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CHAPTER I 

CONCEPTUAL ISSUES IN UNDERSTANDING CITIZEN CRIME PREVENTION 

The notion that people either by themselves or as a group, 
can prevent future events from happening is implicit in the 
manner most of us live our lives. The concept of prevention 
follows from the assumption that performance of Action X lessens 
the likelihood of EveIlt Y. Such actions occur throughout our 
daily repertoire of activities, with most persons appearing 
"instinctively" able to avoid perceived imminent danger. 

For the pu.blic policy-maker, social service practioner and 
applied social scientist, preventive actions which re~uir~ explicit 
decisions to avoid future aversive events are of spec~al ~mportance. 
Take for example the decision to "buckle-up for safety" or the 
decision not to smoke cigarettes. Here the adage, "an ounce of 
prevention is worth a pound of cure,".becomes re~evant .. T~e ex
tent to which citizens lead careful l~ves by eat~ng nutr~t~ously, 
exercising not smoking driving defensively, not overloading 
electrical'sockets, etc: is assumed to have a significant impact 
on our nation's quality of life. It can also be assumed that a 
society whose citizens routinely engage in "preventive behaviors" 
will be able to more efficiently expend its public and private 
resources. 

The critical role that the American Public qua citizens 
plays in controlling the level of crime in our nation, and there-
by directly and indirectly contributing to their o~m safety and 
security has long been talked about. The Presidential Commission 
of 1967 ~xplicitly noted the need for an active and in~o~ved . 
citizenry, both in improving the performance of. the ~r~m~~al J,!st~ce 
System, and in reducing the circumstances and s~tuat~ons ~n wh~ch 
crime$ are most likely to be committed. 

In establishing LEAA, the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 acknowledged "that crime is essentially a 
local problem that must be d~alt with by state and local govern
ments if it is to be control~ed effectively." Yet a careful 
reading of that act finds rather nonspecific directive about the 
citizen's proper role in crime control at the local level. The 
1968 Act specified that funds could be allocated to educate the 
public about crime prevention and law ~nforce~ent. F~n~s.could 
also be spent to employ community serv~ce off~cers. (7~v~~~an~) 
at the local level to encourage "neighborhood part~c~pat~on ~n 
crime prevention and public safety efforts." Other than those. 
two instances, nothing else is said about citizen involvement ~n 
crime prevention: Furthermore, both th~s~ stat~ment~ are non- . 
specific'concerning parameters of the c~t~zenry s cr~me prevent~on 
resonses. 
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In 1971, the administrator of. LEAA appointed a cbmrriis'sion 
"to formulate for the first time national criminal justice stan= 
dards and goals for crime reduction and prevention at the state 
and local levels." One of the six reports of this National 
Advisory Commission on Criminal Jus~ice Standards and Goals dealt 
with Community Crime Prevention. ~'~ For the most part that volume 
made recommendations for community-based programs to get at the 
"root" causes of crime: youth service bureaus; drug abuse programs; 
employment, education, recreation, and religious programs. In an 
absolute sense only a very small portion of this lengthy document 
addressed the proper role of the "average citizen" in crime pre
vention. One instance was a statement on the reduction of criminal 
opportunity: 

Combating crime is not solely the responsibility of 
law enforcement agencies. Crime reduction can come 
about only if the community, criminal justice personnel, 
and individuals work together. Law enforcement 
ageucies have a responsibility to inform citizens of 
ways to protect themselves, their homes, and their 
families. Such programs, however, will have little 
effect unless citizens take such elementary precau
tions as locking their doors and windows, or report-
ing suspicious or criminal activities in their neigh
borhoods. Citizen partioipation in orime prevention 
begins at home. (pp. 201-202). *'k 

In this statement and in an appendix on existing "community 
crime prevention" programs, the Commission suggested that proper 
cit',ize,n anti-crime measures included: 

• locking home doors and windows; 

• reporting suspicious/criminal activities; 

• increasing the "target hardness" of the home (e.g. 
installing special locks); 

• increasing informal surveillance of one's neighbor
hood and participating in "blockwatches"; 

8 engraving personal property with an I.D. number; and 

• patro11.ing neighborhoods via walking , driving, with/ 
without CB radios. 

It is interef~ting to note that all these recommendations 

7~ Community Crime PreVen'tion. U.S. Govt. Printing Office, 1973: 
Stock #2700-00181. 

** Italics added. 
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were made in the totaZ absenoe of valid evaluation research on 
the effectiveness of any of these methods in preventing crime. 
In fact, this knowledge gap was later documented by the National 
Evaluation Program studies, performed in the mid-1970's for 
NILECJ. While those NEP studies provided considerable evidence 
that there was a great amount of involvement in anti-crime acti
vities on the part of the citizenry, very little was known about 
the effioaoy of such anti-crime efforts. 

While the Crime Control Act of 1973 did not include any new 
mandate for citizen crime prevention, the Office of Community 
Anti-Crime Programs was established by the Crime Control Act of 
1976: This office was authorized to "enable community and citi
zen groups to apply for grants to encourage community and citizen 
participation in crime prevention." The 1976 Act also made funds 
specifically available for "t1::.e development and operation of 
programs designed to reduce and prevent crime against the elderly," 
and "crime prevention programs in which members of the community 
participate, and including but not limited to 'b1ockwatch' and 
similar programs." 

In interpreting the 1976 Act, the Office of Community Anti
Crime Programs chose to build its funding priorities around the 
following distinction: 

Priority will be given to programs and activities 
that are pubZio minded in the sense that they are 
designed to promote a social or collective response 
to crime and the fear of crime at the neighborhood 
level in contrast to "p:rivate minded" efforts that 
deal only with the actions of citizens as individuals 
or those that result from the provision of services 
that in themselves do not contribute to the organi
zation of the neighborhood (U.S. Department of 
Justice, 1977:58-3).* 

While we will discuss this distinction again, here it is impor
tant to note that such a statement seemed to suggest that certain 
types of citizen anti-crime activities were preferable to others; 
at least in the sense that they would receive funding priority. 

Most recently, in its reorganization of LEAA, the Justice 
System Improvement Act of 1979 continued to cite the importance 
of supporting "neighborhood and community anti-crime efforts," 
in part through the Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs and 
through its Discretionary Grants program. Furthermore, under 
its authorization of Formula Grants for states and units of local 
governme.nt, the 1979 Act specified the proper use of funds to 
include: 

i~Ita1ics added. 
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• establishing or expanding community and neigh
borhood programs that enable citizens to under
take initiatives to deal with crime and delin
quency; and 

• improving the police utilization of community 
resources through support of joint police
community projects designed to prevent or con
neighborhood crime. 

Here again is found a commitment to the notion of an "involved 
citizenry," but worded in a nonspecific manner. 

Thus from the perspective of the U.S. public laws that have 
been written to address law enforcement and criminal justice 
needs, it is not al all clear, in specific terms~ what official 
policy exists on the proper role of the citizenry in crime pre
vention. What is clear is a continued, if ambigous, reference 
t.o the importance of the involvement of "citizens and the commun
ity." 

In the absence of a detailed declaration of what citizens 
should do and be encouraged to do to prevent crime it is useful 
to step back and review the scope of citizen anti-crime activities 
from the perspective of the citizenry: The American Public en
gages in a host of activities in an attempt to lessen the absolute 
magnitude and severity of crime, and to lessen the likelihood 
and impact of criminal victimization on their lives. Some citi
zens never venture outside the perceived protection of their 
homes to avoid personal victimizations. Others fortify their 
homes in an attempt to ward off home invaders. Still others 
escort children and the elderly along routes where danger is 
thought to loom. Some unite with fellow residents to patrol 
their neighborhood, while others volunteer time and resources to 
provide non-criminal activities for potentially delinquent youth. 

While public funds support formal law enforcement agencies 
to control and prevent crime, it is in the above-mentioned capa
cities that the citizenry can be thought of as co-produceps of 
our nation's safety and security (cf. Pennel, 1978; Percy, 1979; 
and Rosentraub and Harlow, 1980). In fat;.::.' as Yin (1979) suggests, 
citizens may play the major role in the control and prevention 
of crime. It is therefore of clear importance to understand the 
anti-crime activities that citizens engage in, and the motiva
tional factors associated with these "preventive responses." 

This then is the expressed purpose of our research. The 
past decade has seen much rhetoric and millions of dollars 
focused on involving the citizenry in crime prevention. While 
a good deal of evaluation research has been conducted to investi
gate the efficacy of these approaches to crime prevention, very 
little systematic research has been perform!ad to fully understand 
"what citizens do to be safe from crime;" and as importantly, 
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"why they do it?"~', I-Jithout a full understanding of the extent 
to which citizens (on their own) engage in crime prevention 
public policy will be formulated in somewhat of a vacuum. Further
more, without a ~l~ar understanding of the "natural" processes 
that lead some c~t~zens to engage in certain anti-crime measures 
while ?t~er c~t~zens do not, crime prevention programs may fail 
to mob~l~ze c~t~zens because of a misunderstanding of the under
lying dynamics. 

. As a first step in an investigation of these. issues ,:"t 
was.~nc~bent upon Us ~o carefully select the range of citizen 
ant~-cr~me measures wh~ch would be investigated. To do this 
past con~eptualizations of citizen/community crime prevention 
were rev~ewed. 

A. Review of Past Conceptualizations of Citizen/Community Crime 
Prevention 

1. Avoidance/mob~lization. Furstenberg (1972) made the 
first serious attempt to conceptualize citizen crime prevention 
measures by separating these activities into avoidance behaviors 
~nd mobi~izatio~ techniques. By avoidance, Furstenberg meant 
strateg~es to ~solate ... (oneself) from exposure to victimization" 

e.g., staying off the streets at night, locking doors, ignoring , 
strangers, etc. Mobilization techniques in contrast involved 
the protection of one's property and/or self through. the pur-
chase of a product (e.g., burglar alarms window bars flood 
lights, guns, etc.). In making this distinction Furstenberg 
built on the earlier findings of Biderman et al. (1967) that 
citizens who "avoided" didn't necessarily "mobilize," and vice 
versa; thus suggesting the independence of these dimensions. 
~ile th~s 'conceptualization is in~eresting and logically appeal
~ng at f~rst glance, a closer read~ng leaves one uncertain of 
the construct validity of the avoidance and mobilization concepts. 
Furstenberg stated that the items which made up his "index of 
avoi~an~e" were all highly intercorrelated, but did not provide 
s~at~stl.cal evi~ence to document their internal consistency. 
W~thout such ev~dence one cannot be confident that the separate 
behaviors making up these indices form valid avoidance or 
mobilization dimensions. 

