related to the ASP. 

Finding 37: Fear of crime in the hallways decreased 
more in the control buildings than in the 
experimental ones. 

The average fear score for the hallways decreased 

by 0.23 in the experimental (from 2.18 to 1.95), and by 

0.33 in the control buildings (from 2.41 to 2.08). The 

fact that this decrease was greater in the control than 

experimental buildings reflects that thE': ASP did not 

contribute to this improvement. 

A composite index of fear for all indoor building 

locations confirms that index fear levels are higher in 

the control buildings, and that, in general, fear is 

decreasing over time in all eight buildings. 

The continual decrease in fear in the control 

buildings specifically reflects this trend. On the 

other hand, the decrease in fear in the experimental 

buildings has not been continual. There was a rapid 

decrease in fear immediately after the ASP but, since 

then, fear has increased slightly. This increase 

pr obably r efl ects a "levelling of fIt effect. It shoul d 

be noted that the level of indoor fear in the Second 

Follow-Up increased only slightly since the First 
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Follow-Up, and does not approach the Baseline level. 

Furthermore, it is still lower than in the control 
buildings. 

(7) Residential Desirability 

One important objective of the ASP is to make the experi­

mental buildings a more desirable place in which to live. In 

this analysis, we use two different measures to address the ASP's 

impact upon this objective: occupancy statistics and residents' 
feelings about living in the development. 

In preparing our analysis of resident satisfaction, we found 

that use of occupancy-related data (move-ins and move-outs) can 

be an adequate measure of the satisfaction of former, current, 
and prospective Cabrini-Green residents. 

Prior to 1976, there were more families 

experimental buildings than moving into them. 
moving out of the 

Beginning in 1976, 
however, there were appr oxima tely twice as many families moving 

into the experimental buildings for everyone family moving out. 

This change probably reflects CHA's direction to increase the 

occupancy in the experimental buildings, as well as the resi­

dents' desire to live in security buildings. 

Finding 38: S i!!..£ e_.!!!~b eg inn iElLof the High Impac t 
Program, more families have moved into 
the experimental buildings and less have 
moved out of them, as compared with the 
control buildings at~rini-Green. 

Exhibi t 18 illustrates the increasing numbers of 

families moving into Cabrini-Green experimental and 

control buildings while Exhibit 19, which follows, 

shows a fluctuating pattern for families moving out. 

In general, the number of families moving into the 

experiment~l buildings is higher than those moving into 
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MOVE-INS 
EXPERIMENTAL & CONTROL BUILDINGS 

L 

Exhibit 18 
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40~------------------------~~ 
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MOVE-OUTS 
EXPERIMENTAL & CONTROL BUILDINGS 

Exhibit 19 

45~------------------------~------------------~~--~--~b-------------------~ 

30~------------------------+---~~~~~~--~~--~~--~~--~------~~ 

15~-------------------------+--------------------------~------------------------~ 

(END) 
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the control buildings. Similarly, the number of 

families moving -rput: of the experimental buildings is 

lower than thoso 1110ving out of the control ones. 

Finding 39: The increased occupancy in the experimen­
tal buildings since the HIP can largely be 
attributed to increased occupancy of the 
high-rise experimental buildings. 

The nurnber of families moving into the high-r ise 

experimental buildings is greater than those moving 

into the control buildings of the same height. Exhi­

bits 20, 20A, 21, and 21A illustrate the trends for 

high- and medium-rise buildings separately. Meanwhile, 

the number of families moving into the medium-rise 

experimental buildings does not, in general, exceed 

those moving into the mecti.urn-rise control buildings; 

but this is undoubtedly a reflection of the fact that 

both mediurn-r ise exper imental buildings have had a 99 

percent occupancy fa:' one and one-half years. 

Until mid-1977, the number of families moving out 

of the high-rise experimental buildings was less than 

those moving out of the high-rise control ones. In 

the last six months of 1977, this pattern has been 

reversed. This may be the direct resul t of increased 

follow-up by CHA on tenants who either owe rent or are 

evicted as problem tenants, or it may reflect some 

residental dissatisfaction there. According to infor­

mation supplied by DPCCD staff, an average of 34 

tenants per month during July, August, and Sep"tember 

1977 moved out due to owed rent, eviction, or termina­

tion requested by CHA. This was about twice as many as 

in previous months. 

Since mid-1976, fewer families have been leaving 

~,the mediurn-r ise exper imental buildings than the same 

sized control buildings. Before 1977, the control 
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MOVE-INS 
EXPERIMENTAL & CONTROL BU&lOINGS MEDIUM & HIGH RISE 

Exhibit 20 
l00~------------~----------~------------------------~------------------------~ 
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MOVE-INS 
EXPERIMENTAL & CONTROL BUIlDINGS HIGH RISE 

Exhibit 20A 
100~--------------------------~--------------------------~------------------------~ 

16 STORY} EXPERIMENTAL 
---19 STORY 

•••••• ··16 STORY}CONTROL 
"""'19 STORY 

80 ~---------------------------+---------------------------~------------------------~ 
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40 ~-----------------------------+--------------------~--------+-----~~-----------~--~~---; 

20r---------------------------+-------------=-------------+-----------------------~__4 
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MOVE-OUTS 
EXPERIME'.NTAL & CONTROL BUILDINGS MEDIUM & HIGH RISE 
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Exhibit 21 
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HIGH RISE 
Exhibit 21A 
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buildings had only a slightly greater number of fami­

lies moving in than moving out. Since 1977, there 

appears to be an increasing trend of families moving 

into the control buildings (Exhibits 22, 23 and 23A). 

Finding 40: In general, the occupancy trend for the 
control buildings seems to lag behind 
that-at-the experimental by about one 
year. This can be attributed, in part, 
to the very high occupancy of experimen­
tal buildings in recent times. 

After the four experimental buildings reached ncar 

capacity occupancy, the occupancy of control buildings 

began to increase as well. 

While occupancy is increasing in the experimental 

buildings, the results of the Resident Attitude and 

Perception Surveys provide some additional insight. 

Respondents were asked a series of questions relating 

to their intentions of remaining in their current 

apartment and in the Cabrini-Green development. 

In the Second Follow-Up survey, Cabrini-Green 

leaseholders were asked if they had ever considered 

moving to another building in Cabrini-Green (Table 27). 

Twenty percent responded that they had considered 

moving. Of this group, the majority (50.7 percent) 

considered moving to the Rowhouses; 23.9 percent 

considered moving to medium-rise nonexperimental 

buildings; 7.5 percent to high-rise nonexperimental 

buildings; 6.0 percent to high-rise experimental; and 

1.5 percent to medium-rise experimental buildings. 
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TABLE 27 

CABRINI-GREEN LEASEHOLDERS WHO CONSIDERED 
MOVING TO ANOTHER CABRINI-GREEN BUILDING* 

Have They Considered Moving Percent 
Would move to High-Rise Experimental 6.0% 

( 4) Would move to Medium-Rise Experimental 1.5 
( 1) Would move to High-Rise Nonexperimental 7.5 
( 5) Would move to Medium-Rise Nonexperimental 23.9 
(16) Would move to Rowhouses 

50.7 
Do not know (34) 

10.4 

Total 
( 7) 

100.0% 

*Percentages are based upon the percent 
of respondents who considered moving 
to another building. 

(67) 

Based on this information, it appears that the 

continued increasing occupancy in the experimental 

buildings is more likely due to new Cabrini-Green 

development tenants. It appears unlikely that the 

increasing trend is the result of the current Cabrini­

Green tenants moving into the exper imental buildings. 

The current popularity of the Rowhouses is 

reflected throughout the evaluation of Cabrini-Green. 

The Rowhouse residents reflect the highest level of 

life satisfaction, the highest ratings of development 

attractiveness, and the most positive attitudes toward 

their housing as a place to raise children. 4 There­

fore, it comes as no great surprise that so many other 

Cabrini-Green residents desire to live in these build­
ings. 

4A more in-depth analysis is provided in Deliverable 
Product NO.6, Second Year Attitude and Perception 
Survey for the High Imp~Program, February 1978. 
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c. ASP Electronic and Haruv.-are Security Systems 

Prior to the Architectural Security Program, the entrance 

area to all high- and medium-rise buildings consisted of open 

lobby breezeways which were virtually incapable of providing 

either actual or perceived security from crime. Access to the 

lobby areas, as well as to the building elevators and stairwells, 

was completely unprotected. Residents and visitors could freel; 

trespass through the lobby entrances and into the upstairs floors 

of the buildings. Even the residents' mailboxes were accessible 

to anyone who happened to pass through these lobbies. In addi­

tion, low levels of lighting not only reduced the protective 

ability of the building, but enhanced the likelihood that a crime 

could take place there. 

With the implementation of the ASPr. five building lobbies 

have been severely modified to create a secur i ty environment. 

These changes protect not only the building lobbies, but all 

locations inside and immediately surrounding these buildings. 

'The ASP lobbies have been closed of f to trespassers by the use 

of security doors which are intended to control the flow of 

traffic into the building. Each entrance has two sets of doors 

to the lobby: the outer se-c which is not locked but closed to 

create an outer building lobby; and an inner set, which is 

composed of locked security doors and requires either a key or 

unlocking (manually or electronically) by someone already inside 

the building. 

Once inside the security lobby, there is a locked security 

control room where the ASP security personnel, called Senior 

Public Safety Aides, are stationed to control the activity and 

traffic flow to the lobby area and to monitor the various elec­

tronic security systems which have been installed at these 

locations. In some ASP buildings) this room is occupied by 

security personnel on a 24-hour basis, while in others it is 

only covered 8 to 16 hours per day. 
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Inside the security room is the electronic monitoring 

equipment for the security system. Each monitoring system serves 

the electronic secur i ty hardware for that building. While the 

system is not identical for all buildings, the general idea is 

that the monitor serves any audio-visual security system in the 

elevators, any electronic door locks on tile lobby and upper 

stairwell doors, and any safe pathway cameras attached to that 

building. The security control room also contains the electronic 

equipment to monitor the access of persons through the locked 

lobby security doors. This electronic aspect of secu~ity is 

discussed in greater detail later in this section of the report. 

In addition to the security control room and accompanying 

electronic equipment, several other modifications were included 

in the Architectural Security Program. In the inner lobbies, old 

mail boxes which were highly susceptible to vandalism and theft 

were replaced with tamper-proof boxes; in the outer lobbies, 

lavatories were installed in the entrance area. Doth inside and 

outside existing lights were replaced by more units of greater 

intensity; and the rear of some of the buildings was closed off 

to trespassers by the installation of 7-foot-high wrought iron 

and chain link fencing. In addi tion, 1-1/2-foot-high decorative 

iron and chain fencing was placed in the front areas of some of 

the buildings. 

The implementation of this ASP system ,was designed to 

address four aspects of security: 

• Access control 

• Surveillance 

• Terr i tor ial i ty 

• Urban design 

Of these four means for enhancing security, access control 

appears to be the most important one because it physically 

impedes intrusion by someone who does not belong in the building. 
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In different ways, the ASP has tried to address each of 
these security aspects in the four 

(and five lobbies) at Cabrini-Green. 
ASP experimental buildings 

For example, through the 
Cabrini-Green ASP, access control to the lobby is achieved 

through the use of the locked security doors and the security 

personnel in the control rooms. In addition, access past the 

lobby and to the upstairs of the building is controlled by locks 

on the stairwell doors. The wrought iron and chain link fencing 

in the rear of the ASP buildings also serves to limit access to 
each building. 

The ASP was also designed to improve surveillance in 

and around these buildings, by making residents and security, 

personnel capable of observing an area and the events taking 

place there. The bullet-resistant plexiglass security control 

rooms and security lobbies were intended to address this objec-
tive. Both residents and security personnel are able to witness 

fear-provoking or criminal situations and to summon assistance 

without becoming directly involved in an incident. 

Much of the electroni-c security equipment implemented as 

part of th~ ASP is also designed to enhance surveillance of the 

targeted buildings. Electronic cameras (and microphones) were 

installed in some of the elevators for two purposes: to create 

an ability to survey the elevators (the traditionally fear-pro­

voking location), which would make passengers feel more secure, 

and" to warn riders that their actions and voices are 'being 

moni tored by security personnel at the console, and therefore 

deter someone from commi tt ing a cr iminal act. Similarly, Safe 

Pa thway cameras were placed on the corners of some of the ASP 
buildings for the same two purposes: to create perceptions of 
enhanced security and to deter crime from taking place there. 

Furthermore, the installation of bright lighting also served to 

increase the surveillance opportunities of the buildings. 
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The ASP addressed the territoriality aspects of security by 

the use of fencing. Both the 7-foot wrought iron fencing (and 

the accompanying chain link type) and the decorative 1-1/2-foot­

high fences define boundaries around the Cabrini-Green ASP 

buildings. These boundaries create an awareness that the grounds 

immediately surrounding a specific building are set aside for the 

residents of that building and not for use by the general public. 

The ASP in itself does little to address the urban design 

aspects of security. That is, it was not intended to define 

the uses of the outside areas immediately surrounding each ASP 

building and have them act as support for the hardware security 

improvements. However, concurrent to the implementation of th~ 

ASP, some areas were developed by other agencies to become 

children's playgrounds and tot lots. These areas created places 

for children to play and removed them from the immediate building 

lobbies where they were more likely to impede the other new 

security measures. 

As part of the ASP evaluation, the electronic and hardware 

security features were reviewed to present specific findings 

and develop recommendations regarding the systems' performance, 

possible improvements, and considerations for the future instal­

lation of similar systems in other public housing buildings or 

communi ties. Of all the ASP measures utilized to enhance the 

security of the area, the electronic security components were the 

most sophisticated and subject to the most extensive evaluation. 

Therefore, this evaluation concentrates on electronic se.curi ty, 

chosen by the ASP as the primary means for monitoring access 

control. In addition, the high cost of purchasing, installing, 

maintaining, and monitoring this equipment also justifies its 

emphasis in this report. 

The findings presented are based on the attitudes and 

perceptions of residents, analyses of the security hardware 

ff " 1'als and observations elements, interviews with program 0 1C , 

made by William J. Sako & Associates and Arthur Young & Company 

staff members. 
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(1) Security Control Room and Console 

Finding 41: In general, the installation of security 
control rooms and the provision of securi­
ty personnel (Senior Public Safety Aides) 
in the lobby of each experimental building 
has been help~to meet program objec­
tives. 

A security control room was constructed in the , 
lobby of each of, the experimental buildings at Cabrini-

Green. The control rooms were designed to provide a 

secure location from which the Senior Public Safety 

Aides could control the activity and flow of traffic 

in the lobby of each building and monitor the various 

electronic secur i ty systems which have been ins taIled 

at these locations. Each control room was designed 

to provide secur i ty personnel with a clear vision of 

all activities in the vestibules and lobbies of these 

buildings. The objective of providing a security 

control room in the lobby of each building was to 

increase both the actual and perceived level of 

security in an effort to reduce the occurrence of 

crime-related incidents in these buildings. 

Equipment control consoles were installed in each 

of the security control rooms at 1150 and 1160 North 

Sedgwick (Exhibits 24 and 25), and at 1340 North 

Larrabee (Exhibit 26). The equipment consoles serve as 

a work station for security personnel and were designed 

to allow for operation of all equipment from a seated 

position. The equipment consoles provide for rack 

mounting of the electronic secur i ty control and moni­

toring components associat~d with the security systems 

installed in these buildings. These components are 

mounted into a sloped front equipment frame which is an 

integral part of each security console. Each console 

is also equipped with a writing surface for use by 
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Security Control Room 
1150 Sedgwick 

Exhibit 24 
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securi ty personnel. The control and monitoring compo­

nents mounted in these consoles include the following: 

• Stairwell Door Monitoring and Control Panels 

• Elevator Intercom Panels 

• Elevator Monitoring and Control Panels 

• Video Switchers for the Elevator Surveillance 
System 

• Remote Pan, Tilt, and Zoom Controls for the 
Safe Pathway Cameras 

• Video Monitors for Elevator Surveillance and 
the Safe Pathway Cameras 

Less extensive equipment control consoles were 

provided in the control rooms at 364 and 365 West Oak 

(Exhibits 27 and 28). These control rooms were 

equipped with standard desks which serve as the work 

stations for security personnel and the monitoring and 

control components associated with the security systems 

were designed for desk top use. 

In most of the buildings, the security control 

rooms enable the Public Safety Aides to easily monitor 

the access of persons to the building. However, the 

securi ty control room located at 1340 North Larrabee 

fronts only on the inner lobby of this building. 

Therefore, it is not possible for security personnel 

to request and receive identification from a person 

before he has entered the secured part of the building. 

Once in the lobby area, the person has free access to 

the elevator lobby. 

Recommendation: The lobby door leading to the elevator 
lobby at 1340 North Larrabee should be 
equipped with an electric strike and 
door closer. 

The electric strike should be controlled from the 

security control console. This would provide security 

personnel with added control of traffic in these areas . 
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Additionally, the elevator lobby at 1340 North Larrabee 

is not clearly visible from the security control 

console. 

Recommendation: One closed circuit television camera 
should be installed in the elevator 
lobby of 1340-North Larrabee to :pro: 
vide surveillance of this area. 

The camera should be monitored at the security 

control console in that building. The exist ing 19" 

v.ideo monitor which is rack mounted in the console 

should be replaced with two rack mounted 9" video 

monitors. One monitor should be used in conjunction 

with the existing outdoor camera and, in effect, 

r epl ace the 19" monitor. The second monitor shoul d 

be used in conjunction with the proposed camera to be 

installed in the elevator lobby. This camera should 

be surface mounted to the ceiling of the elevator lobby 

in a tamperproof enclosure. 

Finding 42: In some cases, Senior Public Safety Aides 
do not have a view of the entire lobby 
area from the security control rooms in 
the experimental buildings. 

The four buildings in which the control rooms 

wer e construc ted were exist ing s truc tur es. While the 

control rooms were designed to provide maximum vision 

of all lobby areas, some minor blind spots could not 

be avoided. A shatterproof surveillance mirror was 

installed at 1160 North Sedgwick to eliminate the 

problem at this location. 
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Recommendation: A shatterproof surveillance mirror 
should be installed at 1150 North 
Sedgw~-k-and-364:and365-west-Oak to 
eliminate the problem of blind spots 
from the security control room. 

In an effort to prevent frequent breakage, all 

glazing in the lobby areas was accomplished with a 

polycarbonate material. The material installed at 

Cabr ini-Gr een was not a mar-r es istant mater ial. As 

a result of frequent maintenance procedures, severe 

scratching of the material has occurred, making visual 

surveillance in some cases very difficult. 

Recommendation: Consideration should be given to the 
installation of Lucite abrasion-resis­
tant materials to reduce the problem 
of scratched lobby windows. 

These severely damaged sheets should be replaced 

with Lucite AR abrasion resistant sheet. Unlike 

conventional acrylic sheet, Lucite AR is specially 

processed to resist abrasion and strong chemicals. 

Recommendation: For future installations, the use of 
bullet-resistant glass for the secu­
rity control room glazing material 
shouldbe-consl(j-erect.-------

This will enable greater visibility from the 

control room since glass does not scratch easily. 

According to standards developed by Underwriters 

Laboratories (U.L.), bullet-resistant glass should 

have a laminated thickness of one and three-sixteenths 

inches for Medium Power Small Arms (MPSA). MPSA is the 

lowest ballistic level used by U.L. and the American 

National Standards Institute and it applies to .38 

Super Auto-loading Pistols and handguns of a lesser 

caliber such as .22. All other lobby glazing material 

for doors, side lights, partitions, etc., should be an 

abras'ion resistant material such as Lucite AR sheet. 
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Use of bUllet-resistant glass for the entire lobby is 

not recommended due to its extreme thickness and weight 

per square foot. 

(2) Lobby Do~r Control Systems 

The lobby door control system consists of three basic 

components: electr ic door str ikes, mechanical door closers, and 

a door strike control panel. A heavy duty industrial-grade 

electric strike and mechanical door closer has been installed 

on the security control room door, on the two interior lobby 

entr ance door s, and on the two ext er ior lobby washr oom doors in 

the lobby of each of the experimental secur i ty buildings. Each 

of these door str ikes is contr oIled fr om the secur i ty contr 01 

room console located in the lobby pf each building. The system 

was designed to provide remote momentary' release of the door 

str ike mechanisms on these door s. The object ive of the system 

was to provide control of the flow of pedestrian traffic into 

these areas. 

Finding 43: Although the lobby door control system in 
each of the experimental buildings is com­
plete and operational, the lobby door clo­
sers at 364 and 365 West Oak are providing 
inadequate service. 

Lobby door control systems were installed in each 

of the experimental buildings at Cabrini-Green. Each 

of the door strikes is controlled from a panel located 

in the security control room console in the lobby 

of each building. The door strike control panels 

installed at 364 and 365 West O~k (see Exhibit 29) are 

identical in appearance and operation. These control 

panels are desk top units which incorporate ten momen­

tary toggle type switches. An individual switch is 

provided for control of each door strike. Each panel 

controls seven doors and the three remaining switches 

on.these panels are spares for future use. Activation 

of the appropriate switch releases the desired door 

strike and allows free passage through the door. 
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Installation of mechanical door closers on each door 

assures that the doors return to their closed position 
after use. The lobby entrance doors are equipped with 

panic hardware to allow free exit from within the 

building at all times. The security control rooms at 

364 and 365 West Oak are not manned 24 hours per day 

and the residents are issued keys to the lobby doors 

to enable them to gain access during those hours that 

security personnel are not present. These door closers 

are equipped with a mechanical adjustment which allows 

f or latching of the door in the open position. The 

adjustment is easily accessible to residents and 

visitors, and the doors are often left in an open 
position. The latching open of these doors is a 
serious breach of security. 

Recommendation: The lobby door latch in the ASP exper­
imental buildings at 364 and 365 West 
Oak should be modified to eliminate 
thetiseofthe:GitChlngfeatu----rebY-UO= 
authorized personnel. 

The manufacturer of these door closers should be 

contacted to determine if the existing door closers 

installed on these doors can be modified so as to make 

the adjustment less accessible to residents and manipu­

lated only by authorized personnel, such as janitors, 

equipped with the necessary tool for unlatching the 
door. 

Finding 44: Lobby doors in the ASP experimental build­
ings continue to be damaged as a result of 
the movement of large objects through the 
main entrance. 

Some problems have been experienced due to the 

size and construction of the lobby doors installed in 

each of the experimental buildings at Cabrini-Green. 

None of the experimental buildings have loading docks 

or receiving rooms. As a result, all moving of furni­

ture and large appliances is accomplished through use 
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of the pedestrian entrance doors. These doors are of 

aluminum construction and were not designed to accom­

modate the moving of large objects. Therefore, they 

are frequently damaged and knocked out of alignment 

during this process. The manufacturer of the door 

frames should be contacted to determine if the existing 

door frames can be reinforced to withstand the abuse 

exper ienced dur ing t he moving of fur ni tur e and appl i­

ances. 

Recommendation: Future lobby door frame installations 
should be designed to, eliminate abuse 
currently experienced due to movi~ 
bulky objects through the doorway. 

In future installations there are several options 

which should be considered. These include provision of 

a secured receiving room for each building, the use of 

wider lobby doors to accommodate fur ni ture movement, 

and the use of steel door frames rather than aluminum. 

Finding 45: On the monitoring and control panels, 
pushbutton-switcbes-for all electronic 
door-control panels appear to be more 
effective than toggle type switches. 

The door stl"ike control panels at 1150 and 1160 

North Sedgwick and 1340 North Larrabee (Exhibit 30) are 

rack mounted into the equipment console turrets located 

in the security control room of each building. These 

panels provide the same functions as those installed at 

364 and 365 West Oak but were designed in conjunction 

wi th the stairwell door monitor ing systems installed 

in these buildings" The panels installed at these 

locations incorpo:r.ate the use of momentary action 

pushbutton switches for release of the door strike 

mechanisms as opposed to the previously described 

toggle switches. The lobby entrance doors of these 

three buildings are equipped with the same type of 
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mechanical door closers and panic hardware as pr evi­

ously descr ibed. Because the three control rooms in 

these buildings are manned 24 hours per day, residents 

of these buildings are not issued lobby door keys. 

This means that every time a resident wants to enter 

the lobby of these buildings, the secur i ty personnel 

must use the buttons on their monitoring panel. 

Recommendation: Future ~ustallations should consider 
the use of pushbutton switches for all 
door control panels rather than toggle 
type switches. 

Toggle switches protrude from the face of the 

control panel and, as a result, may be damaged more by 

the constant use demanded in high-rise public housing 

buildings and may be an inconvenience to the console 

oper a tor. The pushbutton swi tches ins taIled on the 

door control panels at Cabrini-Green are providing 

reliable service. Pushbutton swi tches are in general 

easier to operate and offer increased reliability when 

compared to toggle type switches of comparable design 

largely because pushbotton swi tches are less suscep­

tible to damage. 

(3) Apartment Intercom and Entrance Door Control System 

The apartment intercom and entrance door control system is 

a Bell Telephone Touch-Tone system. Th is system was installed 

in the two medium-rise experimental buildings at Cabrini-Green. 

These buildings are located at 364 and 365 West Oak. The system 

consists of three basic components: the lobby master station 

with directory, the individual intercom telephones located in 

each apartment and in the secur i ty control room, and t he lobby 

master station on/off switch located in the security control 

room. The system was designed to provtd,e voice communications 

from the outer lobby and security control room to the apartments, 

and to provide remote release of the lobby entrance door lock 

from the apartment station. The objective of the system was to 
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provide increased contro.l of visitor access in those secured 

buildings which were not manned with security personnel 24 hours 

per day. 

Each apartment in 

Tone telephone which 

these buildings is equipped with a Touch-

has two basic functions. This apartment 

telephone can receive calls from the master station located in 

the outer lobby or from the telephone located in the security 

contr 01 room, and can act iva te ;the electr ic door lock release 

mechanism on the lobby door. The residents' phones c:annot be 

used for call origination except in those cases in which resi-­

dents have purchased outside phone service. 

The lobby intercom station and resident directory provide 

a visitor with the capabili ty of calling any apartment in the 

building and verbally requesting access to the lobl)y. The 

resident can unlock the lobby door through use of the :;:;tandard 

pushbuttons on his telephone. 

Two types of lobby telephone stations were used at Cabrini­

Green. One station was equipped with a standard telephone 

handset (Exhibit 31) and book switch and the other with a 

flush mount speaker and microphone with push-to-activate-button 

(Exhibit 32). Both stations utilized pushbuttons for dialing. 

To contact a resident, a visitor is required to lift the handset 

or push and hold the active button, wait for a dial tone, and 

then dial the desired apartment code number listed in the adja­

cent apartment directory. 

Finding 46: The lobby-apartment intercom system in the 
medium~rise experimental buildi~ has 
been successful, but the operation of 
handset type apparatus appears less con­
fusing to residents kD~ visitors. 

Upon answering the call, the resident can activate 

the lobby door lock release mechanism by depressing one 

of the pushbuttons on his telephone. The door lock 
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Lobby Master Station 
364 Oak 

Exhibit 31 
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Lobby Master Station 
365 Oak 

Exhibit 32 

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

, . 

will buzz when released, indicating that the visitor 

can then hang the handset up or release the activation 

button and enter the lobby. The security control room 

is equipped with an on/off switch which can be used by 

security personnel to disconnect the lobby station. 

The lobby intercom station originally installed 

in 365 West Oak Street was equipped with a flush 

mounted speaker and microphone. This station was 

replaced wi th a uni t incorporating a telephone type 

handset with retractable cord. The systems now in­

stalled in both these buildings utilize identical 

telephone handsets on the lobby stations. Prior to 

the replacement of the lobby station at 365 West Oak, 

some confusion as to the operation of this system 

was experienced. People were not familiar wi th the 

operation of a telephone which was not equipped with a 

handset. Since that unit has been replaced with a 

station equipped wi th a handset, this confusion has 

been eliminated . 

Recommendation: The lobby stations should continue to 
utilize handsets rather than intercom 
type speakers and microphones. 

People are much more familiar wi th the operation 

of this type of system. To provide maximum durability 

and reliabili ty, armored cable should be used to 

connect the handset to the station. Presently, one 

station uses armored cable and the other incorporates 

a retractable cord. 

One continuing problem is that people use the 

intercom system for conducting casual conversations 

which sometimes last for several minutes. When 

present, securi ty personnel discourage this practice 

through use of the vestibule intercom system and lobby 

station on/off swi tch located in the securi ty control 
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room. To discourage use of this system for casual 

conversation, additional control and moni toring capa­

bilities should be provided. The system should be 

modified to incorporate a time-out feature. 

Recommendation: Although the intercom system has been 
successful, there should be a control 
over extended use of the system by 
an individual. 

Upon activating the system by lifting the handset, 

the user should have a certain limited time span, for 

ex~mple 45 or 60 seconds, within which to complete his 

call. Automatic termination of the call should occur 

after this time and the operating instructions on the 

lobby station should be modified to incorporate an 

explanation of this feature. 

The lobby station on/off switch located in the 

security control room is a latching switch. If secur-

ity personnel are present when the system is being 

misused by a visi tor, they can use this swi tch to 

disconnect the lobby station and terminate the phone 

call. However, if securi ty personnel forget to turn 

this switch back on prior to leaving for the day, the 

lobby station remains inoperable. There is really no 

need for prolonged disconnection of the lobby station. 

The latching switch should be replaced with a momentary 

action pushbutton switch so that the lobby station 

should be disconnected only when the pushbutton switch 

is being depressed. Release of the swi tch should 

return the system to a normal operating state. The 

pushbutton switch should be conveniently located on 

the security console. 

(4) Outer Lobby Intercom System 

The outer lobby intercom system consists of two 

basic components, the security control room master 
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intercom station and the outer lobby intercom substa­

tion. Intercom systems have been installed in the 

control room and outer lObbies in each of the four 
experimental bUl'ldl' n at C b' G gs a rlni- reen. The system 
was designed to provide two-way voice communication 

between the security control consoie and the outer 

lobby in each building. The purpose of this system was 

to enable security personnel to easily communicate with 

people in the outer lobby without having to leave their 
security console. 

master station consists 

with monitor and push-

Each security control room 

of a desk top intercom speaker 

to-talk switch (Exhibit 33). When the switch is 
operated in the monitor Position, the console operator 

is able to audibly moni tor any activi ty in the outer 

lobby area. By activating the push-to-talk switch and 

speaking into the speaker/microphone, the operator is 

able to talk into this same area. 

The outer lobby sUbstations consist of an intercom 

speaker housed in a surfaced mount enclosure (Exhibi t 

34). Call-in capabilities from the substations are not 
provided. 

Finding 47: While the outer lobby intercom svstems in 
each ASP experimental building ~ppear to 
b~_!~~ctioning effectively, the master 
stations located in each control room are 
not providing reliable service. 

The outer lobby intercom systems which have been 

installed in each of the experimental buildings at 

Cabrini-Green are meeting their designed objectives. 

Use of the intercom system provides security personnel 

with the prime medium for communicating with people in 
the vestibule of each building. 
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Exhibit 33 
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Vestibule Intercom Substation 

Exhibit 34 
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However, the master stations located in each 

security control room are of plastic construction and 

were designed for office or residential applications. 

The stations are very delicate and as a result are not 

providing reliable service. The master intercom 

stations located in each of the security control rooms 

have received heavy use and are in poor operating 

condition. 

Recommendation: These master stations should be re­
placed with heavy duty industrial type 
intercom stations. 

These stations should be rack mounted into the 

existing security consoles at 1150-1160 North Sedgwick, 

and at 1340 North Larrabee. The new master stations 

for 364 and 365 West Oak should be rack mounted in a 

desk top turret and be 1 oca ted on the secul' i ty desk . 

Recommendation: Additional speaker sUbstations in the 
main lobbies should be considered. 

The addition of speaker substations in the main 

lobbies in all experimental buildings is recommended. 

Installation of these substations would enable security 

personnel to communicate with both the outer lobby and 

the main lobby from a secured location. These substa­

tions should consist of a speaker/microphone surface 

mounted in a tamperproof enclosure. 

(5) Stairwell Door Monitoring and Control System 

The stairwell door monitoring and control system consists of 

four basic components. These are remote electronic door locking 

devices, remote door position monitoring devices, mechanical door 

closers, and a central control and monitoring panel. This system 

has been installed in three lobbies: 1150-1160 North Sedgwick 

and 1340 North Larrabee. Each of the stairwell doors in these 

buildings is equipped with a d oor status monitoring device, a 

door closer, and an electronic door locking device. Each of 

these devices are monitored and controlled at the lobby control 
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console located in the security control room of each building. 

The system was designed to provide remote locking and unlocking 

of the stairwell doors and monitoring of the open or closed 
status of these doors. The objective of the system was to 

prevent casual use of the stairwells in nonemergency situations. 

It was intended that once a person enters a stairwell the only 

point of egress would be through the lobby door located at the 
bottom of the stairwell. 

The door control panel located in the security console in 

each of these buildings provides the console operator with two 

basic functions (Exhibit 35). These functions are the locking 

and unlocking of the stairwell doors and the monitoring of the 

open or closed status of each door. Each door is equipped with 

an electronically controlled deadlocking latch which allows for 

remote locking or unlocking of the latch through the use of a 

lighted pushbutton switch. The pushbutton switch is a dual 

lamp latching switch, which when in the depressed position, 

annunciates with a green lamp, indicating that the latch is 

el ectrically locked, and, in the reI axed position , annunciates 

wit hay e 110 w I amp, in d i cat in g t hat the 1 at chi s un 1 0 c ked . 

In addition to the individual door latch control switches, 

the panel consists of a system power switch, alarm reset switch, 

lamp test switch, and a solid state tone signaling device. The 

power switch provides power to the control panel and electric 

locks associated with that panel. The reset switch allows the 

operator to reset an alarm which is registered on the sygtem 

whenever a monitored door is violated. The test switch lights 

all lamps on the panel to ensure their proper operation and 

detect those lamps that require replacement. 

Each door is equipped with a door position switch which 

is monitored at the local secur i ty console. Opening of a door 
causes an alarm to register on the control panel. The alarm 
is annunc"iated in two ways, the sounding of the audible signal 
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Stairwell Door Monitoring and Control Panels 

Exhibit 35 
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device and the flashing of the indicator light on the corres­

pond ing door alarm con trol switch. It is possible to reset the 

audio alarm with the reset switch before the door is returned to 

its closed pos it ion either manually or by the mechanical door 

closer; however, the indicator light will continue to flash until 

the door is closed. 

Finding 48: In the ASP experimental buildings, the 
8talrwell electronic locks were designed 
to prevent use "of the stairs; but the 
system has not been effective, in part 
because elevator malfunctions have neces­
sitated use of the stairs. 

During the early stages of this study, the instal­

lation of all stairwell electronic locks had not been 

complete. A large number of door frames had been 

damaged which hindered the installation of the electric 

hinges, locks, and monitoring devices. During this 

time, stairwell doors were frequent ly propped open by 

resid ents to preserve stairwell access. Vandalism of 

the door closers and locking devices was also quite 

frequent. 

Since that time, all door hardware has been 

installed and the systems are completely operational. 

Vandalism and propping of the doors has decreased but 

casual use of these doors has not been eliminated. 

There are several factors which make i t difficult to 

reinforce the fact that these stairwells are for 

emergency 

problems 

use only. One of the most significant 

concerns the frequent breakdown of the 

resident elevators. Br~akdown of the elevators 

dictates that the stairwell doors be unlocked and that 

the stairwells be used by residents to gain access to 

their floors. In addi tion, all stairwell doors are 

equipped with electric latches which can only be 

controlled from the security control console located in 
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the lobby. 

these doors. 

procedures, 

Mechanical locks were not provided on 

As a result, during building maintenance 

all stairwell doors are electronically 

unlocked for a prolonged period of time to allow free 

stairwell access for maintenance personnel. This 

frequent unlocking of all stairwell doors for building 

maintenance and elevator repair causes confusion as to 

when the stairwells are to be used. 

If the elevators provided adequate service to the 

residents ?..nd ot~er building personnel, the stairwell 

doors could remain locked, casual use of the stairwells 

would decrease, and use of the stairwells only for 

ld b . f rced A resid ent emergency situations cou e reln 0 • 

will naturally choose the fastest and most convenient 

method of travel. That method should be the use of the 

elevators. Serious consideration should be directed 

to improving the operational efficiency and reliability 

of the eleva tors. With increased eleva tor ef ficiency 

and reliability, signs could be installed on each floor 

to reinforce the fact that the stairwells are for 

emergency use only. 

Recommendation: In future installation, the stairwell 
doors should be equip2~!~~~~_ 
locked mechanically with a.key so that 
maintenance personnel cpuld use ~he 
stairwells and perform their mainte­
nance without having to electrically 
unlock every door in the stairwell. 

Maintenance personnel could then lock and unlock 

the doors on an individual basis as required. Electric 

release of the door locks from the security control 

console is only a convenience which would not be 

required if the elevators operated properly and if 

mechanical locks were installed on all doors. 
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(6) Elevator Control System 

Eleva tor control systems have been installed on elevators 

loca ted in the high-rise experimental buil dings , at 1150-1160 

North Sedgwick and 1340 North Larrabee. The eleva tor control 

system consists of three basic components: the intercom speaker/ 

microphone located in each elevator cab, the master elevator 

intercom panel, and the elevator control and status panel located 

in the security console (Exhibit 36). This system was designed 

to provide the console operat6~ with the capability of communi­

cating with each elevator cab and monitoring and controlling the 

operational status of each elevator from one central location. 

The objectives of this system, combined with the elevator video 

surveillance system, were to reduce the fear of elevator crime 

and the occurrence of crime and vandalism in the elevators of 

high-rise buildings at Cabrini-Green. 

Each of these experimental buildings is equipped with two 

elevators which can be monitored and controlled at the security 

consoles located in the lobby of each building. The security 

consoles are equipped with an elevator intercom panel ~ status 

indicators, and control switches for each elevator. 

The elevator intercom panel is rack mounted in the security 

consoles and consists of a speaker/microphone, on/off switch and 

indicator, volume control, and push-to-talk switch for each of 

the two elevators. When activated, the panel provides continuous 

audible monitoring of each elevator cab. By depressing the 

appropriate push-to-talk swi tCll and speaking into the speaker/ 

microphone, the console operator's voice can be heard in the 
desired elevator cab. 

The elevator status and control panel is also rack mounted 

into each of the security control consoles. The panels include 
a switch which allows the console operator to choose three modes 

of operation for each elevator. These are normal, stop, and 

control. When the elevator is in the control mode, the operator 
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Elevator Intercom and Control Panel 

Exhibit 36 
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can activate a second switch to control the ascending or descend­

ing motion of the elevator. Ind i vid ual annunciator lamps are 

provided for each elevator to give continuous indication as to 
the floor location of the elevator. 

Finding 49: The elevator control systems in the ASP 
ex per i men t albUIIdiriisappeartotierrieet= 
ing their objectives. However, use of the 
emergency stop button in the elevator cab 
disables the remote control capabilities 
of the control panel in the security con­
sole. 

The elevator control systems are operational and 

seem to be meeting their designed obj ecti ves. Since 

the installation of these systems and the elevator 

cameras, crime in the elevators does not appear to be 
a problem. 

One problem which does exist is that use of the 

emergency stop button within the elevator cabs disables 

the remote control capabilities of the control panel 

located in the security console. The only way of 

regaining control is by resetting the emergency stop 

button within the elevator cab. In add it ion, many of 

the local alarm bells associated with the emergency 

stop function are not operational. Misuse of the 
emergency stop button not only inconveniences the 

residents, but presents a potential security problem. 

Recommendation: Override of the emergency stop button 
should be provided at each elevator 
cont-~pan~----------------------

This override should enable the console operator 

to control the elevator and return it to ground level 

even if the stop button in the cab is activated. 

Such an override system is acceptable by city building 

standards as long as it is wired through the firemen1s 
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key on the elevator. shaft and enables firemen to 

override all systems in case of emergency. Visual 

monito~ing of the interior of the elevator cab through 

the use of the elevator video surveillance system and 

audible monitoring through the use of the elevator 

intercom system should provide the operator with 

sufficient information to avoid misuse of the override 

feature. Activation of this feature should be of 

momentary design to prevent accidental deactivation 

of the emergency stop buttons for prolonged periods of 

time. A momentary pushbutton or spring loaded key 

switch should be installed in each of the three exist­

ing elevator control panels for this purpose. Override 

of the emergency stop button from the elevator control 

panel located in the security control room should not 

silence the elevator's alarm bell. The bell should be 

silenced when the emergency stop button is reset from 

within the elevator cab. 

The operational status of the elevator alarm 

bells in each of the experimental buildings should 

be reviewed. Damaged or inoperable bells should be 

repaired or replaced. 

(7) Elevator Video Surveillance System 

During the early stages of the program, elevator video 

surveillance systems had been installed at 1150-1160 North 

Sedgwick. Since that time, the system has also been installed at 

1340 North Larrabee. The elevator video surveillance system 

consists of two basic components, the video cameras installed in 

the ceiling of each elevator cab and the video monitors installed 

in the security control rooms in each of these buildings. This 

system was designed to provide securi ty personnel with the 

capability of visually monitoring the activity within each 

elevator cab from the security console located in the lobby of 

each building. The objective of this system was to reduce the 

occurrence of crime and vandalism and the fear of crime in the 

elevators of high-rise buildings at Cabrini-Green. 
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Two video cameras were installed in each of the elevator 

cabs located in these buildings. These cameras are vertically 

mounted in the ceiling of each elevator cab and view the interior 

of the cab through a shatterproof Lexan window. The video 

outputs of the elevator cameras are monitored at the secu­

rity control console located in the lobby of each building 

(Exhibit 37). One video monitor and a video sequential switcher 

has been provided in each control room for this purpose. The 

vi d e 0 m 0 nit 0 r i sal 9 " b 1 a c k . 'a n d w hit e wall m 0 un tun it. The 

video switcher is rack mounted into each security console and 

automatically sequences the outputs of the four video cameras 

onto the screen of the video monitor. Any of the cameras may be 

locked in for continuous viewing on the monitor by depressing the 

appropriate selector switch located on the switcher. 

Finding 50: The elevator video surveillance systems in 
the ASP experimental buildings are operat­
ing effectively. However, it appears that 
not all of the equipment in use is neces­
sary. 

The elevator video surveillance systems installed 

in each of the high-rise experimental buildings at 

Cabr ini--Green are fully operational and are meeting 

their designated objectives of monitoring the elevators 

to ensure passenger safety and increase residents' 

feelings of security. Furthermore, elevator vandalism 

expenditures have been reduced by nearly 40 percent. 

However, one video camera per elevator would have been 

sufficient. 

Recommendation: Unless the elevator cabs are unusually 
large, or have very low ceilings, 
future installations of one video 
cameraper-elevator-are-recommended. 

During this study, several observations were made 

regarding the implementation of the various components 

of this system. 'l'hese observations may be useful if 

future installations of this system in other buildings 
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Exhibit 37 
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are considered. At this time, two video cameras are 

mounted in the ceiling of each of the elevator cabs in 

the high-rise experimental buildings at Cabrini-Green. 

The interior of these elevator cabs is small enough to 

be fully viewed by one camera. The use of a second 
video camera per elevator is not required. 

Recommendation: Future installations should consider 
the use of smaller 9" video monitors 
WhICh can be rack mounted within the 
security consoles. 

The existing elevator video surveillance cameras 

are now monitored through the use of a video switcher 

and 19" video monitor which is wall mounted within the 
security control room. Rack mounting of the video 

monitors assures that the monitors are within full view 

of the console operator at all times. 

(8) Outdoor Video Surveillance System 

The outdoor video surveillance system consists of two basic 

components: the outdoor video cameras complete with enclosure 

and mounts, and the associated video monitors and control panels. 

During the early stages of this study, one outdoor video camera 

had been installed on the exterior of two of the Cabrini-Green 

experimental buildings. These buildings are located at 1150 and 

1160 North Sedgwick and 1340 North Larrabee (see Exhibits 38 and 

39). Since that time three additional outdoor cameras have been 
installed. These cameras have not" been operational for a long 

enough period of time to accurately analyze their total effec­
tiveness. 

This system was designed to provide security personnel with 

the capability of visually monitoring the pedestrian activity in 

the immediate vicinity of a building from that building's secur­

i ty control console. The object ive of this system is to reduce 

the occurrence of crime-related incidents in the immediate 
vicinity of these buildings. 
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Outdoor Video Camera 
1150 Sedewick 

Exhibi t 38 

Outdoor Video Camera 
1340 Larabee 

Exhibit 39 
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The two outdoor cameras originally installed at 1340 North 

Larrabee and 1150 and 11(30 North Sedgwick are monitored at 

the s.e cur i t y con t r 0 1 con sol e s 10 cat e din the lob by 0 f the s e 

buildings. Each con trol room is equipped with a 19" black and 

white video monitor for this purpose. The video monitor at 1340 

North Larrabee is rack mounted within the security control 

console. The monitor at 1150 and 1160 North Sedgwick is a wall 

mount unit. 

Th e two outdoor cameras are equipped with sil icon target 

imaging tubes. These camera tubes are more sensitive to light 

than standard vidicon imaging tubes and allow for use of the 

~ameras during nighttime as well as daytime hours. Each camera 

is housed in an environmental enclosure which is equipped with a 

thermostatically controlled heater and blower. The heater and 

blower are installed to protect the camera by compensating for 

temperature extremes throughout the year. 

Each camera is mounted to a heavy duty remote control 

pan and tilt unit. The pan and tilt control panels are rack 

mounted in the security control consoles of these buildings. 

These control panels provide the console operator with the 

capabili ty of horizont ally panning and vert ically tilt ing the 

outdoor camera to allow for maximum visual coverage of the 

exterior areas surrounding these buildings. In addition, each 

camera is equipped with a motorized zoom lens which is also 

controlled from the security consoles. 

Finding 51: The two original Safe Pathways cameras, 
one each mounted on the 16- and 19-story 
security buildings, are experiencing seri­
ous ASP problems with lens glare. 

At times the camera picture seems to "white out" 

for 15-30 minutes at a time. One possible solution 

could be to extend a lip over the lens, to shield the 

lens from direct glare. In any case, this problem must 

be resolved to assure maximum surveillance by the 

camera system. 
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Video cameras are oftentimes the most useful and 

most sophisticated component in any security system. 

This combination often dictates that specialized 

maintenance procedures be established to ensure their 

proper operation. The outdoor video cameras installed 

at Cabrini-Green are operated 24 hours a day all year 

long. To ensure their continued effectiveness, a 

well-defined preventive maintenance and repair program 

should be established. The program should consider 

the purchase of spare parts to minimize camera down­

time in case of failure. 

The installation of the three newest outdoor 

cameras at Cabrini-Green included the provision of a 

19" video cassette tape ~~corder for each camera. A 

d iscussior. reg arding the .r:-rov ision of this equipment 

can be found below. 

(9) Video Cassette Tape Recorders 

Video cassette tape recorders were installed to provide 

security personnel with the capability of tape recording the 

output of the video cameras associated with two of the video 

surveillance systems installed at Cabrini-Green. Video cassette 
tape recorders were installed at 1150-1160 North Sedgwick. The 

objective of providing the tape recorders was that the video­

tapes recorded could provide a permanent record of those inci­

dents which occur in areas equipped with video surveillance 
cameras. 

There are four video surveillance cameras associated with 

the security system 5.nstalled at 1150 North Sedgwick. Two 

cameras are installed in each of the two elevators at this 

location. The video cassette recorder is located in the security 

control room console in the lobby of this building. The recorder 

is mounted on a recessed shelf in the lower portion of the 

security console beneath the console's writing surface. The 

control console is equipped with a four input video switcher. 
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This switcher allows the console operator to manually select the 

desired video signal to be recorded. The output of only one 

camera can be recorded at one time. Upon selecting the desired 

camera to be recorded, the console operator is then required to 

activate the tape recorder by turning it on and placing it in the 

record mode. Once the recording is complete, it can be played 

back and viewed on the video monitor located on the wall in the 

security control room. 

The installation and operation of the videotape recorder 

provided in the security control room console at 1160 North 

Sedgwick is identical, with the exception of one additional video 

surveillance camera. This camera is mounted to the exterior of 

this building and provides surveillance of the surrounding areas. 

The videotape recorder installed at this location has the 

capabil~ty of recording the output of anyone of five cameras, 

including the four elevator cameras and the one outdoor camera. 

Finding 52: The video tape recorders are placed in an 
inconvenient location in the security con­
sole rooms of the experimental building~; 
furthermore, not all the equipment that 
has been installed is required for effec­
tive surveillance. 

The location of the videotape recorders within 

the security control consoles is very inconvenient (see 

Exhibit 40). The console operator cannot easily gain 

access to the tape recorder control mechanisms. 

Recommendation: Either the tape recorders should be 
relocated to a more convenient loca­
tion or should be operated by remote 
control. 

One solution to this problem is the relocation of 

the tape recorders from beneath the security console to 

a more convenient location. An al terna te solution to 

the relocation of the recorders is providing remote 
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cont rol capabilities. The remote control units could 

be conveniently located on top of the security console 

with the recorders remaining in their present location. 

Recommendation: The provision of more than one video­
~ape recorder per security control 
r;oOin-lsnOt-requi red. 

During the installation of the three newest 

outdoor cameras at Cabrini-Green, some observations 

were made which may be useful when considering future 

installations. The implementation of these three 

additional cameras includes the provision of a 19" 

video monitor and video cassette tape recorder for 

each camera. Some of these video monitors and tape 

recorders are being installed in security control 

rooms already equipped with these same components. 

All video recording requirements in one security 

control room can be accomplished through the use of a 

properly designed switching network and one videotape 

recorder. Prior to the installation of any addi tional 

equipment to an existing system, the existing system 

should first be analyzed to determine the most effici­

ent method of interfacing the two systems. In most 

cases the existing control and monitoring equipment may 

be reused with only minimal changes to accept new 

equipment. 

(10) Radio Phone Communication System 

The radio phone communication system consists of three 

basic components: the radio base station, remote radio phones, 

and portable hand held radio units. One radio phone has been 

installed in each of the security control rooms in the high-rise 

experimental buildings located at 1150-1160 North Sedgwick and 

1340 North Larrabee. The base station has been installed in the 

security control room at 365 West Oak (see Exhibit 41). The 

control room at 364 West Oak has not been equipped with a radio 
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phone. The system includes approximately 35 hand-held portable 

units. These units have been issued to all security personnel, 

including the Resident Safety Aides in each building. The 

syst.em was designed to provide these security personnel with a 

continuous two-way communications system between themselves and 

the base station, in an effort to reduce the response time to 

c r ime-rela ted incid ent s or emergencies in these buil dings. 

The radio phones installed in the security control rooms are 

desk top un its equipped with telephone type handsets, intercom 

speakers, and channel select switches. Each of these phones is 

wired to the base station located in the security control room at 

365 West Oak. The system provides two channels of communication. 

Use of Channel One keys the base station transmitter and is used 

for the transmission of messages to all radio units, including 

the hand-held portables. Use of Channel Two does not key the 

transmitter and is used for station-to-station intercommunica­

tions between the wired radio phones in the security control 

rooms. The antenna for this system is located on the top floor 

at 365 West Oak. 

Finding 53: The radio communication system appears 
to be fully operational in three of the 
experimental buildings; the system should 
be extended to 364 West Oak which does 
not have a, radio-phone. 

Adequate communication between security personnel 

is an essential component of any security program. 

Provision of a dedicated security communications system 

has increased the tot al effectiveness of the security 

program at Cabrini-Green, especially in the four 

experimental ASP buildings. As for the radio communi­

cation system for Resident Safety Aides, it was 

initially believed th~t the two-way radios provided for . \ . 

the Resident Saf~ty Aides wotild increase the RSAs' 

effectiveness and enable them to work as a team. Now, 

however, it is recognized that the RSAs' do not appear 
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to have any pressing need for two-way radios, as there 

is rarely a use for them. On the other hand, the 

radios have served as symbols of the RSAs' role and 

authority and they have legitimized their standing 

among the residents and visitors in the building. 

Since the hand-held radios are already purchased and 

distributed, their potential effectiveness would be 

enhanced by the installation of the radio-phone at 

364 West Oak. This would complete the radio network 

and the ability for RSAs' to interface better with 

security personnel in the five control rooms. 

Recommendation: A radio phone should be permanently 
installed at 364 West Oak. 

The security control room at 364 West Oak is not 

equipped with a radio phone. Securi ty personnel who 

staff this station are provided with a hand-held 

portable unit. This control room is manned 8-16 hours 

per day and should become a permanent part of the 

security communications network. 

Transferability 

In general, the evaluation of the ASP program is favorable. 

The verified crime rate has decreased in interior building 

locations (28.6 percent decline in index crime, 12.2 percent in 

nonindex), especially in the apartments. Much of this change ~an 

be attributed to the ASP. In addition, most of the residents 

(86.6 percent) feel safer in the new lobbies and in various 

building oca 1.ons. 1 t " Coupled w1."th the reduction in vandalism 

expenditures and high occupancy rates, there is definitely the 

potential to transfer the ASP to other areas. 