2. CPTED. An alternative conceptualization of citizen 
crime prevention measures follows from work related to "Crime 
Prevention Through Environmental Design" (Tien, Reppetto, & 

* The research associated with the LEAA-fundedReactions to Crime 
Project (e.g., DuBow, McCabe, & Kaplan, 1979) at the Center for 
Urb~n Affairs, North~estern U~iversity represents the first syste
mat~c and comprehens~ve, albe~t exploratory, work on these issuses, 
and served as the knowledge-base upon which the current research 
program was built. 
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Hanes, 1976). Building upon earlier works linking crime and 
the physical environment (e.g., Jeffery, 1971; and Newman, 1972) 
CPTED implied that citizens' preventive measures could be 
categorized as access control,~ 8urveil,l,«rwe~ and territorial,ity. 
Access control refers primarily to target-hardening responses 
(e.g., burglar alarms, special locks, fences, etc.) intended to 
limit unlawful entry. Surveillance, as a crime prevention 
activity, refers to the citizenry's ability and propensity to 
be vigilant towards crim.e (both personal and property). The 
domain of surveillance includes formal/informal neighborhood 
patrols (both walking and driving), being alert to and reporting 
suspicious/criminal activity, and modifying the physical environ
ment to make it easier to "see what's going on," e.g., increasing 
outdoor lighting and removing visual obstructions. Territoriality 
is not completely independent of access control and surveillance. 
It refers to citizen behaviors which demonstrate a proprietary 
demeanor in some given environment, e. g., one's home or neigh
borhood. Unfortunately, the work associated with the CPTED pro
gram did not provide any data to test the validity of these 
categories of preventive reactions to crime. 

3. Individual/collective. Conklin (1975) provided a dif
ferent perspective for conceptualizing the behaviors that citi
zens engaged in to prevent crime. He divided them into individual, 
and coZl,ective responses. Individual responses referred to crime 
prevention activities which citizens take alone; collective re
sponses were those which citizens did as groups. Here again 
there was no evidence to support the construct validity of the 
individual-collective distinction: Were collective responses 
those which could only be performed by groups of citizens (e.g. 
a neighborhood patrol), or did they also include individual 
behaviors (e. g., p,F0perty ma.rking) that a group of neighbors 
agreed to engage in? Based on a priori reasoning, it appears 
that this distinction is ambiguous when it comes to categorizing 
an anti-crime measure as a measure, and more appropriately de
scribes the context within which the anti-crime measure occurs. 

4. Public-minded/private-minded. Explicit in the work of 
Schneider and Schneider (1978) was a conceptualization somewhat 
similar to Conklin's individual/collective dichotomy. They 
categorized preventive reactions to crime as private-minded or 
publ,ic-minded,: 

• ,. I, 

., . approaches to prevent burglaries or other resi
dential crimes can be divided into those designed 
to reduce the likelihood of victimization for the 
individual household ("private" prevention) and 
those designed to reduce the probability of victi
mization for the immediate neighborhood where the 
individual lives ("collective" prevention). By 
definition, target-hardenting approaches result in 
private crime prevention since these increase the 
security of the individua,l household through the 
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use of locks, alarms and so on. Other approaches 
can be geared toward increasing the social cohesion 
of the neighborhood, the degree of protective neigh
boring, the extent of bystander helpfulness, and 
other types of "public-minded" crime prevention. (p. 5) 

Here again was an interesting and, at first glance, logically 
appealing way of conceptualizeing citizen crime prevention mea
sures. But once more no statistical evidence was provided to 
support the validity of combining "individual" responses together 
to form a private-minded index, .or combining "collective" re
sponses together to form a public-minded index. In fact, Wilson 
and Schneider (1978) explicitly avoided combining behaviors to 
form preventive dimensions and instead treated each of a set of 
anti-crime measures as separate dependent variables: 

The assumption of independence in the adoption of 
many of these protective activities--based upon 
low inter-item correlation and differences in the 
effects of the independent variables--leads one to 
conclude that these protective activities are, in 
large part, neither substitutable (choosing one 
rather than the other) nor complementary (choosing 
one leads one to choose the other). If these 
choices were substitutes strong negative correla
tions would be expected. If these choices were 
complementary strong positive correlations would 
be expected. (p.38) 

5. The NEPs. Finally, one could look at NILECJ's apparent 
working definition of what constitutes "citizen/community crime 
prevention" by an examination of the national evaluation pro
jects that were funded in the mid-1970's: (a) property marking, 
"operation I.D.," (Heller et al., 1975); (b) security surveys 
and target-hardening measures (Girard et al., 1976); (c) sur
veillance and citizen crime reporting (Bickman & Lavrakas et 
al., 1977); (d) neighborhood patrols (Yin et al., 1976; and (e) 
street lighting (Tien et al., 1976). Yet from first hand experi
ence with these evaluations, it is known that each "generic-type" 
encompasses a variety of specific and often overlapping citizen 
anti-crime measures. 

6. Conclusion. After reviewing the ways in which citizen 
crime prevention measures have been (implicitly and explicitly) 
conceptualized in the past, the utility of any of those distinc
tions as valid categorizations of anti-crime measures remained 
uncertain. ~fuile each distinction could be supported on a priori 
grounds, no empirical evidence existed to support or refute 
their validity. This then became an early priority for the pre
sent research: To develop empirical evidence on which to base 
a conceptualization of citizen crime prevention measures. 
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B. An Identification of Dependent Measures for the Present 
Research Program 

In an attempt to carry out a comprehensive, yet manageable 
investigation of citizen anti-crime measures, it behooves a 
researcher to sample a robust set of dependent measures from 
the universe of preventive responses. Not being able to inves
tigate each and eVf:~ry anti-crime measure. which the. citizenry 
employs, while at the same time not want~ng an arb~trary set 
of measures we needed some empirically-based systematic approach 
to choos~ng'our dependent measures. To this end secondary 
analyses were performed on four large criminal justice survey 
data sets which measured various citizen anti-crime measures. 
These data sets, analytic methods, and statistical findings are 
presented in "The Conceptualization and Measurement of Citizens' 
Crime Prevention Behaviors" (Lavrakas & Lewis, 1980). Here we 
present only a synthesis of the results. 7~ 

1. Avoidance. Furstenberg's avoidance dimension held up 
well, but in somewhat. narrower terms than originally advanced. 
The secondary analyses suggeste4 that there i~ a rel~able ~luster 
of anti-crime behaviors whereby persons restr~ct the~r act~ons, 
or avoid performing some behavior, that und~r perceived saf~r 
circumstances they would presumably engage ~n. These restr~c
tions on personal behaviors include: not going out at night; . 
not going out alone; driving rather than walking; not frequent~ng 
certain local areas, avoiding strangers, etc. 

2. Access control. There was a variety of weak, but sug
gestive evidence that indicated an access control t~p~ of dimen
sion or dimensions. These measures seem somewhat s~m~lar to 
Furstenbergs mobilization dimension, but ones limited to purchas
ing target-hardening productso The~e also.was evidence that 
these anti-crime measures are assoc~ated w~th other efforts that 
do not actually make unlawful access more dif~icult,.but.are 
aimed at reducing its occurrence (e.g., stopp~ng del~ver~es. 
while on vacation, or asking a neighbor to watch an unoccup~ed 
home) . 

3. Surveillance. No firm, consistent evidence was found 
to support the existence of a generalized surveillance dimen
sion. 

4. Territoriality. Specific territoriality items were not 
included in these surveys. This is not surprising since at1;:,~mpts 

* It is acknowledged that these data provided a limited opera
tionalization of anti-crime activities that have a "group" 
or "collective" nature to them. Nonetheless the analyses did 
provide us with preliminary empirical 'evidence of the type that 
was heretofore missing. 
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to measure human territoriality as it relates to crime are very 
recent (e.g., Patterson, 1977). But there was evidence that 
attendance at a neighborhood crime prevention meeting was re
lated to engraving valuables and displaying a crime prevention 
sricker at home. All of these can be thought to represent a 
propt'ietary demeanor in one I s home and neighborhood. 

5. Other crime prevention measures. There appeared to be 
a number of preventive behaviors that are employed, for the most 
part in an independent fashion e.g., owning a gun for protection, 
having a watchdog, or purchasing theft insurance. Along with 
these there is a host of !lprogrammatic" responses to crime that 
were not measured in these data sets e.g., neighborhood patrols, 
escorts, or blockwatch programs, that must be considered to be 
part of the universe of citizen crime prevention measures. 

6. Conclusion. Based on these analyses and our own a priori 
reasoning, it was concluded that the following set of anti-crime 
responses would provide a broad representation of the universe 
of preventive measures. They represent strategies that citizens 
appear to take to protect their own person, their household 
(family and property), and their neighborhood/community: 

• imposing behavorial restrictions to avoid 
exposure to criminal victimization: 

8 installing burglar alarms, window bars, and/or 
special locks at home; 

• installing outdoor lights at home: 

• owning a hand gun for protection; 

• using an indoor timer; 

• asking neighbors to watch an unoccupied home; 

• engravipg valuables; 

• purchasing theft/vandalism insurance; 

• reporting suspicious/criminal activities to police: 

• attending neighborhood crime prevention meetings; 

• taking part in organized neighborhood patrol; 

• participating in neighborhood escort program: 

• participating in local blockwatch or a similar 
type of crime prevention program (e.g. Beat Rep); and 

• taking part in WhistleSTOP. 
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These constitute the set of dependent variables for the present 
research. In an admittedly exploratory sense it was our purpose 
to understand the extent to which citizens engaged in the various 
anti-crime measures, and to investigate the processes that lead 
to differential levels of involvement among the citizenry. We 
were specifically interested to determine whether different mo
tives were associated with different anti-crime responses. 