Needless to say, before proceeding with the transferability 

of the ASP , it is import ant to recognize that no program should 

be expected to replicate its exact results. Extraneous influ­

ences play a large role in the effect of the program. In 
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particular, the results of the evaluation of the ASP may not have 

been achieved if the demographic composition of Cabrini-Green had 

remained constant rather than experience a decline in the 11 to 

20 year old population. As mentioned in the Aggregate Analysis, 

between 1975 and 1977, the average percentage of 11 to 15 year 

olds in each bUilding declined from 27.4 percent to 25.2 percent, 

and those 16 to 20 years old declined from 23.6 percent to 

16.8 percent. For example, if more families Wl. ch teenagers had 

moved into Cabrini-Green during the life of the High Impact 

Program, the results might have been different. However, we 

have conducted this analysis and evaluation by comparing the 

experimental resul ts to a matched control group and have there­

fore minimized the likelihood that the extraneous infl~ences 
have altered our evaluation. 

When transferring the ASP to other areas, there are certain 

components worthy of maintaining and other components which have 

not contributed significantly to meeting the ASP objectives. The 

first component which we believe is worth transferring is the 

enclosed lobbies, with security entrance doors. In terior crime 
(not just lobby crimes) has been reduced 
mental buildings between 

the bUildings is limited. 
1975 and 1977, 

by 28.6 in the experi­

because admi ttance to 

The security station, and the Senior Public Safety Aides 

who monitor these stations are also worthwhile components for 

transfer. The presence of security personnel has helped to 

maintain the security system and is one of the primary reasons 

that residents cite in feeling more secure. Security personnel 

should be trained (3,nd placed on 24-hour duty in all buildings. 

Procedures should be established to allow for break or rest 
periods for each security person on duty. 

While we believe the electronic security system has achieved 

many of its objectives, it should not be transferred in its 

present form, but a simplified version should be considered. For 
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example, only one camera per elevator is necessary for adequate 

surveillance. All stairwell doors should be equipped with 

mechanical door locks to allow access by authorized personnel 

only and this may eliminate the need for electronic controls. In 

addition, only one videotape recorder per security control room 
is necessary. 

In transferring the electronic system, it is important 

to choose material s which can w:i, thstand the heavy use which is 

common to public housing. For example, the Safe Pathways cameras 

are frequently broken or functioning poorly and many of the lobby 

intercom systems provide only one-way communication as a resul t 

of heavy usage. A better quality system would provide better 

coverage. Also, an improved maintenance program utilizing 

preventive maintenance procedures and the stocking of replacement 
parts would minimize downtime. 

In recommending transfer of the electronic security portion 

of the ASP, we believe the following suggestio~~ are important. 

(1) Security Control Room 

The control rooms should provide a secure and well-organized 

work area for Senior Public Safety Aides. Each control room 

should be situated so that building visitors do not have to 

be admitted to the lobby before verbal contact can be made. 

Additional closed circuit television systems should be installed 

to monitor the eleva tor-lobby area. Al so, all lobbies should 
have surveillance mirrors so that blind spots can be eliminated. 

All control room window areas should be equipped with bullet­

resistant material. This is especially important if harassment 

of security personnel is expected to be a problem. Since the 

present bullet-resistant plexiglass has experienced severe 

abrasions which have limited the security personnel's visibi~ity, 
future installations should investigate the use of bullet­

resistant glass which is less susceptible to surface abrasion and 
graffi tie 
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(2) Lobby Door Control System 

The performance of these systems can be improved by install­

ing, where structurally feasible, a separate loading dock or door 

for moving large, bulky items. Where this is not possible, door 

frames should be reinforced or one door frame should be widened. 

In the building with limited coverage by Senior Public Safety 

Aides (364 and 365 West Oak), door closers are equipped with a 

mechanical adjustment which allows for latching of the door in 

the open position. These shou'ld be modified so that a special 

tool or key is required to latch the door open. This would help 

eliminate the breach in security and it would allow entrance by 

author ized personnel, such as j ani tors, possessing the key to 

operate the latch. 

(3) Apartment Intercom and Entrance Door Control System 

Intercoms equipped with a handset, pushbutton dialing 

system, and armored cord should be used in all installations. 

Also, a timing device should be installed to limi t the length 

of conversations. 

(4) Vestibule Intercom System 

The current system should be replaced with a heavy duty 

system. The current system is made of plastic and does not 

appear to be able to wi7hstand the current level of use . There 

are frequent shortcircuits resul ting in one-way conversations. 

Also, additional speakers should be placed throughout the lobby 

so that the Senior Public Safety Aides can communicate with 

residents and visitors in both the vestibule and lobby areas. 

(5) Stairwell Door Monitoring and Control System 

This system has not eliminated the use of stairs by resi­

dents. In part, this is a result of inadequate elevator service. 

Electronic door locks should be replaced by mechanical door 

closers. 
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(6) Elevator Control Systems 

Each control station should be provid ed with a capability 

for overriding the elevator emergency button. Currently, use 

of the emergency stop button in the elevator cab disables the 

remote control capabilities of the control panel in the security 

console. 

(7) Elevator Video Surveillance System 

Two cameras were installed in each elevator cab. Since the 

cab interiors are small enough to be fully viewed by one camera, 

the use of a second video camera per eleva tor is unnecessary. 

(8) Outdoor Video Surveillance System 

An improved maintenance and repair program should be 

developed. It should include the stocking of replacement parts 

to eliminate downtime. The cassette recorders should be moved to 

a more convenient location inside the cont rol room. Also, the 

recorders should be equipped with a switching network so that 

only one recorder will be required. 

(9) Radio Phone Communication System 

A dedicated radio communication system should be installed 

in all security building control rooms. 

(10) Other Recommendations 

Lighting improvements were installed both in and around each 

security building. Maintenance procedures should be developed to 

provide for the immediate replacement of all defective or burned­

out lights. 

2. COURTYARD SECURITY FENCING PROGRAM 

a. Introduction 

During the 

Chicago Housing 

first year of the High Impact 

Authority (CHA) made certain 

Pr ogr am, the 

archi tectural 

changes to improve security and decrease crime in four ASP 
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experimental buildings 

at Cabrini-Green Homes. 

(two high-rise and two medium-rise) 

The first-year High Impact Program 

evaluation showed that residents of the buildings with new 

security features felt that fewer crimes were committed by 

outsiders (nonresidents of the development) and, in general, 

they perceived a greater sense of personal safety, compared 

to the residents of buildings \-..:. thout these security features. 

During the second year of the ~igh Impact Program, the architec­

tural changes were ext ended to the Rowhouses (t wo- and t hree­

story buildings). 

The Courtyard Security Fencing Program installed seven­

foot wrought iron fencing, connecting the ends of buildings which 

are adjacent to each other and arranged in a court pattern, to 

create clusters of buildings and limit access into the general 

Rowhouse areas. To continue the courtyard linkage between 

buildings in a few spots where the wrought iron was impractical, 

seven-foot chain link fence was used. 

Because the physical design of the Rowhouses allows a free 

flow of pedestrian traffic, the easy access to this area in the 

past created an atmosphere conducive to crime and vandalism. In 

some instances, it seemed that crimes might have been a.voided had 

the physical arrangements within the Rowhouses encourag ed the 

residents to challenge strangers. In addition, since each 

Rowhouse is particularly vulnerable to forced entry, CHA con­

sidered it necessary to reduce the opportunities for such crimes. 

Fencing the Rowhouses to enclose a courtyard for every four 

buildings was intended to create a sense of private community 

and territorial propriety. Visitors are now able to enter the 

en~losed courtyard only by going through the interior of the 

Rowhouses or through the controlled gates. 

An additional purpose of the courtyard fencing was to 

designate to residents the proper use of courtyards as private 

backyards not for unauthorized parking and other such uses. By 
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creating the image of the courtyard as one's "backyard," it was 

hoped to increase the tenants' sense of pride and territoriality 

in that area. 

Both of the general objectives of the High Impact Program 

(to reduce crime and vandalism and to improve the perceived 

security of the residents) are addressed by the Courtyard 

Security Fencing Program. But, more specifically, the aim 

of this program was to reduc~ primes of opportunity and the 

opportunity for crimes to occur within the Rowhouse area of 

Cabrini-Green by reducing public access to the semi-private 

spaces. Achieving this objective would involve a reduction in 

personal cr imes of opportunity (rapes, aggr ava ted bat tery, and 

robberies), property crimes of opportunity (burglaries and index 

thefts), and non index crimes of opportunity (minor thefts, minor 

assaults, and other nonindex crimes). 

CHA anticipated that the Courtyard Security Fencing Program 

would result in a decrease in vandalism to Rowhouse building 

exteriors as well. Since vandalism conveys an image of a 

crime-ridden area to the residents, CHA therefore anticipated an 

increase in perceived and actual security in the Rowhouses. 

The installation of the security fencing began early in the 

Summer of 1977 and was completed in the Fall. To measure the 

impact of this fencing upon the above objectives, it would be 

necessary to have data for some time interval prior to fencing 

installation and for some length of time afterwards. Unfor­

tunately, the third wave of the At ti tude and Perception Survey 

was completed prior to the installation, which makes resident 

attitudes about this component unavailable at this time. 

However, an analysis of attitudinal responses of Rowhouse 

residents is included in this section as a baseline, against 

which future changes may be measured. 

Cr ime, vand8.1ism, and val.l3,ncy data are available through 

the end of 1977. While these data will be used in our trend 
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analysis, there is only a very short timeframe upon 

draw conclusions. Therefore, these data are provided 

baseline, against which future changes may be observed. 

which to 

also as a 

b. Findings 

(1) Crime 

Finding 54: Between 1975 and 1976 verified index crime 
rates per ~,?OO residents dropped by 46.8 
pe::cent. and 40.1 percent for nonindex 
~r l!!!eS_~ the Rowhouse area. These rate 
~ecr~ases oc?urred before the security 
fenclng_~lnstalled and the crime rates 
leveled off between 1976 and 1977. 

Table 28 indicates that in 1975 the verified index 

crime rate for the Rowhouse area was 58.5 and fell to 

31.1 in 1976. In 1977 it dropped slightly to 30.5 
index cr imes per 1,000 residents. 

trates this result. 
Exhibi t 42 illus-

The verified nonindex crime rates also decreased 

during this period, from 36.7 in 1975 to 22.0 in 1976 , 
and fell again slightly to 21.2 in 1977. 

TABLE 28 

VERIFIED CRIME RATES FOR THE ROWHOUSE AREA 
(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

Index crimes 
Nonindex crimes 

1974 

41.6 
45.2 

1975 

58.5 
36.7 

1976 

31.1 
22.0 

1977 

30.5 
21.2 

In 1975, the verified index crime rate for the 

Rowhouse area was higher than for the entire Cabrini­

Green development, the experimental buildings, or the 

control build ings. Since that time, the index crime 

rate for the Rowhouses has decreased at a much greater 

rate than in any other Cabrini-Green area, so that by 

1977, the index crime rate for the Rowhouses was the 
lowest at Cabrini-Green. 

- 121 -
, , 



..,.". 

I 
"'~ 

..,.".. 

Ii "w 

,~-

I , 
'I 
""" 

T 
11~ 

~: u .. 

11, u. 

ilT 
I) , ' , , 
" ~ 

iI' l-

ll; L 

~' II' u~ 

I ijl I 
Ii 
r; H /' 
Ii 
Ii 
r r i ut ! 
I, 

! 

I: ~'l 
rI r 

f 

fn I: ['' 
11 

~ 

~D 1: I I, j; 
Ii l' 
I 

i 
~'f! ! " -' 

11 

[n II 

li 
, , 

r~ ~, 

analysis, there is only a very short timeframe upon which to 

draw conclusions. Therefore, these data are provided also as a 

baseline, against which future changes may be observed. 

b. Findings 

(1) Crime 

Finding 54: Between 1975 and 1976 verified index crime 
rates per 1,000 residents dropped by 46.8 
percent and 40.1 percen t for nonindex 
crimes in the Rowhouse area. These rate 
decreases occurred before the security 
fencing was installed and the crime rates 
leveled off between 1976 and 1977. 

Table 28 indicates that in 1975 the verified index 

crime rate for the Rowhouse area was 58.5 and fell to 

31.1 in 1976. In 1977 it dropped slightly to 30.5 

index crimes per 1,000 residents. 

trates this result. 

Exhibi t 42 illus-

The verified nonindex crime rates also decreased 

during this period, from 36.7 in 1975 to 22.0 in 1976, 

and fell again slightly to 21.2 in 1977. 

TABLE 28 

VERIFIED CRIME RATES FOR THE ROWHOUSE AREA 
(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

Index crimes 
Nonindex crimes 

1974 

41. 6 
45.2 

1975 

58.5 
36.7 

1976 

31.1 
22.0 

1977 

30.5 
21.2 

In 1975, the verified index crime rate for the 

Rowhouse area was higher than for the entire Cabrini­

Green development, the ,experimental buildings, or the 

con trol build lngs. By 1977, the index crime rate for 

the Rowhouses had decreased at a much greater rate 

(47.9 percent) than that of the control buildings 

(19.2 percent), but it did not exceed the rate of the 

experimental buildings, which declined by 50.3 percent. 
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In the Rowhouse area, verified crime rates for 

crimes occurring inside a building are greater than 

building perimeter crime rates. These rates show 

little change over time. 

According to Table 29, the inside index crime rate 

was 11.7 in 1975 and 10.3 in 1977. The building 

perimeter crime rate was 1.6 and 1.6, respectively in 

those same years. The maj ori ty of crimes in the 

Rowhouse area occurred outside of the building and 

beyond the building perimeter. These crimes showed the 

greatest change since 1975; the index crime rate for 

these crimes fell by 59.1 percent from 1975 to 1977 and 

the nonindex crime rate fell by 62.0 percent (Exhibits 

43 and 44). 

TABLE 29 

INSIDE AND OUTSIDE VERIFIED CRIME RATES 
FOR THE ROWHOUSE AREA 
(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

1974 1975 1976 
Inside of building 

Index 2.5 11.7 10.7 
Nonindex 8.1 11.7 9.7 

Building perimeter 
Index 0.0 1.6 1.1 
Nonindex 0.0 0.5 2.1 

Outside of building 
Index 39.1 45.2 19.3 
Nonindex 37.1 24.5 10.2 

Table 30 indicates the number of verified crimes 

and races of occurrence for the seven index crimes and 

nonindex crime. Homicides and rapes were the only two 

crime types reflecting an increase between 1975 and 

1977. 
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TABLE 30 

BREAKDOWN OF TYPES OF CRIMES 
FOR THE ROWHOUSE AREA 

1974 1975 1976 1977 

Number Rate Number Rate Number ~ Number Rate 

Homicide 0 0.0 0 0 0 0 1 0.5 
Rape 0 0.0 0 a 2 1.1 1 0.5 
Assault 13 6.6 19 10.1 9 4.8 9 4.9 
Robbery 7 3.6 18 9.6 9 4.8 7 3.8 
Burglary 22 11.2 23 12.2 9 4.8 9 4.9 
Index theft 33 16.8 36 19.1 19 10.2 24 13.1 
Auto theft 8 4.1 14 7.4 10 5.4 5 2.7 
Nooindex 89 45.2 69 36.7 41 22.0 39 21.2 

Finding 55: The crime rates for verified assaults, 
robberies, burglaries, index theft, auto 
theft, and nonindex crimes decreased be­
tween 1975 and 1977 in the Rowhouse area. 
Except for auto theft, the largest portion 
of the decline in these crime rates, how­
ever, occurred between 1975 and 1976, be­
fore the fencing was installed. 

The crimes with the largest decrease in rates 

since 1975 were robberies, burglaries, and auto thefts. 

The robbery rate decreased by 60.4 percent, the 

burglary rate by 59.8 percent, and the auto theft rate 

by 63.5 percent. The assault rate also decreased 

significantly by 51.5 percent. 

For most of these crimes, the largest portion of 

this decline occurred between 1975 and 1976. For 

example, between 1975 and 1976, the assault and bur­

glary rate decl ined by 52.5 percent and 60.7 percent, 

respectively. Although these rates remained lower than 

their 1975 level, they did increase slightly between 

1976 and 1977. Another example is the robbery rate, 

which declined by 50 percent betw~ . 1975 and 1976 and 
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(3) Perceptions of Security 

To set the baseline concerning Rowhouse residents' percep­
tions of security as it relates to the Courtyard Security Fencing 

Program, we examined the three Attitude and Perception Surveys 

which were conducted prior to the installation of fencing. 

Rowhouse residents were asked to rate their fear of crime 

in various development locations, including inside of their 

apartments and on the grounds surrounding the Rowhouses. 
Table 32 shows the results for Rowhouse residents. 

TABLE 32 
FEAR OF BECOMING A VICTIM OF CRIME IN VARIOUS 

BUILDING AND NEIGHBORHOOD LOCATIONS 
ROWHOUSE RESIDENTS 

BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS 

CG Rowhouses 
(Baseline N - 105, 

First Follow-Up N ~ 66, 
Second Follow-UE N _ 91) 

Quite Somewhat Not 
FE>arful Fearful Fearful No Location (3) (2) (1) ResEonse 

Apartment 1 
Baseline 46.7% 27.6% 25.7% 
First FOllow_Up2 (49) (29 ) (27) 

23.8 32.8 43.3 
Second Follow_Up3 (16) (22) (29 ) 

19.1 19.1 55.1 
(17) (17) (49) Grounds 

Baseline1 
29.5 43.8 26.7 

First FOllow_ Up2 (31) (46) (28 ) 
10.4 44.8 38.8 

Second FOllow_Up3 ( 7) (30) (26) 
11.2 29.2 43.8 
(10) (26) (39 ) Surroundin~ neighborhood 

Baseline 36.2 36,2 26.7 
First Follow_ Up2 (38) (38 ) (28 ) 

19.4 43.3 31.3 
Second FOllvw_ Up3 (13~ (29 ) (21) 

17.6 36.3 35.2 
(1S) (33) (32) 

1Summer 1976 
2Fall 1976 
3Summer 1977 
4 

Missing data is the result of coding errors, illegihle 
information or unve~ified information. 

5 
DHfereDces between the total "N" of respondents for each 
survey wave and the sum of the "N" of each respondent group 
occur because of the use of statistical weights and the 
subsequent rounding to whole numbers. To provide estimates 
of true population values on which to base comparisons of 
the researcb samples, representative weights were aSSigned 
to each strata of respondents except the neighborhood. 
These weights and the methodology are presented in Appendix B. 
Table "-6 in Appendix D presents the unweighted val ues of "N". 
The percentages may also total more than 100 perceut because 
the responses were calculated as a percentage of the total "N" 
not the sum of "N." 
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Fear of being a victim of crime in Rowhouse apartments has 

decreased steadily since the Baseline survey. 

The modal response for Rowhousc residents in the Baseline 

survey to fear of being a victim of crime in their apartment.s 

was "qui te fearful." In the two Follow-Up surveys, the modal 

response was "not fearful." By the Second Follow-Up, over half 

of the Rowhouse respondents (55.1 percent) were not afraid of 

bei ng the vic t i..m of crime in their apartment and' less than one 

out of five respondents was "quite fearful" (19.1 percent). 

Among Rowhouse residents, 

on the Rowhouse grounds or in 

fear of being a victim of crime 

the surrounding neighborhood has 

also decreased since the Baseline su~vey. 

Table 33 shows that Rowhouse residents' fear of being 

victimized on the grounds surrounding their homes has steadily 

decreased since the Baseline survey. Like fear in the apart­

ments, the modal response has shifted so that, by the Second 

Follow-Up survey, nearly one-half of the respondents were "not 

fearful" of being victimized on the grounds surrounding their 

homes. 

F0ar of being a victim of crime is greater in the surround­

ing neighborhood than on development grounds for Rowhouse 

residents. Al though feai~ of victimization in the surrounding 

neighborhood 11>,S decreased over time, the modal response of 

Rowhouse residents was "somewhat fearful" in the Second Follow-Up 

I there l's greater fear for the surrounding survey. In genera , 

neighborhood than for the development or ~partment. 
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TABLE 33 

AVERAGE FEAt ·~}C:)RES FOR SELECTED LOCATIONS 

Apartment 1 
Baseline 2 
First Follow-Up 3 
Second Follow-Up 

Grounds 1 
Baseline 2 
First Follow-Up 3 
Second Follow-Up 

Neighbcrho£d 
Baseline 2 
First Follow-Up 3 
Second Follow-Up 

1Sum~~~~76 
2Fall 1976 

3Summer 1:977 

Rowhouse 
Residents 

2.15 
1.62 
1.61 

2.04 
1.67 
1.61 

2.07 
1.90 
1.80 

Non-
Experimental experimental 
Residents Residents 

2.07 2.23 
1.68 1.17 
1.62 1.75 

1.89 2.02 
1.79 1.85 
1.76 1.74 

2.10 2.12 
1.93 1.96 
2.04 2.01 

In the Second Follow...,.Up, Rowhouse residents' avers,ge fear 

of being victimized in their apartments, on development grounds, 

and in the surrounding neighborhood is lower than any other group 
of Cabrini-Green respondents. 

As indica ted by the average fear scores in Table 33, the 

Rowhouse respondents' average fear of being victimized has 

continually decreased and is currently the lower than either 

experimental or nonexperimental respondents. 

As basel ine data, these a tti tud es ind ica te an increasing 

trend for perceived security among Rowhouse residents and probab­

ly reflect the influence of some of the HIP components that were 

already functioning in the Rowhouse area. In future surveys, it 

will be important to see if there are additional declines in 

these averag.0 fear scores in order to establish the influence of 

the Courtyard Secari ty Fencing Program upon perceptions of 
security. 
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Residential Desirability (4) 
. t Fencing Program is o objective of the Courtyard Secur1 Y 

ne . .' f the Rowhouse area. 
to nhance the residential des1rab1l1ty 0 . ' 

e d as one measure of res1dent1al 
Rowhouse occupancy figures are use . ood indication 

Attitudinal data would prov1de a g . 
satisfaction. surveys were conducted pr10r to 
of desirability, except that the 

However, these data will be 

future attitudinal changes. 
the install~ ~ ion of the fencing. 

ted as a baseline to measure pres en 

very 

R h use units is 
the pe rcentage of occupied ow 0 

In general, t The number of residen s 
high and turnover is very low. . 

movine out is 
closely equalled by the number of new res1dents, 

The ratio of move-ins to move­
wi,~in a one- or two-month lag. 

but it always averages to 
outs fluctuates between 1975 and 1977, 

• 1 00 which is the level of replacement (for every 
greater than . , ...) In addi tion, the 

. . out another 1S mov1ng 1n . 
fam1ly mOV1ng , -inS) has declined 

(both the number of move-outs and move 
turnover 
continuously since 1975. 

Finding 57: 

·t fencing has been installed 
Since the secur1 y 

. 1 0 tober 1977) eight frunilies have moved 
(approx1mate y c .' 

have moved in. This should not be 
out and seven 

this point as a trend in occupancy due 
because there is 

interpreted at 
Security Program, to the Courtyard 

per iod over which to base conclusions 
such a short time 

wai tina list for Rowhouse units 
and there had been a I:> 

l~ng before the CSF program. Roughly, an additional 
cy data will be needed to measure 

few years of occupan . 
the effect of the Courtyard Security FencBlg Program. 
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As discussed in the ASP evaluation, another 

measure which assesses the residential desirability 

of the development is the length of time residents 

expect to remain in that development. 

In the Baseline and First Follow-Up surveys, when 

leaseholders were asked how long they expected to 

remain in their current housing development, the modal 

response was "don 't know." In the Second Follow-Up, 

however, the modal response was that they "planned to 

stay indef ini tely. " This shift in response reflects 

a degree of commitment to their current housing 

and satisfaction with the development that was not 

witnessed previously. Among the Cabrini-Green respon­

dents, more Rowhouse residents than any other group 

said that they planned to stay indefinitely. In fact, 

the majority of Rowhouse residents, 53.3 percent, 

responded in this manner. 

Finally, Cabrini-Green leaseholders were asked if 

they had ever considered moving to another building in 

Cabrini-Green, to see if certain buildings in this 

development may be more desirable to residents than 

others. Twenty percent responded that they had 

considered moving to another building. Of this 

group, the majority (50.7 percent) considered moving to 

the Rowhouses, 23.9 percent c.onsidered moving to 

medium-rise nonexperimental buildings, 7.5 percent to 

high-rise nonexperimental buildings, 6.0 percent to 

high-rise experimental and 1.5 p,ereent to medium-rise 

experimental buildings (see Table 27 in the Archi­

tectural Security Program evaluation). 

Of those who considered moving to the Rowhouses, 

61. 3 percent were currently from the nonexperimental 

buildings, 17.1 percent currently reside in experi­

mental buildings, and 21.6 percent were already 

Rowhouse residents wishing to change apartments. 
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The current popularity of the Rowhouses is re­

flected throughout the evaluation of the development. 

The Rowhouse residents reflect the highest level of 

life satisfaction, the highest ratings of development 

attractiveness, and the most positive attitudes toward 

their housing as a place to raise children. 5 There­

fore, it comes as no great surprise that so many other 

residents desire to live in these buildings. 

-5 --.-.------
The results of the Attitude and Perception 
concerning residential desirability are discussed 
grea ter detail in Deliverable Product No.6., 
Year Attitude and Perception Survey for the High 
Program. 
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C. YOUTH PROGRAMS 

1. YOUTH SERVICE BUREAU 

a. Introduction 

The Cabrini-Green Youth Service Bureau (CGYSB) was estab­

lished as a complement to the Near North Joint Youth Development 

Center (NNJYDC) Youth Service Bureau, in order to provide a 

greater amount of services to Cabrini-Green youth. By assigning 

full-time staff members and-opening an on-site office at Cabrini­

Green, it was hoped that these youths would be the recipients of 

a greater volume and intensity of services. In turn, it was 

theorized that, by focusing staff efforts at both YSB offices 

(Near North and Cabrini-Green) on specific populations, there 

would be an increase in the diversion of youths from the juvenile 

justice system. However, due to the unavailability of the 

appropriate dat~, the consultants were unable to perform an 

impact evaluation of the CGYSB during the second year. 

While an impact evaluation was not performed, the Attitude 

and Perception Survey was used to collect data concerning 

Cabrini-Green youths' awareness of and satisfaction with the 

services provided by the NNJYDC and the CGYSB. Those data are 

included in this report solely for informational and not evalu­

ative purposes. 

In every survey wave, more youth had heard of the NNJYDC 

than the CGYSB. In the third wave of the survey (Summer 1977), 

64.5 percent of the youths had heard of the NNJYDC but only 

24.2 percent had heard of CGYSB. Of those who had heard of each 

agency, 29.9 percent said that they knew of the services the 

NNJYDC offered, but only 2.8 percent knew of the CGYSB services. 

Between the Baseline (Summer 1976) and Second Follow-Up surveys 

(Summer 1977), there was a general increase in those who were 

aware of the NNJYDC6 and its services but a decrease in aware­

ness of the services offered by the CGYSB. 

68ince the NNJYDC closed in March of 1977, prior to the 
third survey, this result presents some questions. One 
explana tion is that the youth who responded may have 
confused the NNJYDC with the Near North Urban Progress 
Center, or other social service programs in the area. 
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While over 50 percent of the third survey respondents said 

they would be willing to use the NNJYDC, only 13.3 percent said 

they had actually used the services. Only 17.5 percent of the 

same group of respondents said they were willing to use the CGYSB 

and none of these respondents said they had used the services. 

All of those youth who said they had used the serviees at the 

NNJYDC in the Second Fo llow-Up were either "very sat isfied" or 

"generally satisfied" with the services. Table 34 provides 

the complete breakdown of these responses. 

2. YOUTH SHELTER HOME 

The Youth Shelter Home (YSH) provides the Cabrini-Green area 

with short-term support for youths from deteriorating family 

situations until a more stable relationship is developed. The 

Youth Shelter Home also provides probation officers with a 

community-based residence for youths as an alternative to further 

processing in the juvenile justice system. 

Four objectives were identified for the YSH. Three of these 

objectives were concerned with developing processes and programs. 

The fourth, to divert youth from continued involvement in the 

juvenile justice system, was applicable to the second-year 

evaluation. 

The YSH was not evaluated during i'ts second year of opera­

tion because of the limited number (9) of youths who were served 

and r e lea sed ( g r a d u ate d ) fro m the pro gram. Al so, d a tao n 

recidivism are not available from the juvenile justice system 

at this time. 
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TABLE 34 

CABRINI-GREEN YOUTHS' REPORTED UTILIZATION AND 
ATTITUDES IN CONNECTION WITH TWO YOUTH SERVICE AGENCIES 

BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS 

Near North Joint 
Youth Development Center Cabrini-Green 

Youth Service Bureau 

1. Percent of sample 
having heard of agency 

2. Percent of sample 
having knowledge 
of agency services 

3. Percent of sample 
willing to use agency 

4. Percent of sample 
having used agency 

5. Percent of sample 
either "very satis­
fied" or "generally 
satisfied" with 
assistance received 

1 
Summer 1976 

2Fall 1976 
3 

Summer 1977 

Baseline1 

(N=198)4 

56.6% 

22.7 

44.9 

7.1 

6.6 

First 2 
Follow-Up 

(N=139)4 

29.5% 

10.8 

20.9 

7.2 

5.0 

Second 3 
Follow-Up 

(N=211)4 

64.5% 

29.9 

51.2 

13.3 

13.3 

Baseline1 

(N=193)4 

25.9% 

5.2 

20.2 

1.0 

1.0 

4 In the Baseline, First Follow-Up, and Second Follow-Up surveys, the 
total number of youths participating were 201, 139, and 211, respec­
tively. In the Baseline survey, three youths indicated "no r-esponse" 
relating to the NNJYDC, and eight indicated "no response" for the 
CGYSB. None of the youths in the First or Second Follow-Up surveys 
indica ted "no respons e." The percent ages ind ica ted above are based 
on the number of youths responding other than "no response." 

First 2 
Follow-Up 

(N=139)4 

25.2% 

6.5 

20.9 

1.4 

1.4 

Second 3 
Follow-Up 

(N=211)4 

24.2% 

2.8 

17.5 

0.0 

0.0 
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3. YOUTHFUL OFFENDER TREATMENT AND PREVENTION 

The Youthful Offender Treatment and Prevention Program is 

directed at youth between the ages of 17 and 21 who reside in the 

Cabrini-Green Homes. Generally, the developers of the Youthful 

Of fend er Tr ea tment and PI' eve n t ion Pr ogr am bel ieve that the 

Cabrini-Green environment is not conducive to the growth and 

positive development of young adults. They also believe that 

young adults have little inceQtive to finish high school, pursue 

a higher education, or seek a rewarding career. Therefore, young 

people who grow up in such an evvironment often lack the skills 

and education to cope with situations outside Cabrini-Green. To 

help ameliorate this situation, the Department of Human Services 

designed the Youthful Offender Treatment and Prevention Program 

to encourage the development of incentives for attaining skills 

and seeking a rewarding career among the Cabrini-Green youth. 

This pr ogram provi des the youth wi th cons t ruct ive social, 

cultural, and career opportunities. 

The Youthful Offender Treatment and Prevention Program 

provi':es social services, including vocational education, 

counseling services 1 emergency housing, and medical treatment for 

Cabrini-Green youth. The program tries to deliver services to 

these young adul ts early enough to prevent their involvement in 

the criminal justice system, with drugs, or with other socially 

unacceptable behavior. 

The single objective of the Youthful Offender Treatment 

and Prevention Program is to prevent involvement in the criminal 

justice system. All activi'~ies of the Youthful Offender Treat­

ment and Prevention Program are directed toward creating new 

attitudes among program participants in order to reduce the 

arrest rate of youths aged 17 to 21 who live in Cabrini-Green 

Homes. The preventive programs are meant to guide the youths 

away f rom crime or dru~ .. ~ il/>to ot her directions. It is hoped that 

the social, educational, employment, and vocational counsel ing 

will eventually prepare the youths for jobs. It is also believed 

that the participants will then develop values which will help 

keep them from becoming involved in "improper" activities . 
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At present, it is too early in the program' s operation to 

evaluate its impact. This evaluation would be more meaningful if 

conducted after the program had been functioning for a longer 
period of time. 

4. SCHOOL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

a. Introduction 

To help the Cabrini-Green yquth (between the ages of 14 and 

17) cope with the environment in which they live, the Department 

of Human Services' School Assistance Program was designed to 

provide a variety of counseling interventions to approximately 

150 students. Provided through a purchase-of-service agreement 

with the Youth Guidance Agency, a private agency of the Episcopal 

church, this prog ram specifically serves "pre-d elinquent" and 

"nondelinquent" youth living in the Cabrini-Green development. 

Its approach emphasizes peer group counseling in both the youths' 

homes and their school environments. 

Cabrini-Green youth who attend Cooley Vocational High School 

or Schiller Upper Grade Center are referred to the Youth Guidance 

Agency for individual screening and evaluation before beginning a 

counseling program. Among the counsel ing services offered by 

Youth Guidance are "Treatment-Groups," Positive Peer Group 

Counseling, individual treatment, and family-therapy counseling. 

In addition, Youth Guidance provides social assessment, referral, 

and crisis intervention services to selected Cabrini-Green youth 

who are not enrolled in any of the formal counseling sessions. 

The agency also serves as a diagnostic team for the Special 

Services Department of District 7 of the Chicago Board of Educa­

tion, to coordinate referrals of students to other agencies. 

Finally, Youth Guidance provides recreational programs for the 

students. 

The School Assistance Program also provides services to 

the teachers of these Cabrini-Green students. Youth Guid ance 

conducts "in-service" teacher training sessions for the faculties 
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of Schiller Upper Grade Center and Cooley Vocational High School. 

Attended by all faculty members, these sessions provide an 

opportunity for Youth Guidance to disseminate information about 

its services. These sessions also include a presentation by 

Youth Guidance staff members which deals with skills in handling 
student behavioral problems. For a limited number of these 
teachers, Youth Guidance conducts weekly workshops on in-depth 

techniques for dealing with student behavioral problems. 

Two sets of objectives were established for accomplishment 
by the School Assistance Program. One set, consisting of 15 
service objectives, defined the types of services to be rendered 

and the number of Cabrini-Green youths and parents to be served. 

The other set, a total of five program objectives, enumerated the 

desired outcomes of the servi,ces by which program effectiveness 

could be measured. These five objectives are more pertinent to 

the High Impact Program and can be summarized as follows: 

b. 

• Motivate students toward improved school perfor­
mance, e.g., better grades and better attitudes 
toward school and/or classroom behavior. 

• Stimulate positive self-concepts in the students. 

• Decrease chances of student involvement in the 
juvenile justice system. 

• Reduce class cutting, suspensions, assaul ts, or 
fights. 

• Promote a feeling of responsibili ty in students 
toward their homes. 

The Evaluation 

The Youth Guidance organization always evalutes its own 

programs. For the School Assistance program, two Youth Guidance 

staff evaluators, Herbert J. Walberg, Ph.D., and Diane L. 

Pearson, conducted the evaluation. Arthur Young & Company did 

not conduct an evaluation of its own because the program had been 
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in operation for such a short period of time. Since Arthur Young 

& Company did not participate in the evaluation of this program 

or verify the data and methodology utilized by Youth Guidance, we 

will only reiterate their findings and not comment on the poten­

tial for transferring it to other populations. The following 

discussion summarizes the findings of Dr. Walberg and Ms. Pearson 

in terms of the program objectives listed previously. 

The School Assistance Program received funding in October 

1976 and counseling groups started meeting in January 1977. As 

a resul t of the delay in start-up, the first-year evaluation, 

completed in September 1977, is considered a modest effort by the 

evaluators and it is not conclusive. A total of 174 students 

were served, 91 from Cooley Vocational High School and 83 from 

Schiller Upper Grade Center. Some positive trends, which can be 

eval ua ted more extensively at the end of the second yea.r, did 

appear in this first formative review. 

Dr. Walberg's and Ms. Pearson's evaluation methodology 

inc Iud e dan um b e r 0 f s t rat e g i e s . I n add i t ion too b t a i n i n g 

information from Youth Guidance worker evaluations of client 

progress, school records, a'1 project records concerned with 

student contacts with the police, they conducted a number of 

formal interviews with students, teach~rs, and Youth Guid ance 

staff. Sixteen students and 16 staff members, including admin­

istrators, counselors, and teachers from Schiller and Cooley, 

three parents, and the six Youth Guidance social workers respons­

ible for the program participated 1.n the interviews. The 

interview schedule asked a series of questions pertaining to the 

beuefits of the program, the interviewees' involvement with Youth 

Guidance, and their involvement or their perceived involvement of 

the program participants in the juvenile justice system. 

School performance and school behavior was assessed by 

school quarter during the 1976-1977 school year to determine the 

effects of the program. The stude'nts' performance and behavior 

.f'''. -:..~ 

- 137 -

11 

II 
r J 

[ i 
II 

\ 

I j 

11. I , 

II 
t ! 

f J 

! I 
r 1 

11 

n 

! 

! 
fl ~ I KY 
Ii 

~j ~ 
h ~h i .. 

lu 
.J 

patterns during the last two quarters, after the initiation of 

the program, were compared with those demonstrated in the first 

two quarters, before the counsel ing sessions began. At Cooley 

Vocational High School, the effect of the program was gauged 

through the school records concerning grades, division absences, 

class cuts, suspensions, exclusions, and disciplinary actions. 

Of the 91 students served from Cooley, the Youth Guidance evalu­

a tors reviewed the grad es for 85 to 88 students over the four 

quarters, the disciplinary records of 63 students for whom such 

records were available, and the division absences and class cuts 

for 50 students. 

Since Schiller Upper Grade Center serves a different school 

level, the evaluators reviewed somewhat different information 

pertaining to the Schiller clients. Some information regard .. ng 

absences, grades, suspensions, and test scores for math and 

reading skills was obtained for all of the 83 students served. 

Neither class cutting records nor information about suspensions 

were used because class cutting was not considered a significant 

problem at Schiller and the data on suspensions appeared to the 

eval uators to be unreliableo Because of the particular grad ing 

method at Schiller, the evaluators decided to use the yearly test 

scores, rather than grades, as an indicator of academic achieve­

ment. As a result of these decisions, the evaluators considered 

the available attendance records of 52 ~lients and the test 

scores of 45 clients. 

(1) Motivate Improved School Performance and Attitudes 

Out of the 91 program participants from Cooley Vocational 

High School, complete academic records were available for 85 

students. Of these 85, 30.6 percent demonstrated better grades 

in the last two school quarters than they had in the first "i:wo 

quarters. The majority, however, did not chance, and 18.8 

percent received worse grades in the last two quarters. 
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At Schiller Upper Grade Center, school performance was 

measured on the basis of improvement on the yearly math and 

reading test scores. An expected average yearly score improve-

ment is 0.6 points. When May 1977 test scores of 45 of the 83 

program clients were compared with their May 1976 test scores, 

more than 60 percent demonstrated more than a 0.6 point improve­

ment on the Vocabulary and Reading test scores. On the Math 

Concepts and Problems test , approximately 70 percent improved 

more than 0.6 points. 

Positive attitudes toward the School Assistance program 

were demonstrated in the interviews of participants and staff 

conducted by Youth Guidance. Although the Cooley staff was 

generally more negative than its counterparts at Schiller, and 

both staffs were less favorable than either group of students, 

54 to 63 percent of all those interviewed believed the program 

had helped improve one or more of the following five indicators 

of school performance: classroom behavior, obedience to rules, 

grades, class cutting, and suspensions. Over 60 percent of 

all the respondents noted improvement in the first two areas; 

however, only 25 percent of the Cooley staff believed that 

classroom behavior was less violent and less disruptive. At 

least 54 perc0nt of all the respondents thought grades had 

improved, class cutting was reduced, and there had been fewer 

suspensions since the start of the program. Again, however, only 

38 percent of the Cooley staff saw any improvement in these 

areas, while at least half of the Cooley students believed there 

had been improvements. 

(2) Stimulate Positive Self-Concepts 

According to the interview responses, 78 percent thought the 

project had helped the students develop a better self-image. All 

of the eight students from Schiller who were interviewed thought 

the program was beneficial and that it helped them to improve 

their "concept of self." Six of the eight Cooley students 

interviewed agreed with this assessment. 
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A review of the Youth Guidance workers' evaluatl"orlS 

they, too, believe the majority of clients have 
revealed 

developed 
improved self-esteem. According to these 

evaluations, Cooley 
students appear to be doing slightly 

better than those from 
Schiller, which is dOff 

1 erent from the perception of the students. 
Of the 91 Cooley students served 

, staff records were reviewed 
for 84. Of those 84 64 .... 

, ,. oJ ,percent showed improvement and 35.8 
per~en~ malntained the same level of self-esteem since th 
beglnnlng nf the p '" e 

- r 0 gram. W 1 t h 1 nth e g r 0 u p 0 f 7 6 S chi 11 e r 
student s (out of a tot al of 83 served) 

for whom staf f records 
were reviewed, 53 percent had improved self-esteem, but 2.6 
percent appeared to have a declined self-image. 

(3) Decrease Chances of Involvement 
in the Juvenile Justice System 

In the 0Pl" f 
. nlon 0 most of those intervl' ewed, negative 
lnvol vement or the probabili ty of' 1 

lnvo vement in the juvenile 
justice system by program clientele has declined. 
interviewed believe that th 

e program was responsible for this 
decline. They 1 b 

a so elieve the program can continue to have a 
positive influence on involvement with the police. 

Most of those 

\ 

Reports of student contacts with the police since the 
beginning of the p d 

rog ram 0 not totally support these percep-
tions. Of 13 C 1 

00 ey students who had police involvement prior to 
becoming a client of th ' 

e program, flve had contacts afterward. 
Furthermore the e 1 t 
S h'll ' va ua ors note that four Cooley and five 

c 1 er clients are known to have had the' f' t . 
. lr lrs pollce contact 

Slnce beginning part icipa tion in the program. Involvement with 
the juvenile justice system th f 

ere ore appears to be increasing 
rather than declining. 

(4) Reduce Class Cutting, Suspensions , Assaults, or Fights 

At Cooley Vocational High School, where the records of 
division absenc d 1 

es an c ass cuts were obtained for 50 of the 91 

clients, only 38 percent had less absenteeism in the last two 
school quarters, while 50 percent had more. 

Class cutting was 
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reduced, as 44 percent cut class fewer times in the last two 

school quarters while 22 percent had more cuts and 34 percent 

had the same number. One more student was suspended in the 

last two quarters, but one fewer student received some kind of 

disciplinary action during this same period. Absenteeism records 

obtained for 52 clients from Schiller indicate that only 38.5 

percent had fewer absences in the last two quarters than in the 

previous two. In fact, 50 percent had more absences. 

The findings about the decline in class cutting at Cooley 

support the perception of nearly all of the Cooley students and 

38 percent of the staff. Since suspensions increased slightly, 

there is a discrepancy between the respondents among the Cooley 

students and the actual data. At least half of the Cooley stu-

dents interviewed thought suspensions had declined. No actual 
assault data or instances of disruptive behavior appear to have 
been analyzed. Therefore any discrepancies between respondents' 

perceptions and the actual number of incidents have not been 
considered. 

(5) Promote a Feeling of Responsibility 
in Students Toward Their Homes 

In terms of the last objective, the evidence is inconclusive 

concerning the development of students' feelings of responsibil­

i ty toward their homes. Over 60 percent of those interviewed 

believe the program has the potential for developing such 

feelings. Only a few students have demonstrated a growth of 

these feelings at this time. 

It is the conclusion of the Youth Guidance evaluators 

that the School Assistance program, in general, has been success­

ful during the nine months of oper~tion. Areas for improvement 

in the second year include communication between the teachers and 

the Youth Guidance social workers, and modification of some of 

the service objectives. It is believed that another evaluation 

at the end of the program's second year will produce better 

indications of the program's effectiveness. 
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c. Recommendations For Future School 
Assistance Program Evaluations 

While it is recognized that this evalution of the School 

Assistance program was U.mi ted by the infancy of the program and 

the availability of appropriate data, Arthur Young & Company 

believes some improvements can be made to the methodology in the 

conduct of future evaluations. We would also like to suggest 

some areas of further elaboration in the present evaluation. 

In the present evaluation, greater information about the 

type and extent of police contact by the students should be 

provided. Such information would give an indication of the 

seriousness of the contact and what components of the SAP should 

be affecting that behavior. In addition, for the Schiller 

clients whose academic performance was determined on the basis 

of their yearly test scores, the actual improvement in the test 

scores should be included in the evaluation, as well" as the 

relationship to the expected performance. 

For future evaluations, the evaluators should include 

a review of past school years to determine whether there is 

any seasonal trend to school absences, class cuts, d isrupti ve 

behavior, and other indicators of school performance. Data 

collected since the beginning of the SAP should be analyzed 

in light of these trends. What this analysis reveals may be 

a more accurate assessment of the effect of the program. In 

conjunction with this type of methodology, the performance of 

a sample of non-SAP participants would also provide another 

element by which to measure the performance of the participants. 

Further investigation should be conducted into the discre­

pancies between the perceptions of those interviewed and the 

actual data as contained in the school records. Data pertaining 

to fights and serious disruptive behavior should be included. 

In addition, greater distinction should be made between the two 

schools and their popul at ion characteristics. Th e differences 

between the two may have an effect on the program strategies to 

be implemented with each. 
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Finally, it is suggested that Youth Guidance consider using 

an outside evaluator. Such a study may be considered more 

objective and convincing than self-evaluation. The influence 

of staff evaluators interviewing their coworkers about their 

performance as measured in their clients' performance is not 

discussed in the evaluation, yet it may have had an effect. 

Improvements such as this one and those mentioned previously will 

strengthen the evaluation , its conclusions, and usefulness in 

expanding or transferring simi·lar School Assistance Programs. 
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D. RESIDENT SECURITY PROGRAMS 

1 . IMPROVED RESIDENT SAFETY AIDE PROGRAM 

a. Introduction 

The Improved Resident Safety Aide program (IRSA) is the one 

Management Outpost program that is also part of the HIP and falls 

wi thin the scope of this evaluation. The IRSA program evolved 

from the Resident Safety Aide program of the first year of the 

Cabrini-Green High Impact Program. The goals of both resident 

safety programs were to reduce crime and improve resident 

security at Cabrini-Green. 

In the first-year program, HUD's TPP Management Outpost 

program contributed security personne] - Resident Safety Aides -

for the four security (experimental) buildings. Resident Safety 

Aides assisted the security staff hired for the Architectural 

Security Program (ASP) in monitoring security stations in the 

experimental buildings and in patrolling all nonexperimental 

buildings and the Rowhouse area. In addi tion, Resident Safety 

Aides were assigned nonsecuri ty tasks, such as encouraging 

residents to actively participate in community programs and 

assisting management in the control of school truancy and 

enforcement of curfew regulations. 

During the first-year HIP, the Chicago Housing Authority 

(CHA) security management recognized that the presence and 

vi~ibility of security staff around the buildings appears to 

cr~ate secure feelings among the residents and to decrease crime 

and vandalism wi thin the buildings. Therefore, in the second 

year of the High Impact Program, the role of the Resident Safety 

Aide was expanded to include building security patrols. 

Although the Resident Safety Aides do not directly intervene 

in criminal situations (which is the responsibility of the 

police department), they are responsible for reporting crimes and 
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suspicious si tua tions to the police and for providing relevant 

information to law enforcement agencies. The Aides are also 

responsible for identifying "trouble spots" which provide 

opportunities for crime. However, the main function of the 

Resident Safety Aides is to motivate building residents to assume 

responsibility for security in their building and community. 

They encourage the residents to become involved in crime preven­

tion by becoming aware of suspicious activity in and around the 

buildings and reporting such activity to the police department to 

aid the police in the apprehension of criminals. 

Since the Resident Safety Aides had become more involved in 

the security process during the second year of the progr~m, they 

were required to participate in a new, intensive special training 

program. Consultants from the University of Chicago conducted 

training sessions which covered a variety of issues, including 

communication, self-defense, and human relations. 

As part of the second-year High Impact Program, the expanded 

role of the Resident Safety Aides required a capability for quick 

communication with management and security staff in other parts 

of the development. The:tefore, the Resident Safety Aides were 

furnished with portable walkie-talkie radios. 

The Resident Safety Aides were also given uniforms identical 

to those worn by the Public Safety Aides and Senior Public Safety 

Aides (of the experimental building lobbies), to make them 

identifiable and more visible. Because of its past experience, 

CHA believes that uniformed security staff help reduce crime and 

vandalism more than unidentifiable staff. Uniformed staff would 

also help create a secure environment for residents, by arousing 

residents' concern and participation in reporting unusual occur-

rences. 

As part of the HIP, the major objectives of the Improved 

Resident Safety Aide program are to reduce the incidence of 

cr imes of opportuni ty and vandal ism, to improve perceived 
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secur i ty among Cabr ini-Green res id en t s, and to enhance the 

residential desirability of the development. 

Specifically, CHA believes that the IRSA contributes to 

a reduction of crimes of opportunity (both index and nonindex 

types) inside the apartment buildings (but not within the apart-

ment units) at Cabrini-Green. As in the Courtyard Security 

Program, the achievement of this objective would mean a reduction 

in personal crimes of opportupity (rape, aggravated battery, and 

robberies), property crimes of opportunity (burglaries and index 

thefts), and nonindex crimes of opportunity (nonindex thefts, 

minor assaul ts, and other nonindex crimes). In addi tion, the 

IRSA program is designed to improve actual and perceived security 

and safety of Cabrini-Green residents, especially in and around 

the public areas of the apartment buildings within Cabrini-Green. 

The evaluation of the Improved Resident Safety Aide program 

covers the following four issues: 

• The impact of the IRSA program on verified crime 
(Chicago Police Department) and victimization 
(Attitude and Perception Survey). 

• The impact of the IRSA program on vandalism. 

• The impact of the IRSA program on residents' 
perceptions of security. 

• The impact of the IRSA program upon residential 
desirability. 

Data on verified crime were provided by the Chicago Police 

Department. In addi tion to the analyses used in the evaluation 

of the Architectural Security Program, comparisons were made for 

all buildings at Cabrini-Green Homes. Victimization data from 

the Attitude and Perception Surveys were also used in this 

evaluation. The Attitude and Perception Surveys also provided 

data on perceived security and residential desirability. 
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A full impact evaluation of the IRSA program could not be 

conducted because several other anti-crime and social service 

programs were being conducted simultaneously throughout the 

Cabrini-Green development. Therefore, our evaluation cannot 

directly attribute changes in the development to the IRSA program 

alone. However, this analysis attempts to investigate relation-

ships between this program and the attainment of objectives 

stated above. 

Since the IRSA program operates in all Cabrini-Green build­

ings, it is necessary to use the matched development, Stateway 

Gardens, as a control group. 

b. Findings 

(1) Crime 

To measure the Improved Resident Safety Aide program's 

impact upon crime, the verified crime rates for Cabrini-Green and 

Stateway Gardens were analyzed. 

Finding 58: It appears that the IRSA program is not 
related to a decrease in the index crime 
rate. 

Table 35 shows that the verified index crime rates 

for Cabrini-Green experimental, nonexperimental, and 

Rowhouse areas decreased from 1975 to 1977. In 1975, 

the index crime rate was 54.3 per 1,000 residents for 

the experimental buildings, 51.0 for the nonexperi­

mental, and 58.5 for tho Rowhouse area. By 1977, these 

index crime rates were 27.0, 40.5, and 30.5, respec­

tively. The experimental buildings experienced the 

largest reduction during this period where the index 

crime rate f ell by 50.3 percent. In the Rowhouses, 

the· decrease was 47.9 percent and, in the nonexperi­

mental, the index crime rate fell by 20.6 percent. 
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In the control group, Stateway Gardens, the 

verified index crime rate decreased by 16.3 percent 

between 1975 and 1977 (from 73.1 to 61. 2 crimes per 

1,000 residents). In contrasting this with the changes 

in the index crime rate in Cabrini-Green nonexperi­

mental buildings, where there were no architectural 

modifications, there is no significant difference 

(Exhi1;>i t 46). The sharper decreases in index crime 

rates in the other Cabrini-Green buildings may reflect 

a combined effect of other components of the HIP along 
with the IRSA program. 

Even though it is difficult to isolate the effect 

of the IRSA program upon the crime rate, there does 

not appear to be a relationship between the program 

alone and a reduction in crime. 

The decreases in the index crime rates in the 

Cabrini-Green experimental and Rowhouse areas probably 

reflect the effect of other programs besides the IRSA. 

However, while the IRSA program by itself did not 

produce a reduction in index crime rates, the combina­

tion of the IRSA with architectural and programmatic 

changes has probably affected the index crime rate. 