C. Preliminary Conceptual Framework 

A preliminary conceptual framework was developed to guide our 
investigation of the hypothetical processes that lead to differen
tial citizen involvement in crime prevention. This conceptual 
framework represents an integration of past findings in (a) citi
zen/community crime prevention, (b) voluntary action and social 
participation (specifically the neighborhood movement) and 
(c) other precautionary behaviors against health, traffic, and 
fire hazards. ~~ 

Two themes are central to the framework. First is the hypo
thesis that there is a "preventive action or risk-avoidance" path 
that brings citizens to engage in crime prevention. Second, is 
the hypothesis that there is a "social participation or voluntary 
action" path that leads citizens to anti-crime activities. In 
each instance it is assumed that there are basic individual dif
ferences among citizens that are influenced by contextual factors 
to produce certain individual behavioral dispositions. It is then 
assumed that these dispositions are mediated by an opportunity 
structure which ultimately determines whether a citizen will en
gqge in crime prevention. This hypothesized process is shown in 
Fj~gure 1. 1 . 

Specifically, it is assumed that there a~e important differences 
among citizens that are related to (a) a predisposition to avoid 
risks, and (b) a predisposition to participate in voluntary action, 
not necessarily of an anti-crime nature. These differences in
cluded socio-demographic characteristics (e.g., sex, age, race, 
income, homeowner status, number of children), personality traits 
(e.g., introversion-extraversion, and locus of control beliefs), 
and victimization experiences including past instances of being 
victimized and also knowing others who have been crime victims 
(i.e., vicarious victimization) . 

These individual differences are hypothetically influenced 
by certain contextual factors, most importantly the neighborhood. 
One's neighborhood is often the environment within which personal 
decisions about vulnerability to crime are made. A neighborhood 

* Appendix A contains summaries of three literature reviews that 
were written for the present research. 
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• initiation 
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BASIC RESEARCH MODEL FOR INVESTIGATING CITIZEN 
INVOLVEMENT IN COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION 

11 

. , 

I 
,j 

U 

~ 
" 
~ 

, 



i 
.. <-; ~ 

1 
) 

\ 

d 
~i 

I 
Ii 
'I 
'! 

with a reputation for high crime rates should lead a resident 
to a different assessment of risk, than a low crime neighborhood. 
One's neighborhood is also thought to influence citizen crime 
prevention behaviors by providing a set of social norms and by 
serving as the setting for many persoanl experiences. Neighbor
hoods have different patterns of social participation (cf. Suttles, 
1972): The extent and nature of social participation in a neigh
borhood is assumed to influence citizens' attitudes about volun
tary action in their community. 

1. Risk-avoidance disposition. A disposition to avoid risks 
is assumea to be aetermined by three psychological (cognitive) 
factors: (a) perceived vulnerability to victimization, (b) per
ceived seriousness of victimization, and (c) perceived efficacy 
of crime prevention alternatives. This three-factor approach 
has been used successfully to study preventive health behaviors 
(e.g., Rosenstock, 1966; and Langlie, 1977). 

For the present research perceived vulnerability is the ex
tent of risk a citizen associates with being a crime victim 
(i.e., an estimate of the likelihood that he/she will be victi
mized) and the attendent fear associated with the threat of vic
timiz~tion. This risk and fear have been found to differ by type 
of cr1me (Baumer, 1980). The second factor, perceived serious
nes~, refers to the amount of harm (physical, financial, psycho-
10glcal) a citizen would suffer from being victimized. This too 
is expected to differ by type of crime. The final factor refers 
to how efficacious a particular preventive action is thought to 
be.* Efficacy refers to its ability to prevent crime i.e. 
does it work? Yet for a variety of reasons, citizens'will ~ot 
want to engage in all of the crime prevention behaviors they 
judge to be efficacious. For example, one may regard a gun as 
an effective anti-crime measure, but nonetheless may not want to 
own one. 

2. 
dividual 1 erences an contextua actors are a so ypot esized 
to contribute to the attitudes a citizen holds about social par
ticipation in formal voluntary organizations. The conceptual 
framework proposed here hypothesizes that a citizen holds a posi
tive, neutral, or negative disposition toward participation in 
such organizations. This disposition is formed through the citi
zen's general and specific attitudes relevant to voluntary action 
(Smith and Reddy, 1972, p. 233). This disposition to participate 
in a,voluntary organization is considered only to lead to a 
"readiness," which is later mediated by other factors in the op
portunity structure. 

* It is implicit that citizen must first be aware of a crime 
prevention alternative before a judgement is formed about its 
efficacy. 
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3. Opportunity structure. The opportunity structure hypo
thetically incluaes: (a) personal resources; (b) perceived incen
tives and disincentives; (c) social networks; (d) community organi
zations; and (e) formal crime prevention programs and local lcHv 
enforcement agencies. These factors are not exclusive of one 
another, and it would be difficult to un'derstand their relative 
importance for anyone individual citizen. Here we are interested 
in the role they play across the general population. 

Two key resources which should influence the initiation of 
various citizen crime prevention measures are discpetionary income 
and time. Each anti-crime measure has some "cost," it requires 
the expenditure of money and/or time for its purchase and instal
~ation (e.g., special door locks), or the expenditure of time Eor 
ltS performance (e.g., neighborhood patrolling). 

Wilson (1973) provides a typology for investigating incentives 
related to citizen activity: material inventives (i.e., tangible 
rewards such as money, goods, or services), expressive incentives 
(e.g., gaining a sense of fulfilled commitment or enhanced per
sonal worth). For the most part direct material incentives are 
not assumed to play a significant role in motivating citizens to 
engage in anti-crime activities. On the other hand, expressive 
and instrumental incentives are assumed to be important to the 
initiation and maintenance of anti-crime activities, especially 
those that are associated with some formal voluntary organization. 
Disin7entives are the opposite of incentives (e.g., loss of money, 
prest1ge, and/or felt self-worth), and may operate as barriers to 
citizens' involvement in crime prevention. 

. The opportunit¥ ~truc~ure is also hypothesized to comprise the 
soc1al networks a c1t1zen 1S a member of. If a citi:zen is en
~irely.unattached to his/her neighborhood social environment it 
1s.unl1kely t~at he/she will become involved in a nelghborhood-based 
cr1me prevent10n effort (e. g., blockwatch). Social networks also 
provide consensual validation for "appropriate" and lI'inappropriate" 
anti-crime actions. Where social networks extend into formal 
community organizations, a citizen's "crime prevention" disposi
tion may be channeled through such groups. DuBow and Podolefsky 
(1979) suggest that much of the neigborhood-based anti-crime 
activiti~s ~n which ~mericans participate results from their 
membersh1p 1n comrnun1ty groups, and the opportunity t:o take part 
in "anti-crime" activities such groups often provide. 

Final~y, another s~gnifi7ant component in the opportunity 
structure 1S the Comrnun1ty Cr1me Prevention Programs that ori
ginated in the 1970's. These programs are often sponsored by 
local police departments and law enforcement agencies. It is 
a~s~med that these prog:ams contribute to the dispositions that 
c1t1zens hold toward cr1me prevention, and also provide the vehicle 
through which these dispositions can be channeled. 
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4. Initiation vs. maintenance. The last issue addressed in 
our conceptual framework is the difference between the initiation 
and maintenance of anti-crime responses. It is assumed that 
after a citizen initiates some anti-crime measure he/she receives 
some feedback, which is most likely to be a perception of the 
costs and/or benefits of employing the anti-crime measure. To 
the extent citizens perceive the anti-crime measures they employ 
as preventing criminal victimizations, then it is assumed they 
will continue these preventive measures providing they would feel 
otherwise vulnerable if said anti-crime measures were absent or 
stopped. For example, experience suggests that crime prevention 
measures are often undertaken in the face of some perceived in
crease in crime or a "crime wave." When the threat of crime 
wanes often so does the citizenry's maintenance of anti-crime 
measures. 

D. Scope of Present Research 

This preliminary conceptual framework had not heretofore 
been tested, nor was it expected that this research program could 
test the validity of the entire framework. Rather, the model 
was developed to serve as a comprehensive and intergrated, albeit 
hypothetical way of viewing the processes that lead to the dif
ferential involvement of citizens in anti-crime measures. 

We have hypothesized that there are two basic motives that 
lead citizens to engage in preventive responses to crime. First, 
it is reasoned that citizens "avoid risks" by engaging in preven
tion-oriented activities. This risk-avoidance disposition is 
thought to be clearly linked to "fear of crime" and victimization 
experiences. Second, we have reasoned that citizens become in
volved in anti-crime activities, not because of any personal 
assessment of being at risk or any past experiences with victimi
zation, but rather as part of their participation with formal 
voluntary organizations in their community. These two dispositions 
may lead citizens to employ the same anti-crime activities, while 
then again they may lead citizens to different preventive responses" 
This is an empiricaZ question that the present research progra~ 
was pZanned to address. 