TABLE 35 

VERIFIED INDEX CRIME RATES 
FOR CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS 

(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

1974 1975 1976 

Cabrini-Green* 47.2 52.5 43.6 
Experimental 54.5 54.3 40.6 
Nonexperimental 46.9 51. 0 46.7 
Rowhouses 41. 6 58.5 31.1 

Stateway Gardens 79.1 73.1 66.7 

*Includes Rowhouses. 

**Calculated on the basis of 1976 population 
statistics. 
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Finding 59: It appears that the IRSA program may be 
relateQ to a decrease in the verified 
nonindex crime rate at Cabrini-Green. 

The verified nonindex crime rates (see Table 36) 

decreased significantly in the Cabrini-Green experi­

mental, nonexperimental, and Rowhouse areas between 

1975 and J 977. At Stateway Gardens there was only a 

slight decrease in this rate during the same period. 

TABLE 36 

VERIFIED NONINDEX CRIME RATES 
FOR CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS 

(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

1974 1975 1976 

Cabrini-Green* 44.0 39.4 30.8 
Experimental 34.4 45.2 45.2 
Nonexperimental 45.6 38.8 29.8 
Rowhouses 45.2 36.7 22.0 

Stateway Gardens 61.7 40.9 42.0 

*Includes Rowhouses. 

**Calculated on the basis of 1976 population 
statistics. 

1977 

27.5 
28.0 
28.6 
21.2 
40.1** 

In 1975, the verified nonindex crime rates were 

45.2 per 1,000 residents at Cabrini-Green experimental, 

38.8 at Cabrini-Green nonexperimental, and 36.7 in the 

Cabr ini-Green Rowhouse area. By 1977, the&G LlOnindex 

crime rates were 28.0, 28.6, and 21.2, respectively. 

This indicates a decrease in the nonindex crime rate 

of 38.1 percent for experimental buildings, 26.3 

percent for nonexperimental, and 42.2 percent for the 

Rowhouses (Exhibit 47). 

At Stateway Gardens, the verified non index crime 

rate decreased by only 2.0 percent (from 40.9 to 40.1 

per 1,000 residents) during this period. The differ­

ences in the change in nonindex cr ime rates between 
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Stateway Gardens and all Cabrini-Green groups indicates 

that a development-wide program at Cabrini-Green, such 

as the IRSA, may be related to the reduction in non­

index crime rates. However, this reduction may also 

be related to the introduction of several other of the 

crime reduction programs at Cabrini-Green or perhaps 

the changing demographic composition of Cabrini-Green 

residents. Therefore, it is not Possible to fully 

attribute the reduced crime rates to the IRSA program. 

To further investigate the impact of the IRSA 

prog ram, we consid ered the ins ide index and non index 

crime rates for the same sets of buildings, because 

the primary area of responsibility for Resident Safety 

Aides is the building interior. Tables 37 and 38 

provide the index and non index verified crime rates 
for inside of the buildings. 

TABLE 37 

INSIDE VERIFIED INDEX CRIME RATES 
FOR CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS 

(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

1974 1975 1976 
Cabrini-Green* 9.6 15.3 19.7 Experiment al 11.5 18.9 14.9 Nonexperimental 10.7 15.3 22.4 Rowhouses 2.5 11. 7 10.7 Stateway Gardens 10.7 28.4 46.2 

*Includes Rowhouses. 

**Calculated on the basis of 1976 population 
statistics. 
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1977 

17.2 
13.5 
19.3 
10.3 
37.2** 

, 



l _ 

, , 

;t I 
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CABRINI-GREEN*& STATEWAY GARDENS INTERIOR LOCATIONS Exhibit 48 
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The nonindex crime rate for inside crime decreased 

slightly in the experimental and nonexperimental 

buildings, and the Rowhouses, and increased at Stateway 

Gardens between 1975 and 1977. According to Table 38, 

the inside crime rate for nonindex crimes decreased 

from 18.9 to 16.6 in the experimental buildings, 

from 19.0 to 18.6 crimes per 1,000 residents in the 

nonexperimental 

the Rowhouses. 

buildings, and from 11.7 to 10.9 in 

This rate increased from 23.8 to 29.9 

at Stateway Gardens. Therefore, the rRSA does appear 

to be related to a reduction in indoor nonindex crimes 

at Cabrini-Green (Exhibit 49). 

Because the Resident Safety Aides are on duty for 

only a limited number of hours each week, the analysis 

was pursued one step further. From the Chicago Police 

Department case reports, we extracted those crimes in 

the four experimental and four control buildings which 

occurred between 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday 

thr ough Fr id ay . The results are provided in Table 39. 

Rxperjmental 
Medium-Rise 
16 Story 
19 Story 

Control 
Medium-Ilise 
16 Story 
19 Story 

TARLE 39 

WEEKDAY DAYTIME CRIME 

CABRINI-GREEN EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL nUILDINGS 

VERIFIED CRIMES RATES (PEIl !_l..QQQ_)~E:SIDEN1~ 

1974 --~- --1976 

Inside Outslde Inslde Outside Inside Outside 

:'.1.3 6.5 16.6 5.1 12.6 5.7 
16.5 10.3 12.9 6.5 9.3 4.7 
11. 7 3.3 B.7 3.5 5.1 3.4 
32.1 6.7 25.2 5.6 2.1 8.3 

17.6 7.2 15.0 6.4 12.8 6.4 
12.5 6.3 B.7 4.4 11.6 7.0 
15.2 6.1 9.6 6.4 5. t 10.1 
23.6 B.B 24.7 7.7 16.9 7.7 
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1977 

4.2 5.2 
0.0 9.7 
6.5 4.9 
4.4 3.3 

17.5 6.4 
17.0 2.4 
9.7 6.5 

24.1 8.5 
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VERIFIED NONINDEX CRIME RATES 
(PER 1,000 PERSONS) 

CABRINI-GREEN*& STATEWAY GARDENS INTERIOR LOCATIONS 
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The data represents only the four experimental and 

four control buildings. From these data, it appears 

that there has been a reduction in the crime rates for 

those crimes occurring during these hours (both indoors 

and outside) in the experimental but not control 

buildings. Between 1975 and 1977, the rates fell 

by 74.7 percent for inside crime and increased by 

2.0 percent for outside crime in the experimental 

buildings. However, these rates increased by 16.7 

percent for inside crimes and stayed constant for 

outside crimes in the control buildings. In spite of 

the limitations of these data, it does not appear that 

the IRSA program has been effect~ve in reducing crime 

during weekday, daytime hours. 

(2) Victimization 

In the Attitude and Perception Surveys, respondents who had 

been the victim of a crime at Cabrini-Green were asked where the 

crime took place. Since the IRSA program is designed to reduce 

index crime, we looked at indoor victimizations at Cabrini-Green 

and Stateway Gardens. Table 21 in the ASP Evaluation section 

indicates the locations reported by the respondents. In the 

first survey wave, victims in Cabrini-Green experimental build­

ings indicated that 53.8 percent of the crimes occurred within 

the building (apartment, lobby, hallway, elevator). Of Cabrini­

Green nonexperimental residents, 57.4 percent indicated the same. 

The Rowhouses and Stateway Gardens indicated the highest percent­

ages, 76.2 and 77.9 percen t of crimes, respec ti vely, occur ring 

within the building. In the First Follow-Up survey, the large8t 

decreases in "i nsi de c rimes" occurred in Cabrini -Green e~:peri­

mehtal and Cabrini-Green nonexperimental, as only 20 percent 

occurred indoors at Cabrini-Green experimental and 15.4 percent 

in Cabrini-Green nonexperimental. In the Second Follow-Up 

survey, Cabrini-Green experimental experienced the lowest per­

centage of inside crimes, 33.3 percent, compared to Cabrini-Green 

nonexperimental (60), Cabrini-Green Rowhouse (66.7), and Stateway 

Gardens (74.2). 
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Finding 61: According to the results of the Attitude 
and Perception Surveys, it does not appear 
that the IRSA is related to a reduction in 
victimizations which occur inside of 
Cabrini-Green buildings: 

The decrease in inside crimes in Cabrini-Green 

experimental buildings tends to indicate the benefits 

of the security lobbies. However, there were no 

significant improvements in either Stateway Gardens or 

Cabrini-Green nonexperimental buildings between the 

Baseline and Second Follow-Up surveys. 

(3) Vandalism 

Total vandalism costs decreased since 1975 for Doth Cabrini­

Green experimental and nonexperimental buildings. Comparing the 

last six months of 1975 to the last six months of 1977, total 

vandalism costs for Cabrini-Green experimental buildings fell 

47.7 percent, and 14.0 percent in the nonexperimental buildings. 

All vandalism costs at Cabrini-Green declined between 1975 

and 1977, with only a slight increase in the last six months of 

197'7 for elevator repair in the experimental buildings. Since 

1975, the largest decrease in vandalism expenses have occurred 

in the Cabrini-Green experimental buildings (see Table 40). 

TABLE 40 

VANDALISM EXPENDITURES FOR 
EXPERIMENTAL AND NONEXPERIMENTAL BUILDINGS 

July- January- July- January- July-
December June December June December 

1975 1976 1976 1977 1977 

Experimental $ 80,446 $ 78,201 $ 50,281 $ 40,864 $ 42,058 
Elevator 72,406 71,066 49,192 37,494 41,853 
Non-Elevator 8,040 7,135 1,089 3,370 775 

Nonexperimental 327,358 389,680 355,451 294,953 281,582 
Elevator 290,276 354,638 347,276 290,517 279,864 
Non-Elevator 37,082 35,042 8,175 4,436 1,718 

Rowhouses 7,648 6,150 1,398 577 ° 
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In the experimental buildings, the decrease in vandalism 

expenses can be attributed both to a reduction in elevator and 

non-elevator related vandalism. In the nonexperimental build­

ings, the decrease in vandalism expenditures can be related 

almost totally to non-elevator vandalism. 

Between the last six months of 1975 and the last six months 

of 1977 , elevator van~ alism expenses decreased by 42.2 percent 

in the experimental buildings, while non-elevator vandalism 

decreased by 90.4 percent. 

In the nonexperimental buildings, elevator vandalism 

expenditures fell by 3.6 percent while all other vandalism 

expenses decreased by 95.4 percent (E~bibits 50 and 51). 

Finding 62: The Improved Resident Safety Aide program 
has not significantly affected a reduction 
in elevator vandalism expenses in the 
high- and medium-rise buildings which is 
one ?f the major areas of responsibility 
for the Resident Safety Aides. 

Given the relatively slight reduction in elevator 

vandalism expenses, it does not appear that the IRSA 

program is contributing to a significant reduction 

in elevator expenditures. The significant reduction 

in elevator vandalism costs in experimental buildings 

should be related to the Architectural Security Program. 

Fin ding 63: I nth e Row h 0 use are a, the red u c t ion i n 
vandalism costs may, in part, be related 
to the Improved Resident Safety Aide 
program. 

Al though it cannot be totally attributed to the 

IRSA program, the eradication of vandalism in the 

Rowhouses may be related to the program. While other 

HIP components also took place in the Rowhouse area, 

credit cannot be attributed to anyone part individ­

ually. Exhibit 45 illustrates this finding. 
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(4) Perceptions of Security 

The major emphasis of the IRSA program is directed at the 

inside areas of each building, and at the area immediately 

surrounding each building (the building perimeter). In the 

Attitude and Perception Surveys, respondents were asked how 

fearful they were in various locations. Table 41 indicates 

the distribution of the ratings of fear in these locations for 

Cabrini-Green experimental, Cabrini-Green nonexperimental, 

Cabrini-Green Rowhouses, and Stateway Gardens respondents. 
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TABLE 41 

FEAR OF BECOMING A VICTIM OF CRIME IN VARIOUS 
BUILDING AND NEIGHBORHOOD LOCATION BY CIIA DEVELOPMENT AND TYPE 

Apart.eDt 
Baseline 

First Follow_upl 

Second Pollow-up2 

Ra~!::iin:!Ck I ramp3 

First Follow-up2 

Second Follow-up3 

Lo~~eun.l 
First Fol1ow_up2 

Second Follow-up3 

BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEVS 5 

CG Experillental 
(Daaoline N .. 200 

Pint Follow-l!li N ... 134, 
Second Follow-up H .. 180) 

CO Honexperimontal, 
(Baseline N .. 264 I 

First Follow-up N .. 199, 
Second Follow-up N - 313) 

Quite Somewhat Not Quite Somewhllt Not 
Fearful Fearful Fearful IUssing4 Fearful Feartul Fearful 
-ill- _(_2_) _ ---1!L __ CS__ --.!l..!!.!.... -ill- _(_2_) _ ---1!L 

41.0$ 32.~$ 25.0\ o.n 1.O'l. 
( B2) ( 65) ( 50) ( 1) ( 2) 
25.4 22.4 50.0 2.2 
( 34) ( 30) ( 67) ( 3) 
25.0 19.4 55.6 0.6 
( 45) ( 35) (100) ( 1) 

50.4$ 24.6$ 23.5" 
(133) ( 65) ( 62) ( 
25.1 23.1 51.3 
( 50) ( 46) ( 102) ( 
25.9 24.9 48.9 
( Bl) ( 78) (153) ( 

43.$ 27.5 27.0 2.0 0.5 
( B7) ( 55) ( 54) ( 4) ( 1) 
20.9 41.0 34.3 4.5 
( 2B) ( 55) ( 46) ( 6) 
31.7 34.4 32.8 1.1 
( 57) ( 62) ( 59) ( 2) 

56.4 24.6 16.3 
(149) ( 65) ( 43) ( 
36.; 36.2 25.1 
( 73) ( 72) ( 50) ( 
3B.l 36.1 28.8 
(113) (113) ( B4) ( 

14.5 29.5 53.5 1.5 0.5 
(107) ( 3) ( 1) 

42.0 26.1 29.2 
(111) ( 69) ( 77l ( 

CS 

1.!% 
3) 

0.5 
1) 

0.0 
0) 

2.7 
7) 

1.5 
3) 

0.6 
2) 

2.7 
7) ( 29) ( 59) 

4.5 17.2 75:4 1.11 0.7 31.2 31. 7 32...1 3.0 
( 6) ( 23) (10ll ( 2) ( 1) 
7.B 13.9 7B.3 0.6 

( 14) ( 25) (141) ( 1) 

( 6,2) ( 63) ( §5) ( 6) 
25;9 27.B ." .44.1 1.9 
( Bl) ( 87) (13B) ( 6) 

I Elevator 
.... Baseline! 50.0 23.0 23.5 3 • .2, 0.5 '6~~i' 

~ , 
18.9 -":>15.2 3.B 

~ Firat Fol1ow-up2 

Second FOlloy-up3 

Grounds 
Basolinel 

Firs t Fol1ow-up2 

Second Follow-UpJ 

SU~~~~~:~:~ neighborhood 

Firs t Follow-ur 

Second Follow-up3 

Fea.r ot Becoming D. Victim In: 

Apartment 

Hallways, Deck Ramp 

Lobby 

Elevator 

Grounds 

Surrounding Nei"bborbood 

Hote: "p ( .01 
lSummor 1976 
2Fall 1976 
3S~er 1977 

(100) L1§.l ( (7) 
lB.7 35.B t3sii ( 25) ( 4B) 
27.7 30.6 41.7 
( 50) ( 55) ( 75) 

25.0 3B.0 35.0 
( 50) ( 76) ( 70) 
20.9 39.6 3B .B 
( 2B) ( 53) ( 52) 
24.4 32.2 43.3 
( 44) ( 58) ( 78) 

35.0 37.0 24.5 
( 70) ( 74) ( 49) 
25.4 43.3 29.1 
( 34) ( 5B) ( 39) 
36.1 36.1 26.1 
( 65) ( 65) ( 47) 

~ 

F(3.2121) • 9.93· 
Y(2,1850) • 33.38-
F(2,1839) .. 142.19-
F(2,182~) .. 77.64· 
F(3,2096) .- 1.27 

F(3,2076) • 1.36 

( m 
1.5' 

( 1) 

( :f) 
0.6"' 

( 1) 

0.5 1.0 
( II 
1.. 

( 2) 

( Z) 
0.6 

( 1) 

3.1l. 0.5 
( 6) ( II 
~.O -

( 4) 
2.2 

( 4) 

~ 

F(2,2121) .. 91. 54-

F(2.1B50) .. 11.63· 
F(2.1B39) .. 17.3S-

F(2,lB29) .. 22.20-

F(2,2096) .. 15.82-

F(2,2076) . 5.61* 

(164) 
43.7 
( 87) 
47:11 
(147) 

;. 
31.8 
( B4) 
26.11. 
( 53) 
16.3 
( 51) 

38.3 
(101) 
27.6 
( 55) 
~O. 7 
( 96) 

('40) ( 5,0) 
26.1 26.6 
( 52) ~7~) 23.3 
( 73) ( 85) 

36.4 29.2 
( 96) ( 77) 
31 ... 2 40.2 
( 62) ( BO) 
40.7 43.0 
(128) (134) 

34.1 24.6 
( 90) ( 65) 
39.2 30 .. J 
( 7B) ( 6Il 
39.3 29:1-
(123) ( 91) 

Interaction 

F(6,2121) • 0.95 

F(4,lB50) • 1.53 

F(4,lB39) • 1.85 

F(4,1829) - 3.97. 

F(6,2096) • 1.42 

F(6,2076)· .62 

4Wlssing data 1s the result of coding arrors, 11fogiblo information, or unvl!r1t1ed information. 

501tterencos between tbe total "N" o~ respondent.s tor each survey 'lJl'aVe aDd the sum. 
of the "N" of eacb respondent. group occu:r; because of the use of statistic .. l weights 
a.nd the subsequeo't rounding to wbole numbers. To provide estimates at true popula­
tion Vllluus CD wbich to base comparisoDs of tbe rose arch samples, representat1ve 
weights were assigned to ea.cb strata. at respondents except tbe ne1ghborhood. Tbese 
weights are presented in Appendix B. Table 0-6 in Appondix D presents the uD~elgbtad 
vlI,lues ol "N". Tbe percentages may a.lso total more tban 100 percent beca.use tbe 
responses were taken as a percentage of tbe total "N" not tbe sum ot' "N". 

CS • Cannot say. 

( 10) 
3.0 

( 8) 
2.2 

( 7) 

2.8 
( 7) 
1.0 

( 2) 

2.7 
( 1) 
2.65 
( 5) 
0.6 

( 2) 

Wls81ng4 

--l!!!!... 

50.5 
( 1) 
O.S 

( 1) 

1.0 
( 2) 
0.3 

( 1) 

0.3 
( 1) 

0.5 
( 1) 

0.4 
(, 1) 

0.3 
( 1) 

CQ RowhouBes 
(Baseline N .. 105, 

Firat Follow-up N .. 67 I 
Socond Follow_up H .. 89) 

Quite Somewhat Not 
Fearful Fearful Foarful 
-ill- _(_2_) _ --I!.L __ C_S_ 

46.7$ 27.6$ 25.7' - $ 
(,49) ( 29) (27) 
23.B 32.B 43 • .3 
( 16) ( 22) ( 29) 
19.1 19.1 55.1 6.7 
( 17) ( 17) ( 49) ( 6) 

pia 

pl. 

pl. 

pia 

pl. 

p/a 

pl. 

pia 

u/a 

29.5 43.8 26.7 
( 31) ( (6) ( 28) 
10.4 44.8 38.8 4.5 
( 7) ( 30) ( 26) ( 3) 
11.2 29.2 43.8 3.4 
( 10) ( 26) ( 39) ( 3) 

36.2 36.2 26.7 .9 
( 3B) ( 38) ( 28) ( 1) 
19.4 43.3 31.3 6.0 
( 13) ( 20) ( 21) ( 4) 
lB.O 37.1 36.0 
( 16) ( 33) ( 32) 

JUsaing4 
~ 

1.0 
( 1) 
1.5 

( 1) 
13.5 
( 12) 

9.0 
( B) 

SG 
(i1&.sellne N .. 202, 

First Pollow-up N - 155. 
Second Follow-up N - 240) 

Qui to S01I.owba t Not 
Fearful Fea.rful Fearful 
-ill- _~~ -l.!L 

61.4$ 25.2$ 12.9$ 
(124) ( 51) ( 26) ( 
27.7 24.5 47.7 
( 43) ( 3B) ( 74) 
31.9 26.1 42.1 
( 76) ( 63) , (101) 

61.0 21.B 18.B 

CS 

0.5$ 
1) 

0.5 
(123) ( 44) ( 34) ( 1) 
56.1 26.5 17.4 
( B7) ( (1) (' 27) 
52.7 26.2 21.1 
(126) ( 63) ( 51) 

45 L 5 25.7 ,27.7 1.0 
( 92) ( 52) ( 56) ( 2) 
49.7 21.9 '26.5 1.9 
( 77) ( 34) ( (1) ( 3) 
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Finding 64: There was a decrease in fear of crime 
in the apartment at both Cabrini-Green 
~nd Stateway Gardens. Therefore, this 
decrease cannot be attributed to the 
Improved Resident Safety Aide program. 

In the Baseline survey, the modal response (that 

response given most often) was "quite fearful or 

scared" for all responden t groups. I n the Baseline 

survey, 41 percent of Cabrini-Green experimental, 50.4 

percent of Cabrini-Green uonexperimental, 46.7 percent 

of Cabrini-Green Rowhouse, and 61.4 percent of Stateway 

Gardens respondents stated that they were "quite fear­

ful. " In the First and Second Follow-Up surveys, the 

modal response was "not fearful" for all groups. For 

the First and Second Follow-Up surveys, respectively, 

the responses were 50.0 and 55.6 percent for Cabrini­

Green experimental, 51.3 and 48.9 percent for Cabrini­

Green nonexperimental, 43.3 and 55.1 percent for 

Cabrini-Green Rowhouse, and 47.7 and 42.1 percent for 

Stateway Gardens. In Cabrini-Green experimental, 

Cabrini-Green nonexperimental, and Stateway Gardens, 

the proportion of respondents indicating either "quite 

fearful" or "somewhat fearful" in the two Follow-Up 

surveys was virtually the same. In Cabrini-Green 

Rowhouse, 23.8 and 32.8 percent indicated "quite 

fearful" or "somewhat fearful", respectively, in the 

First FOllow-Up survey, but this changed to 19.1 

percent for each response in the Second Follow-Up 

s;,nvey. When the mean response for each group of 

respondents was calculated, it continued to fall in the 

Second Follow-Up survey for Cabrini-Green experimental 

and Cabrini-Green Rowhouse, but increased for Cabrini­

Green nonexperimental and Stateway Gardens. In all 

three surveys, the mean response for Cabrini-Green 

experimental and Cabrini-Green Rowhouse was about the 

same While, in Cabrini-Green nonexperimental and 

Stateway Gardens, it was higher. According to the 
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ANOVA test, the general improvement among all groups 

indicates that the decrease in perceived fear at 

Cabrini-Green was not significantly different from the 

decrease at Stateway Gardens and that the improvement 

at Cabrinl-Green cannot be directly attributed to the 

Resident Safety Aide program. 

Finding 65: The IRSA program does not appear to have 
produced a significant reduction in per­
ceived fear of crime in the hallway~ at 
Cabrini-Green. 

The hallways appear to be one of the most feared 

locations in both Stateway Gardens and Cabrini-Green. 

As was the case with perceived fear in apartments, 

the modal response for all groups in the Baseline 

survey was "quite fearful." In Cabrini-Green experi­

mental, Cabrini-Green nonexperimental, and Stateway 

Gardens, 43.5, 56.4 and 61.0 percent, respectively, 

i nd ica t ed "qui t e fear ful " (Cabr i ni -Green Rowhouse 

residents did not re~pond to this question). In the 

First Follow-Up survey, the modal response was "quite 

fearful" in Cabrini-Grcen nonexperimental and Stateway 

Gardens but was "somewhat fearful" in Cabrini-Green 

experimental. In the Second Follow-Up survey, Cabrini­

Green experimental residents gave each type of response 

in relatively equal proportions while, in Cabrini-Green 

nonexperimental, 36.1 percent responded "quite fearful" 

and "somewhat fearful. I' In Stateway Gardens, the modal 

response continued to be "quite fearful." 

When the mean responses for the three groups are 

calculated, it appears that Cabrini-Green nonexperi­

mental and Stateway Gardens did not improve between the 

First and Second Follow-Up surveys, while Cabrini-Green 

experimen tal increased from 1.85 to 1.96. However, 

Cabrini-Green experimental continued to have the lowest 

mean score for perceived fear of crime in the hallways, 

while Stateway Gardens continued to have the highest. 
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As was the case with perceived fear of crime 

in apartments, the ANOVA tests indicate significant 

changes over time and between the different locations 

but the absence of a significant interaction effect 

indicates that the overall improvements between the 

Baseline and Second Follow-Up surveys were among all 

groups over time, including Stateway Gardens, and are 

not attributable solely to the IRSA program. 

Finding 66: While there were Significant reductions in 
perceived fear of crime in the lobbies, 
these changes do not seem to be reiated to 
the IRSA program. 

In all three surveys, the modal response among 

Cabrini-Green experimental respondents was "not fear­

ful." In Cabrini-Green nonexperimental and Stateway 

Gardens, the modal response in the Baseline survey was 

"qui te fearful." In the First Follow-Up survey, an 

equal proportion of Cabrini-Green nonexperimental 

responded "quite fearful" and "somewhat fearful" and, 

in the Se~ond Follow-Up survey, the modal response was 

"not fearful." For Stateway Gardens residents, the 

modal response continued to be "quite fearful" in both 
survey waves. 

When the mean responses for the three groups are 

calculate.d, Cabrini-Green experimental had the lowest 

mean rating in all three surveys (1.61 in the Baseline, 

1.28 in the First Follow-Up, and 1.29 in the Second 

Follow-Up). The mean ratings for Cabrini-Green nonex­

perimental and Stateway Gardens continued to fall, 

although Stateway Gardens continued to have a signifi­

cf),ntly higher rating. Cabrini-Green experimental 

remained stable between the two Follow-Up surveys as 

Cabrini-Green nonexperimental experienced the largest 

decline (2.00 to 1.84 versus 2.23 to 2.10 in SG). 

ANOVA tests show that the location and +.il'!!.e effects 
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were significant but .that the absence of a significant 

interaction effect indicates that this decrease in fear 

cannot be attributed to the Resident Safety Aides, 

because this program did not exist at Stateway Gardens. 

Finding 67: The significant reductions in fear in the 
elevators are related to the ASP rather 
than to the IRSA program. 

Perceived fear of crime in the elevators continues 

to be a concern among residents. In the Baseline 

survey, prior to the installation of television cameras 

and monitors in some Cabrini-Green experimental build­

ings, the modal response (see Table 41) in Cabrini­

Green experimental, Cabrini-Green nonexperimental, and 

Stateway Gardens was "quite fearful. 1I In the Follow-Up 

surveys, the modal response continued to be "quite 

fearful" in Cabrini-Green nonexperimentG.l and Stateway 

Gardens. In Cabr in i-Green experimental, it was "not 

fearful" in both Follow-Up surveys. 

In Cabrini-Green experimental, the mean response 

fell from 2.25 in the Baseline survey to 1.74 in the 

First Follow-Up. It rose to 1.86 in the Second 

Follow-Up. In Cabrini-Green nonexperimental, it fell 

from 2.46 to 2.20 but increased to 2.22. In Stateway 

Gardens, it fell from 2.63 to 2.48 between the Baseline 

and Follow-Up surveys. ANOVA results show that the 

large decrease in fear among Cabrini-Green experimental 

respondents relative to the two other groups explains 

the presence of the Significant interaction effect, in 

addition to the significant changes over time and 

between the different locations. The improvement in 

Cabrini-Green experimental when compared to the other 

groups probably can be attributed to the ASP, but not 

specifically to the IRSA program. 
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Finding 68: It appears that the IRSA program may be 
related to the lower fear scores in the 
stairwells at Cabr1ni-Green than at 
Stateway Gardens. 

Respondents in the Second Follow-Up survey were 

asked to rate their perceived fear of crime in the 

stairwells. This location was not rated in the first 

two surveys. One aspect of the IRSA is that the 

Resident Safety Aldes patrol the stairwells of each 

building. It was hoped "t'hat the effective monitoring 

by these Aides would reduce residents' fear in the 

stairwells. 

The mean rating of perceived fear in the stair­

wells was 2.06 in Cabrini-Green experimental, 2.13 in 

Cabrini-Green nonexperimental, and 2.37 in SG. The a 

posteriori comparisons (see Appendix B, ATTITUDE AND 

PERCEPTION SURVEY METHODOLOGY) indicated a significant 

difference between the mean ratings in Stateway Gardens 

and the two other groups. The Stateway Gardens rating 

was significantly higher than the rating in Cabrini­

Green experimental or Cabrini-Green nonexperimental. 

As a resul t, it appears that the IRSA program may be 

rela ted to the better perception of security on the 

stairs, as there is a difference in the level of 

perceived fear between a Cabrini-Green and Stateway 

Gardens location. 

Finding 69: The IRSA program does not appear to be re­
lated to changes in fear of crime on de­
velopment grounds. 

While the IRSA was mainly directed at improving 

secur i ty inside of the buildings, another aspect of 

this program was to improve security on the development 

grounds immediately surrounding Cabrini-Green Homes as 

well. Therefore, residents in each survey were asked 

about their perceived fear of crime on CRA grounds. 

- 161 -

, 



Between the Baseline and Second Follow-Up surveys, 

all groups of respondents experienced a significant 

reduction in their perceived fear of crime on CHA 

grounds. While this improvement was not confined to a 

single group, the largest improvement occurred among 

Cabrini-Green Rowhouse respondents. 

In Cabrini-Green experimental, approximately 75 

percent of the respondents in each of the three surveys 

was either "somewhat fearful" or "not fearful" (see 

Table 41). The modal response was ei ther "somewhat 

fearful" or "not fearful" in all three surveys for each 

of the respondent groups. 

In Cabrini-Green experimental, the mean response 

fell from 1.89 in the Basel ine survey to 1.76 in the 

Second Follow-Up survey. In Cabrini-Green nonexperi­

mental, it fell from 2.02 to 1.74, in Cabrini-Green 

Rowhouse it f~ll from 2.04 to 1.61, and in Stateway 

Gardens it fell from 1.95 to 1.83. 

The general decline among all groups implies that 

there were significant differences over time even at 

Stateway Gardens. Al though it was thought that the 

IRSA might have an effect on improving perceived 

security on CHA grounds, it appears that it has not. 

(5) Residential Desirability 

In the Second Follow-Up survey, Cabrini-Green respondents 

were asked to evaluate the Resident Safety Aide program. Two 

questions were asked, one relating to the frequency that resi­

dents see the Resident Safety Aides, and the second to their 

degree of satisfaction with any assistance they may have received 

from the Aides. 

- 162 -

"J1 / . . , 
, .' 

---~------

! • ," 

I i 

j 

I 
, 
! 

[ I 

[ 

r ; 
(\ ) 

f -j 

i I I 
f'j 

{ '\ 
1 f 

r; 
1.\ 

f{ 

P 
H 
n }' , . 

'. 

I 

II 

IT 
I! 

t ~ Ii ? r~ 
" 
j n " 

i 
I n i 

J 

-/ 

f ;I ':' 

~ 
~f , 

~ ri 
'I 

~ ~ i , P ~ 

I 
.. U 

~ i ;i f; 
I! --
H 
11 fii " 11 

I' 

,I L 
11 
f: g 
t ~~ l: 

,I ~~ 

r 
~ ~'h 

I B 

P 
~ 

~ 

I p \! 
of 

p 

I 
" II 

.JJ 

q 
K; 
'\-" , 

I 

r d 

n 
r 1 
n 
lJ 

Table 42 indicates that 1 
a most 41 percent of Cabrini-Green 

residents said that they see 

and an additional 20 percent 
the Resident Safety Aide every day 

reported that they see the Aide at 
least a few times a we k Ab 

e. out 24 percent said that they rarely 
or never see the Resident Safety Aide. Residents of Cabrini_ 

Green nonexperimental reported seeing the Aides most frequentl 
(44 percent see them d '1) . Y 

. al y , whlle only 29.0 percent of Rowhouse 
resldents see the RSA every day. Of the Cabrini-Green 

experi­
mental residents, 41.4 percent' reported that they see 
daily. the RSA 

TABLE 42 

EVALUATION OF RESIDENT SAFETY AIDESl 
(ADULT -

AND YOUTH RESPONDENTS) 

HOW FREQUENTLY DO YOU SEE YOUR RESIDENT SAFETY AIDE?l 

CG CG CG Experimental Nonexperimental Rowhouses 
Every day 41.4% 43.9% 29.0% 
A few times 

(75) (137) (27) a week 25.4 17.6 15.1 
A few times 

(46) ( 55) (14) a month 5.0 4.8 11. 8 
Rarely ( 9) ( 15) (11 ) 7.7 8.3 

(14) 9.7 
Never ( 26) ( 9) 13.8 16.7 18.3 
Don't know 

(25) ( 52) (17) 6.7 
(12) 

8.7 16.1 
( 27) (15) 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% (181) (312) (93) 

1 
Summer 1977 

On the other hand, more Rowhouse residents report that they 
"rarely" or "never" see the HSA (28.0 percent), 

as opposed to 
25.0 percent of the nonexperimental respondents and 2~ 5 t 

~. percen 
of the experimental group. 
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The varying visibili ty of the Resident Safety Aide is due 

to two factors: in the Rowhouse area, the three Resident Safety 

Aides are fairly spread out and conduct outdoor patrols of the 

area; and, in the experimental buildings, the Resident Safety 

Aides can be confused with the Public Safety Aides who are also 

para-professional security staff and are highly visible in lobby 

monitoring and building patrol. 

In the Second Follow-Up survey, resid ents of Cabrini-Green 

were also asked to evaluate how satisfied they were with the 

assistance they have received from the Resident Safety Aides. 

According to Table 43, the majority of residents of all locations 

in Cabrini-Green said that they were very satisfied with the 

assistance they have received. Over 85 percent of the respon­

dents in each group reported that they were either "somewhat" or 

"very satisfied" with this assistance (Table 43). 

TABLE 43 

SATISFACTION WITH ASSISTANCE RECEIVED 
FROM RESIDENT SAFETY AIDESl 

(ADULT RESPONDENTS) 

CG CG 
Experimental Nonexperimental 

Very satisfied 56.3% 51.0% 
(71) (103) 

Somewhat satisfied 35.7 35.1 
(45) ( 71) 

Somewhat dissatisfied 6.3 8.4 
( 8) '( 17) 

Very dissatisfied 1.6 5.4 
( 2) ( 11) 

99.9% 99 9% 
(126) (202) 

lSummer 1977 
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53.7% 
(29) 

33.3 
(18) 
9.3 
( 5) 
3.7 
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The Cabrini-Green experimental respondents were the most 

satisfied, as 56.3 percent of this group was very satisfied with 

the assistance they received from the Resident Safety Aides. 

However, there was not a significant difference in the responses 

among the different resident locations. Of Cabrini-Green nonex­

perimental and Rowhouse residents, 51.0 percent and 53.7 percent, 

respectively, reported that they were very satisfied. 

In general, residents' ,a,tti tudes and perceptions of the 

Resident Safety Aides are very positive in the experimental, 

nonexperimental, and Rowhouse buildings. 

c. Transferability 

Al though the residents' ,evaluation of the Resident Safety 

Aides in the Attitude and Perception Survey was highly favorable, 

the IRSAs' effectiveness in the nonexperimental buildings may 

be questioned. Verified index crime rates (1975-1977) in the 

nonexperimental buildings did not fall significantly more than 

those found in Stateway Gardens, 20.6 percent versus 16.3 per­

cent, while the experimental buildings' rate fell 50.3 percent. 

Elevator costs (1975-1977) declined in both experimental and 

control groups, but at a faster rate for the experimental build­

ings. In the medium-rise control buildings, such costs actually 

increased by 11.6 percent over the same period. Finally, the 

fear of crime analysis indicated that reduction in residents' 

fear is probably not strongly related to the IRSA program. 

Given these findings, we believe the IRSA should not be 

transferred in its present form. We understand that the IRSA 

program may be providing special management-type services which 

are well worthwhile. However, it is not producing the desired 

impact objectives. With several changes in the program structure 

and a restatement of the program's objectives, we believe the 

program may have more success, and work to enhance other crime 

reduction programs such as the ASP. However, if the program 

objecti ves remain the same, then our research conducted during 
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the development of Deliverable Product No. 7A - Rela~ionships 

Between the Location, Fear, and Other Characteristics of Crime _ 

A Study for the Cabrini-Green Higb Impact Program may be impor­

tant to this program. The results indicated that the heaviest 

period of crime appeared to be the late afternoon and ear.ly 

evening hours (4 p.m. to 8 p.m.) We suggest instituting an IRSA 

program during these hours, eliminating the 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 

p.m. schedule. In suggesting this alternative, we are aware of a 

major problem which may be associated with this change - the use 

of women as Resident Safety Aides. The change in schedule may 

require that women participate in the program as paired teams or 

may require a higher rat io of male residents to be involved in 

the program to provide great€r protection during these more 

dangerous hours. 

Secondly, in our analysis of the IRSA program in Deliver­

able Product No. 7B - Resident Security Program, we found that 

the program should operate with written procedures and duties so 

that the IRSA can operate more effectively. We also found that 

an IRSA program does D0t require a salaried structur&. Programs 

in other cities have been operated successfully using volunteers 

or low stipends. The benefits of this alternative must be 

weighed against the benefits of employing residents, within the 

development, who would not obtain employment elsewhere. 

Finally, we believe that the IRSA has the greatest opport~­

nity of success for transfer when employed as a management system 

and security enhancement when coupled with an ASP component. 

Without the combined support that can be derived from this 

matching, the transfer of the IRSA purely as a security program 

may easily fail. 

2. COMMUNITY SAFETY EDUCATION PROGRAM 

a. Introduction 

The Communi ty Safet y Ed uca t ion program is part of the 

Department of Human Service I s Prevention and Treatment Program. 
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It supplements the physical building modifications of the Archi­

tectural Security Program with an educational program for 

residents in all buildings of Cabrini-Green. This program 

consists of security education programs designed to ensure 

maintenance of security by residents of Cabrini-Green Homes. 

~he objectives of the Community Safety Education (CSE) 

program in its first year pertained 1 argely to establishment of 

the program and to the broader: .. goals of the High Impact Program. 

As the structure of the CSE program evolved during the first 

program year, more specific objectives were identified. 

During the second year, each of the Communi ty Safety 

Ed u cat ion co U rs e s est a b 1 is he d its 0 w nob j e c t i v e s . For the 

courses in street safety the objective was twofold: to teach 

the participants to cope with or avoid crime on the streets 

(such as assaul ts, robberies, and rapes), and to decrease the 

number of crimes around Cabrini-Green and the victimization of 

Cabrini-Green residents. Similarly, the objective of the course 

on burglary prevention is to decrease the number of burglaries 

in Cabrini-Green Homes by teaching residents how to reduce the 

opportunities for burglaries. The course in fire prevention 

taught residents how to reduce the number of preventable fires 

and how to handle small fires in the Cabrini-Green apartments, 

buildings, and grounds. Finally, the female security courses 

taught women how to protect themselves and reduce their chances 

of becoming victims of personal r.rimes at Cabrini-Green. 

This CSE evaluation strategy relies on the available statis­

tics for personal crimes, burglaries, and fires occurring within 

Cabrini-Green. These measures can be grouped as: 

Objective 

Reduce personal 
crimes 

Reduce burglaries 

Measure 

Verified personal 
crime rate 

Verified burglaries 
rate 
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Objective 

Reduce crimes 
against women 

Reduce prevent­
able fires 

Measure 

Personal crime rate 
of crimes against 
women 

Total number of fires 
at Cabrini-Green 
Homes 

Source 

Chicago Police 
Department 

Chicago Housing 
Authority 

Data on personal crimes and burglaries for all Cabrini-Green and 

Stateway Gardens were provided by the Chicago Police Department 

in the annual verified crime totals by building for 1974, 1975, 

and 1976. Data on verified personal crimes against women was 

only available for the four experimental and four control 

buildings at Cabrini from CPD case reports. The number of 

fires in each building at Cabrini-Green was provided by the 

Chicago Housing Authority. All of these data are discussed 

more thoroughly in the INTRODUCTION section of this report. 

It should be noted that this type of evaluation does not 

allow us to draw a direct correlation between participation in 

the CSE and the achievement of the specific objectives by 

individual program participants. Rather, this evaluation relates 

general participation in the CSE to the achievement of objectives 

on a development-wide basis. 

Furthermore, a full impact evaluation cannot be conducted of 

the Community Safety Education program. Several other anti-crime 

and social service programs with similar obJecti lies were being 

conducted simultaneously through the Cabrini-·Green development. 

Therefore, our evaluation cannot dL'ectly attrilmte changes in 

the development to the CSE program individually. However, this 

analysis attempts to investigate relationships between this 

program and the attainment of objectives stated above. 
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b. Findings 

(1) Personal Crimes 

Both the street safety and the female security classes 

attempt to teach the participants how to reduce their likelihood 

of becoming victims of personal crimes, such as homicide, rape, 

robbery, and assault. Therefore, we analyzed changes in the 

number of verified personal crimes from 1975 to 1977. 

Finding 70: Between 1975 and 1977, the verified per­
sonal crime rate decreased by 27.3 percent 
at Cabrini-Green and by 7.1 percent at 
Stateway Gardens. This decrease may, in 
part, be related to participation in a 
program such as the CSE. 

According to the verified crime rates in Table 44, 

the verified personal crime rate fell at a sharply 

faster rate in Cabrini-Green (from 20.5 in 1975 to 14.9 

in 1977) than at Stateway Gardens (from 33.8 to 31.4). 

At Cabrini-Green, the greatest decline took place 

in the Rowhouse area, where the verified personal crime 

rate fell by 50.3 percent, from 19.7 in 1975 to 9.8 in 

1977. There was also a considerable decrease in the 

verified personal crime rate in the experimental 

buildings, where this rate decreased by 45.2 percent, 

from 21.7 to 11.9 during the same time period. 

In the Cabrini-Green nonexperimental buildings, 

the verified personal crime rate fell by 19.1 percent 

(from 20.4 to 16.5). By comparison, Stateway Gardens' 

verif ied personal crime rate declined by 7.1 percent . 

Since there was an overall larger reduction in crime 

at Cabrini-Green than at stateway Gardens, the CSE may 

have made a contribution. But since there were other 

programs taking place throughout the Cabrini-Green 

development, it is difficult to attribute the reduction 

solely to the CSE program. 
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However, this decrease in the verified personal 

crime rate is not consistent for all types of verified 

personal t::rime. For e}\ample, at Cabrini-Green, the 

greatest decrease was for robberies, which fell by 53.7 

percent for the whole development (from 8.2 in 1975 to 

3.8 in 1977). The crime rate for assaults decreased by 

15.6 percent at Cabrini-Green during this time period 

(from 10.9 to 9.2). On the other hand, homicide rates 

increased by 50.0 percent, and the crime rate for rapes 

by 25.0 percent (from 0.6 to 0.9, and from 0.8 to 1.0, 

respectively). 

TABLE 44 

VERIFIED PERSONAL CRIME RATE 
FOR CABRINI-GREF-T AND STATEWAY GARDENS 

(PER 1,v RESIDENTS) 

Cabrini-Green* 
Experimental 
Nonexperimental 
Rowhouses 

Stateway Gardens 

1974 

17.8 
21.8 
18.6 
10.2 
32.8 

*Includes Rowhouses. 

1975 

20.5 
21.7 
20.4 
19.7 
33.8 

1976 

18.4 
16.0 
20.5 
10.7 
27.6 

**Calculated on the basis of 1976 population 
statistics. 

1977 

14.9 
11.9 
16.5 
9.8 

31. 4** 

Finding 71: The decline in the verified crime rates 
for robbery and assault may partially be 
related to participation in the Community 
Safety Education classes. 

Robbery iR the only crime type which decreased 

consistently in all Cabrini-Green areas (experimental, 

nonexperimental, and Rowhouse), as well as in Stateway 

Gardens. As Table 45 indicates, the verified crime 

rate for robberies decreased loy 94.5 percent in the 

experimental buildings, 41.6 percent in the nonexperi­

mental, and 60.4 percent in the Rowhouse buildings. 
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At Stateway Gardens, the decrease in the crime rate for 

robberies was 14.6 percent, which is a smaller decrease 

than in any of the Cabrini-Green area~. 

The verified crime rate for assaults decreased in 

the nonexperimental buildings and Rowhouses (by 15.0 

percent and 51.5 percent, respectively) from 1975 to 

1977, althou~h it increased by 10.7 percent in the four 

experiment al bui ldi ngs. However , at St ateway Gardens, 

this rate increRsed by 39.7 percent during this period. 
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The Community Safety Education classes are not 

related to a reduction in the verified crime rate for 

homicide and rape. However, homicide and rape are not 

considered IIcrimes of opportuni tyll like assaul t and 

robbery. Therefore, it is not surprising that there 

was not a decline in these crimes. The verified crime 

rate for homicide increased in,all Cabrini-Green areas 

except the experimental buildings. This rate also 

iucreased at Stateway Gardens (from 0.3 to 1. 0 from 

1975 to 1977). 

The verified crime rate for rape increased in the 

nonexperimental buildings and Rowhouses but decreased 

in the experiment'al buildings. However, there was an 

average increase from 1975 to 1977 of 25.0 percent for 
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the whole Cabrini-Green development. At Stateway 

Gardens, the verified crime rate for rape fell by 58.5 

percent (from 4, 1 to 1.7) dur ing this per iod . There­

fore, participation in the CSE program does not appear 

to be related to a decrease in homicides and rapes. 

(2) Property Crimes 

(a) Burglaries 

To measure the influence of residents' participa­

tion in Community Safety Education programs upon 

burglaries at Cabrini-Green, changes in the verified 

crime rates for burglary from 1975 to 1977 were 

analyzed. 

Finding 72: Although the burglary rate decreased at 
Cabrini-Green between 1975 and 1977, this 
decline cannot be related to participation 
in the CSE program. 

The verified crime rate for burglaries decreased 

at both the Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens develop­

ments. However, this rate of change was greater at 

Stateway Gardens than at Cabrini-Green. Therefore, 

participation in the CSE program cannot be related to 

a decline in the burglary rate. At Cabrini-Green, the 

burglary rate fell 41.0 percent but, at Stateway 

Gardens, it decreased by 53.3 percent. 

The results in Table 46 indicate that the burglary 

rate decreased for Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens. 

However, the largest decrease occurred at Stateway 

Gardens, where the verified crime rate for burglary 

fell by 53.3 percent (from 18.2 per 1,000 ~esidents in 

1975 to 8.5 in 1977). At Cabrini-Green, this rate 

decreased by 41.0 percent (from 7.8 per 1,000 residents 

to 4.6). 
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The greater decrease in the verified crime rate 

for burglaries at Stateway Gardens indicates that 

participati~n in the CSE program cannot be related to 

a signlficant decrease in burglaries. 

TABLE 46 

VERIFIED CRIME RATE FOR BURGLARY 
(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS 

1974 1975 1976 

Cabrini-Green* 7.5 7.8 3.9 
Experimental 6.5 5.1 1.1 
Nonexperimenta1 6.9 7.4 4.3 
Rowhouses 11.2 12.2 4.8 

Stateway Gardens 21.0 18.2 17.0 

*Inc1udes the Rowhouses. 

**Ca1cu1ated on the basis of 1976 population 
stat istics. 

(3) Crimes Against Women 

1977 

4.6 
2.6 
4.9 
4.9 
8.5** 

There is really no adequate data available to measure 

changes in crimes against women at Cabrini-Green. The only data 

which address the issue are from the CPD case reports for crimes 

which occurred in the four Cabrini-Green experimental buildings 

and four matched control buildings. Table 47 shows the crime 

rate for personal crimes with female victims for these two sets 

of buildings. 

TABLE 47 

VERIFIED CRIME RATE FOR PERSONAL CRIMES 
WITH FEMALE VICTIMS 

Cabrini-Green 
Experimental 
Control 

(PER 1,000 RESIDENTS) 

1974 

16.9 
15.4 
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1975 

9.7 
17.9 

1976 

12.0 
13.4 

1977 

B.9 
7.7 



The verified crime rate for personal crimes against women 

seems to have fluctuated and tben decreased slightly since 

1975 in the four experimental buildings. In the four control 

buildings it has decreased steadily since that time. In general, 

there appears to be an overall trend of a decrease in personal 

crimes against women. However, these data are only for eight 

buildings and cannot b~ used to generalize for all of Cabrini-

Green. 

. " 

(4) Preventable Fires 

Finding 73: There has been a reduction in fires 
reported to CRA mana&~E~.:=!l1t between 1975 
and 1977 at Cabrini-Green. 
~:..:::.-~::..:....-=--.::::..:--=~::..=....;..c...:..... __ ~~ :_""~I""'''' __ 

It is difficult to determine which fires are 

preventable and which are unavoidable. Therefore, to 

assess the degree to which fires are being reduced, 

we analyzed the total number of fires occurring at 

Cabrini-Green; similar data were not available at 

Stateway Gardens. Table 48 indicates that, since 1975, 

there has been a continuous decline in the number of 

fires reported to authorities at Cabrini-Green. 

TABLE 48 

FIRES AT CABRINI-GREEN 

1975 

All Cabrini-Green Buildings 
High-Rise 
Medium-Rise 
Rowhouses 

67 
40 
20 

6 

1976 

36 
17 
11 

8 

1977 

20 
9 
6 
5 

There was a general decline in the number of fires 

in all buildings. The high rises had the greatest 

decrease, and the Rowhouses hac} the least.. In all, 

fires declined by 70 percent between 1975 and 1977 

at Cabrini-Green. 
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c. Transferability 

Recommendations for the transferability of the Community 

Safety Education Program are difficult to make, given the nature 

of the High Impact Program and this evaluation. Even though 

generally the crime rate and the number of fires decreased, it is 

not possible to correlate program participation to reduction in 

crime and fires because so many other components of the HIP are 

taking place concurrently. 

The resul ts of the evaluation indicate that there may be 

a relationship between residents' participation in the CSE and 

a reduction in robbery and assault but not to other personal 

crimes or crimes against women. The data also show that there 

is a general and impressive decrease in f ires reported to CHA 

officials, although this cannot be directly related to the CSE 

program. 

At this time, it appears that the CSE program is not 

recommended for transferability in its present form by itself. 

However, as one component of a more extensive program, such as 

the Archi tectural Security Program, we believe that there may 

be some just if ica t ion for transferabil i ty. This is based upon 

a need for resident involvement in implementing security in 

public housing and upon the data presented in this section. The 

CSE program appears to be responsible for meeting some but not 

al!:. of the program's obj ect i ves. In transferring this program, 

modifications in the program may be required to make the CSE 

program more effective, including placing a greater emphasis on 

resident participation. 

3. WOMEN'S DEFENSE AND CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM 

a. Introduction 

As in most family-oriented public housing developments, the 

overwhelming majority of families at Cabrini-Green Homes are 

one-parent families with female heads of households. Therefor~, 
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the majority of the adult residents at Cabrini-Green are, most 

likely, female. In the first-year High Impact evaluation, 

Cabrini-Green residents frequently expressed fears for their 

safety while walking alone at night. They also expressed a 

general fear of crime in the development. The Women's Defense 

and Crime Prevention Program offered security education courses 

taught by self-defense experts to women residents of Cabrini-

Green. The curriculum covered both physical and mental aspects 

of self-defense and how to avoid problem situations, by assuming 

defensive behavior. The courses were designed to increase the 

women's ability to defend themselves against criminal attacks. 

The self-defense courses were offered to all women residents 

in Cabrini-Green. Between May and September 1977, about 110 

women participated in four cycles of four courses each. Each 

course met for three hours once a week for eight weeks. In 

addition, outside acti vi ties were arranged to provide posi ti ve 

family-type programs and to promote a casual atmosphere in which 

experiences and ideas about crime prevention could be shared 

among the families. 

The Women's Defense and Crime Prevention Program consisted 

of two parts: a self-defense course, and peer group discussions. 

The first hour consisted of a "rap session" during which women 

discussed the daily problems they encounter, both related to 

Cabrini"-Green and security, 'and to their lives in general. 

Occasionally, a guest speaker from a local agency disseminated 

information on how the Cabrini-Green women might benefit most 

from that agency's resources. The last two hours of each session 

covered techniques of self-defense. During this period, the 

women concentrated on developing a positive attitude toward 

coping in a physically threatening situation and basic self­

defense skills. 

The Women's Defense and Crime Prevention Program was 

designed to achieve two objectives: to improve perceived safety 

among Cabrini-Green female residents, and to reduce the incidence 

of crime and opportunities for crime within Cabrini-Green. 
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These objectives are heavily interrelated. As female resi­

dents become more aware of how to avoid dangerous situations and 

begin to defend themselves, thereby reducing their victimization, 

they may also begin to feel that Cabrini-Green is becoming a more 

secure community. In fact, the achievement of the second objec­
tive will help ensure the first one. 

In addition, the "rap sessions" which preceded each self­

defense lesson had an objective of their own--to improve the 

women's sense of self-esteem and self-awareness. During the "rap 

sessions," the women residents learned to discuss their special 

problems with each other and to develop a sensitivity to the 
commonality of their situation. 

An id eal anal ysis method 01 ogy woul d reI ate th e progr am 
objectives to the following measures: 

Objective 

Reduce verified 
crimes against 
women 

Improve perceived 
security 

Develop feelings 
of self-esteem 

b. Evaluation 

Measure Source 

All crimes against Not available 
women (both 
program partici-
pants and all 
women residents) 

Perceived fear of Not available 
crime 

Not available 

Data relati~g to the specific experiences of those women who 

participated in this program are not readily available. The 

atti tudes of women residents of Cabrini-Green are not available 

through the Attitude and Perception Survey due to the timing of 

the program. These data were collected after only about 25 women 

had participated in the program. Data on verified crimes com­

mi tted against women residents are available from the Chicago 

Police Department, but only for eight Cabrini-Green buildings 
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and only for one month after the program ended. 

the second-year eval ua tion cannot , at this time, 

effect of this program on the above objectives. 
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3. COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS 

The concluding analysis for thl') second-year evaluation of 

the High Impact Program is the measurement of the program's 

cost-effectiveness. It is the intent of this section to use 

cost-effectiveness techniques to evaluate the High Impact Program 

components, with special emphas_:3 on the ASP. In addi tion, the 

methodology described in this section is expected to provide the 

High Impact Program managers . with a management tool which can 

be used to relate program cost to various types and degrees 

of program impact. 

A. COST-BENEFIT AND COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS 

In order to fully understand the cost-effectiveness method­

ology we intend to employ in this analysis, it is important to 

review the more commonly used concept of cost-benefit analysis. 

A cost-benefit analysis is the procedure utilized to evaluate the 

effects of applying various resources in a specific program or 

problem area. The term cost-benefit analysis is a generic term 

associated with program evaluation. As a catch-all phrase, there 

is often confusion over the precise meaning of the procedure. 

Cost-benefit analysis is only one of a series of more refined 

techniques of evaluation which include cost-effectiveness7 and 

cost-utility analysis. Based on the type of available informa-

tion, however, the cost-effectiveness method is more appropriate 

for consistently assessing all the High Impact Program compo­

nents. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Cost-benefit analysis allows for the comparison or analysis 

of costs and benefits of various policy al te):"na tives and pro­

grams. The comparison of the monetary value of benefits against 

the monetary value of costs is useful in that it provides for a 

7Guttentag, Marcia and 
of Evaluation Research, 
Beverly Hills, 1975. 

Struening, 
Volume 2. 

- 179 -

Elmer L., Handbook 
Sage Publications, 



common and consistent measurement tool. Using this technique, 

it is relatively easy to determine whether the fiscal return is 

equal to or greater than the program expenditures. 

To effectively use cost-benefit analysis, the evaluation 

data must be consistent along all elements of the overall 

program, comparable for various time periods, and provide for 

expressl.ng results in terms of ratios, net costs, or other common 

factors. In addition, program inputs and outcomes must be 

measurable in monetary terms. 

When the effectiveness of a program cannot be readily linked 

to monetary terms the proper analytical tool is cost-effective­

ness. Cost-effectiveness analysis requires only that impacts of 

specified programs or strategies be derived (not necessarily in 

monetary terms) and linked to the associated program costs. 

In the High Impact Program, only a few of the impact 

measures lend themselves to the cost-benefit typP. of analysis. 

For example, one objective of the High Impact Program is reduc­

tions in vandalism and maintenance expenditures due to residen­

tial turnover. This index can be measured in monetary terms (the 

cost of repairs due to vandalism or for maintenance) to gauge the 

effectiveness of the overall program. 

However, most of the other impact measures utilized in the 

evaluation of the High Impact Program are only suitable for use 

in cost-effective analysis. For example, a very important 

objective of the HIP is the reduction in crime as evidenced 

by the crime rate per 1,000 residents. While this cannot be 

measured in monetary terms, it can be analyzed over a long period 

to gauge the impact of the program, especially when compared to 

similar statistics for a control group. By then linking the 

costs of the program to measures such as percentage improvements, 

or satisfaction index changes the evaluator is able to provide a 

measure of the cost-effect)veness of the effort. Given the 
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nature of our evaluat' 10n and the types of data analyzed, cost­
to be the more 

effectiveness analysis appears 

this evaluation. technique for appropriate 

We must c t' au 10n the reader th t 
analysis is based on H' h I a our cost-effectiveness 

19 mpact funding Th ' 
programs and a ' . e 1nfluence of other 

genC1es (see Appendix A) 
North Cabrini-Green area may have' , operating in the Near 
results found d ' 1nd1rectly contributed to the 

, ur1ng the secon,d-;-year evaluation. 
repllcation of the cost-effective As such, the 

portions of the 
result in similar exp , program may not 

erlences in other settings. 

2. METHODOLOGY 

a. Data 

we 
In our 

specified 
original approach to th 
t e cost-benefit anal ' 
hat we would compute the 1 YS1S, 

basis of the va ue of the HIP on th 
monetary costs associated with e 

revenue and d an increase in t 
a re uction of vandalism and ren 

meas maintenance costs. 
urement would have permitted This 

mo t us to compare program costs 
ne ary benefits to determin with 

. e a cost-benefit rat' 
performing the cost anal . 10. However, in 

YS1S, we found the CHA 
dures, which are defined b . accounting proce-

y HUD, d ld not permi t the foIl ' oW1ng: 

• Se?r~gation of monthl 
bUlldlng-bY-building basi~. rent revenues on a 

Proper segregation of actual 
expenses for each bUilding. monthly maintenance 

• 

'I'his sec d on problem of s 
egregating actual monthly mainte-

complicated by the Target Projects 
a substantial amou t f 

costs, including reduct' f n 0 maintenance 
lon 0 deferred maint ' 

making costs incomparable with enance ltems, thereby 

nance expendi tures was also 

Program (TPP) which paid for 

of th' other developments 
1S, we proposed • In 1 i gh t 

an alternative deSign based 
effecti veness f on the cost-
, 0 reducing crime and al terin 
1n residents' a tti tudes and ' g certain variables 

. ' . experlences 
Att1tude and Perception Survey. as measured by the 
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The cost-effectiveness analysis utilized two measures of 

program impact and one measure of program cost. Program impact 

was measured by changes in the: 

• Incidence of crime as reflected by Verified Crime 
Rates. 

• Fear of crime as reflected by the Crime Impact 
Index (CI I) . 

These two measures were selected as summary indicators 
of the High Impact Program. 

only reflect the HIP's impact 

discussed in the INTRODUCTION 

Obviously, verified crime rates 

on crime in the development. As 

to this report, crime statistics 

were obtained from the Chicago Police Department verified crime 

reports and the crime rates were calculated by multiplying the 

number of residents in each building by 1,000 to obtain a crime 
rate per 1,000 residents. 

As in the first-year evaluation, we also looked to the 

Attitude and Perception Survey as a source of reliable data 

on changes in residents' perceptions of Cabrini-Green as a 

safe place to live and of the overall impact of crime on the 

various groups of residents (Stateway Gardens, Cabrini-Green 

nonexperimental, Cabrini-Green experimental). In that evalua­

tion, we developed a composi te crime index which summarized a 

comprehensive set of indi vidual crime-related variables. This 

index used 11 items from the survey questionnaire which appeared 

to summarize the occurrence, perception, and resident fears of 

crime. By determining where each of the above groups fell on the 

Crime Impact Index (CII scale) during the baseline wave of the 

survey and their position after the third wave, it is possible 

to determine the relative movement occurring in residents' 

perceptions. A correlation of the changes in residents' percep­

tions wi th program acti vi ties may produce an indication of the 

program's cost-effectiveness in changing attitudes. 
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Data concerning the cost of the HIP were computed from the 

direct cost of each of the component programs, as specified by 

the Department of Planning, City and Community Development. 
These costs are displayed in Table 49. 

'l'ABLE 49 

THE CABRINI-GREEN 
HIGH IMPACT PROqRAM EXPENDITURES(1) 

FIHSir 'YEAR 

ILEC 
Grant(2) Program Name 

1588 
1582 
1584 
1586 

2183 
2374 
2375 
2409 
2181 
2407 
2182 

Note: 

(1) 

( 2) 

Architectural Security Program 
Management Outpost 
Prevention and Treatment 
Administrative Assistance and Development 

Subtotal 

SECOND YEAR 

Architectural Security Program 
Improved Resident Safety Aide 
Courtyard Security Fencing 
School ASSistance 
Rehabilitation and Treatment 
Youthful Offender Tre~tment and Prevention 
Administrative ASSistance and Development 

Subtotal 

Total 

Per First-Year Evaluation and February 14, 
1978 letter from Department of Planning, 
City and Community Development. 

See Appendix A for a description of the 
grant programs, funded by the Illinois 
Law Enforcement Commission (ILEC). 
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Total 

$ 714,454 
383,845 
216,046 
220,155 

1,534,500 

598,555 
56,284 

141,814 
81,458 

363,632 
80,323 

234,669 

1,556,735 

$3,091,235 

, 
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Tbe costs are separated for experimental and nonexperimental 

i')uildings. Wben prograrn costs' cover tbe entire Cabrini-Green 

development, witbout tbis breakdown (between experimental and 

nonexperimental buildings), tbe costs were allocated to tbe two 

groups of buildings on tbe basis of population distribution for 

that year of the Higb Impact Program. Tbis allocation is sbown 

on Table 50. 

Two of the programs (Archi tectural Securi ty and Courtyard 

Fencing) paid for tbe cost of capital improvements in tbe 

Cabrini-Green development. These were arcbitectural improvements 

(security lobbies and outdoor fencing) and security bardware 

(cameras, etc.) acquisition. Tbese improvements were no: amor­

tized over tbeir useful life, for tbe purposes of tbis evalua­

ti on, for several reasons. Fi rst of all, tbe total _ accumulated 

cost of eacb program can only be matcbed to total program effect 

over tbe three-year Ii fespan. Al tbougb it bas been suggested 

that tbe capi tal portion of tbe program be amortized over some 

arbi trary period, we do not believe we can allocate this cost 

over more years than the existence of the HIP because there is 

no basis for the neCessary assumption that the equipment and 

bardware will be used and operated in the same manner in the 

fu.ture, as it has in the past. In addition, due to the demon­

stration nature of the HIP, Arthur Young & Company has no basis 

on whicb to assume continued effects of such a program. 

Secondly, most of the component programs are labor-inten­

sive, software-related, and these costs cannot be similarly 

amortized, as tbere is no continued life of the expenditures at 

the close of tbe program. 
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TABLE 50 

THE CABRINI-GREEN HIGH IMPACT PROGRAM 
ALLOCATED COST TO EXPERIMENTAL/NONEXPERIMENTAL POPULATION 

ILEC 
Grant 

Program Name Allocation Program Cost 
1558 
1582 
1584 
1586 

2183 
2374 
2407 
2375 
2408 
2181 
2182 

Architectural Security (1) 
Management Outpost 
Prevention and Treatment 
Administrative Assistance and Development 

Architectural Security (1) 
Improved Resident Safety Aide 
Youthful Offender Treatment and Prevention 
Courtyard Security Fencing (1) 
School Assistance 
Rehabilitation and Treatment 
Administrative Assistance and Development 

Total 

Basis 

1 
1 
1 

2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

ALLOCATION BASIS 

Experimental Buildings 
Nonexperimental Buildings 

Note: -
(1) Architectural improvements were not amortized over their useful 

life. For purposes of this evaluation, the cost-to-date must 
be compared to the programmatic effect-to_date and, as a result, 
total program costs are compared to total program results. 

" 

Experimental 

$ 714,454 
61,799 
34,783 
35,445 

598,555 
9,542 

13,617 

13,810 
61,647 
39,783 

$1,583,435 

Population 
ratio 

1976 1977 - -
1,747 1,926 
9,087 9,415 

Nonexperimental Total 

714,454 
322,046 383,845 181,263 216,046 
184,710 220,155 

598,555 
46,742 56,284 
66,706 80,323 141,814 141,814 
67,648 81,458 

301,985 363,632 
194,886 234,669 

1,507,800 3,091,235 

Distribution 
percentages 

Basis #1 Basis #2 

~ ~ 
16.1% 17.0% 
83.9% 83.0% 

, 
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The cost-effectiveness analysis was conducted in two 

separate segments: The improvement seen in the verified crime 

rates and the change in the Crime Impact Index (CII) between the 

experimental buildings compared to nonexperimental buildings. 

Utilizing a graphic example, an improvement in crime rates can be 

illustrated in the following diagram (Exhibit 52). It represents 

a theoretical example of the effects on crime rates of various 

program strategies within different populations where A is a 

situation with no program intervention and Band C have different 

types of intervention. Based on this model, impact both during 

and after program intervention can be monitored. 

HIGH 
CRIME 
RATE 

LOW 
CRIME 
RATE 

BEFORE 

We compared 

scores with the 

A THEORETICAL EXAMPLE OF CHANGES 
IN CRIME RATES RESULTING FROM 
A PROGRAMMATIC INTERVENTION 

DURING 

EXHIBIT 52 

the changes in the crime rates 

A 

B 

C 

and 

direct cost of the program components 

NO PROGRAM 

PROGRAM 1 

PROGRAM 2 

AFTER 

the CII 

for the 

Architectural Security Program experimental buildings, the 

nonexperimental buildings, and Stateway Gardens. Since there 

were no HIP-related programs at Stateway Gardens ~ the program 

cost is assumed to be zero. 
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In analyzing the effectiveness of the program on crime 

rates, we measured the net change in crime rates between 1975 and 

1977. The total program costs, and the cost of each component, 

were then divided by the net change in the rates. This provided 

us with a measure of the average dollar amount it costs to effect 

each percent of change. While this type of analysis is not 

intended to provide absolute cut-offs regarding probable effec­

tiveness versus ineffectiveness, it does suggest the various 

levels of impact as they relate to different program costs. 

For example, one of the objectives of the HIP is the reduc­

tion of crime. The cost-effectiveness analysis demonstrates 

the cost of various crime reduction component programs compared 

to the degree of crime reduction achieved by each, and provides 

decision-making guidelines for achieving program objectives in a 

cost-conscious manner. Programs which are more cost-effective 

in reducing tbe crime rate should be demonstrated by a greater 

decline in the crime rate for each dollar invested. 

For the elr cost-effectiveness analysis of the eabrini­

Green High Impact Program, we measured the relative movement of 

the ell for each group over time and compared this movement 

with the program cost required to achieve the observed movement. 

By measuring the relative movement of the ell, we expect to see 

the cumulative change in residents' attitudes. 

In Exhibit 53 we indicate the relative movement we would 

expect in the elr as a hypothetical, large, new crime reduction 

program is introduced into a housing development. The movement 

in perceptions should begin to improve slowly as program funds 

are expended. As the program expenditures reach their peak, the 

rate of improvement in the ell should be maximized. We expect 

that the ell will reach a maximum value after the program has 

been in effect for several years. Once the program funds begin 

to fall and ultimately phase out, we expect that the ell will 

slowly recede over time. The final level at which the ell 

settles will depend on how permanently the residents' attitudes 
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were altered by the program. It is 
could recede t th conceivable that the ell 
, 0 e pre-pr ogram level, i nd i cat i ng 
Introduction of funds had 1 that the 

on y a temporal effect. 

A THEOR'ETICAL EXAMPLE OF 
A TIITUDE CHANGES RESULTING FROM A 

PROGRAMMATIC INTERVENTION 

CII r-----~-----------------------. BEST 
CONDITION PROGRAM 

EXPENSE 

WORST 
CONDITION 

,.--

\ 
\ PROGRAM 
\ EXPENDITURES 

EXHIBIT 53 

$ 

7 8 

The technique used 'd " In etermlnIng cost ff 
in the elr required that the -e ective movements 

h percentage changes in the ell for 
eac group be weighted by the b num er of people i 
For the purposes of th" n each group. 

IS analysls, the ave ' 
tion for 1976 and 1977 f rage resIdent popula-

the 
or each building gr 

weI' ht' oup was used as 
g lng factor In th' . IS manner, we det ' 

ell change Score for ermIned a weighted 

th t
each group which more accurately reflects 

e ex ent of the change i th 
determined ' n e elr for each group. Once we 

the weI~hted ell changes, we plotted them 
program cost to derIve a scaled movement against 
per d 11 

of ell attitude changes 
o ar cost for the experimental and nonexperimental groups. 

Our logic in ' . , USIng a weighted value for the elr 
achIevIng a change in atti tude of a 1 was that 
should require more resourc th ' , ar~e group of individuals 

es an achIevIng the same change in a 
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smaller group of individuals. This should hold as long as each 

investment in attitude changing programs produces an equally 

effective program. If certain programs are more effective in 

changing residents' attitudes, it should be illustrated in a 

gre~ter movement in the CII for each dollar invested, hence a 

more cost-effective program. 

3. FINDINGS 

a. Crime Rates 

To measure the effectiveness of the HIP in general and 

specifically the ASP, we calculated the change in crime rates 

per 1,000 persons for Stateway Gardens, where no HIP-related 

programs were introduced, and the Cabrini-Green experimental and 

nonexperimental buildings. Table 51 presents the reduction in 

the index crime rates experienced by each group for the period 

1975 to 1977. 

TABLE 51 

INDEX CRIME RATE PER 1,000 RESIDENTS 

Rate Rate Percent 
Group 1975 1977 Change 

Stateway Gardens 73.1 61. 2 -16% 
Cabrini-Green Nonexperimental 51. 5 40.5 -21% 
Cabrini-Green Experimental 54.3 27.0 -50% 

Finding 74: The Architectural Security Program appears 
to be the most cost-effective component of 
the High Impact Program in reducing crime 
rates. 

Since only the experimental buildings experienced 

the dramatic drop in crime rates shown in Table 53, we 

can conclude that the ASP must be one of the factors 

which caused the crime rate change. The Stateway 

Gardens crime rate fell slightly less than the Cabrini­

Green nonexperimental rate. Since the Cabrini-Green 

nonexperimental group was exposed to all programs, the 

higher percentage change is probably due to the HIP 

components. We may assume also the improvement in the 

experimental building crime rate must be linked to the 

ASP. 
- 189 -
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On a cost-effectiveness basis, the program in 

the experimental buildings appears to have been more 

successful s~nce the experimental group experienced 

a reduction in crime rates more than double that 

experienced by the nonexperimental group for less than 

half the dollar amount per percentage point of change. 

The HIP produced a reduction in the index crime rate 

at a cost of approximately $31,480 for each percent 

reduction of index crime (Table 52). This can be 

compared to $73,194 for each percentage point of crime 

reduction in the nonexperimental buildings where the 

HIP did not include the Architectural Security Program. 

This comparison of program cost and crime rate 

reduction is illustrated in Exhibit 54. 

TABLE 52 

THE CABRINI-GREEN HIGH IMPACT PROGRAM 
COST PER PERCENT REDUCTION FOR INDEX CRIME 

Group 

Cabrini-Green 
Nonexperimental 

Cabrini-Green 
experimental 

Gost 

$1,507,800 

1,583,435 

Rate 
1975 

51.0 

54.3 

Rate Percent 
1977 Change 

40.5 -20.6 

27.0 -50.3 

Cost Per 
Percent 

Reduction 

$73,194 

31,480 

Finding 75: Cost of reducing crime by one percent was 
slightly higher for the high-rise experi­
mental buildings compared to the medium­
rise experimental buildings. 

The ASP resulted in a cost of $11,146 per percent 

reduction in the index crime rate for medium-rise 

experimental buildings (Table 53). The cost per 

percent reduction of the index crime rate was $14,524 

for high-rise experimental buildings. 
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TABLE 53 

THE ARCHITECTURAL SECURITY PROGRAM 
COST PER PERCENT REDUCTION FOR INDEX CRIME 

Rate Rate 
Group Cost(l) 1975(2) 1977(2) 

Medium-Rise 
Experimental $ 656,500 71.1 29.2 

High-Rise 
Experimental 656,500 48.2 26.4 

Notes: 

(1) The ASP funds (Grant 1558 and 2183) 
were allocated equally between groups. 

(2) See Table 12. 

b. Crime Impact lndex 

Percent 
Change 

-58.9 

-45.2 

Cost per 
Percent 

Reduction 

$11,146 

14,524 

The cost-effectiveness analysis of the Crime Impact Index 

measured the movement of the CII for Cabrini-Green experimental 

and nonexperimental respondents and Stateway Gardens respondents 

over time, compared to the relative cost of the HIP for each 

group. Table 54 indicates t~at all groups have experienced 

a positive net change in the CII. Before weighting the net 

percentage changes in the CI I for each group, it would appear 

from Table 54 that the attitudes of residents in the experimental 

and nonexperimental buildings experienced approximately the same 

amount of change (3.0 percent). 

Each change is weighted by the average population in each 

group to reflect the a tti tude change experienced by the total 

number of individuals in each group. For purposes of this 

analysis, we have treated these weighted percentages as weighted 

change scores (i.e., 2.32 x 6,040 = weighted change score of 

140). The extent of the weighted Clr change among the nonexperi­

mental building residents appears to be substantially greater 

than reflected in the weighted CII change score for the experi­

mental building residents. Table 54 shows the weighted change 

scores for each group and how they were derived. 
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TABLE 54 

CALCULATION OF WEIGHTED CHANGE IN CII 

CII 
Score 1976-1977 Weighted 

Percent x Average = Change 
Group Change (1) Population Score 

Stateway Gardens 2.32% 6,040 140 
Cabrini-Green 

Nonexperimental 3.28% 9,251 303 
Cabrini-Green 

Experimental 2.54% 1,837 47 

Note: (1) See Exhibit 55. 

In Exhibit 55, we have plotted the weighted CII change 

scores against program costs. Note that Stateway Gardens 

weighted CII change score serves as the origin of plots for the 

other groups since it had a weighted CII change score Of 140 for 

zero dollars. As a control g:oup, we must believe that the 

Stateway Gardens change, achieved at no cost, would have also 

occurred in the Cabrini groups. Therefore, the weight6d change 

score in CII for Stateway is shown on the x-axis at zero program 

cost. 

Finding 76: The nonexperimental or development-wide 
program components appear to represent a 
more cost-effective way of changing resi­
dent attitudes than the ASP, as refleCted 
in the CII change scores. 

As can be ubserved in Exhibit 55, the Cabrini­

Green nonexperimental group had the most change per 

dollar invested. In the experimental buildings, where 

the 80ftware programs were accompanied by the ASP, 

there is a weighted CII change score of 47. In 

contrast, the nonexperimental group, where only the 

software strategies were implemented, experienced a 

weighted ell change score six times that of the experi­

mental "buildings. In addition, the difference in the 

weighted CII change score at Stateway Gardens was 

nearly three times as great as that of the experimental 

buildings. 
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Therefore, it appears that the HIP components 

in nonexperimental buildings represent a more cost­

effective technique for changing residents I a tti tudes 

and lowering fear of crime, since a greater improvement 

was achieved for a larger population at less cost. 

A factor which may have enhanced the effect of the 

programs on the nonexperimental group is the "cluster 

effect," which we noticed during the preliminary 

development of a public housing model for the Depart­

ment of Planning, City and Community Development. 

The "cluster effect" relates to the natural clustering 

of buildings evident throughout the Cabrini-Green 

development si teo An ini tial operation of the model 

indicated that building height and proximi ty to other 

buildings have a direct link to the crime rate for 

those buildings. This proximity linkage may be in 

opera tion with respect to the experimental/nonexperi­

mental attitude relationship, in that modifications to 

one building may have positive effects on the attitudes 

of residents in nearby buildings which are not part of 

the experimental program . 

4. SUMMARY 

The Architectural Securi ty Program appears to be the most 

cost-effective in reducing crime rates associated with the 

experimental buildings. However, it appears that fear of crime 

can be reduced in a more cost-effective manner. 

These results should be viewed in light of a number of 

other considerations. Ftrst, the hardware strategy may be less 

likely to affect resident attitudes because the equipment is not 

operated by the residents themselves. Secondly, the software 

programs were geared toward encouraging the direct involvement of 

residents in security programs, through employment as securi ty 

staff, and through educational and other participating techniques . 

- 193 -

t ;l',~ __ 



Finally, there may be some. "spill-over" effect among the build­

ings adjacent to the ASP experimental buildings that may cause 

a greater sense of security in those buildings because of the 

ASP. This effect, however, is not quantifiable and is only an 

assumption. 

In conclusion, it is important to emphasize that the 

software components necessary to maintain the hardware will 

become more and more expensive in later years because they are 

labor intensive, whereas the ASP was capital intensive in the 

early program years. 
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The High Impact Program at Cabrini-Green represents a 

comprehensi ve security improvement plan which involves a range 

of strategies, including the physical alteration of specific 

buildings, designated security personnel, resident security 

patrols and social and educati'onal services for the residents. 

These strategies were designed to improve the quality of life at 

Cabrini-Green by reducing the opportunity for crimes, improving 

residential security, and creating a greater awareness and 

responsi bili ty among resj dents for their own safety. Companion 

programs at Cabrini-Green during the last two years included a 

tenant services organization project sponsored by the Chicago 

Alliance for Collaborative Effort (CACE), and the vertical patrol 

of high-rise buildings detailed by the Chicago Police Department. 

In addi tion, the Chicago Housing Authori ty organized Management 

Outposts, comprehensive social services, and maintenance programs 

as part of the HUD-funded Target Projects Program. 

The major goals of the High Impact Program are to reduce 

crime and the perceived fear ,of crime, and improve the residen­

tial desirabili ty of Cabrini-Green. Ideally, these are to be 

achieved in a cost-effective manner so that the strategies can be 

expanded wi thin Cabrini-Green and transferred to other public 

housing developments. 

The analyses which have been conducted in this second-year 

evaluation demonstrate continued progress in achieving these 

objectives. The companion programs have undoubtedly affected the 

performance of the HIP components, but the extent of their 

influence could not be evaluated because of the limited informa­

tion available. Some of the HIP components themselves received 

only a limi ted evaluation by Arthur Young & Company because of 

extensive data availability prob10ms. The following discussion 

highlights the major conclusions which can be made at the end of 

the second year. 

- 195 -



B. MAJOR CONCLUSIONS 

1. After two years, there have been reductions in 
verified crime and improvements in residential 
desirability. 

While it appears that the HIP as a whole may have contrib­

uted to the desired improvements, especially in the experimental 

buildings, some components seem to have had little measurable 

effect. Also, the effect of several other components cannot ~Je 

measured because we could not evaluate them. Finally, the 

influence of the other non-HIP elements may have contributed to 

some of the measured improvement observed in Cabrini-Green. 

2. The Architectural Security Program (ASP) has, 
perhaps, made the greatest single contribution 
to achieving the desired objectives. 

In comparison to the other HIP strategies, the nature of 

the ASP afforded the evaluators with the best, though not ideal, 

opportunity for a conclusive evaluation. By comparing the ASP 

exp~rimental sites to designated control sites, a greater ability 

to control the effects of exogenous variables was exercised and 

the effects of "treatment" could be accurately assessed. As a 

resul t, it is possible to draw the strongest conclusions about 

the effectiveness of the ASP strategy. Both crime rates and 

vandalism are lower in the experimental buildings than in the 

control buildings (pages 44 and 64). Verified crime rates have 

declined in the experimental buildings at a greater rate than 

in the control buildings (page 45). Vandalism expenditures have 

also declined (pages 64-66).. Residents appear to be less fearful 

of victimization in the lobbies because of the architectural 

modifications and the presence of security personnel (pages 

72-80). Hallways, where no modifications were made, are still 

the most feared location. However, despite the ASP, most 

residents continue to prefer to live in Cabrini Homes (the 

Rowhouses), rather than in any other building in the development 

(page 129). 

- 196 -

f t 
i ~ 

" 

1. 
/', 

1\ 

/1 

Il ( , 

I { 
, 
I 

I I 

l 

U 
U 
U 
lJ 
f '\ i 
J 

I{ 

l'l 
J 

f'j 

n 
fl'/ t, ", 

\Il~ -I I In 
I 

f j ~ 
J 

U 
J 1 . j 

ri 
Li 

\ 
u 
U 
H 

1 11 
I 

I 
I {, 

I II 
I 
I 

H \ 
I 
I 
I 

'I H 
I t: i 
n 
U 
B 
l] [-

.1 . I 

[1 

Why residents continue to prefer to live in Cabrini Homes 

was not addressed by the Resident Attitude and Perception Survey. 

An attraction of the Rowhouses is their physical design (page 

130). The Rowhouses are distinguished from the other buildings 

by their height and they have fewer large bedroom units. Another 

a ttraction is the lower crime rate in general. During the 

program years, verified crime rates and vandalism declined at a 

greater rate in the Rowhouse and the ASP experimental medium-rise 

buildings (pages 121-125). These particular facts provide 

supporting evidence for Oscar Newman's original thesis about 

appropriate and desired building designs for a quali ty living 

environment. 

3. Not all elements of the ASP have functioned as 
designed. 

Too often, electronic surveillance equipment, such as the 

upper floor stairwell locks and the Safe Pathways cameras, 

malfunctioned (pages 102 and 109). Our conclusion with respect 

to the electronic equipment is that it can be substantially 

simplified while still achieving the intended results (pages 106 

and 112). 

4. While the extent of the software programs' effects 
on the achievement of the HIP objectives is diffi­
cult to determine, it does appear to enhance the 
hardware strategies~ 

If the software programs had been implemented independently 

of the ASP, they would probably not have had a serious effect on 

verified crime reduction and residential desirability, but when 

evaluated in light of the h~rdware programs, they do appear to be 

related to some crime reduction. For example, the Improved 

Resident Safety Aide (IRSA) program does not appear to have 

affected verified index crime occurrence, but it does appear to 

be related to some reduction in nonindex crime rates (pages 147, 

149). In addition, the IaSA has contributed to positive resident 

attitudes. Residents throughout the development have expressed 

sa tisfaction with the Resident Safety Aides and the assistance 
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which the Aides have provi~ed. Programs like the IRSA complement 

the security programs as a whole by involving. residents in the 

maintenance of security in their environment. 

The Community Safety Education (CSE) program and the School 

P (SAP) do not appear to have contributed Assistance rogram 
substantially to the objectives of the HIP (pages 169-173, 

136- 1 13). In part, our conclusions about these two programs 

are limited because of the lack of sufficient information with 

which to conduct a more extensive analysis. Conclusions about 

the SAP are also limited by the methodology employed by Youth 

Guidance to evaluate the program. As discussed earlier, there 

are some weaknesses to the evaluation which make the findings 

inconclusive. It is also too early in the operation of these 

to make accurate assessments of their effectiveness. programs 

In addition to the other operations which are not a part of 

the HIP, but which may be contributing to the HIP's effect, ~he 

changing composition of the Cabrini-Green population should also 

be considered. Al though the total population is increasing, we 

found that the proportion of Cabrini-Green residents who are 

adolescents is declining. Between 1975 and 1977, there was a 

sharp decrease (34.6 percent) in the number of 16 to 20 year olds 

in the Cabrini-Green population, and a moderate decline (17.9 

percent) in the number of 11 to 15 year olds. These changGs are 

important to note since teenagers are perceived to commit the 
. C b . . Green A possible correlation may majority of crimes ln a rlnl- . 

exist between these two facts, and verified crime may naturally 

It These factors, however, are not always be declining as a resu • 
f the extent of their influence is only measurable and, there ore, 

presumed; it is not known. 

Conclusions regarding the remaining programs must be wi th­

held until such time as sufficient data are available to properly 

evaluate their impact. 
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C. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Although the degree of its contribution is difficult to 

assign, the High Impact Program does appear to have contributed 

to a decline in crime at Cabrini-Green. It also appears to have 

helped stimulate a changi.ng atti tude among the residents about 

the attractiveness and securi ty of the development. Not all of 

the HIP components should be transferred to other sites, however. 

In general, the hardware strat~gies seemed to work well and the 

concept for the CSE and the IRSA programs was very good. For 

these reasons, we recommend that the ASP be continued at Cabrini­

Green for further study and that consideration should be given 

to the refinement and modification of the IRSA and CSE before 

implementation at another si teo No recommendation is made at 

this time in regard to the other components, including the youth 

services. 

In future replications, we believe the ASP should be 

implemented in buildings with a demonstrated need, but it should 

employ simplified electronic equipment of higher quali ty. Some 

of the electr0nic equipment being used in the current ASP does 

not appear to be necessary. Only one camera is needed in every 

elevator and no more than one videotape recorder is necessary in 
, 

each control room. Shorter maintenance response time would also 

improve the performance of the electronic equipment. 

The Community Safety Education program and the IRSA program 

are very good software supports to the ASP. They provide the 

human element for the hardware and should be transferred. Before 

transferring them, however, greater consideration should be given 

to the expectations of the programs and how they can more effec­

tively contribute to the ASP. For example, the objectives of the 

IRSA program may more appropriately be defined as increased 

management effectiveness and enhanced residebtial desirability 

rather than directly affecting crime. The Community Safety 

Education program can be used to more effectively educate the 

residents about the hardware components in order to further 

enhance the architectural security. 
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Potential managers of such programs should be aware of 

redefining the different objectives of the software and hardware 

strategies and their attendant costs. The hardware programs are 

generally initially more costly than the software programs, but 

the hardware programs can produce more dramatic results in a 

shorter period of time while the software programs are more 

subtle. A manager should also be aware of external factors and 

programs not part of an HIP transfer plan which may influence 

attitudes, crime, and vandalism. 

While there are a number of components to the High Impact 

Program, the ASP provided the best opportunity for the most 

conclusive evaluation through comparison to a control population 

and by monitoring and measuring the effects of the intervention 

over time. For the past two years, Arthur Young & Company has 

had the opportunity to conduct the evaluation of the ASP speci­

fically, and to closely observe and study the effectiveness of 

the other components from a program planning perspective. Based 

on this experience and the evaluation results, we believe the ASP 

demonstrates its feasibili ty to be transferred to other sites. 

This evaluation is supported by a substantial amount of evidence, 

for example, the verified crime decline in the lobbies and the 

increased perception of securi ty' in the lobbies by the residents. 

Limited evaluation of the software programs such as the 

IRSA and the CSE have provided the consultants with a variety of 

observations. These observations lead us to believe that the 

software programs are important to the effective management of 

the entire security design. They may not be as well defined as 

the ASP and their objectives may need more refinement, but they 

too can be transferred with the ASP to other sites. 
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APPENDIX A 

CABRINI-GREEN PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS 

The High Impact Program was funded by the Chicago Cook 

County Criminal Justice Commission (CCCCJC) and the Illinois Law 

Enforcement Commission (ILEC). Before the reader is presented 

with the analysis of the specific High Impact components, it is 

essential to understand the environment of the Cabrini-Green 

complex. The following section contains a discussion of the 

background and circumstances leading to the decision to plan, 

develop, and implement a wide variety of programs within the 

total Cabrini-Green complex. 

1. OVERVIEW OF CABRINI-GREEN HOMES 

Cabrini-Green is a public housing complex owned and operated 

by the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) and is located on the Near 

North side of the City in an economically diverse area. The 

corporate headquarters of Montgomery Ward & Company are located 

to the south and west of the Cabrini-Green complex. East of 

Cabrini-Green is Chicago's "Gold Coast," an area of expensive 

shops, townhouses, rental apartments, and condominium apartments. 

Cabrini-Green is centrally located in an area' of intense 

urban renewal in the City of Chicago designed to significantly 

upgrade both the residential and commercial environment of this 

area of the City. The various major improvement programs under-

way in the Cabrini-Green development, particularly the Target 

Projects Program (TPP) and the High Impact Program, are designed 

to complement the overall upgrading and improvement of this area 

of the City by providing a safe, secure, and desirable place to 

live in the public housing development environment. 

Cabrini-Green is, in reality, a combination of three 

developments; Frances Cabrini Homes, Cabrini Extension, and 

William Green Homes. These three developments cover a land area 
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of 70.1 acres, consist of ,3,569 dwelling units in 78 residential 

buildings, and contain a residential population of approximately 

13,275. The total development cost of ·::;abrini-Green was 

$48,000,000, and the replacement cost is currently estimated 

at approximately $100,000,000. 

A. brief overview of the specifics of this development is 

presented in the following table. Occupancy data relates to the 

period prior to the High II:1pact Program. 

William 
Cabrini Green 

Specifics (12/31/73) 

Frallces 
Cabrini 

Homes Extension Homes Total 

Year completed 
Number of buildings 
Building height 

Two stories 
Three to ten stories 
Over ten stories 

Total apartments 
Occupied apartments 
Vacan~ apartments 
Vacancy rate 

1943 
55 

24 
31 

581 
540 

41 
7.1% 

1958 
15 

12 
3 

1,896 
1,619 

277 
14.6% 

1962 
8 

8 
1,092 

929 
163 

14.9% 

78 

24 
43 
11 

3,569 
3,088 

481 
13.5% 

Other characteristics of this development and its resident 

population as of 12/31/73 are presented as follows: 

r I 

• The average number of persons per household was 
4.3, with minors comprising 69 percent of the 
population, and adults, 31 percent. 

The distribution of the number of per­
sons per family was: 

.. Two and under 

Three to five 

25 percent. 

48 percent. 

Six to nine -- 24 percent. 

Ten and over -- 3 percent. 

• Black households comprised 99.6 percent of all 
households. 
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• Household structure was distributed as follows: 

Husband, Wife, and childr-en -- 17 percent. 

One-parent families -- 73 percent. 

Nonelderly Single persons -- 6 percent. 

Nonelderly childless families -- 2 percent. 

Elderly households -- 2 percent. 

• The median income of' households in the project 
was $3,310 with 18 percent under $2,000 and 21 
percent over $6,000. 

• Households receiving some assistance or benefit 
grants accounted for 83 percent of all house­
holds. 

Cabrini-Green, then, exhibits many of the characteristics 

of other large housing developments in Chicago and other cities: 

low income, a high percentage of minors, a high percentage of 

one-parent families, and a high percentage of residents on some 

sort of public assistance. 

The reputation of Cabrini-Green was considered to be no 

better or worse than that of other housing developments in the 

City, until such factors as the social unrest of the mid-1960's, 

development and consolidation of extremely powerful street gangs, 

and fires following the death of Dr. Martin Luther King served 

to highlight the problems of the project. These problems were 

particularly highlighted in 1970 by the killing of two Chicago 

police officers in the development. Thus, the current reputation 

of the development is not good. Cabrini-Green and Robert Taylor 

Homes, particularly, have received unfavorable nationwide atten­

tion in discussions of public housing problems. 

The perception of the lack of a safe and secure environment 

in the Cabrini-Green project is held by both residents of the 

development and nonresidents. In communications with the Chicago 
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Housing Authority through tenan~s' councils and through more 

informal means, Cabrini-Green tenants have expressed a high con­

cern for a perceived lack of safety and security. Nonresidents 

assume, from reputation, that the development has a high crime 

rate and a low level of security. 

2. SAFETY AND THE ENVIRONMENT IN PUBLIC HOUSING 

Crime statistics or analyses of defendants do not adequately 

describe the problem of safety and security maintenance in a 

public housing environment. The problem is really one of the 

total environment of a public housing development. This environ­

ment includes the residents themselves - their cultural percep­

tions, 1 ifestyles, and characterist ics. I t also includes the 

physical spaces in a housing development - the buildings and 

apartments, the grounds, and the means of entry and egress. The 

neighborhood and all other factors which impact upon public 

housing (educational opportunities, unemployment, medical and 

city services, etc.) all form the environment of a housing 

development. A number of studies have shown that the overall 

environment of most housing developments, as they are presently 

constituted, is not conducive to actual and perceived safety and 

security. 

Probably the most discussed recent work concerning safety 

and the environment in public housing has been Defensible Space 

by Oscar Newman (1972), the results of an analysis of the concept 

of crime prevention through urban design in New York City public 

housing and other cities. Newman's work resulted in a number of 

conclusions, for example: 

• High-rise eleva tor buildings are not successful 
in terms of providing a proper atmosphere for 
family housing. 

for middle and upper 
high-rise buildings 

problems for poor and 

Although difficult 
income families, 
crea te even more 
broken families. 
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• 

• 

The danger to children in these types of 
buildings is significant. 

There were 21 deaths of children 
in New York housing developments 
between 1969 and 1971 which were 
caused by elevator accidents. 

Many public housing developments, in their design 
phase, have tended to ignore traditional archi­
tectural practices, such as the concept of 
territoriality and the need for visual security. 

Crime tends to flourish in most public housing 
a.reas ,because of density, family makeup, and 
econom~c circumstances. 

Public housing crime is ordinarily per­
pet~ated by t~e residents of public housing 
aga~nst res~dents of public housing. 

The ~eve~ of reporting of serious crime in public 
hous~ng ~s usually low, thus not providing a true 
statistical picture of the crime in an area. 

Newman's findings are not startling or revolutionary. 

Officials of the Chicago Housing Authority (and other public 

housing authori ties) have been saying the same thing for years. 

However, Newman's work serves to capsulize what many know to be 

prevalent public housing conditions. Of importance is Newman's 

demonstration that there are Positive steps that can be taken to 

improve the security, safety, and environment in public housing 

developments. Some are subtle (simple fencing), whereas some 

involve more detailed security systems and changes. The overall 

conclusion or implication of Newman's study and other similar 
studies is that significant changes have to be 

made in the public 
housing environment to improve the safety and security level of 
its residents. 
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3. DESCRIPTION AND OBJECTIVES OF CURRENT 
CABRINI-GREEN PROGRAMS 

As shown previously, many of the problems common to public 

housing in the United States are evident in Cabrini-Green. For 

instance, the problems associated with high-rise housing develop­

ments exist to a great degree in Cabrini-Green (e.g., elevator 

vandalism). The City of Chicago Department of Planning, City and 

Community Development (PCCD), and the Chicago Housing Authority 

(CHA) have determined that concentrated resources need to be 

utilized to address these problems. Since it is not feasible 

for Cabrini-Green or other housing developments to be totally 

abandoned, improvements must be concentrated on the present 

development and designed to make the environment of Cabrini-Green 

more conducive to safety. 

Though badly needed, concentrated resources are difficult to 

designate during a period of inflation and rising maintenance 

costs. For instance, before the High Impact Program, the average 

monthly malntenance cost per unit in Cabrini-Green was $48.61, 

which was $7 higher than the average for the Chicago Housing 

Authority. Based on this figure, the average yearly maintenance 

cost for Cabrini-Green was approximately $2,100,000. 

Despite these problems, City and CHA planners have attempted 

to concentrate several programs in the areas where they are most 

needed. 

Cabrini-Green High Impact Program (HIP) 

The planners have, as a result of these programs, been 

able to develop a coordinated approach to the problems of 

Cabrini-Green by utilizing concentrated resources to undertake 

the simultaneous program activities designed to improve the 

quality of life and security in the development. 
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The High Impact ~rogram for the Cabrini-Green public 

housing development is a comprehensive security program designed 

to test architectural improvements and new management and human 

services programs. The overall goal of the program is to test 

whether high densi ty apartment b1.j.ildings in public housing 

developments can, in fact, be made into significantly safer, 

more desirable places for low-income families to live. 

In 1975, three grants were approved and funded by the 

Illinois Law Enforcement Commission (ILEC) to make possible the 

implementation of programs developed by the Chicago Housing 

Authority and the Department of Human Services (DHS), which would 

lead to the attainment of the overall goal. Also, in order to 

provide coordination and planning for, and monitoring of, the 

HIP, ILEC funded the Department of Planning, City and Community 

Development (formerly the Department of Development and Planning) 

to perform these tasks and to oversee the overall evaluation of 

the HIP. 

Brief descriptions of the elements of the Cabrini-Green High 

Impact Program follow: 

• Architectural Security Program 

This program was designed to improve the actual 
and perceived security of residents as a result 
of architectural modifications to building 
lobbies and by stationing security personnel in 
each building lobby. 

Architectural work included the installation of a 
new masonry wall to enclose first floor lobbies 
and security areas; new doors and frames; new 
vandal resistant mailboxes; polycarbonate glaz­
ing; electronic door strikes and sensors; 7-foot 
chain link fence; 7-foot wrought iron fence; and 
two IBT Door Answering Systems. This component 
involved the installation of electronic security 
features in and around the four target build­
ings. These included door controls for four 
doors in the 19-f loor buildings; door controls 
for two doors in the 16-floor buildings; elevator 
controls for four elevators in the 19-floor 
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buildings ; elevator controls for two eleva tors 
in the 16-floor buildings; two all-weather 
television cameras; and the monitors in the 
security stations. 

The security component's major program element 
was an intensive and ongoing training program for 
the staff emplo~ed to implement the secu~ity 
program. Recr:.:..i tment of 29 security personnel 
began in JU~i 1975. The security program was 
operational in November 1975. A training program 
was provided by the Chicago Poli ce Academy. 

• Management Outpost 

The Management Outpost was developed by the 
Chicago Housing Authority as part of the HUD/ 
Target Projects Program (TPP). The staff of 
the Program works with the residents to solve 
housing, social, and family problems. They a~so 
work with security staff and the Chicago Poll.ce 
Department's Cabrini-Green Police Unit in the 
prevention and reduction of crime in the Cabrini­
Green complex. 

Twenty-four Management Outpost offices, one 
operating in each building, have been located 
throughout Cabrini-Green since June 1975. These 
faci Ii ties house 29 Management Outpost teams of 
one Residen t Aide, one Resident Safety Aide, 
and one Resident Service Aide. Of these, the 
Resident Safety Aide is salaried through the 
Illinois Law Enforcement Commission funds. All 
Management Outpost staff must be recruited from 
among the resident population of Cabrini-Green. 
Social and security services are available 24 
hours per day. 

-Prevention and Treatment 

The six program components of the Prevention and 
Treatment Program are the Youth Service Bureau 
(YSB), the Youth Shelter Homes (YSH), the 
Community Safety Education Program (CSE), Manage­
ment Support (MS), School Assistance Program 
(SAP), Youthful Offender Treatment and Prevent~on 
Program (YOTP), and the Women's Defense and Crl.me 
Prevention Program (WDCP). 
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The YSB, YSH, YOTP, and SAP programs were 
designed to provide counselling and support 
services to divert youth and young adults from 
involvement wit~ the criminal justice system. 
The YSB, YSH, and YOTP programs focused on 
Cabrini-Green you th who had become invol ved 
with the system. The YSH p~ovided short-term 
residential care, while the SAP provided services 
to youth who were referred by school officials 
and teachers. 

The CSE and the WDCP were components d~signed to 
supplement the physicai building modifications 
with human effort in order to ensure maintenance 
of security for Cabrini-Green residents. 

• Administrative Assistance and Development 

The Department of Planning, City and Community 
Development received a grant from the Illinois 
Law Enforcement Commission to monitor, coordi­
na ta, and evaluate the other components of the 
Cabrini-Green High Impact Program. In addi tion, 
the Department conducted planning studies for the 
Lower North area, developed new funding sources, 
and conducted security studies outside of the 
Cabrini-Green area. 

The overall objective of the High Impl'l,ct Program was, 

through coordinated application of these security, treatment, 

and resident educational strategies, to reduce the incidence 

of crime in the Cabrini-Green housing development, improve the 

feeling of l:Jecurity of its residents, and develop cost-effec­

tive strategies that can be expanded within the development and 

transferred to other projects managed by the Chicago Housing 

Authority. 

Chicago Alliance for Collaborative Effort 

The Chicago Alliance for Collaborative Effort (CACE) was a 

program developed after months of deliberation and community 

contact in the Cabrini-Green complex. The objectives of the 

program are: 

• To motivate residents to help themselves. 

A-9 

, 



• 

• 

• 

• 

To offer individualized human seI~vl.ces 
families. to 

To remove the stigma associated with a Cabrini­
G:een address and give residents the opportu­
nlty to create an address at which they will 
be pruud to live. 

To increase resident responsibili ty in each 
building. 

To make a long-term commitment to a buildina 
center program which would strive to indivi~ 
dualize high-rise buildings, one by one. 

Working closely with the Chicago Housing Authority, the 
Cabrini-Green Local 1d . C 

vlsory ouncil, and various building 
tenant councils, the YMCA and Chicago Youth Centers are cUrrently 

beginrting to operate four building centers. The first year 

target was to operate in ten of the 23 high-rise buildings. Four 

building centers went into operation in 1974. These centers were 

staffed by, professionals, ~araprofessionals, and local residents: 

• 

• 

• 

To conduct programs at the building site. 

To link residents to resources (jobs for example) and 
pr~gr~ms (tutoring, health care, etc:) outside th 
bUl1dlng. e 

To wO:k wit~ ~he ?uilding tenants council to increase 
tena~~.part7clpatl0n and responsibility for living 
condltl0ns ln their building. 

Cabrini-Green Police Unit 

A second program 

Cabrini-Green Police 
instituted at 

Uni t developed 
Cabrini-Green was the 

by the Chicago Police 
Department. It was designed to be an organizational unit of the 

CPD, operating from a unit office at 365 West Oak Street. 

Police Unit performs police servl·ces for th 
'fhe 

ose persons and 
buildings which comprise Cabrini-Green. The patrolmen are 
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responsible for vertical patrol of all buildings assigned to 

their sector and the immediate surroundings of these bUildings, 

including, but not limited to, parking lots, playlots, community 

rooms, and laundry facilities. 

Normal patrol procedures are based on a two-person patrol 

team, and the Police Unit attempts to maintain the integrity of 

this team concept. Portable radios are used as a link to other 

teams in the area and to the Communications Center. 

Patrol is designed to be accomplished in a random manner. 

This includes the riding of elevators, and an inspection of 

stairwells, balconies, and community rooms on all floor levels of 

the building complex, as well as laundry facilities, without 

holding to an established pattern. 

Specially localized patrol may be implemented at the discre-

tion of the unit commander. 

group of buildings, or an 

patrol saturation, the unit 

If, in his opinion, a building, a 

area requires heavier than normal 

commander may 

other patrol sectors to the affected area. 

reassign teams from 

Specially localized 

patrol may normally be maintained for periods of short duration 

and, if the problem persists, realignment of sectors can also be 

requested. 

Target Projects Program (TPP) 

A major program instituted at Cabrini-Green was the Target 

Projects Program, funded by the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development. It provided monies for a three-part effort within 

Cabrini-Green. The three facets of the program were: 

• Management Outposts were established on the first 
floor of every high-rise building and at other 
key locations to provide 24-hour-a-day security 
services; health, welfare, and recreational 
services; an open-line communications system; 
full management services regarding tenant 
requests and assistance to tenant councils. 
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Comprehensive Social Services were provided by 
the Family Service Bureau of United Charities 
of Chicago. Working through the Management 
Outposts, the lO-man team of experienced case­
workers and family service workers concentrated 
their efforts on those multisocial problem 
families and individuals in the development 
who required such attention. 

Deferred and Routine Maintenance was performed 
to put every apartment and public space in 
acceptable condition. Teams of craftsmen, 
including carpenters, plumbers, and electri­
cians, went from door to door to complete 
deferred maintenance. Supplemental crews 
restored vandalized vacant apartments, repaired 
fencing, and replaced shrubbery. 
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APPENDIX B 

ATTITUDE AND PERCEPTION SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

Three surveys have been conducted since the start of the 

High Impact Program evaluation. These surveys took place as 

follows: 

• Baseline Survey: 
implementation 

Summer of 1976 (prior to full 
of ·the High Impact Program). 

• First Follow-Up Survey: Fall 1976. 

• Second Follow-Up Survey: Summer 1977. 

This section of the report describes the sampling design 

and statistical methodology used in these Resident Attitude 

and Perception Surveys (RAPS). The section is subdivided into 

the following areas: Overall Resea.rch Design, Sampling Plans 

and Mechanics, Summary of Sampling Plan, Survey Instruments, 

Interviewer Training, Field Data Collection, and General Analysis 

Approach. 

A. OVERALL RESEARCH DESIGN 

The research methodology for the Baseline and Follow-Up 

surveys was designed to evaluate the effectiveness of programs 

introduced as part of the Cabrini-Green High Impact Program. The 

most critical portion of the research, therefore, was measurement 

and evaluation of changes in attitudes and perceptions. If, for 

example, residents' perceptions of crime severi ty and fear of 

crime decreased in the Cabrini-Green experimental buildings over 

the course of the three surveys, then tbe Architectural Security 

component of the High Impact Program might be responsible. 
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Change in attitudes alone, however, does not provide suffi­

cient evidence of the effectiveness of a specific program. For 

~xample, a decrease in fear as reported above might only reflect 

an overall decrease in perceived crime among the general popula­

tion, due, perhaps, to seasonal trends in crime incidence. In 

order to determine whether changes in various attitudes and 

perceptions among residents of the experimental buildings could 

be attributed specifically to the Architectural Security Program, 

and not to a more general trend, several "control groups" were 

established. These groups were drawn from Stateway Gardens, a 

development similar to Cabrini-Green, and from locations within 

Cabrini-Green which were not part of the Architectural Program. 