We want to acknoWledge that this research program was not 
viewed as testing hypotheses in a formal (experimental) sense. 
Rather it was designed to be a systematic exploration guided by 
an explicit a priori model (preliminary conceptual framework): 
research that could most likely serve the Durposes of hypothesis 
clarification (cf. Crane and Brewer, 1973). With this purpose 
in mind we decided that data should be collected that would be 
representative of a broad cross-section of information sources 
and in a manner that would enhance the external validity of our 
findings. As much survey methods were chosen to gather infor
mation about various aspects of the conceptual model from citi
zens, community organization leaders, and local law enforcement 
officers. 
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1. T~e citizenry .. A. survey of the pu.blic ~'lould provide 
a robust p~cture of what, ~f anything, is being done by various 
types of citizens to enhance safety and security. A telephone 
surv7y was the most feasible and cost-effective approach to col
lect~ng these data, and as discussed in the following chapter on 
m~thod~l~gy, some evidence was found to support~' the notion that 
w.a~ c~~~zens report via telephone about their anti-crime acti
v~t~esl ~s general];7 reliable and valid. A telephone su~vey would 
a so a low ~o: a comp~ehensive set of variables to be gathered 
~rom each c~~~zen reJ:.ate~ to our conceptual model. These data 
~~cl~d7d s~c~o-demo~raph~c cha:acteristics, personality traits, 
v~7t~m~zat~on ex~er~ences, att~tudes and perceptions related to 
cr~me and.non-cr~me hazards (traffic, health, fire) attitudes 
a~d exper~ences related to participation in volunta~y organiza
~~ons, . and the ext~!Ilt to 'tvhich a citizen did or did not engage 
~n var~ous prevent~~e.responses to crime and non-crime hazards. 
And ~rom a cost eff~c~ency standpoint, a survey of the public 
was J~dged to be the best way to find preliminary answers to the 
~uest~ons "what do ~he citizens do to be safe from crime?" and 

why do they or don t they do it?" Such a telephone survey also 
al~owed for a very broad sampling of the public to provide a 
fa~r and robust repres~ntation of the diversity of traits attitudes 
experiences, and behav~ors. " 

2. Communit or anization leaders A survey of community 
organization eaders was panned to ea~n more about the role 
such groups play in the "opportunity structure." Furthermore, 
~he~e.leaders.h~v7 ex~ert knowledge about what facilitates and 
~~h7b~ts ~he ~n~t~al ~nvolvement and maintained involvement of 
c~t~zens~n such organizations. Therefore, plans were made to 
gathe: data through in-person interviews to learn what leaders 
perce~ve wTre the reasons certain citizens become involved while 
othTrs ~on t, and why certain members stayed involved while others 
d~n.t, 7. e . wha~ ~ere the incentives and disincentives for par
t7c~p~t~on to.c~t~zens. In addition, these interviews could pro
v~~e.~nformat~on on a number of organization variables including 
or~g~~al and curr7n~: ~oals, histor:y, issues addressed, funding, ' 
s~aff~ng, and act~v~t~es/progams, ~ncluding recruitement strate
g~es. 

All of t~is infor~ati~n w~uld yield an insight into the role 
of the commu~~ty organ~zat~o~ ~n.the opportunity structure from 
t~e perspec:t7.-!?e of th~ organ7.-zat7.-on. As such it could be compared 
w7th certa~n ~nformatlon gathered directly from citizens to iden
t~fy correspondences/divergences of perceptions and experiences. 

3. Local law 7nforcement officers. Local police can be 
t~oug~t.t~ play an ~mpo:tant role in determining whether citizens 
w~ll ~n~tlate and/or ma~ntain various anti-crime measures. As 
b~th "experts" and "authority figures" the police help shape pub
l~c knowledge and opinions about what citizens should and should 
no~ do ~o."help f~ght.crime." A survey was planned to determine 
wh~ch c~t~zen ant~-cr~me measures are encouraged/discouraged by 
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police. Having knowledge on 't.:.his issue would allow for a com
pc:-rison of what the citiznery is doir.g vs. what the police would 
llke them to do, and thereby provide a clearer understanding of 
the current functioning of the police in the opportunity structure. 

E. Overview of the Report., 

.We have f~u~d.that.although t~e:e is.a clear and continuing 
commltment to cltlzen lnvolvement In crlme nrevention as reflec
ted by ~he.public laws and government policy of the past twelve 
,years, It lS not at all clear what s.peaifia anti-crime measures 
citizens should. engage in. The citizenry as a whole engages in a 
host of.preventlve responses which may play the major role in the 
preventlon and control of crime in our nation. While previous re
search ~as documented the extent to which various subgroups in the 
p~pulatlon employ certain anti-crime measures (e.g., Reiss, 1967; 
Blderman 19~7; Furstneberg, 1972; Kleinman & David, 1973; Kelling, 
1974; Schnelder and Schneider, 1978; }1angione and Noble, 1975; 
Garofalo, 1977) most of these studies were conducted for other pur
poses and as a whole constitute a rather "fragmented" knowledge-base 
(see DuBow et al., 1979, p.66). Furthermore, none of the work was 
conducted for the expressed purposes of investigating the pro
cesses that lead to differential citizen involvement in preventive 
res~onses to crime. Thus, the present research was planned to 
begln to close these knowledge gaps: First, by surveying a large 
and heterogeneous sample of the public to determine the levels at 
which citizens engage in a comprehensive set of anti-crime mea
sures. And second, by investigating motives for involvement from 
the perspective of the citizenry, community organizations and 
the police. ' 

This research comes at a time when there is continued program
matic and research interest in citizen crime prevention. As re
flected by LEAA programs (Community Anti.-Crime, Crime Prevention 
Through Environmental Design, Comprehensive Crime Prevention), the 
LEAA/Action/HUD Urban Initiatives Programs, and the national 
Anti-Crime Media Campaign,'k millions of dollars continue to be 
committed to foster the prevention and control of crime by citizens 
at the local level. Basically, this is being done in the' absenae 
of definitive knowledge of (a) how to get citizens involved and 
(b) what actually prevents crime. It is the first of these points 
the present research is oriented toward. By better understanding 
why citizens do (do not) engage in various anti-crime measures, 
policy makers and practioners should be able to make more informed 
decisions about citizen crime prevention. 

Chapter II documents the specific information gathering tech
niques we employed. Following that, the third chapter presents 
our findings about the two dispositions, risk-avoidance and social 

* IITake a Bite Out of Crime." 
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participation. In trying to understand the role that perceptions 
of risk, seriousness, and efficacy play in determing the anti-crime 
responses citizens engage in, we also collected information related 
to non-crime hazards (traffic, fire, and health). This allowed 
for a larger investigation of preventive response in general, not 
only those related to crime. Second, to determine the role that 
social participation in voluntary organizations plays in relation 
to anti-crime respol1ses, we collected information from citizens 
about their lIorganizational life. 1I This provides a broader under
standing of hov.7 one's social participation profile relates to 
crime prevention activities. 

Chapter IV presents our findings on the relationship of com
munity organizations and the police to citizen crime prevention. 
~e have i~vestigated the role that community organizations play 
In the nelghborhoodr; where they operate, and the incentives and 
opportunities they provide local citizens a part of the opportunity 
structure. The inf.ormation we have gathered from the police de
scribes their opinions about various citizen anti-crime measures. 
By understanding what they encourage/discourage citizens to do we 
can infer how they nvay influence the quantity and type of preven
tive responses in which citizens engage. 

Following a presentation of results related to the opportunity 
structure, Chapter V contains our findings related to (a) behavioral 
restrictions as a form of personal anti-crime response, (b) house
hold-based anti-crime measures, (c) neighborhood/community baaed 
crime prevention efforts, and (d) moving to escape to safer en
virons. It is in this chapter that we present the findings of 
this research specifically addressing the questions of what citi
zens do to be safe from crime and who does or doesn't do each 
anti-crime response. In addition, we attempt to infer why some 
citizens engage in certain of those preventive measures, while 
others' do not. 

The report finishes with Chapter VI by acknowledging the 
limitations of the employed methodologies, summarizing the research 
findings, and discussing the findings as they relate to the pre
liminary conceptual framework. Based upon an assessment of this 
updated state of knowledge, questions are posed that remain to be 
answered by future research. And finally a section is presented 
that discusses the issues and implication~ of our research for 
both crime prevention policy makers and practitioners. 
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CHAPTER II 

RESEARCH METHODS 

This chapter describes the methodologies that were employed 
to gather information for our research program. These include 
(a) literature reviews and key person interviews; (b) secondary 
analysis of four criminal justice survey data sets collected in 
the 1970s; (c) two small telephone surveys of residents in 
Chicago (n=144) and Evanston (n=137) to help develop a metro
politan area telephone survey;-(d) a random-digit-dial telephone 
survey of 1803 residents of the metropolitan Chicago area (both 
city and suburbs), which inturn was supplemented by contextual 
data (e.g., official crime rates, population density, media 
per capita income, etc.) gathered for each respondent's community 
area; (e) inperson interviews with one representative (leader) 
of 153 community organizations in Philadelphia, Chicago, and 
San Francisco (approximately 50 in each city); and (f) a mail 
survey of 167 local law enforcement agencies. Table 2.1 pre
sents the various parameters for each data collection endeavor. 

A. Literature Reviews and Key Person Interviews 

Our work began with an extensive review of literature on 
community crime prevention, citizen participation in voluntary 
action--specifically community action, citizen involvement in 
the environmental movement, and citizen prevention behaviors 
related to traffic, health, and fire hazards. The findings 
from the review of community action literature were incorporated 
into a monograph "Neighborhood Activists and Community Organi
zations: A Critical Review of the Literature" (Emmons, 1979). 
A report was also prepared on citizen involvement in environ
mental issues based on a review of literature, and inperson in
terviews with representatives from nine national environmental 
organizations (e.g., National Wildlife Federation and the Sierra 
Club): This report is entitled, "Public Participation in the 
Environmental Movement" (Rosencrantz, 1979). And lastly, a 
review was performed of past research on precautions which in
dividuals take against health, traffic, and fire hazards (e.g., 
regular exercising, stopping smoking, wearing seatbelts, owning 
fire extinguishers, etc.): This was summarized in a monograph, 
"Health Maintenance, Traffic Safety and Fire Prevention: A 
Literature Review of Selected Prevention Behaviors" (Normoyle, 
1979).* 

Additionally, to supplement the community crime prevention 
literature review, informal in-person i.nterviews were conducted 

* See Appendix A for summaries of these mono,graphs. 
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Survey 

Pilot I 

Pilot II 

Metro Area 
Residents 

Organizational 
Leaders 

Law 
Enforcement 

L~-<n 

Method 

telephone 
interviews 

telephone 
interviews 

random
digit dial 
telephone 
interviews 

inperson 
interviews 

mail 
survey 

c::n 

Table 2.1 

S~~RY DETAILS OF THE FIVE SURVEYS 

Sampling 
Population 

144 Chicago 
respondents to 
1977 RTC survey 

137 suburban 
residents 
known by pol
ice to have 
engaged in anti
crime measure 

All households 
with telephones 
in metropolitan 
Chicago area 

Leaders of com
munity-type 
organizations in 
San Francisco, 
Chicago, 
Philadelphia 

170 Chicago 
metropolitan 
area law enforce
ment agencies 

~i ,. 

Sample 
Size 

57 

88 

1803 

153 

167 

" 

IIInterviewers 

five 

five 

Interviews con-
ducted by 
Survey Research 
Lab, Univ. of 
Ill. by approx. 
20 interviewers 

One interviewer 
in each city 

, , 

(::J 

IIVariables 

, 
" 

20 

40 

180 

130 

60 

L:"] 

Length 

5 
minutes 

10 
minutes 

25 
minutes 

90~120 
minutes 

L~J L..:.J 

Date 

Dec. 1978 

Jan. 1979 

June-July, 
1979 

Sept. 1979-
Jan. 1980 

July-August, 
1979 
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with key persons in national anti-crime organizations <e.g., 
National Council in Crime and Delinquency, National Sheriffs' 
Association, Federal Bureau of Investigation's Crime Resistance 
Office, and The Police Foundation). 

The information gained from these efforts was used to de
devlop our aforementioned preliminary conceptual framework and 
to identify key measurement points on which to collect data. 

B. Secondary Analyses 

Four criminal justice survey data sets in the Reactions to 
Crime Project archives were reanalyzed to further investigate 
the conceptualization and measurement of crime prevention be
haviors (see Lavrakas and Lewis, 1980). These included a 1972 
Kansas City survey (Kelling et al., 1974), a 1974 Portland sur
vey (Schneider, 1975), a 1975 Hartford survey (Mangione & Noble, 
1975), and a 1977 Philadelphia/Chicago/San Francisco survey 
(Skogan, 1978). Each survey included items which measured vari
ous citizen crime prevention behaviors. A factor analysis and 
internal consistency check were performed on the relevant set 
of items from each survey. The findings from these analyses 
were discussed in Chapter I of the current report, and provided 
some empirical evidence on which to base our conceptualization 
of citizen anti-crime measures. These results were also helpful 
in planning the survey instrument that was used in our metro
politan Chicago area telephone survey. 

C. Telephone Surveys of Citizens 

In order to maximize the type and quantity of information 
that could be gathered about citizens' preventive responses to 
crime and related characteristics, traits, experiences, per
ceptions and attitudes, we decided to employ a telephone survey 
as our major data collection method. We reasoned that it was 
most appropriate for our needs for several reasons: First, a 
telephone survey was the most feasible and cost-effective way of 
obtaining information from a large heterogeneous sample of the 
citizenry. Second, ±t was the most cost-effective approach to 
producing a representative C'random") sample from the population. 
These aspects, in turn, would enhance the external validity 
(generalizability) of findings: And since it was expected~that 
there would be considerable differences among citizens in the 
extent to which they engaged in crime prevention, it was para
mount to employ a method that would yield a diverse, yet repre
sentative sample. 

At the start of the current research program (September, 
1978) we had thought to perform a panel study using the 1977 
Reactions to Crime telephone.survey re~pondents as a Time-l pool 
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of citizens to sample 5rom. It was reasoned that this might be 
an especially good approach to gathering information about 
citizens' maintenance (stabilit~) of various crime prevention be
haviors and activities. 

1. Pilot study I. To test the feasibility of conducting 
Time-2 interviAws for a panel study, a pilet study was conducted 
in December, 1978. This involved attempts to recontact and in
terview 144 Chicago residents who had been interviewed approxi
mately fourteen months earlier as part of the RTC survey. A 
second purpose of this pilot study was to learn about the extent 
to which citizens report they have maintained various crime pre
vention behaviors. The maintenance issue was part of our re
search interests, and these findings would also provide some in
sight into the reliability (test-retest) of self-reports (via 
telephone) by citizens about their anti-crime responses. 

In planning this pilot study RTC respondents from Chicago 
were grouped into one of three categories on the basis of the 
types of useful information that was known about them for call
back purposes: (a) knew name of respondent;' (b) knew age and 
sex of respondent, ,but not name; or (c) knew only sex of re
spondent. Although other descriptive information was known about 
respondents (e.g., education, race, type of residence), it was 
reasoned that name, age, and sex were the most viable identifiers 
to use in an interview's introductory screener. 

A sample of 144 respondents was drawn: for 53 the name was 
known; 48 had both sex and age information; while 43 had only 
sex known. ** Each respondent's telephone number 'tvas processed 
until a Time-2 interview was completed, or it was otherwise dis
posed (e.g., not in service;'respondent unavailable, unknown, or 
moved; refusal; no answer and/or busy after five call-backs, etc.). 
In the end, Time-2 interviews were completed with approximately 
half of the "name" and "sex and age" groups. In contrast, less 
than one-fourth of the "sex-only" group was successfully rein
terviewed. A total of 57 of the 1977 respondents provided Time-
2 interviews. 

In general, the success rate of reinterviewing 1977 RTC 
telephone survey respondents was not overwhelming. At best, it 
appeared that a success rate of 50 percent could be achieved from 

* . This was a random-digit-dial telephone survey 
San Francisco, Chicago, and Philadelphia, with 
1620 (Skogan, 1978). 

of 540·residents of 
a total sample of 

** For the entire RTC 
names; an additional 
had provided neither 
ents. 

Chicago city sample 51.7% had provided their 
41.1% had given age but not names; and 7.2% 
name nor age; sex was known for all respond-
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reinterviewing respondents whose names were known and/or whose 
sex-and-age was known. 

A second purpose of this pilot study was to ask respondents 
about their crime prevention behaviors. The 1977 RTC telephone 
survey contained 16 items related to citizen crime prevention: 
and during the second interview these questions were asked again. 
The data were merged with the appropriate data from the 1977 
survey to produce a Time 1 (1977) and Time 2 (1978) data set 
(n=57). (To our knowledge this was the first time citizens had 
been reinterviewed about their crime prevention behaviors.) 
The purpose of reinterviewing was to judge the maintenance of 
these behaviors. Yet to the extent that these self-reported 
data were unreliable (i.e., if people do not provide accurate 
answers), comparisons of Time 1 and Time 2 data to determine 
maintenance would also be unreliable.* 

With this caveat in mind, it was still of value to examine 
these data. For the most part, 70-90 percent of the respondents 
who said they engaged in some anti-crime measure at Time 1 gave 
the same response in the second interview. This can be inter
preted as indicating fairly high maintenance. Exceptions to 
this pattern were the relatively low levels of maintenance re
ported for: (a) being involved in a group with an anti-crime 
effort (47%); (b) notifying the police when away from home (25%); 
and (c) reporting a suspicious or criminal activity to the police 
in the last year (54%). 

Despite this the overall results indicated a fairly high 
level of maintenance in self-reported crime prevention 
behaviors. If citizens were not consistently misrepresenting 
their behavior, these findings provided some evidence of the 
reliability (test-retest) of these types of behavioral self
reports via telephone. On the other hand, the completion 
rate of at best 50 percent, did not encourage the notion that 
performing Time-2 interviews with former RTC respondents would 
yield a sample for the panel with good external validity. 

2. Pilot Study II. A second pilot study was conducted in 
January, 1979 to investigate the validity of self-reported 
crime prevention behaviors gathered via a telephone survey. A 
second purpose of this pilot study was to compare the efficiency 
of open-ended vs. closed-ended questioning in eliciting 
information from citizens about their crime prevention behaviors. 
Results from this pilot study ~'I7ere also used to plan the 
metropolitan Chicago area telephone survey. 

* An ideal measure of maintenance of citizen crime prevention be-
haviors would include observational checks to gauge the accuracy 
of the self-report data at Time 1 and Time 2. 
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With the cooperation of a local police department a list was 
assembled of 137 citizens known to have engaged in one of three 
anti-crime activities in the past three years; hosting a neighbor
hood crime prevention meeting; having a security survey of their 
bome; or borrowing an engraving tool from the police department 
to mark their valuables. (Interviewers did not know that each 
respond7nt was k~own ~o hav7 engaged in some specific crime 
prevent~on behav~or, ~.e., ~nterviewers were "blind" to the 
purpose of the interviews.) 

Overall 88 interviews were completed (64% of the total 
sample). The remaining 36 percent resulted in other final 
disposi~ions (most.f:equently no answer/busy or disconnected). 
Concern~ng the val~d~ty of self-reported crime prevention 
behaviors, a high proportion of respondents reported (via 
closed-end questions) that they had performed the behavior which 
they in fact were known to have performed. Overall we observed 
88.5% ac~uracy i~ th~se self-reports. This was especially 
encourag~ng cons~der~ng the known behaviors had occurred six 
months to two and on~-half years prior to this pilot study. 
It was.a~so encourag~ng because past experience suggested that 
some c~~~zens may be reluctant to provide information about 
p:event~ve measures they have taken at home and thus may not 
g~~e out accu:at~ information to an unknown'telephone interviewer. 
Wh~le th~se f~nd~ngs do not represent a definitive statement 
on such ~ssues as recall and veracity they do serve as some 
support for the validity of self-repo~ted anti-crime behaviors. 

ff' ': second purpose of this pilot s tudy ~'I7as to compare the 
7 ~c~en7Y of open-end vs. closed-end questions in elici . 
~n~ormft~on about crim~ prevention behaviors. As shown i~~~~bl 

. , c ose-ended quest~ons provided a great deal more informat~on. 
3. ~ampli~~ considerations. On the basis of the results 

of the f~r~t p~ o~ study, we were not sanguine about the efficacy 
of conduct~ng a Tl.me-2 survey of RTC respondents. Given an 
ex~e~ted success rate of at best 50 percent at recontacting 
or~g~nal respondents, the representativeness of the resultant 
panel for purposes of external validity would.be questionable 
Furt~e:more t~e first pilot study suggested that the "mainten: 
ance ~ssue m~ght not be a high priority research question and 
therefore a panel study became less relevant. ' 