By evaluating chang es in the at ti tudes and perceptions of 

Cabrini-Green residents affected by the Prog ram with a tti tude 

changes among residents of other locations, it was possible to 

determine whether the changes could, in fact, be attributed 

directly to the -Architectural Security Prog ram. Evaluation of 

other High Impact Program components could be similarly conducted 

using appropriate "treatment groups vs. control groups" compari­

sons. 

All changes wi thin Cabrini-Green from the time of the 

Baseline survey through the Follow-Up surveys were compared 

wi th changes observed in the control housing development, 

Stateway Gardens. To specifically assess the effect of the 

Architectural Security (experimental) Program, three controls 

were used. These consisted of two control groups within Cabrini­

Green (CG) not involved in the security renovation: (1) CG 

nonexperimental high-rise and medium-rise buildings1 , (2) CG 

Rowhouses, and (3) Stateway Gardens (SG). Certain attitude and 

perception measures also were collected on another "control 

1Nonexperimental buildings include the four 
specific control buildings: 1117-1119 Cleveland 
(19 floors); 630 Evergreen (16 floors); 
862 Sedgwick (7 floors); 911 Hudson (7 floors); 
but not the Rowhouses. 
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group" outside both CG ,and SG developments. The neighborhood 

surrounding the CG development location was surveyed to determine 

whether changes taking place in the developments might have an 

effect on other surrounding areas. 

The overall research design for the Baseline, First Follow­

Up, and Second Follow-Up surveys is shown in Exhibit B-1. The 

Exhibi t shows the various locations from which residents were 

sampled to comprise the reseij.r,ch samples, the types of "trea t­

ments H or "program interventions" introduced wi thin each loca­

tion, and the sequence of Baseline and Follow-Up surveys con­

ducted to evaluate the effects of the various "treatments." The 

term "Observation" in the Exhibit refers to the collections of 

survey questionnaire data on each of the respective groups at 

each respective point in the evaluation time frame. 

Using Exhibit B-1 as a frame of reference, five distinct 

target populations were identified for participation in the 

Attitude and Perception Survey: 

• 

• 

.. 

• 

• 

Cabrini-Green leaseholders. 

Cabrini-Green youth (age 12-18). 

Stateway Gardens leaseholders . 

Stateway Gardens youth (age 12-18). 

Neighborhood leaseholders and homeowners in 
the area surrounded by LaSalle Street (east), 
Superior Street (south), Chicago River and 
Halsted Street (west), and North Avenue (north). 

Leaseholders were selected as major survey targets because 

they are most commonly the heads of households, the major opinion 

leaders in the family unit, and the key decision makers in deter­

mining continued residence in the development. Youth attitudes 

also were considered important because of the high proportion of 

youth living in the project and because of the impact of youth 

behavior on resident attitudes and perceptions. 
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EXHIBIT B-1 

SUMMARY OF THE BASELINE AND FOLLOW-UP SURVEYS DESIGN 

Site 

Cabrini-Gree¥ 
Experimental 

Cabrini-Green 
Nonexperimental 

Stateway Gardens 
(all nonexperimental) 

Neighborhood 
(surrounding residential 
area) 

Baseline 
survey 

Observation 1 

Obs'iJrva tion 4 

Observation 7 

Observation 10 

1The "experimental" buildings are those which were 
modified as part of the Architectural Security 
Program. They are: 

1340 North Larrabee (High-Rise) 
1150-1160 North Sedgwick (High-Rise) 
364 West Oak (Medium-Rise) 
365 West Oak (Medium-Rise) 

Treatment or intervention 

Architectural Security 
Program plus other elements 
of the High Impact Program 

High Impact Program 
(excluding Architectural 
Security Program) 

None 

Indirect exposure to High 
Impact Program (possible 
crime displacement) 

All other high-rise and medium-rise buildings are 
considered "nonexperimental." In some analyses, 
the nonexperimental high- and medium-rise buildings 
are separated from the Rowhouses (low-rise) and 
the survey results are reported separately. 

First Follow-Up 
survey 

Observation 2 

Observation 5 

Observation 8 

Observation 11 

Second Follow-Up 
survey 

Observation 3 

Observation 6 

Observation 9 

Observation 12 

, 
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Frequently, a long-range evaluation project such as this 

identifies a group of individuals representative of the various 

populations of interest and evaluates these same individuals I 

a tti tudes and perceptions on a recurring, periodic basis. For 

examp Ie, Cabri ni-Green, S tat eway Gardens, and neighborhood 

residents might be sampled at random, and visited every six 

months or so to determine their opinions regarding various 

aspects of their living environment. Relative changes within 

the various groups can then be used to evaluate the effectiveness 

of programs introduced to improve the living environment. 

A number of advantag es can be demonstrated from a sta tts­

tical point of view in assessing attitude and perception changes 

through "repeated measures" on a given group of individuals. For 

example, measurement error across different observations of the 

same groups of individuals tends to be less substantial than 

error obtained when different, "independent groups" are measured 

on each occasion. The "power" of statistical tests used to 

assess program effects is thereby increased. 

For the above reasons, the Cabrini-Green Attitude and 

Perception Survey was designed to assess changes in attitudes and 

perceptions over time within a fixed research group. USing this 

technique, Deliverable Product No. 6.- First-Year Evaluation 

Report summarized the results of Baseline and Follow-Up surveys 

completed on a sample of i ndi viduals prior to the High Impact 

Program and again approximately six months later. 

Unfortunately, a study design using repeated measurement 

of the same individuals is subject to the effects of popula­

tion movement. As individuals move out of their respective 

developments or neighborhoods, the research sample shrinks to 

an unusably small size. For example, movement a.nd general 

unavailabili ty of residents resul ted in the survey sample 

shrinking by approximately 30 percent during the span of the 
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First-Year Evaluation. Such an effect makes statistical evalua­

tion progressively less feasible as additional follow-up surveys 

are. conducted. 

Because of the marked attrition of sample members during the 

first year's Baseline and Follow-Up surveys, and because similar 

attrition rates would have rendered accurate evaluation analyses 

impossible during the Second-Year Evaluation Study, it was 

decided to draw a new research sample prior to the second year's 

survey. The impact of this decision affected both the conduct of 

the Second-Year Evaluation survey and the statistical treatment 

01 the resulting survey data. 

The effect of this decision on the general research design 

can be seen by examining Exhibit B-1. Data collected on the 

Cabrini-Green experimental residents, for example, represented 

repeated measurements on the same group of individuals during 

Observation 1 and Observation 2 (First-Year Evalua tioD). How­

ever, data from Observation 3, utilized in the Second-Year 

Ev,aluation, were collected on a newly sampled group of Cabrini­

Green experimental residents. Effects on the research design 

were similar for other survey groups. 

It should be noted that the change from a "repeated 

measures" design to one specifying a new survey group does not 

produce a less effective evaluation study. On the contrary, 

adherence to a repeated measures design is likely to yield 

shrlnkage of the research samples below the sizes required to 

provide mean! ngful and accurate estimates of program effects. 

B. SAMPLING PLANS AND MECHANICS 

Following sections of the appendix describe methods used to 

obtain the research samples for the Base line, First Follow-Up, 

and Second Follow-Up surveys. Al though sampling methods were 

much the same across survey waves and resident locations, certain 

differences require that the techniques employed during each wave 

and in each location be reported separately. 
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Baseline and First Follow-Up Survey 

Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens 
Sampling Plan and Mechanics 

Stratified random sampling was employed in developing the 

Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens Baseline and First Follow-Up 

research samples. Stratification was used for two reasons: 

(1) as an aid to assuring the statistical preCision of survey 

findings, and (2) because the strata themselves represented, in 

some cases, specific domains of study. Three stratification 

variables were employed in the Cabrini-Green research design. 

These were: 

• Three levels of building height: high (15-19 
stories), medium (7-10 stories), and low (Row­
houses) • 

• Two levels of involvement in the Architectural 
Security Program (involvement vs. noninvolve­
ment): buildings involved were 1340 North 
Larrabee, 1150 North Sedgwick, 1160 North 
Sedgwick, 364 West Oak, and 365 West Oak. 

• Two levels of resident types: 
and youth. 

leaseholder 

Application of these stratification variables and levels to 

the sampling design produced ten distinct strata within Cabrini­

Green. The strata descriptions are shown in Table B-1. 

Two of the three stratification variables described above 

were employed in Stateway Gardens. Building height was divided 

on two levels (high- and medium-rise). Leaseholders and youth 

formed the second stratification variable. Thus, four strata 

were developed. The strata descriptions for Stateway Gardens are 

summarized in Table B-2. 
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Stratum 

1. High-Rise, Security, Leaseholder 

2. High-Rise, Security, Youth 

3. High-Rise, Nonsecurity, Leaseholder 

4. High-Rise, Nonsecurity, Youth 

5. Medium-Rise, Security, Leaseholder 

6. Medium-Rise, Security, Youth 

7. Medium-Rise, Nonsecurity, 
Leaseholder 

8. Medium-Rise, Nonsecurity, Youth 

*Low-Rise, Security, Leaseholder 
*Low-Rise, Security, Youth 

9. Low-Rise, Nonsecurity, Leaseholder 

IT :r 

TABLE B-1 

SAMPLING DESIGN: 
CABRINI-GREEN DEVELOPMENT 

Availablel 

Dwelling 
Units 

405 

1,305 

126 

982 

581 

Occupied2 

Dwelling 
Units 

273 

1,124, 

122 

919 

554 

Youth
3 

Age 
12-18 

291 

1,594 

105 

849 

EMPTY 
EMPTY 

438 

10. Low-Rise, Nonsecurity, Youth 

. 

Total 3.399 2 1 992 3 1 277 

lIncludes reduction for boarded units. 

2Source: 

3source: 

Social Profile Report, April 1975, Chicago Housing Authority. 

Table G (Distribution of Children by Age Group) in Social 
Profile Report (CHA, April 1975). Based on age categories 
11-15 and 16-18 which were proportionately reduced to arrive 
at the age category 12-18. Proportions to be used for quota 
sampling within the youth stra.ta are: 

Stratum % 12-15 % Hi-18 

2 71 29 
4 59 41 
6 69 31 
8 59 41 

10 67 33 

4Head of household stratum: confidence level 95%, precision 10%. 

Youth stratum: confidence level = 95%, precision 15%. 

", 

, 

" 

Total Survey Desired4 Approximate 
population Sample Sampling 

Per S tra t Qlll Size Fraction 

273 72 1/4 

291 38 1/8 

1,124 89 1/13 

1,594 42 1/38 

122 54 1/2 

105 31 3/10 

919 87 1/10 

849 41 1/20 

STRATUM 
STRATUM 

554 82 1/7 

438 39 1/11 

6 1 269 575 1/11 

\ 
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Stratum 

TABLE B-2 

SAMPLING DESIGN: 
STATEWAY GARDENS 

Available Youth 
Dwelling Survey Aged

l Units 12-18 Population 
1. High-Rise, Leaseholder 1,380 
2. High-Rise, Youth 

1,170 
3. Medium-Rise, Leaseholder 260 
4. Medium-Rise, Youth 

220 

lsource: CHA statistical report, 1974; estimated based 
on allocation of minors to stratum proportional 
to dwelling units per stratum; relation of minors 
to youth 12-18 based on same proportion found in 
Cabrini- Green. 

2Leaseholder strata: confidence level = 95%; preC1Sl0n = 11%; 
Youth strata: confidence level = 95%; precision = 17%; 
proportions to be used for quota sampling within both youth 
strata are 61'% (12-15,) and 39% (16-18). 

, . 
" 

1,380 

1,170 

260 

220 

, 

" 

Desired Approximate 
Sample Sampling 
Size2 Fraction 

75 1/18 

34 1/34 

61 1/4 

30 1/7 

" I; 
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Planned sample sizes are shown in Tables B-1 and B-2 for 

each stratum. Sample sizes were determined on the basis of 

maintaining an acceptable degree of precision in estimating 

population parameters and in satisfying budget limits that 

constrained the total number of Possible interviews. Since the 

population of greatest interest was that of leaseholders, a 

greater number of interviews ~as planned within the leaseholder 

strata, resulting in expected precision of +10 percent for 

Cabrini-Green and +11 percent for Stateway Gardens at the 95 

percent level of confidence. Expected precision levels were +17 

percent for Stateway Gardens youth and ~10 percent for Cabrini­

Green youth. Thus, stratified sampling was disproportional in 

the CG and SG surveys. The sampling plan for the neighborhood 

survey called for 150 interviews with an expected precision of 
+8 percent. 

Sampling mechanics in both Cabrini-Green and Stateway 

Gardens involve preparing master lists of all occupied housing 

units in each stratum. The list employed was a Chicago Housing 

Authori ty computer printout that summarized dwelling uni ts and 

leaseholder names. This list (CHA compiled a list of tenants as 

of January 1976) was first subdivided into the above mentioned 
strata. 

Each housing unit listed was then numbered in sequence. 

A list of random numbers was generated by a computer program, 

equal in length to the appropriate desired sample size for each 
stratum. 

The random numbers were then matched with the numbers 
assigned to individual housing units, and the initial sample was 

selected based on matching numbers within the two sets. 

The sampling procedure for youth strata was the same as 

that for leaseholders, wi th the addi tion of one technique. In 

order to obtain numbers proportionate to population values for 

youths aged 12 to 15 and 16 to 18, a quota sampling scheme was 
developed. 

The proportions of youths to be interviewed in each 
age range for each stratum are shown in Tables B-1 and B-2. The 

youth sampling scheme required interviewers to locate in each 
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sampled dwelling a youth of pre-specified age. When more than 

one youth falling into the proper range was available in the 

sampled apartment, the interviewer consul ted a randomized 

selection table to determine which youth should be interviewed 

(Exhibit B-2). 

• Sampling Outcomes 

Deliverable Product No. 6 - First-Year Evaluation 

Report provides a detailed discussion and analysis of 

the sampling problems and modifications which occurred 

during the Baseline and First Follow-Up surveys. What 

follows is a brief summary of that discussion. 

Modifications of the original sampling approach 

involved the provision of supplemental sampling lists 

drawn on a random basis. In addition, as the deadline 

for survey completion approached, the interviewing 

staff completed a number of interviews on the basis of 

respondent availability. "Availability respondents" 

were residents who met the survey's age and location 

requirements, and who often resided in the apartment 

identified for sampling. 

The Baseline survey data revealed that 920 persons 

were interviewed in comparison to the desired sample 

size of 925. Neighborhood interviews exactly matched 

the desired number of 150. Although the number of 

interviews in the other populations varied somewhat 

from the desired sample size, in no case was the number 

interviewed less than 90 percent of the desired sample 

size. In order to achieve this number, slightly less 

than 40 percent of the respondents were selected from 

the supplemental sampling lists, and on the basis of 

respondent availability. 
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EXHIBIT B-2 

SELECTION TABLE FOR YOUTH INTERVIEWS 

If the number of youths 
i~ t~e apartment falling 
w1th1n the age group is 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 or more 

Schedule the interview 
with the youth numbered* 

1 
2 
2 
3 
4 
4 

*List the youths living in the apartment in the order 
given to you bf the leaseholder, then number each 
youth in order. 
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Interviewers were much more successful in inter­

viewing respondents in the adult strata than in the 

youth strata. This reflected the sampling technique 

which was oriented toward the specification of dwelling 

uni ts rather than youths by name. Thus, the resul ts 
were not unexpected. 

The critical question generated from consideration 

of these sampling outcomes is, of course, whether the 

Baseline survey samples could still be cons~.dered 
representa ti ve of the survey populations and whether 

there were significant differences between the respon­

dents drawn from the three sampling sources. One way 

of considering the representativeness of the sample to 

the total population is to compare various demographic 

characteristics of the samples with those same charac­

teristics which are known in the population. For this 

evaluation, such a comparison was made on the basis of 
family size. 

The average family size reported by sampled CG 

adults is 4.4 and for SG adults is 4.2 persons per 

family. On the basis of the distribution of family 

sizes wi thin the samples, the 95 percent confidence 

internal for the true population means ranges from 

4.096 to 4.607 for CG and from 3.811 to 4.510 for SG. 

Accordi ng to the 1975 CHA S ta tistica 1 Report, the 

population means for CG and SG are 4.1 and 3.9, respec­

ti vely. Thus, the true population values fall wi thin 

the probable range of population values estimated on 
the basis of the obtained samples. 

An additional approach was employed to test for 

significant differences among respondents drawn from 

three sampling sources. This approach involved an 

analysis of several demographic and attitudinal 
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variables. The results of this analysis demonstrated 

a lack of significant differences on two critical 

attitudinal items (perceived personal safety and change 

in the quality of life over the previous six months). 

These findings suggest that the necessary modifi­

cations which were undertaken in the Baseline survey 

approach did not detract from the meaningfulness of the 

survey findings. Thus, although the survey findings 

should be viewed with a normal degree of professional 

caution, it can be asserted with reasonable assurance 

that they are representative samplings of the popula­

tions defined in the original sampling plan. 

In the First Follow-Up survey, interviews were 

successfully completed with 350 residents of CG (68.5 

percent of the Baseline respondents), 153 in SG (76.1 

percent of the Baseline respondents), and 76 in the 

neighborhood (50.7 percent of the Baseline respon­

dents). The percentages of original survey partici­

pants who were interviewed in the second wave were 

relatively simi lar in each stratum. The percentag e of 

"repeaters" ranged from 50.7 percent among neighborhood 

respondents to 85.3 percent in Stratum 2 of Stateway 

Gardens. 

Analyses were also undertaken to investigate the 

differences in the percentage of repeaters who were 

drawn from the Baseline's original, supplemental, 

and availability sampling sources. Overall results 

indicated that 70.8 percent of residents from the 

original lists were re-interviewed, while 57.6 percent 

and 66.1 percent of the residents from the supplemental 

and availability groups participated in follow-up 

interviews. 
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As described. earlier, the degree of attri tion 

in follow-up interviews raised the question of possibly 

biased results in assessing change from the first to 

the second wave interviews. To investigate this 

possibili ty, Baseline survey respondents were divided 

into two groups: those who were re-interviewed in the 

Follow-Up survey and those who were interviewed only in 
the Baseline survey. 

Analyses were carried out to test the significance 

of the differences (t-tests) between second wave 

participants and non-participants on Baseline survey 

results within each of the analysis groups (CG experi­

mental, CG nonexperimental, CG Rowhouses, SG, and 

neighborhood). Analyses of differences were conducted 

on several key a tti tudinal and demographic variables. 

Results showed that only 7 of 115 comparisons 

between the groups yielded significant differences. 

The proportion of differences observed is no greater 

than would be expected by change alone. Three of 

these seven differences occurred among neighborhood 

residents~ whereas only one significant difference 

occurred among CG experimental residents. In conclu­

sion, it appears that selective attrition did not occur 

in the Follow-Up survey. 

Neighborhood 

The sampling plan for the neighborhood leaseholders and 

homeowners survey was a design involving multistage area sampling 

with probabilities proportional to size (PPS). Initially, all 

blocks falling into the geographic area defined as the neighbor­

hood were identified from a U.S. Census Bureau tenant and block 

listing (1970, ::.ee Appendix for list used). These blocks 

comprised approximately 13,000 occupied dwelling units (DUs). 
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The next step involved selection of the primary sampling 

uni ts (PSUs). All blocks were listed, and consecutive numbers 

were assigned to each in proportion to the number of occupied DUs 

on each block. Twenty-four random numbers in the range 1-13,000 

were then genera ted by a computer program. These numbers were 

used to ~dentify blocks whose range of consecutive numbers 

included the random number. 

selected in the first stage. 

In this manner, 24 PSUs were 

Second-stage sampling again employed PPS. Interviewers from 

Consumer Research Consortium, the firm conducting the actual 

interviews for Arthur Young & Company, were sent to each of the 

24 blocks to list all occupied DUs. DUs were numbered and 

addresses were recorded. The number of DUs for each block was 

totaled, and consecutive numbers were assigned proportionally to 

each block. These 24 blocks comprised 5,275 occupied DUs. One 

hundred fifty random numbers in the range 1 - 5,275 were then 

generated by computer. These numbers were then matched with the 

DU number to identify the DUs to be sampled. 

Second Follow-Up Survey 

Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens 

Sampling mechani cs for the Second Follow-Up survey in 

Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens locations were much the 

same as during the Baseline and First Follow-Up surveys. A 

stratified random sampling model was adopted using the building 

height, experimental status, and leaseholder versus youth strata 

described above. In addition, however, results of the Ftrst-Year 

Evalua tion study suggested an advJ.ntage in sampling sU.ffic:ient 

numbers of individuals from speci.~ic development buildings to 

allow bUilding-by-building comparisons on certain measures. 

Therefore, in preparation for the second-year survey, CHA 

compiled a list of Cabrini-Gre!en residents as of May 1977 which 

was then subdivided into groups representing the individual 
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buildings at Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens and the Cabrini­

Green Rowhouses. A list of households in each group was then 

randomly generated by a computer program, equal in number to one 

and one-half times the desired sample size for each building. 

The additional households were selected as in the Baseline 

survey, in case residents were either unwilling or unable to 

participate in the survey. 

holders and youths. 

Separate lists were made for lease-

Applications of the ten stratification levels to the 

Cabrini-Green population produced the strata breakdown shown in 

Table B-3. Specif.ica tion of the number of available dwelling 

unj ts and total survey population wi thin each stratum for the 

Second Follow-Up survey was, again, based on a May 1977 CHA list 

of Cabrini-Green tenants. Planned sample sizes shown in Table 

B-3 yielded expected precisions of +5 percent for adults, +6 

percent for youth, and +4 percent for the total Cahrini-Green 

sample at the 95 percent level of confidence. 

The second-year sampling plan for Stateway Gardens followed 

the same approach as described for Cabrini-Green. Application of 

the building height and leaseholder versus youth stratification 

variables to updated CHA data yielded the survey population 

statistics shown in Table B-4. Again, the possible advantage in 

building-by-building analysis led to a sampling plan wherein the 

planned sample sizes were developed to draw sufficient numbers 

of residents from the various buildings to permit individual 

statistical analyses. As above, computer-genera ted listings of 

building residents were obtained based on randomly sampling one 

and one-half times the planned sample for each building. Table 

B-4 shows the planned sample sizes, collapsed across buildings 

into the four basic sampling strata. The planned sample sizes 

yielded estimates of statistical precision at +8 percent for SG 

adults, +12 percent for SG youth, and +7 percent for the total 

sample at the 95 percent level of confidence • 
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SAMPLING 

Stratum 

1- High-Rise Security, Leaseholder 

2. High-Rise, Security, Youth 

3. High-Rise, Nonsecurity, Leaseholder 

4. High-Rise, Nonsecurity, Youth 

5. Medium-Rise, Security, Leaseholder 

6. Medium-Rise, Security, Youth 

7. Medium-Rise, Nonsecurity, Leaseholder 

8. Medium-Rise, Nonsecurity, Youth 

*Low-Rise, Security, Leaseholder 
*Low-Rise, Security, Youth 

9. Low-Rise, Nonsecurity, Leaseholder 

10. Low-Rise, Nonsecurity, Youth 

Total 

1Includes reduction for boarded units. 

---'--- -~-- - -------------------
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TABLE B-3 

DESIGN FOR CABRINI-GREEN DEVELOPMENT: 
SECOND FOLLOW-UP SURVEY 

Available1 Occupied2 

Dwelling Dwelling 
Units Units 

405 306 

1,305 1,176 

126 125 

982 951 

581 566 

3,399 3,124 

Youth Total Survey 
Age Population 

12-18 Per Stratum 

306 

256 256 

1,176 

1,351 1,351 

125 

86 86 

951 

772 772 

EMPTY STRATUM 
EMPTY STRATUM 

566 

465 465 

2,930 6,054 

2 Source: Social Profile Report, April 1976, Chicago Housing Authority. 

,< 

, 
" 

Desired 
Sample 
Size 

64 

40 

99 

63 

50 

30 

100 

GO 

60 

30 

586 

\ 
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TABLE B-4 

SAMPLING DESIGN FOR STATEWAY GARDENS DEVELOPMENT: 
SECOND FOLLOW-UP SURVEY 

Available Youth Desired 
Dwelling Aged1 Survey Sample 

Stratum Units 12-18 Population Size 

1. High-Rise, Leaseholder 1,380 1,364 114 

2. High-Rise, Youth 920 920 54 

3. Medium-Rise, Leaseholder 260 259 30 

4. Medium-Rise, Youth 198 198 14 

Total 1,640 1,118 2,741 212 

lSource: 1975 CHA.Statistical Report. 
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The procedure used in sampling youths from the 12 to 15 and 

16 to 18 year age ranges was the same as that used during the 

Baseline survey, 

Neighborhood 

Selection of the Second Follow-Up neighborhood sample was 

exactly the same as reported above for, the Baseline survey. The 

original list of 5,275 occupied dwelling units (DUs) generated in 

the Baseline survey was used as input to a computer program that 

randomly generated a new list of 150 DUs to be sampled in the 

Second Follow-Up. 

C. SUMMARY OF SAMPLING PLAN 

The preceding plan provided survey samples from each popula­

tion of interest that would (a) yield acceptable precision in the 

estimation of population parameters, (b) be feasible within 

budget constraints of the survey, and (c) assure that statistical 

analyses would De based on examination of 

as well as individual strata as needed. 

for the Baseline survey proved to be 

major comparison groups 

The sample size planned 

sufficiently large to 

provide for reasonable attrition of respondents without marked 

loss in the precision of statistical estimates developed on the 

First Follow-Up survey. However, ant icipa ted further attrition 

led to the decision to specify a new sample prior to the Second 

Follow-Up survey. While developed to obtain a new sample of 

development and neighborhood residents, the actual sampling 

mechanics of the Second Follow-Up survey were substantially the 

same as those proven in earlier phases of the evaluation program. 

While preceding sections of the report have dealt indepen­

dently and in detail with the approaches of the Baseline, First 

Follow-Up and Second Follow-Up surveys, the primary focus of the 

following sections is on describing the research methods used 

in the Second Follow-Up survey. Previous reports (Deliverable 

Products 2 and 6 of the First-Year High Impact Program Evalua­

tion) have provided detailed outlines of the methodology followed 

B-14 

]~~-.--.-----. 

in completing the Baseline and First Follow-Up surveys. The 

succeeding material provides a brief recap of these methods, 

while focusing on the specific techniques followed in the Second 

Follow-Up survey. 

D. SURVEY INSTRUMENTS 

Five survey instruments were designed to address the major 

areas of interest. These instruments targeted the five major 

survey populations: Cabrini-Green Leaseholder (Adult), Cabrini­

Green youth, Stateway Gardens Leaseholder (Adult), Stateway 

Gardens youth, and Neighborhood residents. Because not all items 

would be applicable to all survey populations and because certain 

special questions were required for the target population, each 

survey instrument was somewhat different in content. In spite of 

variation among the questionnaires, a large core of items common 

to all instruments was developed. 

Questionnaire items and format were developed through 

collabora tion among representa ti ves of Arthur Young & Company, 

the City of Chicago's Department of Planning, City and Community 

Development (DPCCD), and the field interviewers. Research needs 

suggested that two approaches were necessary: first, it was 

desirable to develop questions that were amenable to the measure­

ment of actual change from the Baseline to the two Follow-Up 

surveys. Second, it was desirable to include certain questions 

designed to assess perceived chang e. The measurement of per-

ceived change was important because certain elements of the High 

Impact Program had begun prior to the onset of the administration 

of the Baseline survey. 

The survey content was designed to tap various components of 

the High Impact Program. In addition, numerous backg round or 

demographic variables were measured. The complete content of 

the survey can be summarized into the following general catego­

ries; 

• Background and demographic characteristics. 



• Experiences and a tti tudes in connection wi th 
crime. 

• Perceptions of personal safety. 

• Quality of life and life satisfaction. 

• General attitudes a.nd perceptions in connection 
with Cabrini-Green and Stateway Gardens. 

• Evaluation of services. 

• Youth-related attitudes and perceptions. 

Although the use of a repeated measure (panel) design 

allowed for a measure of actual change, the possibility existed 

for bias in some of the results. Specifically, when reporting 

responses to questions relating to crime victimization, there 

was a possibility that crime incidents reported in the Follow-Up 

survey were confused with those incidents reported in the Base­

line survey. In order to minimize the possibility of double 

reporting, the Follow-Up survey questionnaires were revised to 

reflect changes in appropriate timeframes. 

A copy of each of the third wave questionnaires can be found 

in Appendix C. 

Survey Pretesting 

In order to ensure that the survey instruments and proce­

dures were workable, and to identify problem areas in question 

format and response scaling, the first-year survey instruments 

were pre-tested with 35 respondents. Fifteen interviews were 

held among Cabrini-Green residents, ten among Stateway Gardens 

residents, and ten in the neighborhood. As a result of the 

pre-tests, a number of questions were modified and improved, 

instructions to the interviewers were clarified and restated, and 

the final questionnaires were ultimately developed. The pre-test 

revealed that respondents were comfortable and interested while 

answering the survey, and that the time required for interview 

completion was not excessive. Pre-testing also indicated the 

advisability of developing "show cards" listing response alterna­

ti ves that resident s migh t use in answering various it ems. 
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For the second-year survey, all questionnaires were reviewed 

and revised in order to ga ther information about changes since 

the completion of the Baseline and First Follow-Up surveys 

conducted during the first year. The revised questionnaires were 

submi tted to DPCCD staff for review. The staff of Dillingham 

Associates, Inc. (the survey data collection team) also reviewed 

the revised questionnaires to assess the clarity of all revisions 

to the first-year surve~ instruments. 

E. INTERVIEWER TRAINING 

The Interviewer Training Program for the Second Follow-Up 

Attitude and Perception Survey was conducted in Chicago on 

June 1, 1977 at the Sheraton Chicago Hotel. The training program 

was conducted by Dr. McKinley Dillingham, President of Dillingham 

Associates, Inc., Mr. Nathan Gilbert, Field Coordinator for 

the Attitude and Perception Survey; and Dr. Mark L. Lifter, 

Mr. Jerrold E. Wolf and Ms. Ann P. Karelitz of Arthur Young & 

Company. In attendance were 21 interviewers assigned to various 

components of the Survey from Dillingham Associates' interviewer 

staff. 

The training session began at 12:30 p.m. and continued 

without interruption until 6:00 p.m. The topic outline for 

the Interviewer Training Program is shown in Exhibit B-3. 

Dr. Dillingham began the prog ram by giving an overview of the 

day's activities, explaining how Dillingham Associates, Inc. 

came to be involved in the survey, and detailing its reporting 

relationship to Arthur Young & Company. 

Mr. Wolf began the second module with a brief description 

of the Cabrini-Green High Impact Program. He reviewed the 

major objectives of the program and its primary components: 

the Architectural Security Program, the Management Outpost, 

Prevention and Treatment (Department of Human Services), and 

Administrative Assistance and Development. He explained the 

overall obj ecti ve of the High Impact Prog ram, as stated ,tn the 
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EXHIBIT B-3 

INTERVIEWER TRAINING PROGRAM 

JUNE 1, 1977 - SHERATON-CHICAGO HOTEL 

I. 

II. 

III. 

Introduction 

Overall description of the 
Cabrini-Green High Impact 
Program 

Role of the Attitude and 
Perception Survey in the 
Evaluation Design 

IV. Sampling Design 

V. Interview Techniques and 
Approach 

VI. Item by Item Review 

VII. Administrative Procedures 

VIII. Role Playing and Clarification 

IX. Questions and Answers 

- ----~---.'---- ,-
T'--T---"--~~---- :.P 

Dr. McKinley Dillingham 

Mr. Jerrold E. Wolf 

Dr. Mark L. Lifter 

Dr. Mark L. Lifter 

Dr. Mark L. Lifter 

Ms. Ann P. Karelitz 

Mr. Nathan Gilbert 

All 

All 

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

r \ 
I 

I 'i 

i '\ 
" 

r; 
i1 

! 

U 

L 
1 1 

\1 , I 

\ 

\ 

11 ~ J 

II 
n 
U 
l ! ~ 

U 

l1 

n 

\ 
t 
I: 

\ : 

I 
Ii 
1) 

J 
I 

I 
II 

I 
f 
! 
i 
II 

I 

R 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 

.j 

1 

1 

·1 
1 

.. 

,-
IJ 
~ 

r " j.' 

l. 

r :{ 
~~ 

~ 1 

L 
r ~I 
a 

P " ~ ii .,;:. 

fi F ~~ 

P I, 
.:._.;;1 

p 
" 

" U 

n "',:; 

r Ii 1:1 
~~ 

r 4 
\\ 
~ 

[;/ 
I' . '1 

U 
r II L .. 

I 

Deliverable Product No. I - Evaluation Work Plan: " ••• through 

coordinated application of a number of security, treatment, and 

residential educational strategies, to reduce the incidence of 

crime in the Cabrini-Green Housing complex, improve the feeling 

of security of its residents, and develop cost-effective strate­

gies that can be expanded within the complex and transferred to 

other developments managed by the Ch icago Housing Authori ty. " 

In the third and fourth training modules, Dr. Lifter then 

explained the overall evaluation design and the role of the 

Attitude and Perception Survey in this design. The three major 

targets of the impact analysis were described as follows: 

• rfhe impact of securi ty improvements in terms 
of specific crime reduction. 

• The impact of services in terms of speed and 
appropriateness of delivery, client perception 
of availability and adequacy, and the service 
delivery system in relation to its goals. 

• Overall resident perception of the degree to 
which condi tions have improved, remained the 
same, or deteriorated as a result of the Cabrini­
Green programs. 

Dr. Lifter explained that the Attitude and Perception 

Survey would play a major role in the evaluation design. The 

purpose of the Second Year FoJ low-Up survey in measuring atti­

tudes and perceptions was described to participants. It was 

pointed out that, after the full year of implementation of the 

High Impact Program, a measure of the long-term benefits of the 

program was essential. 
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The quasi-experimental research design invol ving pre­

and post-measures and a comparison group were described to 

participants. In addition, the nature of the neighborhood survey 

was delineated. Dr. Lifter described the four major questions 

which the complete A tti tude and Perception Survey Research 

Program is designed to answer: 

• What are the a tti tudinal and perceptual effects 
of the Cabrini-Green High Impact Program? 

• What are the particular effects of the Architec­
tural Security Program upon the residents of the 
specific buildings affected? 

• What are the effects of the Cabrini-Green High 
Impact Program upon residents of the surrounding 
neighborhood'? 

• Are there indications of crime displacement? 

The sampling design and sample sizes necessary to accomplish 

the survey objectives were described in the fourth training 

module. Primary reference was made to Exhibit I in the Appendix 

of Deliverable Product No. I - Evaluation Work Plan. The nature 

and rationale for the strata designations, the populations :Ln 

each strata, the desired sample sizes and their rationale were 

explained. The objectives for completing the survey on a timely 

basis were also covered. 

Modules 5 and 6 of the Intei..·~! uwer Tra.ining Prog ram were 

conducted by Dr. Lifter and Mr. N~t~an Gilbert, Field Coordinator 

for the survey. They began with a discussion of sound interview-

ing techniques and approaches. Included in the training compo-

nent were discussions on introduction, beginning the interview, 

techniques for handling different types of questions, using 

probes, recording responses on the questionnaire, handling "I 

don't know" responses, and questionnaire field editing. 
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Ms. Karelitz then .led the interviewers through an item-by­

i tern review of the questionnaire. Each separate question was 

read, its purpose discussed, and any special characteristics or 

cautions concerning the item were described. Considerable time 

was expended on this item-by-item review. 

A role-playing procedure was utiJ.ized to provide practice 

on the interview. Dr. Lifter played the role of a respondent 

based upon his observations during the pre-testing stage. Each 

interviewer took a series of questions in turn and asked them 

of Dr. Lifter. Feedback and critique of response recording, 

question style, etc., was given immediately by the training 

session leaders and other participants. As a result of role 

playing, interviewers gained fami liari ty with both the survey 

instrument and the interviewing techniques required for the 

various items. 

Mr. Gilbert then described the administrative procedures 

required of the interviewing staff. These included procedures 

for picking up questionnaires, scheduling, returning completed 

questionnaires, and turning in time and expense reports. 

The training session concluded with an open questioning 

period which involved all the participants and training program 

leaders. 

The consensus among the training session leaders was that 

the training had progressed well and that the objeGtive of the 

training program had been accomplished. It was agreed, however, 

that the questionnaires initially completed would be monitored 

carefully for any problems or deficiencies and that immediate 

feedback would be given to the interviewer in the field as 

required. 

F. FIELD DATA COLLECTION 

Various alternatives in interview locations were considered 

by the consulting team, Chicago Housing Authority officials, 

Cabrini-Green management staff, and Department of Planning, City 
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and Communi ty Development, personnel. It was ultimately decided 

that the most efficient interview location in CG would be the 

Manag~ment Outposts. Additional interviews in CG were conducted 

in the Central Administrative Office, 418 West Oak Street. SG 

interviews were conducted in the offices used by the Local 

Advisory Council. Neighborhood interviews were conducted in the 

respondent's home or at the door. 

Considerable attention was devoted to informing CG and SG 

residents of the upcoming survey. Communications techniques 

included a group meeting with CG management personnel and Manage­

ment Outpost supervisors and an individual letter mailed on 

Chicago Housing Authority stationery to all residents selected 

for participation in the survey, signed by the CG housing manager 

(see Appendix). Additional notif:i,.catic-' and instructions were 

given to Management Outp, ;t personneL L_ similar communication 

program was employed in SG, with the omission of the portion 

involving the Management Outpost. 

The initial reaction from all concerned with regard to the 

survey was favorable. Information received by the consulting 

team indicated that residents would be likely to participate if 

asked and that no additional inducements would be requ1red to 

secure participation. 

Baseline Survey Data Collection 

The interview scheduling process began with provision of the 

sampling lists, broken down by building, to the supervisors of 

each Management Outpost in CG. Management Outpost personnel were 

then instructed to contact the potential respondent to schedule a 

convenient time for interview. Management Outpost personnel 

attempted to schedule appointments that were compatible with the 

requirements of the interviewing staff, Management Outpost staff, 

and the resident. This procedure required extensive coordination 

between the staff of the Consumer Research Consortium, Management 

Outpost personnel, and the residents themselves. 
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Interviews were scheduled at 45-minute intervals. When 
respondents did not appear on time for the interview, a call or 

visit was made to the apartment to remind the resident of the 

appointment. Individuals who did not arrive for scheduled 

interviews were scheduled for a second appointment by Management 

Outpost personnel. If the Resident Service Aide or Safety Aide 

was unsuccessful in scheduling a second appointment, or if the 

respondent did not keep the second appointment I the respondent 

was contacted a third time by a member of the interviewing staff. 

After three attempts failed, it was assumed that the respondent 

did not wish to participate. 

Primary difficulties encountered during administration of 

the Baseline survey involved securing the needed interviews on a 

timely basis. Many adult residents could not be contacted for 

such reasons as being away from home or being wi.thout a phone. 

Other residents repeatedly failed to appear for scheduled inter­

views. Respondents frequently stated their willingness to 

participate and agreed to an appointment time, but did not arrive 

on time and could not be located. A relatively small number of 

those contacted were direct refusals. 

Some of the preceding scheduling problems were alleviated 

through the use of Saturday sessions. In this manner, persons 

wi th commitments during the week were more likely to be avail-

able. This procedure resulted in an improved rate of interview 

completion. 

The youth interviews resulted in a different set of prob­

lems. It must be remembered that the unit of sampling was house­

holds , rather than specific youths. Al though it was expected 

that some apartments would contain only adults, a larger propor­

tion of leaseholders than expected claimed no youths resided in 

their apartments. Therefore, the size of the youth sampling list 

had to be increased in order to reach the required number of 
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respondents. A second problem concerned t~e logistical problems 

of surveying youths. Time conflicts with the Neighborhood Youth 

Corps program were encountere~ which limited the time during 

which YOU7US could be interviewed. 

As a resul t of these problems, the sampling plan was 

modified as described previously, and respondents selected in 

the three ways (original sampling, suppleme1tal sampling, and 

respondent availability) were identified, and a record was made 

of the sampling procedure by which each individual had been 

sampled. 

Arrangements for the Baseline interviews at sa were slightly 

different than those at Cabrini-Green. A full-time Chicago 

Housing Authority staff person at SG was assigned to assist the 

interviewing staff in arranging and coordinating the interview 

schedule. As in Cabrini-Green, it was necessary to provide 

supplemental sampling lists. 

Approximately midway through the interviewing process, 

the staff person assigned to assist the interviewers began a 

vacation. This resul ted in the assignment of a new individual 

to assist in scheduling, and a number of ensuing problems in 

conne~tion with use of the sampling list. 

In addition to these difficul ties, a decision was made to 

increase the use of availability sampling in SG because of 

difficulty in contacting respondents and in vi~w of the time 

constraints. 

Interviewing in the neighborhood was associated with a 

somewhat different set of problems: primaril,y a high rate of 

"not at home," refusals and, most frequently, a lack of accessi­

bility to apartment buildings with locked security entry doors. 

As a result, additional interviews had to be obtained through 

supplemental sampling lists and, in a small number of cases, 

interviews had to be conducted next door to the originally 

sampled target. 
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First Follow-Up Survey Data Collection 

As described above, the major purpose of the Attitude and 

Perception Survey was to mea~ure changes in residents' attitudes 

wi thin the varj,ous survey locations, and to determine whether 

observed change could be attributed to components of the High 

Impact Program. Evaluative change measurement requires data 

collection at two points in time: a baseline measure which 

precedes implementation of the program to be evaluated, and 

a follow-up measure which can be compared with the original 

baseline value. To meet this requi~ement, the Attitude and 

Perception component of the High Impact Evaluation Program 

required collection of a series of interviews. The first of 

these follow-up interviews were carried out four to six months 

after the initial Baseline survey and after implementation and/or 

completion of major components of the High Impact Program. 

The First Follow-Up survey incorporated the same question­

naires as used in the Baseline survey (with slight modifications 

of certain items to include the appropriate temporal context). 

In addition, the survey sample for the Follow-Up' study was 

comprised of the same individuals interviewed in the Baseline 
phase of the evaluation. 

Data collection methods, scheduling, and interview format in 

the First Follow-Up survey were essentially the same as those 

used in the Baseline survey. An exception was the fact that no 

supplemental or availability sampling was used in the Follow-Up. 

In effect, the residents who consented to participate in the 

Baseline defined the total research sample for the First Follow-
Up survey. No residents were included in the First Follow-Up 

who had not participated in the Baseline survey. For various 
reasons, about 30 percent of the Baseline survey respondents 

were not interviewed, and follow-up data could not be obtained. 
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An a ttri tion rate of 30 percent might suggest caution in 

interpreting the results of the Follow-Up survey, particularly if 

those residents who did not part icipa te in the Follow-Up survey 

differed from those who did participate. For example, if those 

who reported most fear of crime in the Baseline survey failed to 

participate in the Follow-Up, then it might appear that, on the 

average, fear of' crime decreased between the two survey waves. 

In fact, the change might be illusory, because those most fearful 

during the Baseline maintained the same level of fear, but did 

not enter into data analysis at the follow-up stage. 

To determine whether attrition might have biased the nature 

of the First Follow-Up data, an analysis was conducted to compare 

those who did repeat the interview with those who did not. As 

reported in Deliverable Product No. 6 - First-Year Evaluation 

Report, and previously summarized, analyses suggested that 

attrition was essentially random. That is, when compared on a 

number of important Baseline attitude and demographic measures, 

those who participated in the First Follow-Up survey did not 

differ markedly from those who failed to provide interviews 

during the second wave. 

Second Follow-Up Survey Data Collection 

As described under the Overall Research Design, the Second 

Follow-Up survey was carried out using a newly specified sample 

of development and neighborhood residents. It should be noted, 

however, that the Second Follow-Up samp Ie was not excl usi ve of 

the Baseline and First Follow-Up surveys. Random chance alone 

dictated that certain of those residents who participated in the 

initial surveys appeared on the newly generated list of names for 

the Second Follow-Up surveys. 

Beyond specification of a new sample, the field data collec­

tion techniques used in the Second Follow-UP survey were the same 

as those adopted in earlier surveys. Advance notice of the 

survey was provided through group meetings with development man­

agement, individual letters to sampled residents, and notifica­

tion of the upcoming survey through local community newsletters. 
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G. g~NERAL ANALYSIS APPROACH 

Baseline and Follow-Up questl.·onnal.'res were reviewed for 

completeness and edited where necessary by Consumer Research 

Consortium. Response t ' ca egorl.es and codes were developed for 

all open-ended, narrative responses. Ten to fifteen percent of 

the Baseline respondents in each stratum were validated through 

telephone contacts. 

and verified by an 

taining the survey 

performed using the 

All questionnaire responses were keypunched 

outside service bureau. Magnetic tapes con­

data were then prepared. ,All analyses were 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. l 

The general analysis plan involved investigation of the 

survey results by item content area. For example, attitude and 

perception items related to crime experience and fear of crime 

were analyzed as a discrete content area. Th e analysis involved 

examination of changes in a tti tudes and perceptions across the 

Baseline, First Follow-Up, and Second Follow-Up surveys, within 

the selected survey groups. 

Using the numbered series o,f "Observations" shown earlier 

in Exhibit B 1 - , Exhibit B-4 depicts some of the key statistical 

comparisons performed to evaluate specific program components. 

For example, specific effects of th A e rchitectural Security 

Program were assessed by evaluating the type and degree of 

attitude change across Observations 1, 2, and 3 (CG experimental 

buildings, Baseline, First Follow-Up, and Second Follow-Up) with 

changes across Observations 4, 5, and 6 (CG control buildings 

across the same three survey waves). If, for example, the ASP 

resul ted in ,decreased resident fear in building lobbies, then the 

reported level of fear should decrease across Observations 1 and 

2 and, perhaps, level off or decrease further during Observation 

3. If this decrease in ,fear were attributable entirely to the 

serve equl.valent levels of ASP, then one would expect to ob ' 

reported fear across Observations 4 5 d 6 , , an • 

IStatistical Package for the Social Sciences, 
New York: McGraw Hill, 1975. 
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Factor Evaluated 

Effect of Architectural Security 
Program component of High Impact 
Program 

Effect of Total high Impact Program 

Effect of High Impact Program 
excluding to Architectural Security 
Program 

Effect of Hign Impact Program on 
Surrounding Neighborhood 

\ 

EXHIBIT B-4 

SUMMARY OF' KEY RESEARCH COMPARISONS 

Relevant Comparisons 

Type and Degree of Change across: Observation 1 ~ Observation 2 --4 Observation 

vs. 

Observation 4 ~ Observation 5 ~ Observation 

Type and Degree of Change across: Observation 1 ~ Observation 2 ~ Observation 

vs. 

Observation 7 ~ Observation 8 ~ Observation 

Type and Degree of Change across: Observation 4 ---7 Observation 5 ~ Observation 

vs. 

Observation 7 -7 Observation 8 ~ Observation 

Type and Degree of Change across: Observation 10 ~ Observation 11 ~ Observation 

\ 
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Other program factors evaluated, and the specific form of 

analyses used in these evaluations are depicted in Exhibit B-4. 

It should be recognized that this summary of research comparisons 

is a broad overview of the analysis method and does not fully 

describe all statistical analyses undertaken in this study. 

Statistical Weighting of the Research Samples 

To make comparisons of relative change among CG experi­

mental, CG nonexperimental, CG Rowhouses, SG, and the neighbor­

hood, it was necessary to selectively combine the ten CG strata 

(Tables B-1 and B-3) and the four SG strata (Tables B-2 and B-4) 

in the following manner: 

CG CG Non- CG 
Experimental experimental Rowhouses SG 

Strata Strata Strata Strata 
Number~ Numbers Numbers Numbers 

1 3 1 
2 4 2 
!5 7 3 
6 8 4 

9 
10 

Since the sampling design involved dispr-oportional strati­

fied sampling (illustrated by the varying sampling fractions from 

each development strata), it was necessary to combine the samples 

in weighted fashion to provide estimates of true population 

values. These representative weights were used to create samples 

which are representative of the population. The Baseline, First 

Follow-Up, and Second Follow-Up surveys all sampled from the 

respective survey populations in different sampling fractions, 

either through Baseline to First Follow-Up a ttri tion or through 

newly defining the Second Follow-Up sample. For this reason, a 

different series of representative weights was applied to the 

ten CG and four SG strata for each survey wave. In addition, 

specific analyses focusing on leaseholders only, youth only, or 

all residents, combined required separate weighting schemes. 

Table B-5 shows the weighting parameters applied to each survey 

sample for each primary method of analysis. 
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TABLE B-5 

rlEIGHTS USED IN COMBINING CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS STRATA (REPRESENTING WEIGHTS) 

Representative weights 

Analyzing Leaseholders Analyzing Youth Analyzing the 
separately separately Total Sample 

1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd 
group Stratum Baseline Follow-up Follow-u~ Baseline Follow-up Follow-up Baseline Follow-up FoHow-up 

Cabrini-Green 
Experimental: 

'High-rise -
• Adult 1 1.2653 1.1296 1.3045 N/A N/A N/A .9721 .8826 1.3185 
• Youth 2 N/A N/A N/A .9526 .9232 1.4327 1.3626 1. 2548 1.5500 

tdedium-rise -
• Adult 5 .6806 .7957 .5472 N/A N/A N/A .5227 .6215 .5268 
• Youth 6 N/A N/A N/A 1.1601 1.2994 .4230 1.6588 1.9601 .4447 

Cabrini-Green 
Nonexperimental: 

High-rise -
• Adult 3 1. 0340 1.0624 1.1162 N/A N/A N/A .7971 .8252 .9447 

· Youth 4 N/A N/A N/A 1.0841 1. 0739 1.1330 1. 4431 1.4138 1.4498 

Medium-rise 
• Adult 7 .9613 .9330 .8766 N/A N/A N/A .7410 .7410 .7419 
• Youth 8 N/A N/A N/A .8729 .8856 .8318 1.1621 1.1664 1.0644 

CG Rowhouses: 
Low-rise - i 
·Adult 9 1.0000 1. 0000 1.0000 N/A N/A N/A .7151 .6826 1.0028 

I' .. 
• Youth 10 N/A N/A N/A 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 2.0160 2.4285 .9322 f, 

i< \ 
r 

Stateway Gardens: 
(I 

I: High-rise - Ii 
·Adult 1 1. 3992 1. 3538 1.0619 N/A N/A N/A 1. 0643 1.0098 .9258 11 

• Youth 2 N/A N/A N/A 1.4359 1. 2190 1.1116 2.2819 2,0375 1.4132 I: 
V 

M.edium-rise II 
• Anul t 3 3.976 .4189 .7651 N/A N/A N/A .3025 .3126 .6670 I 

• Youth 4 N/A N/A N/A .3826 .5115 .6818 .6080 .8541 .8668 I 
E 

, 

,'";: ... 

" 

" 
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Again, the statistical weights shown in Table B-5 were 

applied to obtain estimates of true population values when data 

from the ten CG and four SG strata were combined, either into 

selected CG or SG subgroups or into total CG and SG samples. 

Since survey data for the neighborhood was based on random 

sampling from a sing Ie population of interest, with no further 

b:L'eakdown of the data according to stratification variables, no 

weighting procedure was necessary in order to obtain unbiased 

estimates of true population prameters. 

Statistical Analysis Approach 

General analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures ,were 

selected as the primary statistical means for assessing the 

significance of observed change across the three survey waves and 

among the various survey locations. Analysis of variance was 

selected for a number of reasons. First, many change evaluation 

studies base analyses on a simple subtraction of pre-measure 

values from post-measure values and subsequent examination of the 

resulting "difference scores." If the average difference between 

pre- and post-measures, or "change scores," within various groups 

differs, then there is reason to believe that the program has had 

a differential impact on various locations. This method becomes 

particularly appropriate when one group, such as SG, serves as a 

control, and another, such as CG, is subject to experimental 

manipulation. Zero change, or no pre - post-difference, in the 

control group, and significant pre - post-differences in the 

experimental group are interpreted as a reflection of the pro­

gram's effects. 

Unfortunately, simple change scores. frequently provide 

less reliable indices of change than can be obtained by other 

analytic procedures. As a result~ simple change scores are 

less sensitive to real change in population values and are, 

consequently, less powerful measures of change. 
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Because analysis of _ simple change scores might not be an 

acceptable sensitive measure of program effect, and because other 

statistical indices assume the operation of experimental controls 

not feasible in the current study, a two-factor analysis of 

variance was used in the basic evaluation of change. 