Th~refore we decided to field a new survey of citizens that 
would 7ncrease the. external validity of our findings by including 
an ent~re metropol;tan area (both city and ,suburbs). To our 
~nowledge ~l~ prev~ous surveys related to citizen crime prevention 

ad been l~m~ted to the urban population/setting. While crime 
problems ar7 unquestionably of gr7ater severity in urban environs, 
the suburbs prob17ms are escalat~ng (New York Times, 1980). The 
greater heterogene~ty of data that a metropolitan sample would 
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Table 2.2 

COMPARISON OF SELF-REPORTED BEHAVIORS 
VIA CLOSED-ENDED AND OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS 

Behavior 

Engrave Property 

Doo,rs >;'lith Special 
Locks 

Use Timer when away 

Burglar Alarm 

Windows with bars or 
special locks 

Have neighbors watch home 

Security survey 

Away - lock windows 

Don't go out alone 

Drive don't walk at night 

Carry \'lhistle 

Note. N=88 

II affirmative 
via closed-ended 

57 

78 

53 

7 

50 

75 

34 

88 

41 

48 

8 
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II affirmative 
via open-ended 

13 

48 

8 

3 

4 

6 

9 

27 

7 

6 

4 

~---------

u 
0 
0 
U 
[J 

[J 

0 
a 
0 
1] \' 

n 
U 
n 
[1 

[] 

1J 

H 

fJ 

~ 
, . 

~ 

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

~~-

[J 

U 

U 
[] 

U 
fJ 
IJ 

f.J 

n 
n 
LJ 

n 
U 
n 
fJ 
p 
f'l J 

LJ 
~ 0 

I 
, I 

-- ~ .. 

yield was of clear benefit to our research interests. For 
example, we could investigate the processes leading citizens 
to employ anti-crime measures in high, moderate, low, and 
"crime-free" neighborhoods. 

It was decided that the most cost/effective v.7ay of gathering 
the data would be via telephone. Furthermore to enhance the 
.:-:epre~entativeness of the. sample we chose a random-digit-dialing 
techn~que to ensure reach~ng households with unlisted numbers.* 
W~ the:efore began by e~tablishing the desired geographical 
d~mens~ons of the sarnpl~ng area: Generally this was defined by 
the "co~uting basin" of Chicago, ,and excluded independent cities 
and the~r suburbs on the northern and west~rn fringes of that 
are~, (e.g., Aurora, Waukegan, and Joliet), and all areas in 
Ind~ana. All of the operating three-digit telephone prefixes 
serving that region were then inventoried. Haines reverse 
directories and other, aids were used to identify prefixes which 
served only commercial and institutional establishments, and 
these were excluded from this list; prefixes which were 
estimated (on the basis of listings) to be less than ten percent 
full were also excluded. ~h,( Working from this edited prefix list 
Haines directory listings for each prefix, were examined to ' 
further identify large ranges of numbers within a prefix which 
were confined to nonresidential use. The resulting compendium 
of prefixes and ranges of numbers potentially open for use 
was processed by a special computer program which randomly 
ger:terated sample telephone numbers using that information. 
Th~s procedure could be called "modified random digit dialing 
wi~h en:ichment." It retains the advantages of the RDDprocedure, 
wh~ch g~ves nearly equal selection probabilities to households 
with telephones regardless whether they are listed in published 
directories, while reducing the proportion of survey calls 
which reach nonworking and other out-of-scope numbers. 

Since Northwestern University does not have a survey research 
department anRFP"was sent to local survey research firms to 
conduct the actual interviews. On the basis of the quality of 
the proposals and cost considerations Survey Research Lab, 
University of Illinois, was chosen to conduct the telephone 
interviews. 

*As of December 1978, Illinois Bell Telephone s,tatistics 
indicated that 41.8% of all telephone numbers'in the city of 
Chicago were unlisted, as were 35.5% in the Chicago metropolitan 
region. 

**If there is a pattern to unfilled exchanges, (e.g., primarily 
new suburban developments), then their exclusion would reduce 
the true representativeness of the sample, but probably not in 
any serious way. 
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A selection matrix was emp16yed for each household to 
systematically stratify respondent selec~ion alo~g sex andEagi:sh_ 
UtiLizing various versions of the select~on matr~ces, one ng ~ 
s eakin adult member (19 years or older) of each house~old w~s . 
chosen ~s the appropriate respondent. Furthermore, the ln~eI~~ew~ng 
contract specified that any refusal, whether at the house 0 . 
or res 0ndent level would be followed up to attempt a convers~on 
from aP'iefusal to a' completed interview. All of these pr~cedures 
were undertaken in an attempt to maximize the representat~veness 
of the final sample. 

4 Survey instrument development. Development of the survey 
instr~ent began with the preliminary conceptual framework. bl d 
Following this a priori model, a list of constru~ts was assem e 
to be considered as the "content" of the survey ~ns~rument. 
Once this preliminary list was agreed upon, survey ~t7ms were 
generated to operationalize constructs. Wher~ver po~s~~le, an 
attempt was made to use items that had been Judged to ave 
good construct validity from past experience. After ~~u~ber 
of revisions a draft survey instrument was taken to or 
pilot-testing. 

A debriefing session after the pilot test wa~ held b7tween 
SRL and members of our research staff. On the bas~s of t~~~ECJ 
session a revised instrument was formulated a~d sen~ to 
(Community Crime Prevention Division) for the~r.rev~ew. ff 
And after an in-person discussion with the Inst~~ute sta 'h 
a final survey instrument was assembled and subm~tted ~o a sort 
pilot test by SRL (approximately ten househol~s). The ~I(stru-
ment was then finalized and formulated accord~ng to ~RL s . 
standard procedures. (This final instrument appears ~n Append~x 
B. ) 

A detailed interviewer training session was held, at which 
our research staff was represented. App:ox~mately t~enty a~u~t 
females, nearly all of which had interv~~w~ng exper~ence ~~t. 
SRL were trained as interviewers for th~s survey. Interv~ew~ng 
be ~n in early June 1979 was completed in early August, 1979. 
Ingall a total of 1803 interviews were completed. Th:o~ghout 
the field period, personnel for our res~ar~h staff.v~s~t7d SRL 
on a weekly basis to monitor the interv~e~~ng. As ~nterv~ews 
were completed, they were individually ed~ted and prepared for 
ke unching by our staff. In every stance w~ere we found a 
"c~m~leted" interview that was mis~ing s<;>me. ~mportant data, ~e 
returned it to SRL for additional lnterv~ew~ng. Th:O~ghout t :. 
course of the interviewing, supervisors at SRL ver~f~ed app~o~~
matel ten percent of all completed interviews to su~por~ t e 
validIty of the data: No problems were encountered w~th ~nter
viewing quality. 

f 1 be'rs In the proces s of 5. Dis~osition 0 samp e num : 
completing 180 interviews with metropol~tan area residents 
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5346 computer-generated numbers were dialed a total of 15,744 
times. A predetermined call-back sequence'was followed to 
establish the status 'of "ring no-answer" numbers and to reach 
"hard-to-find-at-home lF respondents. Almost 48 percent of the 
sample numbers were called only once; the bulk of them were 
not working numbers, or reached commercial establishments or 
institutions. On the other hand, almost 7 percent of the sample 
numbers had to be called back nine more times in order to try 
to find someon'e at home, select a respondent, and complete 
an interview. Over seventy percent of the sample numbers were 
disposed of by at least the third call. 

The final disposition o~ each sample telephone number is 
summarized in Table 2.3. Almost equal proportions of numbers 
resulted in completed interviews and turned out to be nonworking, 
testifying to the utility of the sample enrichment procedures. 
On the other hand, almost 11 percent of the sample numbers 
still served businesses or group quarters, indicating that many 
were not screened out by our check of reverse directory listings. 
Only 2.7 percent of these numbers were still of undetermined 
status after ten calls. Finally, only 2.5 percent required 
foreign language interviews, and thus were lost to the sample. 

The completion rate for the survey depends upon the 
denominator of the fraction, in which the 1803 completed 
interviews is the numerator. Many surveys (such as NORC's 
General Social Survey) define their target population as 
"English speaking," and discount responde,nts who cannot be 
interviewed, in households which cannot be screened, in 
English. Our experience in this and the 1977 RTC sur.vey in 
Chicago indicates that this is about 7 percent of central-
city households; for the metropolitan area as a whole the figure 
probably is about half that amount. If we subtract the 132 
households in which we'could not complete interviews due to 
language difficulties, and subtract the 146 "ring no answers,1F 
our completion rate is 66.5 percent. 

While this completion rate is lower than what is generally 
thought desirable, it is a good one relative to the 1977 RTC 
telephone survey: The completion rate there was about 50 percent, 
which the commercial firm that conducted those interviews 
(Market Opinion Research) considered average from their 
experience. The completion rate of good household surveys 
is thought to average 75-80 percent. The 66.5 rate for the 
present survey is below that level, and probably reflects the 
region that was sampled, and the more "sensitive" nature of the 
iisues, rather than a poor quality of interviewing. 

Nevertheless it must be recognized that 33.5 of eligible 
numbers were non-completions, and constitute one potential 
source of bias in the data. As seen in Table 2.3 the largest 
source of difficulty was the refusal of the first adult reached 
by telephone (the "household respondent") to cooperate. Once 
contact proceeded far enough to select a specific respondent, 
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Table 2,3 

FINAL DISPOSITION OF SAMPLE TELEPHONE ~mERS 

Final 
Disposition Number 

Numbers not in Service 1765 

No answer after 10 calls 146 

Business and group quarters 
numbers screened out 571 

Needed foreign language 
interviewers 132 

No one 19 yrs. or older 19 

No household respondent 
reached 

Refusal by household 
respondents 

Selected respondents 
never reached 

Refusal by selected 
respondents 

Breakoffs during 
interview 

Completed interviews 

Other final 
dispositions 

33 

337 

224 

216 

98 

1803 

2 

N=5346 

Percent 
of all numbers 

called 

33.0 

2.7 

10.7 

2.5 

.3 

.6 

6.3 

4.2 

4.0 

1.8 

33.7 

100.0% 

Percent 
of all eligible 

numbers 

not eligible 

* not eligible 

not eligible 

not eligible 

not eligible 

1.2 

12.4 

8.3 

8.0 

3.6 

66.5 

100.0% 

;IIn RDD surveys there inevitably remain many sample numbers which. ring but ~ever 
are answered, almost regardless of the number of times they are d~aled. Wh~le 
some of those may be connected to households in which the residents are seldom 
at home or are away on vacation, our experience indicates that the bulk of them 
are more likely to be coin telephones, telephones in warehouses and other non-. 
residential locations and others not of interest for this survey: therefore ~n 
our judgement they ar~ most likely numbers that are not eligible for interviews. 
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refusals were less common. It is interesting to note that a 
majority of the noncomp1etions that were due to "breakoffs," 
occurred during the sequence of questions about home security 
measures.* This suggests that a small proportion of the citizenry 
is reluctant to divulge information about home security to a 
stranger via telephone, despite any reassuran-es an interviewer 
can provide about the survey's legitimacy. 

6. Sample characteristi'es. The sample of 1,803 completed 
interviews was weighted by the inverse of the number of different 
telephone numbers in each household, in order to correct for the 
increased probability of reaching a household with multiple 
phone lines. This yielded a weighted sample of 1,656. Table 2.4 
provides a description of t~e demographic characteristics 
of the weighted sample. While we will have to await the release 
of the 1980 Census data to arrive at the best estimation of 
the representativeness of this sample, in our judgment the sample 
appears to be a good one. Comparisons with the 1970 Census 
are dated, but generally supportive: For the Chicago SMSA in 
1970, 47.3 percent of the population was male; this compares 
with 45.7 percent males in the sample. In 1970, 10.6 percent 
of the total population was 65 years or older, compared to 10.2 
percent of the adults in our sample. Non-whites made up 18.7 
percent of the 1970 population, compared to nearly 25 percent 
of the sample. All of these comparisons are consistent with 
expected population changes since 1970. An acknowledged limitation 
of the sample though is the underrepresentation of Latino 
households in the city of Chicago. There are no current 
reliable figures for comparison here, but we do not regard the 
three percent of the sample identifying themselves as Latinos 
as an accurate reflection of their true numbers in the 
population. 

It is important to note the success of RDD in reaching 
households with unlisted telephone n~~bers. Nearly 40 percent 
of the entire sample reported that their telephone number was 
unlisted; these individuals would have been missed had we not 
employed RDD. This 'l;'wuld have been a serious threat to the 
external validity of our findings, since analysis of these data 
show that it is not the upper middle class white suburbanites 
who are stereotypica1ly assumed to have unlisted numbers. Rather 
individuals/households with unZisted numbers are significantly 
more likely to be located in the city (Chicago), be younger, 
female, minorities, and have lower incomes than those whose 
telephone number is listed. Furthermore, while 66.6 percent 
of those individuals who reported feeling very safe in their 
neighborhood had a listed number, only 51.3 percent who felt 

~"'This was determined by a first-hand inspection of the 98 
breakoff questionnaires. 
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Table 2.3 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF WEIGHTED 
RDD TELEPHONE SURVEY SAMPLE 

Characteristic 

Place of Residence 

Chicago 
Suburban 

Sex 

Race 

Females 
Males 

19-29 yrs. 
30-49 yrs. 
50-64 yrs. 
65 yrs. + 

Black 
White 
Other 

Household Income (1978) 

Less than $6001 
$6001-$10000 
$10001-$15000 
$15001-$20000 
$20001-$30000 
More than $30000 

Telephone Number 

Listed 
Unlisted 

Absolute 
Frequency 

787 
869 

900 
756 

486 
666 
321 
169 

302 
1252 

89 

208 
226 
254 
268 
415 
287 

987 
620 

Relative 
Frequency 

47.52 
52.48 

54.35 
45.65 

29.35 
40.22 
19.38 
10.20 

18.24 
75.60 
5.37 

12.56 
13.65 
15.34 
16.18 
25.06 
17 .33 

59.60 
37.44 

Note. Missing data are responsible for some of the absolute 
f;requencies not equaling 1656. In these instance.s the 
relative frequency is less than 100%, but for the most 
part there was a negligible amount of missing data. 
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unsafe had a listed number. It is clear that without an RDD 
procedure, these individuals who are most likely to be exposed 
to crime problems w.ould have been underrepresented in our sample. 

Finally, and in line with this discussion of the types of 
persons with unlisted numbers, it should be noted that not 
everyone has a telephone. vlhile no reliable estimates exist, 
their numbers are no doubt small. Yet "tve can assume that these 
"invisible" citizens are especially likely to be exposed to 
crime and its related problems. 

7. Hissin~ data and analytic considerations. As with \7.11 
surveys, not a I respondents would or could answer every item. 
Items that measured perceptions of risk and the seriousness 
of various hazards had about five percent of the sample respond 
"Don't Know." A few items that assessed the neighborhood social 
environment had about ten percent "Don't Know" responses. 
On the other hand, with the exception of the income question, 
about 1 percent or less refused to p-rovide demographic data. 
For the 13 percent of our sample who refused income, one of our 
research staff (J. Normoyle), with eight years of IRS experience, 
assigned each missing-income respondent to an income category, 
based on other known characteristics about each respondent/ 
household. Correlations between this "complete" income varia1:;,le 
and various descriptive, experiential, perceptual, and behavioral 
variables were, for all intents and purposes, identical to 
correlations between the "missing" income variable and those same 
other variables. Thus the "complete" variable was used in all 
analyses involving income. 

All analyses reported in this report were performed with 
SPSS. All multivariate procedt\res used the "case-wise" deletion 
for missing data. Thus if a rfJspondent had missing data on one 
or more variables in the analysis, the case was not included. 
While the absolute value of the statistic that results from this 
procedure is different than what would result from the same 
sample with no missing data, the differences are likely to be 
very small and of no substantive importance. 

A final analytic point regards the individual respondent 
as the unit of analysis. By selecting one adult per household, 
the probability of anyone citizen being selected is inversely 
proportional to the nmnber of adults in the his/her household. 
This factor could recormnend that analyses of individual data 
be weighted by the number of adults in the household. This 
was not done. For the mo.st part our analyses explore the 
interrelationship among variables, and are not meant to provide 
valid point estimates of rates in the population. While we 
cannot say what the exact effect of our decision has had on 
results, an empirical comparison showed little differences in 
the size of the correlations with and without this weighting 
procedure. For example, correlations between sex and felt safety 
following the two procedures were -.3615 (g = 1635) vs. 
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-. 3l~13 (n = 3559), and correlations bet\<1een SeY. cmd behavioral 
restrictions were .3929 (g = 1654) vs. . 3854 (~ = 3592). 

8. Additional contextual data. To supplement the information 
t~at was gathered from each respondent during the actual inter
v~ew, ~e assemb~ed c~ntextual data for each suburb or Chicago 
commun~ty area ~n wh~ch respondents lived. These contextual 
data (e.g., crime rate's, density, per capita income etc,.) 
pr~vide a "gross" objective measure of each respond~nt's 
ne~ghborhood environment, in comparison to the subjective self
reported perceptions of the neighborhood obtained durina the 
interv~ews. The ci~y of Chic~go is sectioned into seventy-six 
comm~n~ty areas wh~ch are fa~rly comparable in size and homo
~ene~ty ~o suburban municipalities. During the interviews 
~nformat~on was gathered from each respondent which later allowed 
us to identify her/his suburb or Chicago community area of 
residence. The following contextual data were gathered for each 
area of residence using various local planning agency documents: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

distance from the central city ("the Loop") 

square miles 

1960 population 

1970 population 

1976 population estimates 

estimated 1975 mean per capita income 

estimated percentage nonwhite population 

1976 estimated burglary rate 

1976 estimated assault rate 

1976 estimated robbery rate. 

The appropriate set of contextual data were then added to 
each respondent's computer file. 

9. Varid~tyof s71f'-rel2orted survey data. The data that were 
collected dur~ng the ~nterv~ews are recognized to reflect what 
people say they do, feel, think, etc. Survey items are technically 
never of perfect J?reci~ion in measuring the c.onstruct they 
purport to operat:onal~ze. Furthermore people in responding 
to ,~ survey of th~s sort are. never perfect in the accuracy of 
the~r responses. Much attention was paid to the issue of 
construct validity as we planned the survey and the instrument. 
Items were chosen based on past experience from other surveys 
and the resul~s of the two pilot studies (while not definitive) 
were encourag~ng. Nevertheless, these data are not perfect 
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reflections of the experiences, perceptions, and behaviors they 
represent, and a careful appraisal of our findings should recognize 
this. 

D. Community Organization Inperson Interviews 

To complement the information we gathered directly from citizens 
via the telephone survey, we wanted to elicit information about 
citizens participation/nonparticipation in community organiza-
tions from persons with "expert." knowledge, i.e., from organization 
leaders. This information gathering effort was aimed at learning 
more a.bout the "social participation" pathway in the preliminary 
conceptual framework. Leaders of formal voluntary 
community organizations were reasoned to have a wealth of experi
ence to form perceptions on why certain citizens get involved, 
while others don't?; why certain members 'stay active, while others 
drop out?; how to get citizens to become members?; etc. It was 
these perceptions of leaders that could supplement various 
data collected directly from citizens relating to their 
social participation (voluntary action). 

1. samplin~ consi'de'ration,s and organization characteristics. 
Ideally, we wou d have wanted to sample leaders from organizations 
that citizens in our telephone survey belonged to. This was not 
feasible, because of practicality, timing and cost: It is not 
likely that citizens in the telephone interviews would or could 
have given us the name and contact telephone number for a "leader" 
of an organization they might belong to. Furthermore, if we had 
been able to assemble a reasonable sample from citizens the delay 
in first processing the telephone survey data to form the leader 
sample would have pushed the inperson interviews too late along 
our funding cycle. Finally, all this extra effort wou~d have 
been of unknown cost-efficiency. 