In order to make analyses of variance procedures feasible, 

however, it was necessary to simplify the complex design result­

ing from use of "repeated measures" across to Baseline and First 

Follow-Up surveys and use of a new sample for the Second Follow­

Up survey. So that the data could be handled efficiently, the 

Baseline and First Follow-Up surveys were treated as though based 

on independent groups of respondents. Al though sacrificing the 

increased statistical power inherent in a repeated measures 

design, this approach made handling of the large volumes of data 

possible. 

The results of the ANOVA provided three statistical signifi­

cance tests. The first test examines whether there is a signifi­

cant difference between Baseline and Follow-Up responses to 

various attitude and perception items. This test ignores the 

fact that there are different comparison groups, and examines 

whether, across all locations, there is a significant difference 

between the Baseline and Follow-Up attitudes. A second test asks 

whether there is a difference between the various development 

locations. For example, does CG experimental differ from SG, 

regardless of when the attitude measure was taken. Third, an 

additional test examines the significance of the location-by-time 

interaction. This test asks whether the relative difference 

between pre and post-measure responses is a function of the 

specific location where the change is measured. 

Exhibit B-5 demonstrates the meaning of selected possible 

outcomes of the ANOVA significance tests. The first illustration 

shows, in a graphic manner, what a significant time effect might 
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EXHIBIT B-5 

EXAMPLES OF TIME, LOCATION AND INTERACTION EFFECTS 

EXAMPLE OF SIGNIFICANT TIME EFFECT 

Baseline First Second 
Follow-up Follow-up 

Survey Wave 

CG Experimental 
CG Nonexperimental and 
Stateway Gardens 

EXAMPLE OF SIGNIFICANT LOCATION Ef<1FECT 

• • CG Experimental • 
• • CG Nonexperimental " 
• • • Stateway Gardens 

Baseline First Second 

High 

Fear 
of 

Harm 

Follow-up Follow-up 
Survey Wave 

EXAMPLE OR SIGNIFICANT 
TIME BY LOCATION INTERACTION 

• ---.... -===:::: Stateway Gardens 
CG Nonexperimental 

Low ~~~~~ __ ~~~ ________ ~ __ ~C~G Experimental 
Baseline First 

Follow-up 

Survey Wave 

Second 
Follow-up 

I 

1'. 
1: 
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look like. The figure shows that level of fear has changed in 

all locations during the Baseline, First, and Second Follow-Up 

studies. A significant F ratio for this test would indicate that 

the change across locations was of greater magnitude than would 

be expected due to chance fluctuation alone. The first illustra­

tion also shows that there is no location effect, since le~el of 

fear is essentially the same in the various locations on the 

Basel ine and remains essentially the same, although uniformly 

lower, on the two Follow-Up surveys. 

The second illustration depicts a significant location 

effect. Here, there are differences in level of fear among the 

various locations on Baseline, and similar differences on the 

Follow-Up surveys. However, there is no time effe~t because the 

relative level of fear remains constant across all survey waves. 

Finally, the third figure depicts a significant time-by­

location interaction effect. This effect means that (a) there 

are differences between levels of fear in the various locations 

from Baseline to Follow-Up stages, but (b) the differences are 

also a function of the specific locations examined. Unlike the 

first illustration, the Baseline-to-Follow-Up change is not 

uniform across all locations, but differs in magnitude for the 

various locations. In the illustration} change in CG experi­

mental is different in degree from change in the other locations. 

Interpretation of significant main or interaction effects in 

a program-evaluative sense might proceed as follows: 

• Significant location main effect, but no time 
effect or interaction: There are differences 
between the various development locations on the 
measure being analyzed, but there is no change in 
average standing on the measure from Baseline to 
Follow·-Up surveys. 
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Significant time main ff 
effect or interact" "e ect, b~t no location 
change from Baselin~o~~ F~here r 1.S significant 
all developments fall llow-Up surveys, but 
measure of interest :e~r th~ same level on the 
Follow-Up measures. a asel1.ne and at the two 

Significant time and 1 " 
interaction" ~h ocat1.on effects, but no 
1 " " e average Scores f th -oca t1.ons differ at both B . 0 e various 
surveys, and there is-a- .as~l~ne and Follow-up 
Baseline to FOllow-U s1.gn1.f1.cant change from 
however, is rela ti 1 P me~sures. The change 

ve Y unIform for all groups: 

Significant interaction . 
effects: Statistical'" t1.r.ne~ and location 
three F-tests i d" S1.gn1.f1.cance for all 

n 1.cates (1) th t th an average change b a ere is 
to change from Basel::O~d that expected due 
(2) there are differen e 

0 Follow-Up surveys, 
locations when res ces between the various 
B" ponses are ave d asel1.ne and Follow-U rage across 
magni tude of change is P stag~s, and (3) the 
groups. not un1.form across all 

Ideally, in 1 
eva uating the effects of 

Program, the most 

time-bY-Iocation 
critical statistical finding 

the High Impact 

is a significant 
interaction and a SO ." 

Follow-Up change on th 1.gn1.f1.cant Baseline-to-
e measure of interest Tho 

that (1) there has been ".. 1.S would indicate 
a change 1.n resident attitudes 

the degree of th 0 , and (2) 
1.S change differed depending on the 

examined. Since CG e " location 
xper1.mental served 

several actual program changes as the group in which 
were effected, it would be hoped 

would produce more relative 
tha t the Program 

experimental than" th change in CG 
. "" 1.n e other locations. 

s1.gn1.f1.cant time effect 0 th Observa t ion of a 
- , W1. out an interaction 

indicate general change 

the operation of the 

effect, would 
across all locations and , argue against 

Architectural Security P 
principal agent of that rogram as the change. 
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In the case of measures collected in only the Second 

Fo llow-Up surveys, for example, "perceived chang e since the 

last survey," one-way analysis of variance and a posteriori 

comparisons among group means were carried out. A posteriori 

comparison is a systematic method of comparing all possible 

pairs of group means to identify which of the groups differ 

significantly from one another. Graphic displays of a posteriori 

results are provided in the results section where relevant. 

Exhibit B-6 shows three example displays. Example I might be 

viewed as summarizing the results of a posteriori comparisons 

on some variable of interest among CG experimental, CG nonexperi­

mental, and SG respondents. A solid line extending under both CG 

experimental and CGnonexperimental groups indicates that the 

average scores of these two groups do not differ significantly. 

A break in the line between the two CG groups and the SG group 

shows that, although the two CG groups do not differ from one 

another, as a set they show significantly different average 

scores than the SG group. 

In Example 2, the illustration shows a case where the CG 

nonexperimental and SG groups do not differ significantly on the 

variable of interest. The broken line indicates, however, that 

score~ for the CG experimental group differ from the set of CG 

nonexperimental and SG scores. 

The final Example 3 illustrates a case in which a posteriori 

comparison shows that the average scores of all three groups 

differ significantly from one another. 

The key point to remember in interpreting the display of a 

posteriori results is that groups joined by a solid line do not 

differ from one another. A break in the line indicates that 

groups falling on different line segments differ significantly on 

the variable of interest. 
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EXHIBIT B-6 

EXAMPLES OF A EOSTERIORI COMPARISON 

n 
n 
[~ 

EXAMPLE 1. 

EXAMPLE 2. 

EXAMPLE 3. 

CG Experimental 
CG Nonexperimental 

CG Experimental 
CG Nonexperimental 

CG Experimental 
CG Nonexperimental 

, 

SG 

SG 

SG 
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The preceding description of statistical analysis techniques 

provides only a general framework for the methods used to 

evaluate the effects of the High Impact Program. Other analyses 

employed var~.ous correlational and cross-tabulation techniques. 

Where appropriate,analyses were undertaken to investigate the 

specific nature of relationships between variables of interest 

and to isola.te particular survey populations in which program 

effects were most noticeable. Differences b(~ween Baseline and 

First Follow-Up, Baseline and Second Follow-Up, and between First 

and Sec()nd Follow-Ups were also examined to determine whether 

program effects observed during the First-Year Evaluation (see 

Deliverable Product No.6) maintained their effect into the 

second year. 
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CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 

STATEWAY GARDENS 

3640 SOUTH STATE ST I~EET CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60609 TELEPHONE 791'-8754 

May 20, 1977 

Dear Resident: 

Last yea.r, many reside'nts of Stateway Garden.s participated in opinion surveys 
to determine their attitudes anq opinions concerning security and general 
satisfaction with services available here. The information that was collected 
proved to be most beneficial in the evaluation of programs at CHA developments. 

within the next few weeks, another survey will take place. Your name has been 
selected, and we hope that you will be able to participate. We would also like 
to talk with some youths to get their opinions about life in Stateway Gardens, 
so in some cases we may want to interview one of your children, if you have any. 

The surveys will be conducted by the fi.rms of Arthur Young & Company and. 
Dillingham Associates. All informat:ion will be considered strictly confidential, 
and your name will never be associated with the results. 

Sometime during the next f€!w weeks you will be contacted by a CHA staff member 
to arrange a time for your interview. Most interviews will last approximately 
thirty minutes and can be scheduled at your convenience. 

We encourage you to participate in this survey. Your views and opinions are 
important for the evaluation of programs at CHA developments. Thank you for your 
cooperation. 
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CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY 

FRANCES CABRINI.WILLIAM GREEN HOMES 
418 WEST OAK STREET • 

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60610 • TELEPHONE 79J-8620 

May 20, 1977 

Dear Resident: 

Last year many . d t . . ' resJ. en s of Cabrini-Green participat d . 
~~~~~i~~~ ~p~:r~: t~eir attitudes and OPinionseinJ.n 
here The' f' r J.mprovements and programs occurring 
beneficial ~ ~~:a!~~~u!~~nwasof tChollected proved to be most 

e programs. 

the ~;o!;a!:P~~a:~o!~ ~~~;~~;::~ngw:es~d&ntsl opinions about 
another survey will tak la Y· J. thin the next few weeks, 
we hope that you will b: ~bl~eto ~~'~thas ~een selected, and 
to talk with some youths to get th . J.cJ.~. e. e would also like 
C b . . -G' eJ.r oPJ.nJ.ons about life in 

a rJ.nJ. reen, so 1ll some cases we may want to int . 
your children, if you have any. ervJ.ew one of 

C The su...-ve;ys ~ll be conducted by the firms of Arthur Youn & 
ompany and Dillingham Associates All' ft.. g 

considered strictly confidential ·and YO~ ~ J.?~lWJ.ll be 
associated with the results.' WJ. never be 

the ~~~:~me during the next few weeks you will be contacted by 
• ',,",,:.LC>.6Cment Outpost personnel to arrange a time fo 
J.ntel'Vl.ew. Most interviews rill last approximately t~~~ur 
and can be scheduled at your convenience. y minutes 

We encourage you to participate ~.... thi 
and ". -.. s survey. Your views 

opJ.nJ.ons are J.mportant for the evaluation of the High Impact 
program. Thank you for your cooperation. 

Very truly yours, 

on ett 
Housing Manager 
Cabrini-Green Homes 

, 
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RESPONDENT NUMBER 

(1-3) 
ARTHUR YOUNG &: COMPANY 

ATTITUDE AND PERCEPTION SURVEY 

CABRINI-GREEN HIGH IMPACT EVALUATION 

SECOND YEAR 

FORM: C-G ADULT ~_(4) 

(CARD NUMBER) 1 (5) 

Introduction: 

Good morning (afternoon). My name is We're 
conducting a survey in this development to find out how people feel 
about the changes taking place here in Cabrini-Green. Your answers 

·will be kept strictly confidential. No names will ever be revealed in 
connection with the survey results. 

Respondent Name 
Address 

Time Interview Began 

Interview Location: 1 

2 

3 

4 

Da.te: 

Interviewer Name 

1 A.M. 
2 P.M. 

Management Outpost 
Apartment 

1 Male 
2 Female 

Apt. No. 

(6) 
__ (7-8) 

(9) 

Administration Office 
Other 

.~----------------------------- (10) 

(11-13) 

(14-15) 

(Stratum) (16-17) 

- 1 -
6/77 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

-~-.. _-., ... --, .. -- --... ~ 
~ . 

d Od you happen to participate in a survey of this By the way, 1 

type last year? How many times? 

o No 

1 Yes, once 

2 Yes, twice 

Now I'd like to begin by asking you what one thing 
do you like best about living here? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

What other things do you like about living 
(RECORD) (PROBE) (TRY FOR AT LEAST TWO) 

There might be some things you don't like 
living here. If so, what one thing do you 
about living here? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

here? 

about 
like least 

What other things don't you like about living here? 
(RECORD)(PROBE)(TRY FOR AT LEAST TWO) 

- 2 -

(19) 

__ (20-21) 

__ (22-23) 

__ (24-25) 

__ (26-27) 

__ (28-29) 

__ (30-31) 

__ (32-33) 

__ (34-35) 
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6a. 

6b. 

Some people have said that crime is the biggest 
problem around here. I would like to know what you 
think about this. First, would you agree or disagree 
that crime is the biggest problem around here? 

2 Agree 

1 

9 

Disag:r;ee 

Don't know 

Since the first of the year (January 1) have you been 
the victim of a crime or an attempted crime in this 
area? How many times? 

o No (Go to Question 7a) 

Yes (SPECIFY NUMBER) 

6c. What happened? What type of crime was it? (Take 
most recent one and record precise words.) 

6d. 

6e. 

Where did it happen? 

01 Apartment 
02 Lobby 
03 Hallway, deck gallery 
04 Elevator 
05 Parking lot 
06 Fro~t yard of building 
07 Back yard of building 
08 Public area (not part of building) 
09 Near street 
10 Surrounding neighborhood 
11 Stairwells, fire stairs 
12 Other (specify) 

Was the crime reported? By you or by someone else? 

1 No (Go to Question 6g) 

2 Yes, by respondent 

3 Yes, by someone else 

9 Don't know 

- 3 -

(36) 

(37) 

(38-39) 

(40'-41) 

(42) 



__________ -------------------------------------------~c--,-------

6f. Who was it reported to? (Go to QuestiQ.n 6h) 

1 Police 

2 Management outpost 

3 ,Safety aide 

4 Resident safety aide 
Other (SPECIFY) 

6g. Why wasn't the crime reported? 

6h. Approximately how old was the criminal? (IF 
NECESSARY, LIST AGE OF EACH PERSON INVOLVED) 

2 

3 

4 

9 

40 or older 

30-39 

18-29 

Younger than 18 

Don't know 

6i. Was the criminal caught? 

7a. 

1 

2 

9 

Yes 

No 

Don't know 

Since the first of the year, was someone you know 
personally, either a friend or relative, the victim 
of a crime or an attempted crime in this development? 
How many times? 

o No (GO TO QUESTION 8a) 

Yes (specify number) 

7b. What happened? What type of crime was it? (Take 
most recent one and record precise words.) 
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7c. Where did'it happen? 

01 Apartment 

7d. 

02 Lobby 
03 Hallway, deck gallery 
04 Elevator 
05 Parking lot 
06 Front yard of building 
07 Back yard of building 
08 Public area (not part of building) 
09 Near street 
10 Surrounding neighborhood 
11 Stairwells, fire stairs 
12 Other (specify) _________________________ ~ ____ ~--

..... .r;,. 

Was the crime reported? By you or by someone else? 

1 No (Go to Question 7f) 

2 Yes, by respondent 

3 Yes, by someone else 

9 Don't know 

7e. Who was it reported to? (Go to Question 8a) 

1 Police 

2 Management outpost 

3 Safety aide 

4 Resident safety aide 
Other (SPECIFY) 

(55-56) 

(57) 

(58) 

-------
7f. Why wasn't the crime reported? 

Thinking back over the past year (from about June 
1976), were you the victim of any crimes? If yes, 
what types of crimes? How many times? (RECORD 
NUMBER) (IF "'NO", WRITE '0'1 ON EVERY LINE.) 
(INTERVIEWER: DESCRIBE IF UNSURE) 

5 

Past Year 

Breaking and entering 
Assault . 
Theft 
Auto theft 
Vandalism 
Rape 
Other (specify) 

, . ~. , 

• 

(59'-60) 

(65) 
(66) 
(67) 
(68) 
(69) 
(70) 
(71) 
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J 
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Sb. 

9. 

10. 

lOa. 

lOb. 

'"t ~ '7 I 1~ , 

,----

[
u 
11 How about the year before that, say Jun~ 1975 to 

June 1976? Were you the victim of any crimes 
during that time? If. yes, what types of crimes? . 
How many times? (RECORD NUMBER) (IF "NO", WRITE '0' ON EACH LINE.) U 
(INTERVIEWER: DESCRIBE IF UNSURE)Year Before That 

Breaking and entering 
Assault 
Theft 
Auto theft 
Vandalism 
Rape 
Other (specify) 

What do you think is the one major cause of crime in 
this development? (RECORD) (PROBE, ASK IF NECESSARY 
WHA'r CAUSES PEOPLE TO COMMIT CRIMES HERE) 

(73) 
(74) 
(75) 
(76) 
(77) 
(78) 
(79) 

(STA.RT CARD = 2) .11 
R# (1-3) 

2 (5) 

__________ ( 10-11) 

Would you say it is worthwhile or a waste of time to 
report crime when it occurs in this development? 

2 Worthwhile 
(Skip to Question ~Oa) 

1 Waste of time 
(Go to Question lOb) 

9 Can't say 
(Skip to Question 84a) 

Why do you feel it's wort~while to report crime? 
(RECORD)(Go to Question l~) 

(12) 

~ ______ ~ __ ~~ ___________ ~ ____ ~ _____________ (13-14) 

Why do you feel reporting crime is a waste of time? 
(RECORD). 

~~~ ________ ~ __________________________________ (15-16) 
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84a. 

Respondent 

I am going to describe a number of crimes to you that 
sometimes happen around here. 1 want you to tell me 
how often these crimes or cri~~B like them happen in 
or near your building. (Pick the most frequent 
categor.y.) (Hand respondent Cards F and G) 

(1) 

Every 
day 

(2) 

One to 
several 

times 
a week 

(3) 

One to 
several 

times 
a month 

(4) (5) (9) 

One to Don't 
several Very know, 
times seldom no 

a year or never response 

A salesman comes to the door, gets a down payment~ 
but never delivers your order. 
Someone is shot. 

A teenage boy rapes a teenage girl. 

A mailbox is pried open, and mail is taken. 

An apartment is broken into; something is taken. 
Neighbors are fighting. 

A car is stolen from the parking lot. 

A gang of kids beats up a boy on his way to or 
from school. 

A group of kids are smoking pot in the stairwell. 

Some kids smash the windows of an apartment. 

A resident is mugged on his way home from work. 

A man is selling heroin on the street 
A 14-year-old runs away from home. 

- 6a -

(1-3) 

( 4) 
( 5) 

( 6) 

---( 7) 

--( 8) 

( 9) 

(10) 

__ (11) 

__ (12) 

__ (13) 

_~_(14) 

_~(15) 

__ (16) 



84b. Now as I repeat the list of crimes' again, please tell 

.,' 

me what you think the chances are that you will be the 
victim of any of these'crimes during the coming year. 
Of course, there are some crimes on this list which 
could never happen to you (e.g., the respondent does 
not own a car). For those, simply answer not appli­
cable. Now let's begin. (Hand respondent Cards F and H) 

(1) (2) (3) 

No chance 
at all 

or a very 
small A small My chances 

chance chance are 50-50 

(4) 

A good 
chance 

(5) 

A very 
good 

chance 
or' a 
sure 

thing 

(8) 

Not 
appli­
cable 

A salesman comes to the door, get a down payment, 
but ~ever ~elivers your order 

Someone is shot. 
A mailbox is pried open, and mail is taken 

An apartment is broken into; something is t 

Neighbors are fighting. 

A car is stolen from the parking lot. 

Some kids smash the windows of an apartment, (house). 

A resident is mugged on his way home from work. 
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(9) 

Don't 
knoVl, 

no 
response 

__ (17) 

__ (18) 
__ (19) 

__ (20) 

__ (21) 

__ (22) 

__ (23) 

__ (24) 
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Finally, as I go through the list of crimes again, 
tell me whether you think the victim of the crime 
or of crimes like it should report the crime to 
the police (or CHA security personnel). 
(Hand respondent Cards F and I) 

(1) (2) (3) 

It 
doesn't 
matter 
whether 

(4) (5) (9) 

Definitely 
should 

report it 

Probably 
should 

report it 

they 
report 

it or not 

Probably 
should not 
report it 

Definitely 
should not 
report it 

Don't 
know, 

no 
response 

A salesman comes to the door, gets a down payment, 
but never delivers your order. 
Someone is shot. 

A teenage boy rapes a teenage girl. 

A mailbox is pried open, and mail is taken. 

An apartment is broken into; something is taken. 
Neighbors are fighting. 

A car is stolen from the parking lot. 

A gang of kids beats up a boy on his way to' or 
from school. 

A group of kids are smoking pot in the stairwell. 
Some kids smash the windows of an apartment. 

A resident is mugged on his way home from work. 
A man is selling heroin on the street. 

A 14-year-old runs away from home. 
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11. Would you say that most crimes in this development 
are committed by people living here or by outsiders? 

1 Resic;lents 
2 Outsiders 

3 Both equally 
9 Can't say 

12. Are mos~ of these criminals 

1 Juvenile (under 18) 

2 Adults (18 or over) 
9 Don't know 

13. Thinking about your personal safety when you are out­
side after dark in this d~velopment, would you say 
you are very concerned, a little concerned, or not 
at all concerned? 

3 Very concerned 

2 Little concerned 

1 Not at all concerned 

9 Never go out after dark 

14~ How concerned are you about the personal safety of 
others in your family who live here, when they are 
outside after dark in this development? 

3 Very concerned 
2 A little concerned 
1 Not at all concerned 
8 They never go out after dark 
9 No others in family 

- 7 -
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!;~~~d ~:;~king about lour personal safety' after dark 

16. 

17. 

18. 

:~~~e~O~;da~~~::~i:~!al:?:~~t;~~ ~!t~::. S~:t~~::hS 
3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 

About the same 2 

9 Did?'t live here six months ago 
(Sk~p to Question 17) 

8 Never go out after dark 

What about compared to the way it 
was a year ago? 

3 Getting better 
1 

2 

9 

8 

Getting'worse 

About the same 

Didn't live here one year 

Never go out after dark 
ago 

H(~EWADofLtIesnTdOI~YOU go outside after dark 
. r NECESSARY) in this area? 

4 

3 

2 

1 

Almost every night 
(Go to Question 19) 

A few times a week 
(Go to Question 19) 
About once a week 
(Go to Question ,18) 

(21) 

(22) 

Very rarely (less than 
(Go to Question 18) once a week) 

(23) 

Why don't you go out more often? ( 
2 OR 3 SPECIFIC REASONS) RECORD)(PROBE FOR 

---------------------~ - ___ (24-25) 

..-----------------~-___ (26-27) 

_(28-29) 
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1.9. 

20. 

If the crime rate were lower in this area:, do yOIU 
think you wouid go outside after dark more often? 
How often? 

4' Yes, very often. 

3 Yes, sometimes 

2 Yes, but very setldom 

1 No 

9 Don't know 

Some people are more concerned about becoming a 
victim of crime in some areas than in other areas. 
I'm'going to read a list of locations to you and 
I'd like you to rate them according to how afraid. 
or concerned you are about being involved in a cr1me. 
For example, how fearful ~re you of a crime i~vol~­
ing you, your family, or your property oc~urr1ng 1n 
your apartment? Would you say you are qU1te fearful 
(scared), somewhat fearful (scared), or not fearful 
(scared)? (HAND RESPONDENT CARD A) 

(DO NOT 

NOTE: 
Interviewe 
read this 
one follow 
ing d. 

,--? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

h. 

Quite 
scared 

'Your apartment? 3 

The hallways, deck, 
ramp, or gallery? 3 

The lobby? 3 

The elevator? 3 

The grounds? 3 

The surrounding 
neighborhood? 3 

'Fire stairs ,stairwells 3 

The Loop? 3 

- 9 -

Some- READ) 
what Not Can't 

scared scared sa~ 

2 1 9 

2 1 9 

2 1 9 

2 1 9 

2 1· 9 

2 1 9 

2 1 9 

2 1 9 

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

(30) 

(31) 

(32) 

(33) 

(34) 

(35) 

(36) 

(37) 

(38) 
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21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

Compared to other public housing developments in 
Chicago, on the average, would you say this is a 
safer or more dangerous place to live? 

3 Safer than average 

2 About the same 

1 More dangerous than average 
9 Don't know 

Compared to private housing on the average in other 
parts of the City, would you say this is a safer or 
more dangerous place to live? 

Do you ever 
around this 

feel 

3 Safer than average 

2 About the same 

1 More dangerous than average 
9 Don't know 

afraid of being harmed when you walk 
development alone? (EVALUATE EXTENT) 

,> Yes, quite often v 

2 Yes, once in a while 
1 No 
8 Never walk around alone 

Do you ever worry about your mail being stolen or 
tampered with? (EVALUATE EXTENT OF WORRY) 

3 Yes, quite often 

2 Yes, once in a while 
1 No 

In the last 6 months, how often has your mail been 
stolen or tampered with? 

Number 

- 10 -
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26. 

26a. 

27. 

28 •. 

I 
'-

1 I 

How frequently on the average do you see strangers 
wandering around here? 

6 More than once a day 
(Go to Question 26a) 

5 About once a day 

4 

3 

2 

1 

9 

(Go to Qu~stion 26a) 
A few times a week 
(Go to Question 26a) 

About once a week 
(Go to Question 26a) 

Less than once a week 
(Skip to Que~tion 27) 
Never 
(Skip to Question 27) 

Can't tell difference 
(Skip to Question 27) 

In which areas do you usually see the most strangers? 
In the lobby, halls, behind or in front of the build­
ings, near the entrances or where? 

1 Lobby 

2 Hall 

3 Behind the building 

4 In front of the building 
5 Near entrances 

6 Elevators 

7 Other (specify) 

How would you rate the attractiveness of the 
Cabrini-Green development? Would you say it is 

4 Very attractive 

3 Not too ba.d 

2 Rather unattractive 

1 Very unattractive 
9 Can't say 

Do you have any suggestions on what could be done to 
make Cabrini-Green a more attractive place to live? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) 
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28a. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

Have you ever considered moving to another building 
in Cabrini-Green? 

2 Yes (Go to Question 29) 

1 No (~o t? Question 30) (50) 

Which building? 

~~ __ ~ ____________________________________________ (51-52) 
(Address) 

How long do you think you will continue livipg here 
in this development? 

1 Less than 6 months 

2 6 months to 1 year 

3 . 1 to 2 years 

4 Indefinitely plan to stay 

9 Don't know 

If and when you move out, what type of housing do you 
think you will move to? 

1 

2 

3 

'4 

Different public housing 

Apartment building or flat 

Rented home 

Your own home 

Other (Specify) 

If you were to leave the development, what do you 
think would be your most important reason for leav­
ing? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

(54) 

(55) 

______________________________________ ~ _______ (56-57) 

~----~-------------------------------------- ____ (58-59) 
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33. There are a number of services that most people aro~nd here need 
to use or may need to use in the future. I would 11ke to know 
how you would rate these service3. (SHOW CARD B) 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

j. 

k. 

1. 

m. 

n. 

o. 

Would you say it is? 

CHA maintenance 
of buildings? 

CHA maintenance 
of grounds? 

CHA response to 
repair requests? 

Police protection 
around here? 
CHA management in 
general? 
Your management 
outpost? 
The personnel who 
work in management 
out_post? 

The convenience of 
shopping around 
here? 
The quality of the 
stores around here? 

The convenience of 
transportation 
available to 
residents? 

Out­
standing 

or 
extremely 

good 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Services available 
to youth in trouble? 4 

CHA security 
services? 

(If there are 
elevators) the 
elevator service? 

Health services 
in the area? 

The schools around 
here? 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More than 
satis­
factory 

or quite 
good 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

(DO NOT READ) 

Satis- Unsatis­
factory factory Can't 
or OK or poor say 

2 1 9 (60) 

2 1 9 (61) 

2 1 9 (62) 

2 1 9 (63) 

2 1 9 (64) 

2 1 9 (65) 

2 1 9 (66) 

2 1 9 (67) 

2 1 9 (68) 

2 1 9 (69) 

2 1 9 (70) 

2 1 9 (71) 

2 1 9 (72) 

2 1 9 (73) 

2 1 9 (74) 

only at 1340 North Larrabee, 1150-1160 Ask Cabrini-Green residents 
North Sedwick and 364-365 West Oak. 

p. CHA resident safety 
aides? 

q. Women's self defense 
programs? 

-7 ,-

4 

4 

3 

3 
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2 1 9 (75) 

2 1 9 (76) 
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34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

Respondent number (1-3) ---
Card number 3 ' (5) 

We asked you about many services for residents. Are 
there any other services, not currently available, 
which you would like to see offered to residents? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) 

______________________________ . ___________________ (10-11) 

~--____ ----__ --__ -------------------------------(12-13) 
__________________________________________________ (14-15) 

Think of the general quality of life in Cabrini-Green. 
Compared to the way it was six months ago, would you 
say the quality of life is (IF NECESSARy;" DEFINE 
QUALITY OF LIFE AS IIGENERALLY HOW GOOD OR BAD IT IS 
TO LIVE HEREII) 

3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 

2 

9 

About the same 

Didn't live here six months ago 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 37) 

Compared to the way it was a year ago, would you say 
the quality of life is 

3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 

'2 About the same 

9 Didn't live here a year ago 

People differ in how satisfied they are with their 
life generally. Thinking about your life in 
general, would you say you are 

4 Very satisfied 

3 Generally satisfied 

2 Generally dissatisfied 

1 Very dissatisfied 

(16) 

(17) 

(18) 

Why do you feel this way? (RECORD)(PROBE FOR SPECIFICS) 

_(19-20) 

_(21-22) 

_(23-24) 
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38a. Now I want to ask you how you feel about your life in a somewhat 
different way. I'm going to show you a picture of a ladder. 
Suppose that the ladder represents your life. Imagine that the 
top of the ladder represents the best possible life for you and 
the bottom represents the worst possible life for you. 

I'd like you to look at the ladder and tell me where you feel 
you stand on th~ ladder at the present time. Remember, the top 
of the ladder means the best possible life for you. (SHOW 
RESPONDENT PAGE AND MARK "P" NEXT TO NUMBER INDICATED. TAKE 
PAGE BACK AND ASK) 

Next, please tell where you believe you will stand in the future, 
say 1 to 3 years from now. (RETURN PAGE RESPONDENT AND MARK "F" 
NEXT TO NUMBER INDICATED.) 

P_, __ (25) 

F ___ (26) 

F minus P ______ (27) 
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Are you presently employed? 

2 

1 

Yes (GO TO QUESTION 40) 

No (SKIP TO QUESTION 44) 

Is this full time or part time? 

2 Full time 

1 Part time 

Is it a permanent or temporary job? 

2 Permanent 

1 Temporary 

Is this with TPP or CRA? 

3 

(Select only ~) 
Yes, CHA 

2 Yes, TPP 
1 No 

Which shift do you generally work? 

4 Days 

3 Afternoons 

2 Midnights 
1 Varies 

Are you currently looking for work? 

2 Yes 

1 No 

Do you think there are enough employment opportunities 
for residents here who really want to work? 

2 Yes 

1 No 
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46. Here are some things that people have said about living in 
this development. Please tell me whether you agree or 
disagree with these statements. (SHOW CARD C) 

... _._._. f]i 

u 
(DO NOT READ) 

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Can't fJ 
[J 

a. All things con­
sidered, this is 
a pretty good 
place to live. 

b. Sometimes the 
best thing for 
a person to do 
around here 
is just to 
mind your own 
business 

c. If you speak up 
to the CHA man­
agement around 
here, you'll 
make a lot of 
trouble for 
yourself 

d. Most people 
around here 
don't care what 
happens to this 
development. 

e. The main problem 
around here is not 
the buildings or 
the way they're 
run; the main 
problem is the 
people who live 
here 

f. The High Impact 
Program is making 
this a better 
place to live. 

g. TPP and the 
Management Out­
posts are making 
this a better 
place to live. 

h. The lobby is 
almost always 
unclean and 
unsanitary 

agree agree disagree disagree say 

4 3 2 1 9 

4 3 2 1 9 

4 3 2 1 9 

4 3 2 1 9 

4 3 2 1 9 

4 3 2 1 9 

4 3 2 1 9 

4 3 2 1 9 
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47a. 

47b. 

(ASK IF RESIDENT LIVES IN ELEVATOR BUILDING) 
How frequently do you use the stairs instead of the 
elevator? 

6 Almost always 

5At least once a day 

4 A few times a week 
3 About once a week 

2 Less than once a week 
1 Never 

9 Don't know 

How often do you see the resident safety aides (the 
people who live at Cabrini-Green and patrol the buildings)? 

5 Every day 

4 A few times a week 

3 A few times a month 
2 Rarely (SKIP TO QUESTION 48) 
1 Never 

(SKIP TO QUESTION 48) 
9 Don't know 

(SKIP TO QUESTION 48) 

47c. How satisfied have you been with the assistance 
you've received from the resident safety aides? 

4 Very satisfied 

3 Somewhat satisfied 

2 Somewhat dissatisfied 
1 Very dissatisfied 

How many time have you gone to the Management Outpost 
for assistance or other business in the past six 
months? 

(Record Number) 
o Never 

(GO TO QUESTION {50) 
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48a. What was the purpo3e of your most recent visit? 
(RECORD) 

49. How satisfied have you been with the assistance you 
have received at the Management Outpost? 

4 Ver.y satisfied 

3 Somewha t sa tisf.ied 
2 

1 

Somewhat dissatisfied 

Very dissatisfied 

50. How often would you say you see Chicago police on the 
development grounds? (READ LIST) 

5 At least once a day 

4 Several times a week 

3 About once a week 

2. Once every two or th;r:ee weeks 

1 Once a month or less 

(Start Card 
R#~ ____ ~ ____________ __ 

4 

51. How would you rate the speed of the police response to 

52. 

calls for help in the development? 

How would you rate 
raising children? 

5 Very fast 

4 Fairly fast 

3 Not too fast 

2 Very slow 

'1 Don't show .up 

this development as a place for 
Would you say it is 

5 Very good 

4 Fairly good 

3 As good as any place 

2 Bad 
1 Very bad 
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53. 

54. 

55. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

56. 

I 

Some people feel that children and teenagers around 
here get into trouble.because there are not enough 
organized activities for thnm. Do you think there 
ar~ enough activities for youth around here? 

2 Yes (SKIP TO QUESTION 55) 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 54) 

9 Don't know 
(GO TO QUESTION 54) 

In your oplnlon, what kind of youth programs are most 
needed here? (RECORD) 

(12) 

__ (13-14) 

______________________________________________ (15-16) 

______________________________________________________ (17-18) 

Would you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about youth in the development? 
(SHOW CARD C) 

Some- Some-
Strongly what what Strongly Can't 
agree agree disagree disagree say 

Children and teen­
agers in the devel­
opment frequently 
skip school. 4 

There are rna. flY 
children hera who 
would be better off 
away from their 
family for awhile. 4 

Student study centers 
should be available in 
development buildings. 4 

Children are responsi­
ble for a lot of the 
trouble around here. 4 

·3 

3 

3 

3 

2 1 9 (19) 

2 1 9 (20) 

2 1 9 (21) 

2 1 9· (22) 

Do you have any.suggestions for improving the Management 
Outpost Program (RECORD)(PROBE) 

~--------___ --------____ --------------------------- ____ (23-24) 

__ (25-26) 

~---------------------------------------------~~--- ____ (27-28) 
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57. 

58. 

Now I have a few questions about you and your family. 
Including yOurself, how many people live in your hou~e­
hold? How many are adults and how many are children 
under 18? . 

-....,.....,......,.._Total 

_..,..--.-;Adults 
_____ Children (under 18) 

How long have you and your family lived in this 
particular apartment? 

(29-30) 

(31) 
(32) 

lJ 
n 
0 
II 

__ (33-36) 0 
years months 

[Example: one year and one month = 0101] 

59. By the way, what is your age? 

60. 

61. 

62 

Years old 

Did you and your family live in public housing or 
did you live somewhere else before you moved into 
your present apartment? 

2 Public housing 

Was this 

1 

2 

1 

How long did you live there? 

(GO TO QUESTION 61) 

Somewhere else 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 65) 

Cabrini-Green 

Another development 
(GO TO QUESTION 64) 

Years 
(ROUND TO NEAREST YEAR) 

63. Did you ever live in public housing before you moved 
to Cabrini-Green? 

2 Yes 

~ No (GO TO QUESTION 65) 
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65. 
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How long did you live there? 

_ ' Years (GO TO QUESTION 66) 

What typ~ of housing was it? 

1 Private apartment building or flat 
2 Rented home 
3 Privately owned home 

Other (SPECIFY) 
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66. 

67. 

68. 

69. 

70. 

.1 

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

ASK QUESTION 66 TO QUESTION 70 ONLY OF RESIDENTS 
LIVING IN THE SECURITY BUILDINGS - 1340 North 
Larrabee, 1150-1160 North Sedgwick, and 364-365 
W~st Oak. 

Compared to your old lobby, do you now feel safer in 
the· new building lobby? 

2 Yes 
(GO TO QUESTION 67) 

1 No 
(SKLP TO QUESTION 68) 

9 Don't know 

Why do you feel safer? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) (SKIP TO QUESTION 69) 

(53) 

(54-55) 

----------------------------________________________ (56-57) 

Why don't you feel safer? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) 

--------------"',_. ,--------------- ____ ( 58-59) 

--------------------------_________________________ (60-61) 

Do you feel that the toilet facilities on the first 
floor are helpful? 

2 Yes 

1 No 

9 Don't know 

Do you or anyone in your family use the exterior 
areas which have recently been fenced 'in? 

2 Yes 

1 No 

9 Don't know 
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71. 

85. 

------------

We have been talking about many things in.relation to this 
housing development. Is there anything you would like to 
add? (RECORD) 

__ ~ ____ ~~~~ ______ ~~ __ ~ ________________ (64-65) 

__ ~ ________________________________ ~ _______ ·_(66-67) 

~~~ __ -~----------------------------.~--- ___ (68-69) 

Could I have your telephone number in case my 
supervisor wants to check on my work? 

(RECORD) 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Your 
comments will be very helpful in the High Impact 
Program evaluation! 

Time interview ended _____ __ A.M. 
P.M. 

Length of interview (72-73) 
Minutes 
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RESPONDENT NUMBER ----
ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY 

(1-3) 

ATTITUDE AND PERCEPTION SURVEY 

CABRINI-GREEN HIGH IMPACT EVALUATION 

SECOND YEAR 

FORM: C-G YOUTH 

Introduction: 

~('4) 

(CARD NUMBER) ~(5) 

Good morning (afternoon). My name is We're 
conducting a survey in this development to find out how residents, 
including young people like yourself, feel about the changes taking 
place here in C~brini-Green. Your answers will be kept strictly 
confidential. No names will ever be revealed in connection with the survey results. 

Respondent Name 
1 

2 

Male 

Female 
(6) Address ------____________________________ ~~~~--- ____ (7-8) 

Apt. No. Time Interview Began 

Interview Location: 

Date: 

Interviewer Name 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

2 

A.M. 

P.M. 
Management Outpost 
Apartment 

Administration Office 
Other 

(9) 

(10) 

(11-13) 
---------------------------______________ (14-15) 

- 1 -

(STRATUM) __ (16-17) 
6/77 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

By the way, did you happen to participate in a survey of this 
type last year? How many times? 

0 No 

1 Yes, once 

2 Yes, twice 

Now I'd li~e to begin by asking you what one thing 
do you like best about living here? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

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

---"'-----------------------------------
What other things do you like about living here? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) (TRY FOR AT LEAST TWO) 

(19) 

(20-21) 

(22-23) 

_____________________________________________ (24-25) 

_________________________________________________ (26-27) 

There might be some things you don't like about 
living here. If so, what one thing do you like least 
about living here? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

____________________________________ (28-29) 

What other things don't you like about living here? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) (TRY FOR AT LEAST TWO) 

__ (30-31) 

________________________________________________ (32-33) 

____________ ( 34-35) 
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6a. 

6b. 

6c. 

6d. 

6e. 

Some people have said that crime is the biggest 
problem around her~. I would like to know what you 
think about this. First, would you agree or disagree 
that crime is the biggest problem around here? 

2 Agree 

1 Disagree 

9 Don't know 

Since the first of the year (January 1) have you been 
the victim of a crime or an attempted crime in this 
area? How many times? 

o No (GO TO QUESTION 7a) 

Yes (SPECIFY NUMBER) 

What happened? What type of crime was it? (TAKE 
MOST RECENT ONE AND RECORD PRECISE WORDS.) 

Where did it happen? 

01 Apartment 
02 Lobby 
03 Hallway, deck gallery 
04 EleT:a tor 
05 Parking lot 
06 Front yard of building 
07 Back yard of building 
08 Public area (not part of building 
09 Near street 
10 Surrounding neighborhood 
11 Stairwells, fire stairs 
12 Other (SPECIFY) 

Was the crime reported? By you or by someone else? 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 6g) 

2 Yes, by respondent 

3 Yes, by someone else 

9 Don't know 
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6f. 

6g. 

6h. 

'. , 

6i. 

7a. 

7b. 

"r I 

Who was it reported to? (GO TO QUESTION 6h) 

1 Police 

2 Management outpost 

3 Safety aide 

4 Resident safety aide 

Other (SPECIFY) ________ _ 

Why wasn't the crime reported? 

Approximately how old was the criminal? (IF 
NECESSARY, LIST AGE OF EACH PERSON INVOLVED) 

1 40 or older 

2 30-39 

3 18-29 

4 Younger than 18 

9 Don't know 

Was the criminal caught? 

1 Yes 

2 No 

9 Don't know 

Since the first of the year, was someone you know 
~r.sonally, either a friend or relative, the victim 
of a crime or an attempted crime in this development? 
How many times? 

o No (GO TO QUESTION 8a) 

Yes (SPECIFY NUMBER) 

What happened? What type of crime was it? (TAKE 
MOST RECENT ONE AND RECORD PRECISE WORDS.) 
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Where did it happen? 

01 Apartment 
,02 Lobby 
03 Hallway, deck gallery 
04 Elevator 
05 Parking lot 
06 Front yard of building 
07 Back yard of building 
08 Public area (not part of building) 
09 Near street 
10 Surrounding neighborhood 
11 Stairwells, fire stairs 
12 Other (SPECIFY) 

Was the crime reported? By you or by someone else? 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 7f) 

2 Yes, by respondent 

3 Yes, by someone else 

9 Don't know 

Who was it reported to? (GO TO QUESTION 8a) 

1 Police 

2 Management outpost 

3 Safety aide 

4 Resident safety aide 

Other (SPECIFY) __________ __ 

Why wasn't the crime reported? 

Thinking back over the past year (from about June 
1976), were you the victim of any crimes? If yes, 
what types of crimes? How many times? (RECORD 
NUMBER) (IF "NO", WRITE '0' ON EACH LINE) (INTER­
VIEWER, DESCRIBE IF UNSURE) 

PAST YEAR 

Breaking and entering 
Assault 
Theft 
Auto theft 
Vandalism 
Rape 
Other (SPECIFY) 
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(65) 
(66) 
(67) 
(68) 
(69) 
(70) 
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~----

8b. How about the year before that, say June 1975 to 
June 1976? Were you the victim of any crimes 
during that time? If yes, what types of crimes? 
How many times? (RECORD NUMBER) (IF "NO", WRITE 
'0' ON EACH LINE)(INTERVIEWER, DESCRIBE IF UNSURE) 

9. 

YEAR BEFORE THAT 

Breaking and entering 
Assault 
Theft 
Auto theft 
Vandalism 
Rape 
Other (SPECIFY) 

What do you think is the one major cause of crime in 
this development? (RECORD) (PROBE, ASK IF NECESSARY 
WHAT CAUSES PEOPLE TO COMMIT CRIMES HERE) 

(73) 
(74) 
(75) 
(76) 
(77) 
(78) 
(79) 

(START CARD #2) 

10. 

______________________________ R# (1-3) 

2 (5) 

_____________________________________________ (10-11) 

Would you say it is worthwhile or a waste of time to 
report crime when it occurs in this development? 

2 Worthwhile 
(SKIP TO QUESTION lOa) 

1 Waste of time 
(GO TO QUESTION lOb) 

9 Can't say 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 11) (12) 

lOa. Why do you feel it's worthwhile to report crime? 
(RECORD)(GO TO QUESTION 11) 

lOb. 

_______________________________________ (13-14) 

Why do you feel reporting crime is a waste of time? 
(RECORD) 

____________________________________ (15-16) 
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14. 

Would you say that most crimes in this development 
are committed by pe,Ople living here or by outsiders? 

1 Residents 

2 Outsiders 

3 Both equally 

9 Can't say 

Are most of these criminals 

1 Juven~le (under 18) 

2 Adults (18 or over) 

9 Don't know 

Thinking about your personal safety when you are out­
side after dark in this development, would you say 
you are very concerned, a little concerned, or not 
at all concerned? 

3 

2 

1 

Very concerned 

Little concerned 

Not at all concerned 

9 Never go out after dark 

How concerned are you about the personal safety of 
others in your family who live here, when they are 
outside after dark in this development? 

3 Very concerned 

2 A little concerned 

1 Not at all concerned 

8 They never go out after dark 

9 No others in family 
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15. 

16. 

17. 

Again, thinking about your personal safety after dark 
around here, compared to the way it was six months 
ago, would you say it is getting better, getting 
worse, or about the same? 

3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 

2 About the same 

9 Didn't live here six months ago 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 17) 

8 Neve:r go out after dark 

What about compared to the way it was a year ago? 

3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 

2 About the same 

9 Didn't live here one year ago 

8 Never go out after dark 

How often do you go outside after dark in this area? 
(READ LIST IF NECESSARY) 

4 Almost every night 
(GO TO QUESTION 19) 

3 A few times a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 19) 

2 About once a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 18) 

1 Very rarely (less than once a week) 
(GO TO QUESTION 18) 

(21) 

(22) 

(23) 

18. Why don't you go out more often? (RECORD)(PROBE FOR 
2 OR 3 SPECIFIC REASONS) 

(24-25) 

____________________________________________________ (26-27) 

____________________________________________________ (28-29) 
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19. 

20. 

NOTE: 

If the crime rate were lower in this area, do you 
think you would go outside after dark more often? 
How often? 

4 Yes, very often 

3 Yes, sometimes 

2 Yes, but very seldom 

1 No 

9 Don't know 

Some people are more concerned about becoming a 
victim of crime in some areas than in other areas. 
I'm going to read a list of locations to you and 
I'd like you to rate them according to how afraid 
or concerned you are about being involved in a crime. 
For example, how fearful are you of a crime involv­
ing you, your family, or your property occurring in 
your apartment? Would you say you are quite fearful 
(scared), somewhat fearful (scared), or not fearful 
(scared)? (HAND RESPONDENT CARD A) 

Some-
Quite what Not 
scared scared scared 

a. Your apartment? 3 2 1 

b. The hallways, deck, 
ramp, or gallery? 3 2 1 

c. The lobby? 3 2 1 

d • The elevator? 3 2 1 

e. The grounds? 3 2 1 

f. The surrounding 
Interviewer neighborhood? 3 2 1 
read this 
one follow- Fire stairs, 
ing d. stairwells? 3 2 1 

h. The Loop? 3 2 1 
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(30) 

(DO NOT 
READ) 
Can't 

say 

9 (31) 

9 (32) 

9 (33) 

9 (34) 

9 (35) 

9 (36) 

9 (37) 

9 (38) 
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23. 

26. 

26a. 

27. 

,----

Do you ever feel afraid of being harmed when you walk 
around this development alone? (EVALUATE EXTENT) 

3 Yes, quite often 
2 Yes, once in a while 
1 No 

8 Never walk around alone 

How frequently on the average do you see strangers 
wandering around here? 

6 More than once a day 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

5 About once a day 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

4 A few times a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

3 About once a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

2 Less than once a week 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 27) 

1 Never 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 27) 

9 Can't tell difference 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 27) 

In which areas do you usually see the most strangers? 
In the lobby, halls, behind or in front of the build­
ings, near the entrances or where? 

1 Lobby 

2 Hall 

3 Behind the building 
4 In front of the building 
5 Near entrances 

6 Elevators 

7 Other (SPECIFY) 

How would you rate the attractiveness of the 
Cabrini-Green development? Would you say it is 

4 Very attractive 

3 Not too bad 

2 

1 

9 

Rather unattractive 

Very unattractive 

Can't say 
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28. 

32. 

Do you have any suggestions on what could be do~e to 
make Cabrini-Green a more attractive place to llve? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) 

If you and your family were to leave the development, 
what do you think would be the most important reason 
for leaving? 

(PROBE) ______________________________________ _ 

(48-49) 

_______________________________________________ (56-57) 

_______________________________________________ (58-59) 
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33. There are a number of services that most people around here need 
to use or may need to use in the future. I would like to know 
how you would rate these services. (SHOW CARD B) 

Would you say it is? 

a. CHA maintenance 
of buildings? 

b. CHA maintenance 
of grounds? 

c. Police protection 
around here? 

d. Your management 
outpost? 

e. The personnel who 
work in management 
outpost? 

f. The convenience of 
transportation 
available to 
residents? 

g. Services available 
to youth in trouble? 

h. CRA security 
services? 

i. (If there are 
elevators) the 
elevator service? 

j. The schools around 
here? ,--.--

Out­
standing 

or 
extremely 

good 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More than 
satis­
factory 

or quite 
good 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

(DO NOT READ) 

Satis- Unsatis­
factory factory 
or OK or poor 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

Can't 
say 

9 (60) 

9 (61) 

9 (63) 

9 (65) 

9 (66) 

9 (69) 

9 (70) 

9 (71) 

9 (72) 

9 (74) 

ASK CABRINI'-GREEN RESIDENTS ONLY AT 1340 NORTH LARRABEE, 1150-1160 
NORTH SEDGWICK AND 364-365 WEST OAK. 

k. CHA resident safety 
aides? 

1. The quality of the 
education in schools 
around here? 

m. The quality of the 
counseling in the 
schools around here~ 

n. Recreational programs 
for youth? 

. , , 

" 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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3 2 1 9 (80) 

I 

0 1 

U 
fi 
o 
n 
n 
o 
n 
u 
n 
u 
u 
n 
u 
o 
tl 
n~ 

n 
Q 

IU 
n 
o 
Q 

H 
U 
U 

1(1 

U 

jo 
lU 

--,.~~-";. .. ..,,.,-,< .. ~,-.-, 

(START CARD #3) R# __ _ 

,3 

34a. Are you currently attending a school here? 

2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 34b) 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 35a) 

34b. What is the school's name? 

35a. Why aren't you attending school now? (RECORD) ______ __ 

(1-3) 

(5) 

(10) 

(11) 

__________________________________ (12-13) 

___________________________________________ (14-15) 

37. People differ in how satisfied they are with their 
life generally. Thinking about your life in 
general, would you say you are 

4 Very satisfied 

3 Generally satisfied 

2 

1 

Generally dissatisfied 

Very dissatisfied (18) 

38. Why do you feel this way? (RECORD)(PROBE FOR SPECIFICS) 

______________________________________ (19-20) 

_____________________________________ (21-22) 

_______________________________________ (23-24) 
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38a. 

·1 
i/O' . !I 

I 

Now I want to ask you how you feel about your life in a somewhat 
different way. I'm going to show you a picture of a ladder. 
Suppose that the ladder represents your life. Imagine that the 
top of the ladder represents the best possible life for you and 
the bottom represents the worst possible life for you. 

I'd like you to look at the ladder and tell me where you feel 
you stand on the ladder at the present time. Remember, the top 
of the ladder means the best possible life for you. (SHOW 
RESPONDENT PAGE AND MARK liP" NEXT' TO NUMBER INDICATED. TAKE 
PAGE BACK AND ASK) 

Next, please tell where you believe you will stand in the future, 
say 1 to 3 years from now. (RETURN PAGE RESPONDENT AND MARK "F" 
NEXT TO NUMBER INDICATED.) 

P ___ (25) 

F ___ (26) 

F minus P ______ (27) 
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39. 

40. 

41. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

Are you presently employed? 

2, 

1 
Yes (GO TO QUESTION 40) 

No (SKIP TO QUESTION 44) 

Is this full time or part time? 

2 Full time 

1 Part time 

Is it a permanent or temporary job? 

2 Permanent 

1 Temporary 

Which shift do you generally work? 

4 Days 

3 Afternoons 

2 Midnights 
1 Varies 

Are you currently looking for work? 

2 Yes 
1 No 

Do you think there are e h 1 in noug emp oyment opportunities 
this area for youth here who really want to work? 

2 Yes 

1 No 

9 Don't know 
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46. Here are some things that people have said about living in 
this development. Please tell me whether you agree or 
disagree with these statements. (SHOW CARD C) 

(DO NOT READ) 

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Can't 
agree agree disagree disagree say 

a. All things con­
sidered, this is 
a pretty good 
place to live 

b. Most people 
around here 
don't care what 
happens to this 
development 

c. The High Impact 
Program is making 
this a better 
place to live 

d. TPP and the 
Management Out­
posts are making 
this a better 
place to live 

e. 'l'he lobby is 
almost always 
unclean and 
unsanitary 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

47a. (ASK IF RESIDENT LIVES IN ELEVATOR BUILDING) 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

How frequently do you use the stairs instead of the 
elevator? 

6 Almost always 

5 At least once a day 

4 A few times a week 

3 About once a week 

2 Less ~dan once a week 

1 Never 

9 Don't know 
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(43) 

(46) 

(48) 

(49) 

(50) 

(52) 
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47b. 

47c. 

50. 

51. 

How often do you se~ the resident safety aides (the 
people who live at Cabrini-Green and patrol the 
buildings)? 

5 Every day 

4 A few times a week 

3 A few times a month 

2 Rarely (SKIP TO QUESTION 

1 Never 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 50) 

9 Don't know 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 50) 

How satisfied have you been with the ass~stance 
you've received from the resident safety aides? 

4 Very satisfied 

3 Somewhat satisfied 

2 Somewhat dissatisfied 

1 Very dissatisfied 

50) 

How often would you say you see Chicago police on the 
development grounds? (READ LIST) 

5 At least once a day 

4 Several times a week 

3 About once a week 

2 Once every two or three weeks 

1 Once a month or less 

(START 
R# -----------------------

4 

How would you rate the speed of the police response to 
calls for help in the development? 

5 Very fast 

4 Fairly fast 

3 Not too fast 

2 Very slow 

1 Don't show up 
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CARD #4) 

(1-3) 
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52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

'7 J 

How would you rate this development as a place for 
kids ta grow up in? Would you say it is 

5 Very good 

4 Fairly good 

3 As good as any place 

2 Bad 

1 Very bad 

Some people feel that kids and teenagers around 
here get into trouble because there are not enough 
organized activities for them. Do you think there 
are enough activities for youth around here? 

2 Yes (SKIP TO QUESTION 55) 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 54) 

9 Don't know 
(GO TO QUESTION 54) 

In your oplnl0n, what klnd of youth programs are most 
needed here? (RECORD) 

(11) 

(12) 

________ ~--------------------------------------____ (13-14) 

____________________________________________________ (15-16) 

__ (17-18) 

Would you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about youth in the development? 
(SHOW CARD C) 

Some- Some-
Strongly what what Strongly Can't 

Children and teen­
agers in the devel­
opment frequently 
skip school. 

There are many 
children here who 
would be better off 
away from their 
family for awhile. 

Student study centers 
should be available in 
development buildings. 

Children are responsi­
ble for a lot of the 
trouble around here. 

... 

agree agree disagree disagree say 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 
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(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 
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56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62 

Do you have any suggestions for . 
O t t P lmproving the Management u pos rogram (RECORD)(PROBE) 

---~---------------__ (23-24) 

-------------------__ (25-26) 

_(27-28) 

Now I have a few to 
Including yourseliue~ 10ns about you and your family. 
hold? How many ar~ a~~l~any ~ehoPle live in your house-
under 18? s an ow many are children 

___ Total 

__ ---..:Adults 

___ Children (UNDER 18) 

How long have you and your family lived 
particular apartment? in this 

(29-30) 

(31) 

(32) 

years months 

ONE YEAR AND ONE MONTH = OlOlJ 

__ (33-36) 

[EXAMPLE: 

By the way, what is your age? 

Years old 

D~d you an.d your family live in publ~c dld I .... housing or 
you lve somewhere else before you moved into 

your present apartment? 

Was this 

2 Public housing 
(GO TO QUESTION 61) 

1 

2 

1 

Somewhere else 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 65) 

Cabrini-Green 

Another development 
(GO TO QUESTION 64) 

How long did you live there? 

Years 
(ROUND TO NEAREST YEAR) 

- 19 -

(37-38) 

(39) 

(40) 

(41-42) 



63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

67. 

68. 

f I 

~-----

Did you ever live in public housing before you moved 
to Cabrini-Green? 

2 Yes 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 65) 

How long did you live there? 

_ Years (GO TO QUESTION 66) 

What type of housing was it? 

1 Private apartment building or flat 

2 Rented home 

3 Privately owned home 

Other (SPECIFY) 

ASK QUESTION 66 TO QUESTION 70 ONLY OF RESIDENTS 
LIVING IN THE SECURITY BUILDINGS - 1340 North 
Larrabee, 1150-1160 North Sedgwick, and 364-365 
West Oak. 

Compared to your old lobby, do you now feel safer 
the new building lobby? 

2 Yes 

in 

(GO TO QUESTION 67) 

1 No 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 68) 

9 Don't know 

Why do you feel safer? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) (SKIP TO QUESTION 69) 

(47) 

(49-50) 

(51) 

(53) 

___________________________________________________ (54-55) 

Why don't you feel safer? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) 

__ (56-57) 

_________________________________________________ (58-59) 

__________ ~ ____ ------------------------------ ___ (60-61) 
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69. Do you feel that the toilet facilities on the first 
floor are helpful? . 

2 Yes 

1 No 

9 Don't know 

70. Do you or anyone in your family use the exterior 
areas which have recently been fenced in? 

2 Yes 

1 No 

9 Don't know 

71. We have been talking about many things in relation to 
this housing development. Is there anything you would 
like to add? (RECORD) 

(62) 

(63) 

____________________________________________________ (64-65) 

____________________________________________________ (66-67) 

(START CARD #5) R# __ _ 

72. We are also interested in your oplnlons about some of 
the youth agencies in this area. Have you ever heard 
of the Near North Youth Development Center? 

2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 73) 

5 

1 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 78) 

9 Don't know (GO TO 
QUESTION 73) 

73. Do you know what kinds of things or services they will 
do for kids who go there? 

2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 74) 

1 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 75) 

9 Don't know (SKIP TO 
QUESTION 75) 

74. What are these services? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

(68-69) 

(1-3) 

(5) 

(10) 

(11) 

_________________________________________________ (12-13) 

___________________________________________________ (14-15) 

____________________________________________________ (16-17) 
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75. 

76. 

77. 

78. 

79. 

80. 

---- ---~---

Do you think you would be willing to go there for 
help or assistance? 

2 Yes 

1 No 

9 Don't know 

Have you ever gone there for help or assistance 
in the past? 

2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 77) 

1 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 78) 

9 Don't know (SKIP TO 
QUESTION 78) 

How satisfied were you with this assistance? 
4 Very satisfed 

3 Generally satisfied 
2 

1 

Generally dissatisfied 

Very dissatisfied 

Now I want to ask you about another agency. Have 
you ever heard of the Cabrini-Green Youth Service 
Bureau? 

2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 79) 

1 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 85) 

9 Don't know (GO TO 
QUESTION 79) 

Do you know what kinds of things or services they 
will do for kids who go there? 

2 

1 
9 

Yes (GO TO QUESTION 80) 

No (SKIP TO QUESTION 81) 
Don't know (SKIP TO 
QUESTION 81) 

What are these services? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

(18) 

(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 

______________________________________________ (23-24) 

________________________________________________ (25-26) 
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81. 

82. 

83. 

85. 

Do you think you would be willing to go there for 
help or assistance? 

2 Yes 
,1 No 

9 Don't know 

Have you ever gon~ there for help or assistance in 
the past? 

2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 83) 

1 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 85) 

9 Don't know (SKIP TO 
QUESTION 85) 

How satisfied were you with this assistance? 

4 Very satisfied 

5 

2 

1 

Generally satisfied 

Generally dissatisfied 
Very dissatisfied 

Could I have your telephone number in case my 
sup,~visor wants to check on my work? 

(RECORD) 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Your 
comments will be very helpful in the High Impact 
Program Evaluation. 

Time interview ended A.M. 
P.M. 

(29) 

(30) 

(31) 

Length of interview (72-73) 
Minutes 
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Introduction: 

RESPONDENT NUMBER 

ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY 

ATTITUDE AND PERCEPTION SURVEY 

STATEWAY GARDENS 
HIGH IMPACT EVALUATION 

SECOND YEAR 

FORM: S-G ADULT 

----
(1-3) 

_C_(4) 

(CARD NUMBER) _1_(5) 

Good morning (afternoon). My name is Werre 
conducting a survey in this development to find out how people feel 
about living here in Stateway Gardens. Your answers will be kept 
strictly confidential. No names will ever be revealed in connection 
with the survey results. 

Respondent Name 

1 

2 

Male 

Female (6) 
______________________________________ ~-------- ____ (7-8) 

Apt. No. 
Address 

Time Interview Began 1 

2 

A.M. 

P.M. (9) 

Interview Location: 1 

2 

Local Advisory 

Apartment 

Other (RECORD) 

Council Office 

Date: 

Interviewer Name 

(10) 

(11-13) 
_________________________________________ (14-15) 

- 1 -

(STRATUM) __ (16-17) 
6/77 
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1. By the way, did you happen to par.ticipate in a survey of this 
type last year? How many times? 

o No 

1 Yes, once 

2 Yes, twice 

2. Now I'd like to begin by asking you what one thing 
do you like best about living here? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

(19) 

___________________________________________________ (20-21) 

3. What other things do you like about living here? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) (TRY FOR AT LEAST TWO) 

____________________________________________________ (22-23) 

4. There might be some things you don't like about 
living here. If so, what one thing do you like least 
about living here? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

5. What other things don't you like about living here? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) (TRY FOR AT LEAST TWO) 

(24-25) 

(26-27) 

(28-29) 

___________________________________________________ (30-31) 

(32-33) 

___________________________________________________ (34-35) 

- 2 -

In ] 

'~ "h 
,) 

i] 
1] 
~ 

~ 

IT 

n \) 

n 
0 
~ 

Iff 
0 [i I 

0 
D 
0 
(~ 

{1 

(] 
'-' ,"';"- ~"'-'-"""-~"""-'.".' ", -. ,.,-:-' ,~~. 

"""" ,. ""'-. ~----------,:--------.:----
Ii ~~ ~ 

" ., 

J f • 

" 

I" lj~ 
II 

11m 
I,'{ ffi 
1/ Q~ 

J 

1([ 

[J 

6a. 

6b. 

6c. 

Some people have said . 
problem around h that cr~me is the b' 
think about this~re~. I would like to kno~g:~:; 
that crime is the bi~~:!t ;~~~f yOU agree or dis:~~ee 

em around here? 
2 Agree 
1 Disagree 
9 Don't know 

Since the first 
the Victim of a of the year (Ja 
a ? crime or nuary 1) have y b 
rea How many times? an attempted crime inO~hi=en 

o 

-
No (GO TO QUESTION 7a) 

Yes (SPECIFY NUMBER) 

What happened? 
MOST RECENT ONE What type of cri 

AND RECORD PRECI~; ;~:D~:J (TAKE 

6d. Where did it happen? 

6e. 

01 Apartment 
02 Lobby 
03 Hallway, deck 04 Elevator gallery 
05 Parking lot 
06 

;ront yard of bUilding 07 
08 pack. yard of building 

ubl~c are ( 
09 N a not part of bUilding) 
10 

ear street 
~~r:ounding neighborhood 11 

12 a~rwells fire t . 
Other (SPECIFY) s a~rs 

Was the . 
cr~me reported? By 

1 

2 

3 

9 

you or by someone else? 
No (GO TO QUESTION 6g) 

Yes, by respondent 

Yes, by someone else 
Don't know 

- 3 -

(36) 

(37) 

(38-39) 

(40-41) 

(42) 
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6f. 

-,--- ------,----~~ 

Who was it reported to? (GO TO QUESTION 6h) 

1 Police 

2 Management outpost 

3 Safety aide 

4 Resident safety aide 

Other (SPECIFY) ----- (43) 

6g. 

6h. 

6i. 

7a. 

7b. 

Why wasn't the crime reported? 

Approximately how old was the criminal? (IF 
NECESSARY, LIST AGE OF EACH PERSON INVOLVED) 

Was the criminal caught? 

1 40 or older 

2 30-39 

3 18-29 

4 Younger than 18 

9 Don't know 

1 Yes 

2 No 

9 Don't know 

Since the first of the year 1 was someone 
personally, either a friend or relative 
of. a crime or an attempted crime in thi~ 
How many times? 

you know 
the victim 
development? 

o No (GO TO QUESTION Sa) 

Yes (SPECIFY NUMBER) 

Wb,at happened? What type of crime was it? (TAKE 
MOST RECENT ONE AND RECORD PRECISE WORDS.) 
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(46) 

(47) 

(4S) 

(49-50) 
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7c. 

7d. 

7e. 

7f. 

8a. 

Where did it happen? 

01 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
OS 
09 
10 
11 
12 

Apartment 
Lobby 
Hallway, deck gallery 
Elevator 
Parking lot 
Front yard of building 
Back yard of building 
Public area (not part of 
Near street 
Surrounding neighborhood 
Stairwells, fire stairs 
Other (SPECIFY) 

building) 

Was the crime reported? By you or by someone else? 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 7f) 

2 Yes, by respondent 

3 Yes, by someone else 

9 Don't know 

Who was it reported to? (GO TO QUESTION Sa) 

1 Police 

2 Management outpost 

3 Safety aide 

4 Resident safety aide 

Other (SPECIFY) __________ _ 

Why wasn't the crime reported? 

Thinking back over the past year (from about June 
1976)s were you the victim of any crimes? If yes, 
what types of crimes? How many times? (RECORD 
NUMBER) (IF "NO", WRITE '0' ON EACH LINE) (INTER­
VIEWER, DESCRIBE IF UNSURE) 

- 5 

PAST YEAR 

Breaking and entering 
Assault 
Theft 
Auto theft 
Vandalism 
Rape 
Other (SPECIFY) 

(55-56) 

(57) 

(58) 

(59-60) 

(65) 
(66) 
(67) 
(68) 
(69) 
(70) 
(71) 



8b. 

9. 

10. 

lOa. 

lOb. 

b fore that say June 1975 to How about the year e the victi~ of any crimes 
June 1976? Were you t t es of crimes? 
during that time? If yes NU~~~R i~ "NO" WRI'rE 
How many timeSN? )«RINEi~~~IEWER b~SCRIBE IF UNSURE) '0' ON EACH LI E , 

YEAR BEFORE THAT 
Breaking and entering 
Assault 
Theft 
Auto theft 
Vandalism 
Rape 
Other (SPECIFY) 

(73) 
(74) 
(75) 
(76) 
(77) 
(78) 
(79) 

(START CARD #2) 
R#_ (1-3) -------------------

Would you say it is worthwhi~e 
report crime when it occurs 1n 

2 

l' 

9 

or a waste of time to 
this development? 

Worthwhile 
(SKIP TO QUESTION lOa) 

Waste of time 
(GO TO QUESTION lOb) 

Can't say 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 84a) 

h hOI to report crime? Why do you feel it's wor~4:)1 e 
(RECORD)(GO TO QUESYION . 

2 (5) 

__ (10-11) 

(12) 

~~----------------~--
(13-14) 

Why do you feel reporting crime is a waste of time? 
(RECORD) 

'-- __ (15-16) 
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RESPONDENT 

84a. I am gOing to describe a number of crimes to you that 
sometimes happen around here. I want you to tell me 
how often these crimes or crimes like them happen in 
or near your bUilding. (Pick the most frequent 
category.) (HAND RESPONDENT CARDS F AND G) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (9) 
One to One to One to Don't several several several Eve:ry 

day 
times 

a week 
times 

a month 

Vary know, times seldom no a year or never response 
A salesman comes to the door, gets a down payment, 
but never delivers your order. 
Someone is shot. 

A teenage boy rapes a teenage girl. 

A mailbox is pried open, and mail is taken. 

An apartment is brOken into; something is taken. 
Neighbors are fighting. 

A car is stolen from the parking lot. 

A gang of kids beats up a boy on his way to or from school. 

A group of kids are smoking pot in the stairwell. 
Some kids smash the windows of an apartment. 

A resident is mugged on his way home from work. 
A man is selling herOin on the street. 
A 14-year-old runs away from home. 

- 6a -

(1-3) 

( 4) 

-( 5) 
( 6) 
( 7) 

( 8) 
( 9) 
(10) 

(11) 

(12) 
(13) 
(14) 
(15) 

(16) 

II 
If 

f -/ I, 
II 

I~ 

I' " 
I 
I 



84b. Now as I repeat the list of crimes again, please tell 
me what you think the chances are that you will be the 
victim of any of these crimes during the coming year. 
Of course, there are some crimes on this list which 
could never happen to you (e.g., the respondent does 
not own a car). For those, simply answer not appli­
cable. Now let's begin. (HAND RESPONDENT CARDS F AND H) 

(1) (2) (3) 

No chance 
at all 

or a very 
small A small My chances 

chance chance are 50-50 

(4) 

A good 
chance 

(5) 

A very 
good 

chance 
or a 
sure 

thing 

(8) 

Not 
appli­
cable 

A salesman comes to the door, get a down payment, 
but never delivers your order 

Someone is shot. 

A mailbox is pried open, and mail is taken 

An apartment is broken into; something is taken. 

Neighbors are fighting. 

A car is stolen from the parking lot. 

Some kids smash the windows of an apartment (house). 

A resident is mugged on his way home from work. 

- 6b -

(9) 

Don't 
know, 

no 
response 

__ (17) 

__ (18) 

__ (19) 

__ (20) 

__ (21) 

__ (22) 

__ (23) 

__ (24) 
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84c. Finally, as I go through the list of crimes again, 
tell me whether you, think the victim of the crime 
or of crimes like it should report the crime to 
the police (or CHA security personnel). 
(HAND RESPONDENT CARDS F AND I) 

(1) (2) (3) 

It 
doesn't 
matter 
whether 

(4) (5 ) (9) 

Definitely 
should 

report it 

Probably 
should 

report it 

they 
report 

it or not 

Probably 
should not 
report it 

Definitely 
should not 
report it 

Don't 
know, 

no 
response 

A salesman comes to the door, gets a down payment, 
but never delivers your order. 

Someone is shot. 

A teenage boy rapes a teenage girl. 

A mailbox is pried open, and mail is taken. 

An apartment is broken into; something is taken. 

Neighbors are fighting. 

A car is stolen from the parking lot. 

A gang of kids beats up a boy on his way to or 
from school. 

A group of kids are smoking pot in the stairwell. 

Some kids smash the windows of an apartment. 

A resident is mugged on his way home from work. 

A man is selling heroin on the street. 

A 14-year-old runs away from home. 

- 6c -
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__ (25) 

__ (26) 

__ (27) 

__ (28) 

__ (29) 

__ (30) 

__ (31) 

__ (32) 

__ (33) 

__ (34) 

__ (35) 

__ (36) 

__ (37) 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

" 

Would you say that most crimes in this development 
are committed by people living here or by outsiders? 

1 ReSidents 

2 Outsidflrs 

3 Both equally 

9 Can't say 

Are most of these criminals 

1 Juvenile (under 18) 

2 Adults (18 or over) 
9 Don't know 

Thinking about your personal safety when yOU are out­
side after dark in this development, would you say 
yOU are very concerned, a little concerned, or not at all concerned? 

3 Very concerned 

2 Little concerned 

1 Not at all concerned 

9 Never go out after dark 

How concerned are you about the personal safety of 
others in your family Who live here, When they are 
outside after dark in this development? 

3 Very concerned 
2 A little concerned 
1 Not at all concerned 
8 They never go out after dark 
9 No others in family 
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, , our personal safety after dark Again, thlnklng about y th y it was six months 
around here, compar~d ~o ~t~:g better, getting ago would you say 1t 1S ge 
wor~e, or about the same? 

3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 

2 

9 

8 

About the same 

Didn't live here six months ago 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 17) 

Never go out after dark 

What about compared to the way 1 't was a year ago? 

3 Getting better 

1 

2 

9 

8 

Getting worse 

About the same 

Didn't live here one year ago 

Never go out after dark 

How often do you go outside after dar k in this area? 
(READ LIST IF NECESSARY) 

4 Almost every night 

3 

2 

1 

(GO TO QUESTION 19) 

A few times a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 19) 

About once a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 18) 

th once a week) Very rarely (less an 
(GO TO QUESTION 18) 

t re often? (RECORD)(PROBE FOR Why don't you go ou mo 
2 OR 3 SPECIFIC REASONS) 
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19. If the crime rate were lower in this area, do you 
think you would go outside after dark more often? 
How often? 

4 Yes, very often 

3 Yes, sometimes 

2 Yes, but very seldom 

1 No 

9 Don't know 

20. Some people are more concerned about becoming a 
victim of crime in some areas than in other areas. 
I'm going to read a list of locations to you and 
I'd like you to rate them according to how afraid 

NOTE: 

or concerned you are about being involved in a crime. 
For example, how fearful are you of a crime involv­
ing you, your family, or your property occurring in 
your apartment? Would you say you are quite fearful 
(scared), somewhat fearful (scared), or not fearful 
(scared)? (HAND RESPONDENT CARD A) 

a. Your apartment? 

b. The hallways, deck, 
ramp, or gallery? 

c. The lobby? 

d. The elevator? 

e. The grounds? 

Some-
Quite what Not 
scared scared scared 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 
Interviewe 
read this 
one follow 
ing d. 

The surrounding 
neighborhood? 3 2 1 

Fire stairs, 
stairwells? 

h. The Loop? 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 
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Can't 

say 

(30) 

9 (31) 

9 (32) 

9 (33) 

9 (34) 

9 (35) 

9 (36) 

9 (37) 

9 (38) 
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21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

Compared 
Chicago, 
safer or 

to other public housing developments in 
on the average, would you say this is a 
more dangerous place to live? 

3 Safer than average 

2 About the same 
1 More dangerous than average 
9 Don't know 

Compared to private housing on the average in other 
parts of the City, would you say this is a safer or 
more dangerous place to live? 

3 

2 

1 

9 

Safer than average 

About the same 

More dangerous than average 

Don't know 

Do you ever feel afraid of being harmed when you walk 
around this development 1 ? (EV a one. ALUATE EXTENT) 

3 Yes, quite often 
2 Yes, once in a while 
1 No 

8 Never walk around alone 

Do you eve: worry abou~ your mail being stolen 
tampered wlth? (EVALUATE EXTENT OF WORRY) 

3 Yes, quite often 
2 

1 
Yes, once in a while 

No 

or 

In the last 6 months, how often has your mail been stolen or tampered with? 

Number 

- 10 -

, . 

(39) 

(40) 

(41) 

(42) 

(43-44) 

i 

1

1 

, , 
!. 

i) 
[i 
11 

Ii, 

J 



., 
• 

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

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

26. How frequently on the average do you see strangers 
wandering around here? 

6 More than once a day 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

5 About once a day 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

4 A few times a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

3 About once a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

2 Less than once a week 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 27) 

1 Never 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 27) 

9 Can't tell difference 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 27) 

26a. In which areas do you usually see the most strangers? 

27. 

28. 

In the lobby, halls, behind or in front of the build­
ings, near the entrances or where? 

1 Lobby 

2 Hall 

3 Behind the building 

4 In front of the building 

5 Near entrances 

6 Elevators 

7 Other (SPECIFY) 

How would you rate the attractiveness of the 
Stateway-Gardens development? Would you say it is 

4 Very attractive 

3 Not too bad 

2 Rather unattractive 

1 Very unattractive 

9 Can't say 

Do you have any suggestions on what could be done to 
make Stateway Gardens a more attractive place to live? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) 
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30. 

31. 

32. 

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

How long do you think 
in this development? 

you will continue living here 

1 Less than 6 months 
2 6 months to 1 year 
:3 1 to 2 years 

4 Indefinitely plan to stay 
9 Don't know 

If and when you move out what type of housing do you 
think you will move to? ' 

1 Different public housing 

2 Apartment building or flat 

3 Rented home 

4 Your own home 

Other (SPECIFY) 

If you were to leave the development, what do you 
think would be your most important reason for leav­
ing? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

(54) 

(55) 

----------------------------___________________ (56-57) 

------------------------------_________________ (58-59) 
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33. There are a number of services that most people around here need 
to use or may need to use in the future. I would like to know 
how you would rate these services. (SHOW CARD B) 

Would you say it is? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

CHA maintenance 
of buildings? 

CHA maintenance 
of grounds? 

CHA response to 
repair requests? 

Police protection 
around here? 

CHA management in 
general? 

The convenience of 
shopping around 
here? 

g. The quality of the 
stores around here? 

h. The convenience of 
transportation 
available to 
residents? 

i. Services available 
to youth in trouble? 

j. CHA security 
services? 

k. 

1. 

m. 

(If there are 
elevators) the 
elevator service? 

Health services 
in the area? 

The schools around 
here? 

Out­
standing 

or 
extremely 

good 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More than 
satis­
factory 

or quite 
good 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

(DO NOT READ) 

Satis- Unsatis­
factory factory Can't 
or OK or poor say 

2 1 9 (60) 

2 1 9 (61) 

2 1 9 (62) 

2 1 9 (63) 

2 1 9 (64) 

2 1 9 (67) 

2 1 9 (68) 

2 1 9 (69) 

2 1 9 (70) 

2 1 9 (71~ 

2 1 9 (72) 

2 1 9 (73) 

2 1 9 (74) 

Which schools are attended by your children (if any) __________ _ 

(WRITE SCHOOL NAMES) _______________________________________ (75) 

________________________________________________________ (76) 

_______________________________________________________ (77) 
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34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

RESPONDENT NUMBER .------ (1-3) 
CARD NUMBER 

We asked you about many services for residents. Are 
there any other services, not currently available, 
which you would like to see offered to residents? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) 

3 (5) 

_________________________________________________ (10-11) 

_________________________________________________ (12-13) 

_________________________________________________ (14-15) 

Think of the general quality of life in Stateway 
Gardens. Compared to the way it was six months ago, 
would you say the quality of life is (IF NECESSARY, 
DEFINE QUALITY OF LIFE AS "GENERALLY HOW GOOD OR 
BAD IT IS TO LIVE HERE") 

3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 

2 About the same 

9 Didn't live here six months ago 
(SKIP TO QUES~ION 37) 

Compared to the way it was a year ago, would you say 
the quality of life is 

3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 

2 About the same 

9 Didn't live here a year ago 

People differ in how satisfied they are with their 
life generally. Thinking about your life in 
general, would you say you are 

4 Very satisfiect 

3 Generally satisfied 

2 

1 

Generally dissatisfied 

Very dissatisfied 

(16) 

(17) 

(18) 

Why do you feel this way? (RECORD)(PROBE FOR SPECIFICS) 

_________________________________________________ (19-20) 

. __________________________ (21-22) 

__ (23-24) 
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38a. Now I want to ask you how you feel about your life in a somewhat 
different way. I'm going to show you a picture of a ladder. 
Suppose that the ladder represents your life. Imagine that the 
top of the ladder represents the best possible life for you and 
the bottom represents the worst possible life for you. 

I'd like you to look at the ladder and tell me where you feel 
you stand on the ladder at the present time. Remember, the top 
of the ladder means the best possible life for you. (SHOW 
RESPONDENT PAGE AND MARK "P" NEXT TO NUMBER INDICATED. TAKE 
PAGE BACK AND ASK) 

Next, please tell where' you believe you will stand in the future, 
say 1 to 3 years from now. (RETURN PAGE RESPONDENT AND MARK "F" 
NEXT TO NUMBER INDICATED.) 

P ___ (25) 

F ___ (26) 

F minus P ______ (27) 
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39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

", 

' , 

'r--

Are you presently employed? 

2 

1 
Yes (GO TO QUESTION 40) 

No ,(SKIP TO QUESTION 44) 

Is this full time or part time? 

2 Full time 
1 Part time 

Is it a permanent or temporary job? 

2 Permanent 
1 Temporary 

Is this with CHA? 
3 Yes 
1 No 

Which shift do you generally work? 

4 Days 

Are you currently 

3 Afternoons 
2 Midnights 
1 Varies 

looking 

2 

1 

for work? 
Yes 

No 

Do you think there are 
for reSidents here who enough employment opportunities 

really want to work? 
2 Yes 
1 No 
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46. Here are some things that people have said about living in 
this development. Please tell me whether you agree or 
disagree with these statements. (SHOW CARD C) 

(DO NOT READ) 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Can't 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

All things con­
sidered, this is 
a pretty good 
place to live 

Sometimes the 
best thing for 
a person to do 
around here 
is just to 
mind your own 
business 

If you speak up 
to the CHA man­
agement around 
here, you'll 
make a lot of 
trouble for 
yours6..1.f 

Most people 
around here 
don't care what 
happens to this 
development. 

The main problem 
around here is not 
the buildings or 
the way they're 
run; the main 
problem is the 
people who live 
here 

f. The lobby is 
almost always 
unclean and 
unsanitary 

'. 

agree agree disagree disagree say 

4 3 2 1 9 (43) 

4 3 2 1 9 (44) 

4 3 2 1 9 (45) 

4 3 2 1 9 (46) 

4 3 2 1 9 (47) 

4 3 2 1 9 (50) 
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47a. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

(ASK IF RESIDENT LIVES IN ELEVATOR BUILDING) 
How frequently do you use the stairs instead of the 
elevator? 

6 Almost always 
5 At least once a day 
4 A few times a week 
3 About once a week 
2 Less than once a week 
1 Never 
9 Don't know 

How often would you say you see Chicago police on the 
development grounds? (READ LIST) 

5 At least once a day 

4 Several times a week 

3 About once a week 
2 

1 
Once every two or three weeks 
Once a month or less 

(52) 

(73) 

(START CARD #4) 

(1-3) R# 
--------------------------------

4 (5) 

How would you rate the speed of the police response to 
calls for help in the development? 

5 Very fast 
4 Fairly fast 
3 Not too fast 
2 Very slow 
1 Don't show up 

How would you rate this development as a place for raising children? Would you say it is 
5 Very good 
4 Fairly good 
3 As good as any place 
2 Bad 
1 Very bad 

- 18 -
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53. Some people feel that children and teenagers around 
here get into trouble because there are not enough 
organized activities for them. Do you think there 
are enough activities for youth around here? 

2 Yes (SKIP TO QUESTION 55) 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 54) 

9 Don't know 
(GO TO QUESTION 54) 

54. In your op1n1on, what kind of youth programs are most 
needed here? (RECORD) 

(12) 

__________________________________________________ (13-14) 

__________________________________________________ (15-16) 

____________ . ______________ "~ ___________________________ (17-18) 

55. Would you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about youth in the development? 
(SHOW CARD C) 

Some- Some-
Strongly what what Strongly Can't 
agree agree disagree disagree say 

a. Children and teen­
agers in the devel­
opment frequently 
skip school. 

b. There are many 
ehildren here who 
would be better off 
away from thbir 
family for awhile. 

c. Student study centers 
should be available in 
development buildings. 

d. Children are re~ponsi­
ble for a lot of the 
trouble around here. 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

57. Now I have a few questions about you and your family. 
Including yourself, how many people live in your house­
hold? How many are adults and how many are children 
under 18? 

Total ----
Adults ---
Children {UNDER 18) ---
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(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 

(29-30) 

(31) 

(32) 
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58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62 

63. 

How long have you and your family lived in this 
particular apartment? 

years months 

[EXAMPLE: ONE YEAR AND ONE MONTH = 0101] 
L 

By the way, what is your age? 

Years old 

Did you and your family live in public housing or 
did you live somewhere else before you moved into 
your present apartment? 

Was this 

2 Public housing 
(GO TO QUESTION 61) 

1 Somewhere else 
(SKIP ~O QUESTION 65) 

2 Stateway Gardens 

1 Another development 
(GO TO QUESTION 64) 

How long did you live there? 

Years 

__ (33-36) 

(37-38) 

(39) 

(40) 

(ROUND TO NEAREST YEAR) (41-42) 

Did you ever live in public housing before this 
previous time? 

2 Yes 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 65) 
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64. 

65. 

71. 

72a. 

72b. 

72c. 

-~----- ~-- - ----- --~-----~ 
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n 

How long did you live there? 

_ Years (GO TO QUESTION 71) 

What type of housing was it? 

1 Private apartment building or flat 

2 Rented home 

3 Privately owned home 

Other (SPECIFY) 

We have been talking about many things in relation to this 
housing development. Is there anything you would like to 
add? (RECORD) 

(49-50) 

(51) 

__ (64-65) 

__________________________________________ , _______ (66-67) 

___________________________________________________ (68-69) 

Have you ever heard of the Cabrini-Green High Impact 
Programs or Target Projects Program? 

2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 72b) 

1 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 85) 

9 Don't know (SKIP TO 
QUESTION 85) 

What is the program about? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

(74) 

_________________________________________________ (75-76) 

Do you think a program like the High Impact or 
Target Projects Program would help residents here? 

2 Yes 

1 No 

9 Don't know 
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85~ Could I have your telephone number in case my 
supervisor wants to check on my work? 

(RECORD) 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Your 
comments will be very helpful in evaluating programs 
at CHA developments. 

Time interview ended ____ __ A.M. 
P.M. 

Length of interview (72-73) 
Minutes 
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Introduction: 

(CARD #1) RESPONDENT NUMBER 

ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY 

ATTITUDE AND PERCEPTION SURVEY 

STATEWAY GARDENS 

SECOND YEAR 

FORM: S-G YOUTH 

(1-3) 

_D_(4) 

(CARD NUMBER) _1_(5) 

Good morning (afternoon). My name is We're 
conducting a survey in this development to find out how residents, 
including young people like yourself, feel about living here in Stateway 
Gardens. Your answers will be kept strictly confidential. No names 
will ever be' revealed in connection with the survey results. 

1 Male 

Respondent Name 2 Female (6) 
Address ______________________________________ ~~~--- ___ (7-8) 

Time Interview Began 1 

2 

A.M. 

P.M. 

Apt. No. 

(9) 

Interview Location: 1 

2 

Local Advisory Council Office 

Apartment 

Date: 

Interviewer Name 

3 Other (RECORD) 
(10) 

(11-13) 
_________________________________________ (14-15) 

(STRATUM) 

- 1 -

(16-17) 
6/77 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

By the way, did you happen to participate in a survey of this 
type last year? How many times? 

0 No 

1 Yes, once 

2 Yes, twice 

Now I'd like to begin by asking you what one thing 
do you like best about living here? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

What other things do you like about living here? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) (TRY FOR AT LEAST TWO) 

(19) 

__ (20-21) 

_________________________________________________ (22-23) 

________________________________________________ (24-25) 

. ___ (26-27) 

There might be some things you don't like about 
living here. If so, what one thing do you like least 
about living here? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

_________________________________________________ (28-29) 

What other things don't you like about living here? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) (TRY FOR AT LEAST TWO) 

__ (30-31) 

__ (32-33) 

________________________________________________ (34-35) 
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6a. 

6b. 

6c. 

6d. 

6e. 

------. __ ~ _____ r ______ __ 

Some people have said that crime is the biggest 
problem around here. I would like to know what you 
think about this. First, would you agree or disagree 
that crime is the biggest problem around here? 

2 Agree 

1 Disagree 

9 Don't know 

Since the first of the year (January 1) have you been 
the victim of a crime or an attempted crime in this 
area? How many times? 

o No (GO TO QUESTION 7a) 

Yes (SPECIFY NUMBER) 

What happened? Wha.t type of crime was it? (TAKE 
MOST RECENT ONE AND RECORD PRECISE WORDS.) 

Where did it happen? 

01 Apartment 
02 Lobby 
03 Hallway, deck gallery 
04 Elevator 
05 Parking lot 
06 Front yard of building 
07 Back yard of building 
08 Public area (not par~ of building 
09 Near street 
10 Surrounding neighborhood 
11 Stairwells, fire stairs 
12 Other (SPECIFY) 

Was the crime reported? By you or by someone else? 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 6g) 

2 Yes, by respondent 

3 Yes, by someone else 

9 Don't know 
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(36) 

(37) 

(38-39) 

(40-41) 

(42) 
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6t. 

6g. 

6h. 

6i. 

7a. 

7b. 

Who was it reported to? (GO TO QUESTION 6h) 

1 Police 

2 Management outpost 

3 Safety aide 

4 Resident safety aide 

Other (SPECIFY) ________ _ (43) 

Why wasn't the crime reported? 

Approximately how old was the criminal? (IF 
NECESSARY, LIST AGE OF EACH PERSON INVOLVED) 

Was the criminal caught? 

1 40 or older 

2 30-39 

3 18-29 

4 Younger than 18 

9 Don't know 

1 Yes 

2 No 

9 Don't know 

Since the first of the year, was someone you know 
personally, either a friend or relative, the victim 
of a crime or an attempted crime in this development? 
How many times? 

o No (GO TO QUESTION 8a) 

Yes (SPECIFY NUMBER) 

What ha.ppened? What type of crime was it? (TAKE 
MOST RECENT ONE AND RECORD PRECISE WORDS.) 
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Where did it happen? 

01 Apartment 
02 Lobby 
03 Hallway, deck gallery 
04 Elevator 
05 Parking lot 
06 Front yard of building 
07 Back yard of building 
08 Public area (not part of building) 
09 Near street 
10 Surrounding neighborhood 
11 Stairwells, fire stairs 
12 Other (SPECIFY) 

Was the crime reported? By you or by someone else? 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 7f) 

2 Yes, by respondent 

3 Yes, by someone else 

9 Don't know 

Who was it reported to? (GO TO QUESTION 8a) 

1 Police 

2 Management outpost 

3 Safety aide 

4 Resident safety aide 

Other (SPECIFY) __________ _ 

Why wasn't the crime reported? 

Thinking back over the past year (from about June 
1976), were you the victim of any crimes? If yes, 
what types of crimes? How many times? (RECORD 
NUMBER) (IF "NO", WRITE '0' ON EACH LINE) (INTER­
VIEWER, DESCRIBE IF UNSURE) 

PAST YEAR 

Breaking and entering 
Assault 
Theft 
Auto theft 
Vandalism 
Rape 
Other (SPECIFY) 
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(57) 
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(59-60) 

(65) 
(66) 
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8b. 

9. 

10. 

lOa. 

lOb. 

, 
f' 

How about the year before that, say June 1975 to 
June 1976? Were you the victim of any crimes 
during that time? If yes, what types of crimes? 
How many times? (RECORD NUMBER) (IF "NO", WRITE 
'0' ON EACH LINE)(INTERVIEWER, DESCRIBE IF UNSURE) 

YEAR BEFORE THAT 

Breaking and entering 
Assault 
Theft 
Auto theft 
Vandalism 
Rape 
Other (SPECIFY) 

What do you think is the one major cause of crime in 
this development? (RECORD) (PROBE, ASK IF NECESSARY 
WHAT CAUSES PEOPLE TO COMMIT CRIMES HERE) 

(73) 
(74) 
(75) 
(76) 
(77) 
(78) 
(79) 

(START CARD #2) 
________________________ R# (1-3) 

2 (5) 

___________________________________________________ (10-11) 

Would you say it is worthwhile or a waste of time to 
report crime when it occurs in this development? 

2 Worthwhile 
(SKIP TO QUESTION lOa) 

1 Waste of time 
(GO TO QUESTION lOb) 

9 Can't say 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 11) 

Why do you feel it's worthwhile to report crime? 
(RECORD)(GO TO QUESTION 11) 

Why do you feel reporting crime is a waste of time? 
(RECORD) 

--------------------.'~';~; ----------~~.~, ------------------
;/ 

(12) 

__ (1,3-14) 

___ ~ __________________________ (15-16) 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

Would yOU say th t 
are committed a most crimes in this development 

by people living here or b 
y outSiders? 

1 Residents 

Are most of these 

2 

3 

9 

OutSiders 

Both equally 
Can't say 

criminals 

1 Juvenile (under 18) 
2 Adults (18 or over) 
9 Don't know 

Thinking about your 
side after dark in t~~rs~nal safety when you are out 
you are very concerneds aer~~opment, would YOU say -
at all conCerned? ' ~ tIe concerned, or not 

3 

2 

1 

9 

Very concerned 

Little concerned 

Not at all concerned 

Never go out after dark 

How concerned are YOU 
others in your family about. the personal safety of 
outSide after dark in Wh? l~ve here, when they are 

th~s deVelopment? 
3 

2 

1 

8 

9 

Very concerned 

A little concerned 

Not at all concerned 

They never go out after 
No others in family 
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15. 

16. 

\' 

j 17. 
1 

18. 

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

Again, thinking about your personal safety after dark 
around here, compared to the way it was six months 
ago, would you say it is getting better, getting 
worse, or about the same? 

3 Getting better 

l' Getting worse 

2 About the same 

9 Didn't live here six months ago 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 17) 

8 Never go out after dark 

What about compared to the way it was a year ago? 
3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 

2 About the same 

9 Didn't live here one year ago 

8 Never go out after dark 

How often do you go outside after dark in this area? 
(READ LIST IF NECESSARY) 

4 Almost every night 
(GO TO QUESTION 19) 

3 A few times a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 19) 

2 About once a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 18) 

1 Very rarely (less than once a week) 
(GO TO QUESTION 18) 

Why don't you go out more often? (RECORD)(PROBE FOR 
2 OR 3 SPECIF!C REASONS) 

(21) 

(22) 

(23) 

__ (24-25) 

____________________________________________________ (26-27) 

__ (28-29) 
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19. 

20. 

- ------ ,--------------

If the crime rate were lower in this area, do you 
think you would go outside after dark more often? 
How often? 

4 Yes, very often 
3 Yes, sometimes 
2 Yes, but very seldom 
1 No 
9 Don't know 

Some people are more concerned about becoming a 
victim of crime in some areas than in other areas. 
I'm going to read a list of locations to you and 
I'd like you to rate them according to how afraid 
or concerned you are about being involved in a crime. 
For example, how fearful are you of a crime involv­
ing you, your family, or your property occurring in 
your apartment? Would you say you are quite fearful 
(scared), somewhat fearful (scared), or not fearful 
(scared)? (HAND RESPONDENT CARD A) 

a. Your apartment? 

b. The hallways, deck, 
ramp, or gallery? 

c. The lobby? 

d. The elevator? 

e. The grounds? 

Some-
Quite what Not 
scared scared scared 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

______ ---.If. The surrounding 
NOTE: neighborhood? 3 2 1 
Interviewer 
read this Fire stairs, 
one follow- stairwells? 
in d. 

h. The Loop? 

.... f, .. 
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3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

(DO NOT 
READ) 
Can't 

say 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

(30) 

(31) 

(32) 

(33) 

(34) 

(35) 

(36) 

(37) 

(38) 
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23. 

26. 

26a. 

, I 

27. 

-- ----------------------

Do you ever feel afraid of being harmed when you walk 
around this development alone? (EVALUATE EXTENT) 

3 Yes, quite often 

2 Yes, once in a while 

.1 No 

8 Never walk around alone 

How frequently on the average do you see strangers 
wandering around here? 

6 More than once a day 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

5 About once a day 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

4 A few times a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

3 About once a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 26a) 

2 Less than once a week 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 27) 

1 Never 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 27) 

9 Can't tell difference 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 27) 

In which areas do you usually see the most strangers? 
In the lobby, halls, behind or in front of the build­
ings, near the entrances or where? 

1 Lobby 

2 Hall 

3 Behind the building 

4 In front of the building 

5 Near entrances 

6 Elevators 

7 Other (SPECIFY) 

How would you rate the attractiveness of the 
Stateway Gardens development? Would you say it is 

4 Very attractive 

3 Not too bad 

2 Rather unattractive 

1 Very unattractive 

9 Can't say 
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28. 

32. 

Do you have any suggestions on what could be done to 
make Stateway-Gardens a more attractive place to live? 
(RECORD) (PROBE) 

If you and your family were to leave the development, 
what do you think would be the most important reason 
for leaving? (PROBE) 

- 11 -

(48-49) 

(56-57) 

__ (58-59) 
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33. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

j . 

k. 

1. 

m. 

-,-----

There are a number of services that most people around here need 
to use or may need to use in the future. I would like to know 
how you would ra,te these services. (SHOW CARD B) 

Would you say it is 

Out- More than (DO NOT READ) 
standing satis-

or factory Satis- Unsatis-
extremely or quite factory factory Can't 

good good or OK or 200r sal 

CHA maintenance 
of buildings? 4 3 2 1 9 (60) 

CHA maintenance 
of grounds? 4 3 2 1 9 (61) 

Police protection 
around here? 4 3 2 1 9 (63) 

The convenience of 
transportation 
available to 
residents? 4 3 2 1 9 (69) 

Services available 
to youth in trouble? 4 3 2 1 9 (70) 

CHA security 
services? 4 3 2 1 9 (71) 

(If there are 
elevators) the 
elevator service? 4 3 2 1 9 (72) 

The schools around 
here? 4 3 2 1 9 (74) 

Th~') quality of the 
education in schools 
around here? 4 3 2 1 9 (78) 

The qua.li ty of the 
counseling in the 
schools around here? 4 3 2 1 9 (79) 

Recreational programs 
for youth? 4 3 2 1 9 (80) 
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34a. 

34b. 

35a. 

37. 

38. 

(START CARD #3) R# ---

Are you currently attending a school around here? 

2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 34b) 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 35a) 

What is the school's name -------------------------

3 

Why aren't you attending school now? (RECORD) -------

(1-3) 

(5) 

(10) 

(11) 

_________________________________________________ (12-13) 

________________________________________________ (14-15) 

People differ in how satisfied they are with their 
life generally. Thinking about your life in 
general, would you say you are 

4 Very satisfied 

3 Generally satisfied 

2 

1 

Generally dissatisfied 

Very dissatisfied 

Why do you feel this way? (RECORD)(PROBE FOR SPECIFICS) 

(18) 

________________________________________________ (19-20) 

__________ ------------------------------------- ___ (21-22) 
________________________________________________ (23-24) 
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38a. Now I want to ask you how you feel about your life in a somewhat 
different way. I'm going to show you a picture of a ladder. 
Suppose that the ladder represents your life. Imagine that the 
top of the ladder represents the best possible life for you and 
the bottom represents the worst possible l!fe for you. 

I'd like you to look at the ladder and tell me where you feel 
you stand on the ladder at the present time. Remember, the top 
of the ladder means the best ,possible life for you. (SHOW 
RESPONDENT PAGE AND MARK "P" NEXT TO NUMBER INDICATED. TAKE 
PAGE BACK AND ASK) 

Next, please tell where you believe you will stand in the future, 
say 1 to 3 years from now. (RETURN PAGE RESPONDENT AND MARK "F" 
NEXT TO NUMBER INDICATED.) 

P ___ (25) 

F (26) 

F minus P (27) 
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1 

U I 39. Are you presently 

1 

employed? 

2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 40) 

U 
11 

1 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 44) (28) 

U 40. Is this full time or part time? 

2 Full time 

[] 
1 Part time (29) 

U 0 
41. Is it a permanent or temporary job'? 

2 PermanE3nt 

J 
I 

1 Temporary (30) 

j 0 I 43. Which shift do you generally work? 

0 4 Days ~ 
j 

3 Afternoons 
[I 

H 
b 

2 Midnights 
" 

U 
1 
I 

, 
I 

~ 1 Varies (32) I I 
1 

'I U 44. Are you currently looking for work? l ' 
I 2 Yes 

[J 1 No (33) 

[1 45. Do you think there are enough employment opportunities 
for residents here who really want to work? 

2 Yes 

[] 1 No (34) 
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46. Here are some things that people have said about living in 
this development. Please tell me whether you ag~ee or 
disagree with these statements. (SHOW CARD C) 

(DO NOT READ) 

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Can't 
agree agree disagree disagree _~ 

a. All things con­
sidered, this is 
a pretty good 
place to live. 

b. Most people 
aroUJ.ld here 
don't care what 
happens to this 
development. 

e. The lobby is 
almost always 
unclean and 
unsanitary 

4 

4 

4 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

47a. (ASK IF RESIDENT LIVES IN ELEVATOR BUILDING) 
How frequently do you use the stairs instead of the 
elevator? 

50. 

6 Almost always 

5 At least once a day 

4 A few times a week 

3 About once a week 

2 Less than once a week 

1 Never 

9 Don't know 

How often would you say you see Chicago police on the 
development grounds? (READ LIST) 

5 At least once a day 

4 Several times a week 

3 About once a week 

2 

1 

Once every two or three weeks 

Once a month or less 
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(43) 

(46) 

(50) 

(52) 

(73) 
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52. 

53. 

54. 
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(START 

R# 

How would you rate the speed of the police response 
calls for help in the development? 

5 Very fast 

4 Fairly fast 

3 Not too fast 

2 Very slow 

1 Don't show up 

How would you rate this development as a place for 
raising children? Would you say it is 

5 VGry good 

4 Fairly good 

3 As good as any place 

2 Bad 

1 Very bad 

Some people feel that kids and teenagers around 
here get into trouble because there are not enough 
organized activities for them. Do you think there 
are enough activities for youth around here? 

2 Yes (SKIP TO QUESTION 55) 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 54) 

9 Don't know 
(GO TO QUESTION 54) 

In your op1n10n, what kind of youth programs are most 
needed here? (RECORD) 

4 

to 

CARD #4) 

(1-3) 

(5) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

________________________________________ --------- ____ (13-14) 

_____________________________________________________ (15-16) 

_____________________________________________________ (17-18) 
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55. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

11 r· 
'.,.1 

Would you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about youth in the development? 
(SHOW CARD C) 

Some- Some-
Strongly what what Strongly Can't 
agree agree disagree disagree say 

Children and teen­
agers in the devel­
opment frequently 
skip school. 

There are many 
children here who 
would be better off 
away from their 
family for awhile. 

Student study centers 
should be available in 
development buildings. 

Kids are responsible 
for a lot of the 
trouble around here. 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

Now I have a few questions about you and your family. 
Including yourself, how many people live in your house­
hold? How many are adults and how many are children 
under 18? 

Total ---
__ --'Adults 

____ Children (under 18) 

How long have you and your family lived in this 
particular apartment? 

9 

9 

9 

9 

(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 

(29-30) 

(31) 

(32) 

__ (33-36) 
years months 

[EXAMPLE: ONE YEAR AND ONE MONTH = 0101] 

By the way, what is your age? 

Years old 

Did you and your family live in public housing or 
did you live somewhere else before you moved into 
your present apartment? 

2 Public housing 
(GO TO QUESTION 61) 

1 Somewhere else 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 65) 
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(37-38) 
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61. 

62 

63. 

64. 

n "-. 65. 
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71. 
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I . 

Was this 

2 Stateway Gardens 
(GO TO QUESTION 62) 

1 Another development 
(GO TO QUESTION 64) 

How long did you live there? 

Years 
(ROUND TO NEAREST YEAR) 

Did you ever live in public housing before 
this previous time? 

2 

1 

How long did you live there? 

Yes 

No (GO TO QUESTION 65) 

Years (GO TO QUESTION 71) 

What type of housing was it? 

1 Private apartment building or flat 

2 Rented home 

3 Privately owned home 

Other (SPECIFY) 

We have been talking about many things in relation to this 
housing development. Is there anything you would like to 
add? (RECORD) 

(40) 

(41-42) 

(47) 

(49-50) 

(51) 

_________________________________________________ (64-65) 

________________________________________ ~----- ____ (66-67) 

___________________________________________________ (68-69) 
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72a. 

72b. 

72c. 

85. 

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

Have you ever heard of the Cabrini-Green High 
Impact Programs or Target Projects Program? 

2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 72b) 

1 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 85) 
9 Don't know 

What is. the program about? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

(74) 

--------------------____________________________ (75-76) 

--------------------____________ ~ ______________ (77-78) 

Do you think a program like the High Impact or 
Target Projects Program would help residents here? 

2 Yes 
1 No 
9 Don't know 

Could I have your telephone number in case my 
supervisor wants to check on my work? 

(RECORD) 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Your 
comments will be very helpful in e~aluating 
programs at CHA developments. 

Time interview ended A.M. 
P.M. 

(79) 

Length of interview (72-73) 
Minutes 
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(CARD #1) RESPONDENT NUMBER 

(1--3 ) 
ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY 

ATTITUDE AND PERCEPTION SURVEY 

CABRINI-GREEN HIGH IMPACT EVALUATION 

SECOND YEAR 

FORM: NEIGHBORHOOD E (4) 

(CARD NUMBER) 1 (5) 

INTRODUCTION: 

Good morning (afternoon). My name is and 
I'm with Dillingham Associates. We're conducting a survey in this 
neighborhod to find out how people feel about living here. Your 
residence was selected at random to participate in the survey. 

I'd like to begin by making sure I have the right address: 

Address (VERIFy) ____________________________________________ __ 

Time Interview Began 1 

2 

A.M. 
P.M. 

(9) 

Date: ___________________________________________________ (11-13) 

Interviewer Name 

Type of structure: 

_________________________________ ~~---------(14-15) 

1 Detached single family house 
2 2-4 family house or rowhouse 

3 Apartment house of 5-9 units 

4 Apartment house of 10-19 units 
5 Apartment house of 20 or more units 

Other (SPECIFY) __________________ _ 
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la. 

2a. 

3a. 

3b. 

4a. 

,-

4b. 

.. 

During the past year we interviewed some of the residents 
in this neighborhood about their fears of crime and 
feelings on resident safety around here. Did you hn.ppen 
to participate in one of our surveys? How many times? 

o No 
1 Yes, once 
2 Yes, twice 

Do you own or rent this residence? 

Are you the owner? 

Who is the owner? 

2 

1 

Own (GO TO QUESTION 3a) 
Rent (SKIP TO QUESTION 4a) 

2 Yes (SKIP TO QUESTION 5a) 
1 No (GO TO QUESTION 3b) 

RECORD NAME AND QUESTION RESPONDENT CONCERNING WHEN 
OWNERS CAN BE CONTACTED FOR INTERVIEW. DO NOT 
CONTINUE INTERVIEW. 

Notes ______________________________________________ _ 

Are you the leaseholder? (Or is this your apartment? 
Or do you pay the rent?) 

2 Yes (SKIP TO QUESTION 5a) 
1 No (GO TO QUESTION 4b) 

Who is the leaseholder or primary rent payer? 

RECORD NAME AND QUESTION RESPONDENT CONCERNING WHEN 
LEASEHOLDER CAN BE CONTACTED FOR INTERVIEW. DO NOT 
CONTINUE INTERVIEW. 

Notes ______________________________________________ _ 
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(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 

- ~) 

5a. 

5b. 

6a. 

6b. 

Now I would like to get into our questions. 
First of all, compared to the way it was a year ago, 
would you say this neighborhood is a better or worse 
place to live, or is it about the same? 

3 Better (GO TO QUESTION 5b) 
1 Worse (GO TO QUESTION 5b) 
2 About the same 

(SKIP TO QUESTION 6a) 

9 Don't know 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 6a) 

How is it different from a year ago? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

(23) 

_____ (24-2f) 

(26-27) 

(28-29) 

Some people have said that crime is the biggest 
problem around here. I would like to know what you 
think about this. First, would you agree or disagr~e 
that crime is the biggest problem around here? 

2 Agree 
1 Disagree 

9 Don't know 

Since the first of the year (January 1) have you been 
the victim of a crime or an attempted crime in this 
area? How many times? 

o No (GO TO QUESTION 7a) 
Yes (SPECIFY NUMBER) 

(36) 

(37) 

6c. What happened? What type of crime was it? (TAKE 
MOST RECENT ONE AND RECORD PRECISE WORDS.) 

(38-38) 
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6d. Where did it happen? 

1 In your apartment or house 

2 Outside on your property 

3 On your street 

4 In your car 

5 In the surrounding neighborhood 

Other (SPECIFY) 

6e. Was the crime reported? By you or by someone else? 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 6g) 

(40-41) 

2 Yes, by respondent (GO TO QUESTION 6h) 

3 Yes, by someone else (GO TO QUESTION 6h) 

9 Don't know (GO TO QUESTION 6g) (42) 

6g. Why wasn't the crime reported? 

6h. Approximately how old was the criminal? (IF 
NECESSARY, LIST AGE OF EACH PERSON INVOLVED) 

1 40 or older 

2 30-39 

3 18-29 

4 Younger than IS 

9 Don't know 

6i. Was the criminal c~ught? 

7a. Since the fir~t 
either a friend 
or an attempted 
many times? 

1 Yes 

2 

9 

No 

Don't know 

of the year, was someone you know, 
or relative, the victim of a crime 
crime in this neighborhood? How 

No • ," '1""),""" " ~.-.• 

Yes (SPECIFY NUMBER) 
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(46) 
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What happened? What type of crime was it? (TAKE 
MOST RECENT ONE AND REC(~i~r.) PRECISE WORDS.) 

Where did it happen? 

1 In your apartment or house 

2 Outside on your property 

3 On your street 

4 In your car 

5 In the surrouridin1 neighborhood 
Othel' (SPECIFY) 

Was the crime reported? By you or by someone else? 

1 No (GO TO QUESTION 7f) 
2 Yes, by respondent 

(GO TO QUESTION Sa) 

3 Yes, by someone else 
(GO TO QUESTION Sa) 

9. Don't know 
(GO TO QUESTION 7f) 

Why wasn't the crime reported? 

(49-50) 

(55-56) 

(57) 

(59-60) 

Thinking back over the past year (from about June 
1976), were you the victim of any crimen? If yes, 
what types of crimes? How many times? (RECORD 
NUMBER) (IF "NO", WRITE '0' ON EACH LINE) (INTER­
VIEWER, DESCRIBE IF UNSURE) 

PAST YEAR 

Breaking and entering 
Assault 
Theft 
Auto theft 
Vandalism 
Rape 
Other (SPECIFY) 

(65) 
(66) 
(67) 
(68) 
(69) 
(70) 
(71.) 
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Sb. How about the year before that, say June 1975 to 
June 1976? Were you the victim of any crimes 
during that time? If yes, what types of crimes? 
How many times? (RECORD NUMBER)(IF "NO", WRITE 
'0' ON EACH LINE) (INTERVIEWER, DESCRIBE IF UNSURE) 

YEAR BEFORE THAT 

Breaking and· entering 
Assault 
Theft 
Auto theft 
Vandalism 
Rape 
Other (SPECIFY) 

9. What do you think is the one major cause of crime in 
this development? (RECORD) (PROBE, ASK IF NECESSARY 
WHAT CAUSES PEOPLE TO COMMIT CRIMES HERE) 

(73) 
(74) 
(75) 
(76) 
(77) 
(78) 
(79) 

~ 

n 
n 
n 
u 
~ 

(START CARD = 2) u 
.---------------------

lO. Would you say it is worthwhile or a waste of time to 
report crime when it occurs in this development? 

2 Worthwhile 
(SKIP TO QUESTION lOa) 

1 Waste of time 
(GO TO QUESTION lOb) 

9 Can't sa . .:'L 
(GO TO ~uESTION 11) 

lOa. Why do you feel it's worthwhile to report crime? 
(RECORD) (GO TO QUESTION 11) 

lOb. Why do feel reporting crime is a waste of time? 
(RECORD) 
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11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

Would you say that most crimes in this neighborhood 
are committed by people living here or by outsiders? 

1 Residents 

2 Outsiders 

3 Both equally 

9 Can't say 

Are most of these criminals 

1 Juvenile (under 18) 

2 Adults (18 or over) 

9 Don't know 

T~~nking about y?ur p~rsonal safety when you are out­
Sl e after dark 1n th1S neighborhood, would you say 
you are very concerned, a little concerned or not 
at all concerned? ' 

3 Very concerned 
2 Little concerned 
1 Not at all concerned 
9 Never go out after dark 

How concerned are you about the personal safety of 
others in your family who live here, when they are 
outside after dark in this neighborhood? 

3 Very concerned 

2 A little concerned 

1 Not at all concerned 

8 The~ hever go out after dark 

9 No others in family 
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Again, thinking about your personal safety after dark 
around here, compared to the way it was six months 
ago, would you say it is getting better, getting 
worse, or about the same? 

3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 

2 About the same 

9 Didn't live here six months ago 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 17) 

8 Never go out after dark 

What about compared to the way it was a year ago? 
3 Getting better 

1 Getting WOlae 
2 About the same 

9 Didn't live here one year ago 
8 Never go out after dark 

How often do you go outside after dark in this are~? 
(READ LIST IF NECESSARY) 

4 Almost every night 
(GO TO QUESTION 20) 

3 A few times a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 20) 

2 About once a week 
(GO TO QUESTION 18) 

1 Very rarely (less than once a week) 
(GO TO QUESTION 18) 

Why don't you go out more ,often? (RECORD)(PROBE FOR 
2 OR 3 SPECIFIC REASONS) 

(21) 

(22) 

(23) 

______________ ~ ____________ ~~------------_______ (24-25) 

_________________________________________________ (26-27) 

__________________________________________________ (28-29) 
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20. 

21. 

23. 

Some people are more concerned about becoming ~ 
victim of crime in some areas than in other areas. 
I'm going to read a list of locations to you and 
I'd like you to rate them according to how afraid 
or concerned you are about being involved in a crime. 
For example, how fearful are you of a crime involv­
ing you, your family, or your property occurring in 
your apartment? Would you say you are quite fearful 
(scared), somewhat fearful (scared), or not fearful 
(scared)? (HAND RESPONDENT CARD A) 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Your apartment? 

The property outside 
your home or apart­
ment? 

The street? 

The neighborhood 
in general? 

The Cabrini-Green 
area,? 

The Loop? 

Quite 
scared 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Some-
what 

scared 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Not 
scared 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

(DO NOT 
READ) 
Can't 
sa~ 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

(31) 

(32) 

(33) 

(34) 

(35) 

(38) 

Compared to other neighborhoods in Chicago on the average, 
would you say this is a safer or more dangerous place to live? 

3 

2 

1 

9 

Safer than average 

About the same 

More dangerous than average 

Don't know 

Do you ever feel afraid of being harmed when you walk 
around this neighborhood alone? (EVALUATE EXTENT) 

3 

2 

1 

8 

Yes, quite often 

Yes,once in awhile 

No 

Never walk around alone 
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30. 

32. 

How long do you think you will continue living here 
in this neighborhood? 

1 Less than 6 months 
2 6 months to 1 year 
3 1 to 2 years 
4 Indefinitely plan to stay 
9 Don't know 

If you were" to leave this neighborhood, what do you 
think would be your most important reason for leav­
ing? (RECORD) (PROBE) 

(54) 

------------------------------______________________ (56-57) 

____ ( 58-59) 

" 35. Think of the general quality of life in this neighborhood. 
Compared to the way it was six months ago, would you 

.... 
L 

36. 

say the quality of life is (IF NECESSARY, DEFINE 
QUALITY OF LIFE.AS "GENERALLY HOW GOOD OR BAD IT IS 
TO LIVE HERE") 

3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 
2 

9 

About the same 

Didn't live here six months ago 
(SKIP TO QUESTION 37) 

Compared to the way it was a year ago, would you say 
the quality of life is 

3 Getting better 

1 Getting worse 

2 About the same 

9 Didn't live here a year ago 

37. People differ in how satisfied they are with their 
life generally. Thinking about your life in 
general, would you say you are 

. , . 

4 Very satisfied 

3; G~nerally satisfied 

2 Generally dissatisfied 
1 Very dissatisfieq 
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38. 

38a. 

Why do you feel this way? (RECORD)(PROBE FOR SPECIFICS) 

--------------------------------------___________ (19-20) 

------------------------------------____________ (21-22) 

----~----------------------------------______________ (23-24) 

Now I want to ask you how you feel about your life in a somewhat 
different way. I'm gOing to show you a picture of a ladder. 
Suppose that the ladder represents your life. Imagine that the 
top ?f the ladder represents the best possible life for you and 
the oottom represents the worst possible life for you. 

I'd like you to look at the ladder and tell me where you feel 
you stand on the ladder at the present time. Remember, the top 
of the ladder means the best possible life for you. (SHOW 
RESPONDENT PAGE AND MARK "P" NEXT TO NUMBER INDICATED. TAKE 
PAGE BACK AND ASK) 

Next, please tell where you believe you will stand in the future, 
say 1 to 3 years·from now. (RETURN PAGE RESPONDENT AND MARK "F" 
NEXT TO NUMBER INDICATED.) 

P _____ (25) 

F ___ (26) 

F minus P ______ (27) 
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39. 

40. 

50. 

51. 

Are you presentlY employed? 
2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 40) 

1 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 50) 

Is this full time or part time? 
2 Full time 

1 Part time 

How often would you say you see Chicago police in the 

neighborhood? (READ LIST) 
5 At least once a day 

4 Several times a week 

3 About once a week 
2 Once every two or three weeks 

1 Once a month or less 

(START CARD #4) R# __ 
4 

How would you rate the speed of the police response to 
calls for help in the neighborhood? 

5 Very fast 

4 Fairly fast 

3 Not too fast 

2 Very slow 

1 Don't shoW up 

57. 
Now I have a few questions about you and your family. 
Including yourself, hoW many people live in your house­
hold? How many are adults and hoW many are cbildren 

. , 

l 

.\ 

\ 
1 

1. .. , ,_ 

under 18? __ ~'rotal 

__ ..--:Adul ts 
___ Children (under 18) 

58. 
HoW long have you and your family lived in this 

particular residence? --years months 

[EXAMPLE: 
ONE YEAR AND ONE MONTH = 0101] 
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(28) 

(29) 

(73) 

(1-3) 

(5) 

(10) 
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(31) 

(32) 

(33-36) 
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59. 

59a. 

65a. 

70a. 

70b. 

72a. 

72d. 

By the way, what is your age? 

Years old 

(RECORD RESPONDENT'S SEX) 

What type 
in before 

1 Male 

2 Female 

of housing did 0 
you moved to thrsul~~~tr~~~ family live 

1 Public housing 

Apartment building 

Rented home 

2 

3 

4 Owned home 

Other (SPECIFY) 

I have 
Do you 

a few more questions ab ' , know anyone who l' .out Cabr1D1-Green. 1ves 1n Cabrini-Green? 

or flat 

2 Yes (GO TO QUESTION 70b) 

Is this person a 

Have you ever heard of the 
Program or Target Projects 

1 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 72a) 

Friend 

Relative 

1 

2 

3 Casual acquaintance 

Other (SPECIFY) 

Cabrini-Green 
Program? 

2 Yes 

1 No 

9 Don't know 

High Impact 

If the crime rate i C b ' , 
reduced, do you fee~ t~a~1~~~Gre~n we:e to be 
would also be reduced WOUld

1me 
1n th1s neighborhood 

no effect? ,increase, or would have 

3 Reduced 

1 Increased 

2 No effect 

9 Don't know 

- 12 -

(37-38) 

(39) 

(40) 

(41) 

(42) 

(43) 

(44) 



,j , 

I 
j 

.I 

J 

. ~ 
i 
1 

j 

I 

i 

I 
,,1 

, 1 
\ 

71. 

85. 

We have been talking about many things in relation to this 
neighborhood. Is there anything you would like to add? 
(RECORD) 

_(64-65) 

----------------------------------------_________ (66-67) 

----------------------------------______ (68-69,) 

Could I have your telephone number in case my 
supervisor wants to check on my work? 

(RECORD) Name _________________________ __ 

Number -----------------------

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Your 
opinions will be very helpful in tryng to under­
stand the residents'rfeelings on crime in this 
neighborhood. 

Time interview ended A.M. 
P.M. 

Length of interview (72-73) 
Minutes 
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TOTAL UNITS VACATED 

INTER-PROJECT TRANSFERS 
INTRA-PROJECT TRANSFERS 
TOTAL MOVE-INS 
UNITS OCCUPIED 

TOTAL UNITS. VACATED 
INTER-PROJECT TRANSFERS 

INTRA-PROJECT TRANSFERS 
TOTAL MOVE- INS 
UNITS OCCUPIED 

TOTAL UNITS VACATED 

INTER-PROJECT TRANSFERS 

INTRA-PROJECT TRANSFERS 
TOTAL MOVE-INS 

UNITS OCCUPIED 

TOTAL UNITS VACATED 
'INTER-PROJECT TRANSFERS 
INTRA-PROJECT TRANSFERS 

TOTAL MOVE-INS 
UNITS OCCUPIED 

TOTAL UNITS VACATED 
INTER-PROJECT TRANSFERS 

INTRA-PROJECT TRANSFERS 

TOTAL MOVE-INS 
UNITS OCCUPIED 

1974 

J A M J S 

TABLE D-1 

CABRINI-GREEN HIGH IMPACT PROGRAM 

MONTHLY REPORT OF TENANT MOVE-OUTS AND MOVE-INS1 

DEVELOPMENT: STATEWAY GARDENS, 2-22 
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D F A 
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1627 1630 1631 1630 1636 1633 1614 1609 1601 1593 1594 1591 1585 1589 1588 1594 1592 1590 1577 1576 1581 1580 1568 1568 1584 1597 1615 1633 1630 1630 1640 1650 1666 16821694 1707 1724 1738 1751 1754 1778 1809 1814 1806 1817 1813 1809 1821 
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15 14 15 
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13 16 
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A S o 
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o 5 1 

334 

N 

DEVELOPMENT: GREEN HOMES, 2-30 

D 

14 13 

1 2 
5 5 

F A 

12 

1 

o 

M 

1975 

S o 
13 13 12 16 

o 0 1 1 

257 3 

i!.. 
7 

1 

1 

9 

o 
1 

A 
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5 12 
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2 0 245 

10 18 17 

934 938 940 
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2 1 

9 5 11 8 21 5 7 

III 
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13 

9()2 

22 12 

910 909 

16 
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!! 
24 

1 
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16 

o 
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16 
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i!.. 
22 

o 
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15 
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18 

o 
4 

13 21 13 7 24 24 19 

M 

12 
2 

1 

13 30 28 

927 943 944 931 929 921 928 915 901 892 882 872 865 853 853 861 861 856 864 891 901 902 

DEVELOPMENT: CABRINI HOMES (2-2, 2-20, 2-30) 

1974 1975 

Q. Q F 

37 49 40 29 34 40 57 45 47 59 47 35 34 38 53 42 38 40 61 46 35 51 42 52 24 32 36 28 32 
4 7 3 3 759 2 7 4 7 6 3 4 2 7 2 4 4 2 3 3 6 16 2 3 5 3 3 

13 17 17 6 14 13 13 14 14 2d 17 14 12 9 19 3 10 6 11 11 10 9 12 15 11 735 6 

58 57 70 45 

J 

16 7 
o 0 

2 5 

27 26 

954 973 

1976 

43 26 
2 0 

5 8 

54 56 

! 
18 

1 

8 

11 

967 

! 
51 

4 

17 

54 42 59 48 34 41 34 30 42 30 36 45 41 
3i07 3117 3125 3130 3127 3121 3094 3091 3074 3051 3049 3055 

32 42 37 33 27 33 32 44 51 45 29 57 63 
3053 3057 3041 3032 3021 3014 2980 2983 2999 2993 2980 2985 3034 3060 3081 3123 3136 3147 3177 3181 

____________ -.:19'l.;..7 __________ ~ 

S 

13 14 9 

1 2 0 

7 3 2 

13 16 7 

967 969 967 

Q. 

F 

10 17 7 9 10 6 

o 0 0 2 0 0 
42343 1 

17 20 12 19 16 5 
974 973 978 988 994 993 

17 18 

o 1 

o 0 

14 9 

990 981 

1977 

« ~ « ~ N ~ ~ M ~ ~ ~ 

65402321312 
12 18 9 10 9 5 12 6 2 3 4., 

~ $ G ~ M a ~ ~ ~ e u 
3194 3214 3219 3242 3260 3281 3301 3310 3335 3361 335~ 

! 
22 

~ 

18 

Q. !. Q 
997 

21102 

14 5 4 1 2 

21 18 15 13 12 
980 980 986 990 995 

! §. Q. !. Q 
52 35 28 38 23 

5 1 103 

21 8 7 7 10 

47 47 30 35 38 
3350 3362 3364 3361 3380 

lSource: Chicago Housing Authority Monthly Report of Tenant Move-Outs and Move-Ins. 
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EXPERIMENTAL (4) 
MOVE-INS 
MOVE-OUTS (UNITS VACATED) 
UNITS AVAILABLE 
UNUS OCCUPIED 
% OCCUPIED 

MOVE-IN ~ MOVE-OUTS 
CONTROL (4 BUILDINGS) 

MOVE-INS 
MOVE-OUm.g 
UNITS AVAILABLE 
UNITS OCCUPIED 
% OCCUPIED 

MOVE-IN ~ MOVE-OUTS 
EXPERIMENTAL 

364 W. OAK 
MOVE-INS 
MOVE-OUTS 
UNITS AVAILABLE 
UNITS OCCUPIED 
% OCCUPIED 

365 IV. OAK 
MOVE-PIS 
MOVE-OUTS 
UNITS AVAIfJABLE 
UNITS OCCUPIED 
% OCCUPIED 

1340 N. LARRABEE 
MOVE-INS 
MOVE-OUTS 
UNI'rS AVAILABLE 
UNITS OCCUPIED 
% OCCUPIED 

1150-1160 N. SEDGWICK 
MOVE-INS 
MOVE-OUTS 
UNITS AVAILABLE 
UNI'rS OCCUPIED 
% OCCUPIED 

CONTROL 
862 N. SEDGIVICK 
MOVE-INS 
MOVE-OUTS (UNITS VACATED) 
UNITS AVAILBLE 
UNI'rS OCCUPIED 
% OCCUPIED 

911 N. HUDSON 
MOVE-INS 
MOVE-OUTS 
UNITS AVAILABLE 
UNITS OCCUPIED 
% OCCUPIED 

630 IV. EVERGREEN 
MOVE-INS 
MOVE-OU'rS 
UNITS AVAILABLE 
UN ITS OCCUPI ED 
% OCCUPIED 

1117-1119 N. CLEVELAND 
MOVE-INS 
IdOVE-OUTS 
UNITS AVAILABLE 
UNITS OCCUPIED 
% OCCUPIED 

------------------------
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2 

64 
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TABLE'D-2 

MONTHLY OCCUPANCY DATA FOR HIGH IMPACT PROGRAM 

EXPERIMENTAL AND CON"I;ROL BUILDINGS 
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Source: Chicago Housjng Authority Monthly Statistics for Cabrini-Green by Building • 
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ELEVATOR REPAIR ATTRIBUTABLE 
TO VANDALISM 

EXPERIMENTAL BUILDINGS 
364 West Oak 

365 West Oak 

1150-1160 North Sedgwick 

1340 North Larrabee 

CONTROL BUILDINGS 

862 North Sedgwick 

911 North Hudson 

630 West Evergreen 

1117-1119 North Cleveland 

OTHER VANDALISM 

EXPERIMENTAL BUILDINGS 

364 West Oak 

365 West Oak 

1150-1160 North Sedgwick 

1340 North Larrabee 

CONTROL BUILDINGS 

862 North Sedgwick 

911 North Hudson 

630 West Evergreen 

1117-1119 North Cleveland 

~-----

1975 

J A S 

661 635 546 

196 1,439 1,185 

TABLE 0-3 

ELEVATOR REPAIR (ATTRIBUTABLE TO VANDALISM) 
fl~D atHER VANDALISM EXPENDITURESI 

o N D J F M A 

132 768 ° 584 

737 

228 

723 

727 

557 

564 820 

596 2,322 774 1,705 1,059 

J 

630 

623 

1976 

J 

171 

580 

A 

162 

824 

S 

828 

618 

o 

489 

685 

D J 

o 1,411 1,945 

° 781 1,320 

383 

726 

364 

690 

----------------

304 

577 

M 

578 

263 

1977 

J J 

701 1,005 

445 748 

A 

499 

122 

S 

519 

998 

o D 

498 777 1,544 

958 1,412 565 

8,161 8,161 9,149 5,675 9,267 6,487 5,363 5,301 5,738 8,605 6,752 8,792 5,182 6,325 6,361,4,096 2,599 2,318 2,555 2,159 2,051 1,715 4,710 5,624 4,436 2,466 4,425 4,349 2,910 2,547 

2,256 2,000 3,828 3,811 3,554 1,779 2,406 4,019 2,471 2,353 5,520 3,753 2,669 3,397,2,034 1,436 3,330 2,956 3,019 1,798 1,708 1,428 1,487 1,670 2,776 3,027 1,790 1,718 1,108 706 

1,244 549 1,599 1,287 1,288 1,145 33,8 3,490 1,426 2,139 2,530 1,126 1,725 2,035 1,256 1,638 1,194 1,275 1,133 821 780 652 1,024 1,906 1,940 2,186 1,247 1,197 1,149 1,091 

1,016 1,400 1,421 1,485 1,485 1,077 874 1;759 2,526 723 1,133 1,575 2,371 642 1,424 1,507 1,063 1,773 831 995 945 790 679 621 1,028 1,079 1,135 1,090 1,046 1,437 

3,675 3,800 2,849 3,443 2,882 2,177 705 2,228 3,726 5,379 4,611 3,537 3,365 4,158 2,618 4,101 4,141 3,531 3,652 3,851 3,658 3,058 2,476 3,155 4,281 1,878 2,056 1,974 2,448 1,696 

6,421 6,299 6,525 9,048 3,435 10,165 5,744 6,360 7,556 7,536 5,969 6,086 5,048 4,692 4,690 5,171 5,239 6,028 5,008 5,236 4,974 4,098 3,341 5,669 6,037 7,497 3,469 3,330 2,976 4,186 

84 

184 

444 

129 

92 134 60 92 

110 178 156 47 

444 967 679 918 

453 792 403 351 

52 52 

51 159 

370 347 

452 462 

o 165 132 

159 51 56 

283 592 339 

677 576 381 

120 

39 

590 

290 

68 

72 

478 

593 

120 45 

39 388 

960 1,890 

586 549 

68 

72 

508 

784 

105 

° 355 

472 

35 99 33 

177 45 10 

358 450 451 

72 203 358 

101 

35 

284 

605 

129 

62 

207 

489 

161 

98 

215 

765 

° 8 ° 29 
156 219 

111 81 

45 

57 

204 

388 

26 

9 

190 

168 

o 

° 40 

23 

12 

° 
143 
208 

° 
° 24 

12 

25 

64 

20 
202 

° o 
308 

° 

o 
12 

130 

279 

41 

o 
79 

° 

40 

9 

103 

100 

104 279 298 255 

17 36 16 30 

104 132 34 525 

° 28 60 323 

23 

21 

° 196 

6 

24 

o 

° 

30 

80, 

105 

81 

o 
38 

° 90 

25 

o 
29 

200 

25 

o 
100 

° 

150 

16 

275 

° 

6 

o 
o 

15 

25 

19 

365 

250 

44 

o 
50 

10 

° o 

° 
75 

o 
o 
o 
o 

° 
° 165 

340 

10 

19 

200 

59 

° o 
10 

o 

10 

10 

o 
86 

° o 

° o 

19 

o 

° 75 

o 

° 
° 
° 

° o 
o 
o 

° o 
10 

175 

o 
10 

o 
o 

IT~ese expenditures represent the total cost of vandalism and include a factor for CRA overhead. 

Source: CHA monthly statistics for Cabrini-Green by buildil7\g. 
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Development 
or Building 

Cabrini-Green 
(not including 
Rowhouses) 

Rowhouses 

Year 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1974 

19'75 

1976 

1977 

Chicago 
Police 

Departme£t 
Premise 

.' 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55, 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

-. 

rl r~"" r~-l 

1'ABLE D-4 

YEAR-END VERIFIED CRIME TOTALS FOR 
CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS 

Types of Crime 

Total Total 
Index Auto Index

2 
Nonindex 

Homicide Rape Assaults Robbery Burglary Theft Theft Crime Crime 

8 15 
Not reported 

a 1 

8 16 

5 
o 
3 

8 

5 
o 
2 

7 

9 
1 
o 

10 

9 
a 
4 

13 

100 

31 

131 

74 
9 

38 

121 

55 
5 

31 

91 

1 

64 

65 

21 
6 

60 

87 

45 
18 
40 

103 

a 

79 

79 

20 
o 

57 

77 

38 
o 
3 

41 

o 

177 

177 

45 
17 

152 

214 

78 
36 
87 

201 

o 124 

77 429 

77 553 

o 174 
o 33 

46 356 

46 563 

a 230 
7 66 

32 199 

39 495 

147 

356 

503 

208 
24 

204 

436 

218 
39 
93 

350 

6 8 69 14 47 64 0 208 207 
1 0 11 12 0 16 3** 42 44 
~4~ ____ ~4 ____ ~3~2~ _____ !7 ______ ~4~ ____ 7~5~ ___ 4~7~~1~8:~3~ ____ ~72 

11 12 112 43 51 155 50 433 323 

o 0 
Not reported 

5 o o 5 o o 16 

~O ____ ~0~* ____ ~8~ ______ ~7 ____ ~2~2~ ____ ~3~3~ ___ ~8~~~~7 ____ ~7~3 

o 0 13 7 22 33 8 82 89 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
1 

1 

o 
o 
o 
o 

1 
o 
1 

2 

1 
o 
o 
1 

/ 

8 
2 
9 

19 

S 
1 
3 

9 

7 
1 
1 

9 

o 
o 

18 

18 

1 
1 
7 

9 

2 
1 
4 

7 

9 
o 

14 

23 

8 
o 
1 

9 

6 
o 
3 

9 

5 
1 

30 

36 

5 
o 

14 

19 

3 
1 

20 

24 

o 
o 

14 

14 

o 
o 

10 

10 

o 
o 
5 

5 

22 
3 

85 

110 

20 
2 

36 

58 

19 
3 

34 

56 

22 
1 

46 

69 

18 
4 

19 

41 

20 
2 

17 

39 

, 

" 

\ 
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Development 
or Building 

Total Cabrini­
Green (includ­
ing Rowhouses) 

Cabrini-Green 
Experimental 

Year 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

Chicago 
Police 

Departme£t 
Premise 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

'< 

r"~'~ 

TABLE D-4 

YEAR-END VERIFIED CRIME TOTALS FOR 
CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS 

(Continued) 

Types of Crime 

Total Total 
Index Auto Index 2 Nonindex 

Homicide Rape Assaults Robbery Burglary Theft Theft Crime Crime 

8 15 
Not reported 

o 1 

8 16 

5 9 
o 1 
3 0 

8 10 

5 10 
o 0 
2 5 

7 15 

6 9 
1 0 
5 4 

12 13 

1 2 
Not reported 

o 1 

1 3 

o 3 
o 0 
1 0 

1 3 

o 1 
o 0 
o 1 

o 2 

105 

39 

14'1. 

82 
11 
47 

140 

60 
6 

34 

100 

76 
12 
33 

121 

18 

4 

22 

14 
3 
1 

18 

7 
1 
5 

13 

1 

71 

72 

21 
6 

78 

105 

46 
19 
47 

112 

16 
13 
21 

50 

o 

14 

14 

2 
2 

12 

16 

7 
1 
5 

13 

o 

101 

101 

29 
o 

71 

100 

46 
o 
4 

50 

53 
o 
7 

60 

o 

12 

12 

3 
o 
6 

9 

2 
o 
o 
2 

o 

210 

210 

50 
18 

182 

250 

83 
36 

101 

220 

67 
17 
95 

179 

o 

33 

33 

11 
1 

28 

40 

9 
9 

16 

34 

o 129 

85 506** 

85 635** 

o 196 
o 36 

60 441 

60 673 

o 250 
7 68 

42 235 

49 553 

o 227 
3** 45** 

52 217 

55 489** 

o 21 

15 79 

15 100 

o 33 
o 6 
8 56 

8 95 

o 26 
2 13 
5 32 

7 71 

o 0 15 0 5 6 0 26 
00100 304 

~0 ______ 0~ ____ ~6~ ______ ~1 ______ ~0~ ____ ~8~ __ ~7_ 22 

o o 22 1 5 17 7 52 

/ 

163 

429 

592 

230 
25 

250 

505 

236 
43 

112 

391 

227 
46 
89 

362 

20 

43 

63 

33 
6 

40 

79 

48 
9 

22 

79 

32 
11 
11 

54 
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Development 
or Buildin~ 

Cabrini-Green 
Nonexperimental 
(does not in-
clude Rowhouses) 

Cabrini-Green 
Experimental 
Medium-Rise: 

364 W. Oak 

Year 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

p~~~ . ,. ,- ¥:'.d".. 
~ ,!] 

Chicago 
Police 

Departme~t 
Premise._ 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

" 

\ 
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If 
'I TABLE 0-4 
~ 

YEAR-END VERIFIED CRIME TOTALS FOR r CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS 
(Continued) 

Tnes of Crime 

Total Total 
Index Auto Index2 Nonindex Homicide Rape Assaults Robbery Bur~lary Theft The~l ~ Crime 

7 13 82 1 0 0 0 103 127 Not reported 
0 0 27 50 67 144 62 350 313 
7 13 109 51 67 144 62 453 440 

I 5 6 60 19 17 34 0 141 175 

f 
0 1 6 4 0 16 0 27 18 2 0 37 48 51 124 38 300 164 I: 
7 7 103 71 68 174 38 468 357 r: 

~ 8 48 38 I 5 36 69 0 204 170 0 0 4 17 0 27 5 53 30 Ii 2 3 26 35 3 71 27 167 71 Ii 
11 7 11 78 90 39 167 32 424 271 

f 
6 8 54 14 42 58 0 182 175 1 0 10 12 0 13 3 38** 33 4 4 26 16 4 67 40 161 61 

11 12 90 42 46 138 43 381** 269 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 Not reported 
0 1 0 1 2 5 2 11 4 
0 2 0 1 2 5 2 12 8 
0 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 .-0 0 0 1 1 6 0 8 6 , \ 
0 0 5 1 1 6 0 13 9 I 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 6 

" 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 i' 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 5 2 
0 0 1 0 0 4 1 6 8 i 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 3 0 
0 0 1 1 0 0 1 3 4 

, 
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TABLE D-4 i 

YEAR-END VERIFIED CRIME TOTALS FOR 
CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS 

(Continued) 

'l'nes of Crime 
Chicago 
Police Total Total 

Development Departme£t Index Auto Index Nonindex 
or Building Year Premise Homicide Rape Assaults Robbery Burglary Theft Theft Crime2 Crime ----- ----- -----

354 W. Oak 1974 54 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 4 
55 Not reported 
99 0 0 1 2 1 2 6 12 4 

Total 1 1 2 2 1 2 6 15 8 

1975 54 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 5 6 
55 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 3 2 
99 1 0 1 3 0 5 2 12 9 

Total 1 0 4 5 0 8 2 20 17 

1976 54 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 9 
55 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 5 6 
99 0 0 2 0 0 3 1 6 2 

Total 0 0 2 0 1 7 2 12 17 

1977 54 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 1 
55 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
99 0 0 2 0 0 3 1 6 0 

Total 0 0 5 0 0 3 1 9 3 

High-Rise 1974 54 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 4 , 
Experimental: 55 Not 'reported 

i 99 0 0 0 4 2 6 0 12 14 
I 

, ~ Total 0 0 5 4 2 6 0 17 18 
-j 

1340 N. I 1975 54 0 0 3 0 2 4 0 9 9 

1 
Larrabee 55 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 

99 0 0 0 2 0 8 2 12 8 
\ 

1 Total 0 0 3 3 2 12 2 22 18 I 

!s' I 1976 54 0 0 5 1 0 1 0 7 12 
! 55 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 3 1 

, l 99 0 0 0 4 0 7 0 11 7 
.- Total 0 0 6 5 0 9 1 21 20 

~ 1977 54 0 0 7 0 3 3 0 13 16 
55 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 4 

!) 

!I 
99 0 0 1 0 0 2 3 6 7 ,,j 

0 Total 0 0 8 0 3 7 3 21 27 
,I 

-)f 
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TABLE D-4 

YEAR-END VERIFIED CRIME TOTALS FOR 
CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS 

(Continued) 

Types of Crime 
Chicago 
Police Total Total 

Development Departme~t Index Auto Index2 Nonindex 
or Building Year Premise Homicide Rape Assaults Robbery Burglary Theft Theft Crime Crime ----- ----- -----

1150-60 N. 1974 ~4 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 12 8 
Sedgwick 55 Not reported 

99 0 0 3 7 7 20 7 44 21 

Total 0 0 15 7 7 20 7 56 29 

1975 54 0 3 4 1 1 5 0 14 16 
55 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 
99 0 0 0 6 5 9 4 24 17 

Total 0 3 6 7 6 14 4 40 35 

1976 54 0 1 2 6 1 7 0 17 21 
55 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 5 2 
99 0 1 2 1 0 3 3 10 11 

Total 0 2 4 8 1 14 3 32 34 

1977 54 0 0 5 0 2 3 0 10 12 
55 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 4 
99 0 0 2 0 0 3 2 7 4 

Total 0 0 8 0 2 7 2 19 20 

Cabrini-Green 1974 54 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

" 
Control 55 Not reported 
Buildings 99 0 0 0 3 1 3 2 9 9 

-' . 1 Medium-Rise Total 0 0 0 3 1 3 2 9 12 
~/ j 

~ 
862 N. 1975 54 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 ~1i: 3 .-

Sedgwick 55 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 \ 
99 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 2 . I; 

-~ q Total 0 1 3 1 2 3 0 10 5 

I 1976 54 0 0 0 2 3 1 0 6 3 '\. 
" ~'I ~ 

~ 55 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 
'\ 99 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 2 
~ 

~ Total 0 0 0 2 3 2 3 10 5 

~ 1977 54 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 7 5 
55 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (; 

~ 99 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 3 0 

11 Total 0 0 1 5 0 4 0 10 5 
II . 
11 -" _~ __ .. __ L._ .~" _ .... ~._~---:"' __ . __ . <_~, __ .- ,~ .. ..-----<--'----~-.~~-' ""--~-'- .. -
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Development 
.or Building 

911 N. Hudson 

High-Rise 

Year 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

630 W. Evergreen 1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

• " f"Jt 

Chicago 
Police 

Departme£t 
Premise 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

54 
55 
99 

Total 

TABLE D-4 

YEAR-END VERIFIED CRIME TOTALS FOR 
CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS 

(Continued) 

Types of Crime 

Total Total 
Index Auto Index2 Nonindex 

Homicide Rape Assaults Robbery Bm'glary Theft Theft Crime Crime 

o 1 
Not reported 

o 0 

o 1 

o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

o 0 

o 0 
o 0 
o 0 

o 0 

o 2 
o 0 
o 0 

o 2 

o 0 
Not reported 

o 0 

o 0 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

.' , . 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
1 

1 

1 

3 

4 

2 
o 
1 

3 

1 
o 
1 

2 

1 
o 
1 

2 

10 

o 
10 

1 
1 
1 

3 

3 
1 
o 
4 

1 
o 
o 
1 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

1 
o 
1 

2 

o 
1 
o 
1 

o 

3 

3 

o 
o 
2 

2 

3 
1 
1 

5 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

1 
o 
o 
1 

1 
o 
o 
1 

o 

5 

5 

2 
o 
4 

6 

4 
o 
o 
4 

2 
o 
o 
2 

o 

1 

1 

1 
o 
3 

4 

1 
o 
3 

4 

2 
o 
2 

4 

o 

6 

6 

o 
1 

10 

11 

2 
o 
3 

5 

2 
1 
3 

6 

o 

1 

1 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
2 

2 

o 
o 
1 

1 

o 

2 

2 

o 
o 
1 

1 

o 
o 
2 

2 

o 
o 
6 

6 

2 

5 

7 

3 
o 
4 

7 

4 
o 
7 

11 

6 
1 
4 

11 

10 

16 

26 

3 
2 

18 

23 

12 
2 
6 

20 

5 
1 

10 
16 

3 

5 

8 

2 
1 
4 

7 

11 
o 
1 

12 

5 
o 
2 

7 

7 

13 

20 

9 
1 
5 

15 

5 
o 
1 

6 

12 
o 
4 

16 
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TABLE 0-4 I 
YEAR-END VERIFIED CRIME TOTALS FOR 
CABRINI-GREEN AN)) STATEWAY GARDENS 

(Continued) 

Types of Crime 
Chicago 
Police Total Total 

Development Departme£t Index Auto Index2 Nonindex 
or Building Year Premise Homicide Rape Assaults Robbery Burglary Theft Theft Crime Crime ----- ----- -----

1117-1119 N. 1974 54 0 3 7 0 0 0 0 10 6 
Cleveland 55 Not reported 

99 0 0 2 1 6 18 8 35 29 

Total 0 3 9 1 6 18 8 45 35 

1975 54 1 0* 14 4 1 5 0 24** 22 
55 0 0 3 1 0 2 0 6 0 i 
99 2 0 9 6 6 7 0 30 16 

I " Total 3 0 26 11 7 14 0 60** 38 

1976 54 1 0 6 0 4 9 0 20 20 
55 0 0 0 2 0 4 1 7 4 

/) 99 0 2 2 2 0 7 4 17 7 

Total 1 2 8 4 4 20 5 44 31 ~ 

1977 54 0 1 8 2 5 7 0 23 17 
55 1 0 1 2 0 2 2 8 2 
99 2 0 2 2 1 2 4 13 6 

Total 3 1 11 6 6 11 6 44 25 

Stateway Gardens 1974 54 2 30 39 0 0 0 0 71 98 
55 Not reported 

1 99 0 5 13 128 139 123 45 453 311 .. ~ Total <, 2 35 52 128 139 123 45 524 40!) 
~ 

. iJ 1975 54 1 23 28 71 33 24 0 180 151 
<, 

\ 
# 55 0 0 7 8 1 8 0 24 8 

)1 99 1 3 8 64 81 60 42 259 100 
'I 
1 Total 2 26 43 143 115 92 42 463 259 Ii 

'\ J 

~ 1976 54 3 4 34 97 98 49 0 285 199 
- 55 0 0 10 3 0* 13 7 32** 20 '. 

~ 99 1 1 8 9 7 44 24 94 40 
,/ 

H Total 4 5 52 109 105 106 31 411** 259 
;1 

11 
1977 54 6 8 38 76 46 46 0 220 177 

IJ 
55 0 2 10 23 0 13 5 53 28 

I. 99 0 0 8 15 4 30 32 89 32 
;j 

, ~ 
Total 6 10 56 114 50 89 37 362 237 
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Notes 

TABLE D-4 

YEAR-END VERIFIED CRIME TOTALS FOR 
CABRINI-GREEN AND STATEWAY GARDENS 

(Continued) 

1premise "54" is interior location; "55" is a building perimeter 
location; "99" is outside, away from building location • 

2The sum of the individual index crime categories may not always 
total the figure reported in this column because of the occa­
sional reporting of a negative (i.e., -1) crime occurrance. This 
is the method used by the Chicago Police Department to correct 
the reporting of a crime to an incorrect category. 

* = -1. 

**A -1 was treated as O. 
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TABLE D-5 

POPULATION STATISTICS 

1974 1975 1976 

Stateway Gardens 1 
6,625 6,335 6,165 

2 Total Cabrini-Green 13,456 12,831 12,697 
Experimental buildings 1,834 1,749 1,747 
Medium-Rise 486 464 429 

16 story 600 572 594 
19 story 748 713 724 

Control buildings 1,816 1,731 1,717 
Medium-Rise 480 458 430 

16 story 657 626 637 
19 story 679 647 650 

Nonexperimenta.l 9,652 9,202 9,087 

1 

Medium-Rise 3,883 3,702 3,615 
15-16 story 4,255 4,057 4,035 
19 story 1,514 1,443 1,437 

Rowhouses 1,970 1,880 1,863 

Stateway Garden totals for 1974, 1975, and 1976 are 
taken from the CRA Statistical Reports for those years. 
The total for 1977 has been extrapolated on the basis of 
a trend analy~is using linear regression. 

2Cabrini-Green totals for 1975, 1976, and 1977 are 
taken from the special census conducted for those years 
by CRA as part of the Target Project Programs. The 
totals ~or 1974 are the result of redistributing the net 
decrease of 625 pe-rsons at Cabrini-Green between 1974 
and 1975 among all Cabrini-Green buildings based on the 
1975 distribution of population. 

, 
" 

Total Cabrini-Green includes the experimental buildings, 
nonexperimental buildings, and Rowhouses. Nonexperi­
mental buildings include the control buildings. 
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1977 

5,915 

13,177 
1,926 

411 
616 
899 

1,733 
411 
616 
706 

9,415 
3,658 
4,106 
1,651 

1,836 
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TABLE D-6 APPENDIX D 

FEAR OF BECm! ING A YICTI~ OF CRIME I~ VARIOUS 
BUILDING AND NEIGHBORHOOD LOCATIONS BY CHA DEVELOPMENT AND TYPE 

UNWEIGIITED RESPONSES 

Cabrini-Green Experimental Cabr~ni-Green ~onexperimenta1 Cabrini-Green Rowhouses Stateway Gardens 
Baseline N = 200 Baseline N = 264 Baseline N = 105 Baseline N = 201 

First Follow-up N = 133 First Follow-up N - 191 First Follow-up N ~ 66 First Follow-up N = 153 
Second Follow-up N = 179 Second Follow-up N ~ 313 Second Follow-up N = 91 Second Follow-up N = 240 

Quite Somewhat Not Quite Somewhat Not Quite Somewhat Not Quite Somewhat Not 
Fearful Fearful Fearful ~issing-1 Fearful Fearf.\.ll Fearful ~Ussing4 Fearful Fearful Fearful ~lissing4 Fearful Fearful Fearful ~issing4 

(3 ) (2 ) _(1)_ CS _I!!':l~ 'fatal (3) ~_L __ (~ CS Data Total (1) (2 ) (1) CS Data Total (3 ) (2 ) (1) CS Data Total ' ; 
'/ 
d 

Apartment ! % 36.5 33.0 29.5 0.5 0.5 100.0 48.9 24.6 25.8 0.7 100.0 41. 0 33.3 25.7 100.0 57.7 25.4 16.4 0.5 100.0 ! Baseline l N (73 ) (66 ) (59 ) (1 ) (200 ) (129 ) (65 ) (68 ) (2 ) (264 ) (43 ) (35 ) (27 ) (105 ) (116 ) (51 ) (33 ) (1 ) (201 ) : I % 22.6 22.6 53.4 1.4 (1 100.0 24.6 22.0 52.9 0.5 100.0 19.7 28.8 51. 5 100.0 25.5 23.5 51. 0 100.0 : \ 

First Follow-up 2 ~ (30 ) (30 ) (71 ) (2 ) (133 ) 47 ) (42 ) (l01 ) (1 ) (191 ) (13 ) (19 ) (34 ) ( 66 ) (39 ) (36 ) (78 ) (153 ) i l 

,I 

J. •• :J 60.3 0.6 100.0 24.3 26.8 48.9 100.0 19.8 18.7 54.9 6.6 32.5 25.8 41. 7 100.0 'i 
C _..L._ I, 

Second Fo11ow-up3N (38 (32 ) (108 ) (l ) (179 ) 76 ) (84 ) (153 ) nU3 ) (18 ) (17 ) (50 ) 6 ) ( 91 (78 ) (62 ) (100 ) (240 ) !! 
II 

Hall 1/ 
% 43.5 28.0 26.5 1.5 0.5 100.0 56.0 25.0 16.3 2.7 100.0 64.2 17.4 17.9 0.5 100.0 

jl 
I' 

Base1ine l N (87 ) (56 ) (53 ) (3 ) (1 ) (200 ) (148 ) (66 ) (43 ) (7 ) (264 ) (129 ) (35 ) (36 ) (1 ) (201 ) it 
i ~ % 21.0 40.6 34.6 3.8 100.0 37.2 35.6 25.1 2.1 100.0 N/A 55.6 26.8 17.6 100.0 I' 

First Follow-up2 N (28 ) (54 ) (46 ) (5 ) (133 ) (71 ) (68 ) (48 ) (4 ) (191 ) (85 ) (41 ) (27 ) (153 ) 
j ~ 

:1 
% 30.7 34.1 34.6 0.6 100.0 35.5 38.7 24.9 0.6 0.3 100.0 53.7 26.8 19.5 100.0 ,I , 1 

Second Fol10w-up3N (55 ) (61 ) (62 ) (1 ) (179 ) (111 ) (121 ) (78 ) (2 ) (1 ) (313 ) (129 ) (64 ) (47 ) (240 ) 'i II 
Lobby 

, I 
! ; 

% 15.5 28.5 54.0 1.5 0.5 100.0 40.5 27.3 29.6 2.6 100.0 49.8 23.4 25.3 1.5 100.0 ~ i 

Base1inf:1 N (31 ) (57 ) (108 ) (3 ) (l ) (200 ) (107 ) (72 ) (78 ) (7 ) (264 ) (100 ) (47 ) (51 ) (3 ) (201 ) 11 
if % 5.3 17.3 74.4 2.3 0.7 100.0 31.9 30.9 32.5 3.7 1.0 100.0 N/A 48.4 24.8 25.5 1.3 100.0 !i First Fol10w-up2 N ( 7 ) (23 ) (99 ) (3 ) (1 ) (133 ) (61 ) (59 ) (62 ) (7 ) (2 ) (191 ) (74 ) (38 ) (39 ) (2 ) (153 ) II 

% 7.3 14.5 77.6 0.6 100.0 25.6 30.7 41.5 1.9 0.3 100.0 40.0 29.6 30.4 100.0 ;i 
11 Secon.d Follow-up N (13 ) (26 ) (139 (1 ) (179 ) (80 ) (96 ) (130 ) (6 ) (1 ) (313 ) (96 ) (71 ) (73 ) (240 ) ii 

E1eva.tor rl ---- % 48.0 24.0 24.0 3.5 62.1 15.9 18.2 73.6 12.9 3.5 100.0 
jj 

0.5 100.0 3.8 100.0 9.5 0.5 q 
-p Base1inel N (96 ) (48 ) (48 ) (7 ) (1 ) (200 ) (164 ) (42 ) (48 ) (10 ) (264 ) (148 ) (19 ) (26 ) (7 ) (1 ) (201 ) ~ I 

It 
% 18.8 34.6 44.4 2.2 100.0 .45.0 26.7 25.7 2.6 100.0 N/A 69.9 18.3 10.5 1.3 100.0 ! [ 

First Fol10w-up2 N (25 ) (46 ) (59 ) (3 ) (133 ) (86 ) (51 ) (49 ) (5 ) '(191 ) (107 ) (28 ) (16 ) (2 ) (153 ) 1\ 
% 27.4 30.7 41.3 0.6 100.0 47.3 23.9 25.9 2.6 0.3 100.0 64.2 18.8 16.6 0.4 100.0 ! I~ 

Second Follow-up N (49 ) (55 ) (74 ) (1 ) (179 ) (148 ) (75 ) (81 ) (8 ) (1 ) (313 ) (154 ) (45 ) (40 ) (1 ) (240 ) r ~ 
1\ 

Grounds Ii 
c: 25.5 37.0 36.0 0.5 1.0 100.0 31.1 37.5 28.8 2.6 100.0 30.5 41.9 26.7 0.9 100.0 30.9 32.3 36.3 0.5 100.0 ji ·c II Baseline l N (51 ) (74 ) (72 ) . (1 ) (2 ) (200 ) (82 ) (99 ) (76 ) (7 ) (264 ) (32 ) (44 ) (28 ) (1 ) (105 ) (62 ) (65 ) (73 ) (1 ) (201 ) 1\ 
% 20.3 37.6 40.6 1.5 100.0 26.2 30.4 40.8 1.6 1.0 100.0 15.1 34.9 47.0 3.0 100.0 26.8 30.7 41.8 ·0.7 100.0 \1 

First Fo110w-up 2 N (27 ) (50 ) (54 ) (2 ) (133 ) (50 ) (58 ) (78 ) (3 ) (2 ) (191 ) (10 ) (23 ) (31 ) (2 ) (66 ) (41 ) (47 ) (64 ) (1 ) (153 ) ii % 21.8 31.3 45.8 1.1 100.0 15.9 42.2 41.9 100.0 11.0 28.5 44.0 3.3 13.2 100.0 25.4 32.1 42.1 0.4 100.0 
Second Follow-up3N (39 ) (56 ) (82 ) (2 ) (179 ) (50 ) (132 ) (131 ) (313 ) (10 ) (26 ) (40 ) (3 ) (12 ) (91 ) (61 ) (77 ) (101 ) (1 ) (240 ) 

11 
Neighborhood II % 33.5 39.0 24.0 3.0 0.5 100.0 37.5 34.1 25.8 2.3 0.3 100.10 33.3 38.1 26.7 1.9 100.0 36.8 31.8 29.4 2.0 100.0 
Baseline l N (67 ) (78 ) (48 ) (6 ) (1 ) (200 ) (99 ) (90 ) (68 ) (6 ) n ) (264 ) (35 ) (40 ) (28 ) (2 ) (105 ) (74 ) (64 ) (59 ) (4 ) (201 ) 

,I 
II 

% 24.1 42.9 30.0 .3.0 100.0 27.8 37.2 31.4 3.6 100.n 21.2 40.9 30.3 7.6 100.0 30.7 36.6 30.7 2.0 100.0 II First FOl10w-up2 N (32 ) (57 ) (40 ) (4 ) (133 ) , ( 53 ) (71 ) (60 . ) (7 ) (191 ) (14 ) (27 ) (20 ) (5 ) (66 ) (47 ) (56 ) (47 ) (3 ) (153 ) i\ % 33,.0 34.6 29.0 3.4 100.0 30.0 40.3 28.8 0.6 0.3 100.0 17.5 37.4 36.3 8.8 100.0 33.8 33.3 31.3 1.6 100.0 

1\ 
Second Fo110w-up3N (59 ) (62 ) (52 ) (6 ) (179 ) (94 ) (126 ) (90 ) (2 ) (1 ) (313 ) (16 ) (34 ) (33 ) (8 ) (91 ) (81 ) (80 ) (75 ) (4 ) (240 ) 

/'! 
! !I ,I 

Notes: !.Summer 1976 fl 
2Fall 1976 ! 
3Fall 1976 . 1 
4,assing data is the result of coding errors, I illegible information, or unverified information. 
CS = Cannot say. 
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