Instead we chose to interview leaders from a representative 
sample of community organizations in the three RTC cities: 
Philadelphia, Chicago and San Francisco. A pool of organizations 
in each city was assembled from: (a) organizations named by 
respondents in the 1977 RTC telephone survey that they were 
members of; (b) community organizations identified by RTC 
field workers in each of the ten RTC study-neighborhoods*; and 
(c) other well-known and/or city-wide organizations in each 
city. 

*In Philadelphia the RTC study neighborhoods included Logan, 
'Hest Philadelphia, and South Philadelphia; in Chicago, they 
included Lincoln Park, Wicker Park, Back of the Yards, and 
Woodlawn; and in San Francisco they included Mission, Sunset, 
and Visitation Valley. 
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One interviewer in each city was trained over the course of 
two days by a member of our research staff (G. Salem). Each 
on-site interviewer had a bachelors degree in a social science 
discipline and had previous interviewing experience. It was 
decided in discussions with NILECJ staff that approximately fifty 
interviews would be completed in each city. The local inter
viewer used the list of local organizations we provided to 
schedule an inpers'on interview with a leader of each organiza
tion i.e., either the president or 'executive director. The 
interviews wereconduc.ted during the months from September 1979 
through January 1980. All in all, in-person interviews were 
conducted with a representative of 54 Philadelphia, 46 Chicago, 
and 53 San Francisco community organizations for a total sample 
of 153. 

The types of organizations that were interviewed included: 
block clubs (~= 8), community groups (n = 99), city.wide 
coalitions and locally based umbrella organizations (n = 30), 
and single issue voluntary action groups (n = 16). Approximately 
half of the groups had been in existence fIve years or less; 
and 82 percent were less than twenty-five years old. Member
ship size varied widely as did the geographic areas the 
organizations claimed to represent: Memberships ranged from ten 
in some block clubs to over 1,000 in some coalitions and 
umbrella groups. Demographic data on the membership is based 
on estimates of the organization leaders and must be considered 
with that in mind; but our sample represents all major SES 
groups generally found in urban areas. Table 2.5 indicates that 
while block clubs have a predominantly lower and working class 
constituency, all status groups are served by the other organiza
tion types. Host neighborhood groups appear to be socio
economically homogeneous with only coalitions and single issue 
groups exhibiting a largely heterogeneous membership. 

Because it was difficult for the leaders to estimate the 
ethnic, sex l and age distributions of their general membership, 
we present these characteristics only as they apply to the 
"active core" of members. Table 2. 6a presents ,the ethnic distribu
tion of the active organizational members. Again we note all 
ethnic groups are represented in the major organization types, 
with the exception of the block clubs, which appear to be a 
primarily black phenomenon. Although we cannot say that the 
distribution of our groups accurately reflects all groups in 
the cities surveyed, the paucity of Latino and Asian groups in 
our sample is due to our inability to identify them, and 
reflects informed opinion that few such groups exist. Their 
greater ~epresentation in the umbrella/coalition category reflects 
a more frequent association with neighborhood service agencies, 
which often belong to such coalitions. 
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Organizational Type % Lower 

All Groups lS.l 

Block Clubs 2S.6 

Community Orgs. 8.0 

Umbrella/Coalition 18.2 

Single Issue Groups 14.3 

Table 2.5 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OF MEMBERSHIP 
BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION 

SES Class 

% Working % Middle 

36.2 33.3 

71.4 

40.0 46.7 

31.8 13.6 

28.6 2S.6 

% Hixed 

12.3 

5.3 

36.4 

2S.6 

Note. Group sample sizes do not sum to 153 due to missing data. 
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Type of 
Organization 

Block Clubs 

Community Orgs. 

Umbrella/Coalition 

Single Issue Groups 

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

Tsble 2.68 

ETHNICITY OF ACTIVE HEMBERSHIP 
BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION 

Ethnicity 

% Somewhat % % Homogeneous '% Homogeneous % Homogeneous 
Latino Heterogeneous Heterogeneous WhitE', Black 

25.0 37.5 37.5 

14.8 15.9 59.1 9.1 

5.9 35.3 17.6 29.4 ll.8 

23.1 15.4 30.8 7.7 7.7 

% Homogeneous 
. Asian 

1.1 

15.4 

N 

8 

88 

17 

13 

Group sample sizes do not sum to 153 due to missing data. The "somewhat heterogeneous" classification 
refers to groups with a minority membership ranging from 15 tu 25 percent. Those with a minority 
membership of over 25 percent are classified as heterogeneous and those with 85 percent or more 
members in one ethnic category are labeled homogeneous. 
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Table 2.6b and 2.6c show the distribution of active members 
by sex and be age. We see that men and women appear to be 
equally active in most of these groups. All age groups are rep
resented among the most active core with a slight preponderance 
in the forty to sl.xty category. The participation literature 
(e.g., Verba and Nie, 1972) has consistently found a significantly 
higher level of participation for this age category. 

Our groups vary in complexity both in terms of their inter
nal structures and external associations. The less complex 
structures include block clubs which frequently function under 
the leadership of only one block captain, and coalition boards 
with no officers which perform a primarily coordinating function. 
'the more complox groups range from those with officers but no 
boards, to the more differentiated organizations including offi
cers, boards, standing committees, task forces and in some cases 
staff. Additional complexity is introduced by the variations in 
membership categories. Some groups have only individual members, 
others serve as coalitions for one specific type of groups such 
as the city-wide neighborhood organization coalitions, others 
serve as umbrellas for such diverse groups as block clubs, 
churches and service agencies, and businessmen's associations, 
and some recruit both individuals and groups as members. 

2. Interview schedule and coding of data. These interviews 
were planned to gather information about the initiation and main
tenance of citizen involvement from the perspective of the organi
zations. An interview schedule was developed to allow primarily 
for structured open-ended questioning, with some closed-ended 
items. The nature of this information gathering effort was meant 
to be exploratory and to produce rich qualitative data for hy
pothesis identification and clarification purposes, not for formal 
hypothesis testing. This open-ended style of questioning -v7as 
also used because in most instances there was not readily avail
able, reliable closed-ended items that could be employed, and we 
did not have the time available to adequately develop them our
selves. 

Following from the conceptual framework a list of constructs 
was developed to gather information. These constructs were re
lated to structural and operational aspects of organizations, 
goals and activities, nature of membership involvement, and per
ceived incentives/disincentives for the initiation and maintenance 
of citizen participation. A draft interview was developed and 
pilot tested in Chicago and San Francisco with approximately ten 
organizations. The instrument was revised and sent to NILECJ for 
government input. On the basis of this feedback, a final inter
view schedule was developed, and is included in Appendix C. 

Each interview lasted about 90-120 minutes and was tape re
corded. At some point after each interview was completed, the 
interviewer went over the schedule and with the aid of the tape 
reviewed the information that had been written down. Also fol
lowing the completion of each intervi(~w a thank you letter was 
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Type of 
Organization 

Block Clubs 

Community Orgs. 

Table 2.6b 

DISTRIBUTION OF ACTIVE MEMBERSHIP BY SEX 
AND TYPE OF ORGANIZATION 

% Nostly 
Male 

7.8 

Sex of Active Membership 

% Mostly 
Female 

25.0 

13.3 

% Mixed 

75.0 

76.7 

N 

8 

90 
Umbrella/coalitions 33.3 66.7 
Single issue 
Groups 25.0 16.7 

15 

58.3 12 

Note. Group sample sizes do not sum to 153 due to missing data. 
"Hostly" means that 70 percent or more of the active core 
memberships in each group w'ere made up of a single sex. 
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Type of 
Organization 

Block Clubs 

Connnunity Orgs. 

Table 2,6c 

DISTRIBUTION OF ACTIVE MEMBERSHIP BY AGE 
AND TYPE OF ORGANIZATION 

% Mostly 
Under 40 

25.0 

16.9 

% Mostly 
40-60 

25.0 

19.1 

Age of Active Membership 

% Mostly 
Over 60 

2.2 

% Nixed 

50.0 

59.6 

N 

8 

89 

Umbrella/Coalition 12.5 31.3 56.3 16 

Single Issue Groups 33.3 16.7 8.3 41.7 12 

Note. Group sample sizes do not sum to 153 due to missing data. 
"Mostly" means that 70 percent or more of the active core 
memberships in each group were made up of a single age 
category. 
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written to each hlElder from our offices in Evanston. While we had 
no reason to doubt that our interviewers had been honest about 
their work, it iEI. tlseful to note that no response was received to 
the thank you notlas indicating that an interview had not been com
pleted. In fact., many leaders wrote back expressing an interest 
in being informed of our .findings. 

After the 153 interviews were completed, a sample of 15 
completed interviews was drawn from each city. These 45 inter
views provided the basis for dev:e~opment C;f a coding.schem~ to 
transcribe the mostly open-ended~nformat~on on the ~nterv~ew 
schedules to quantified data. This coding form is also presented 
in Appendix C. 

* E. Local Police Survey 

In the conceptual framework it was hypothesized that local 
police may play an important role in determining WhE!ther citizens 
will initiate and/or maintain various preventive responses to 
crime. In order to better understand the processes that lead 
citizens to engage in crime prevention activities we felt it 
would be informative to learn more about local polic:e policy 
regarding these activities. In the absence of past findings, 
we specifically wanted to know: (a) what kind of crime prevention 
activities are encouraged or discouraged by the police; and (b) 
how local police (implicitly) conceptualize citizen crime pre
vention. 

To explore these issues, a mail survey was planned of local 
law enforcement agencies serving communities in the Chicago met
ropolitan area to examine the extent of their endorsement of 
various protective responses undertaken by citizens. One hundred 
and seventy-one (171) state, county, and local police departments 
were identified as having jurisdiction in the metropolitan com
munities where our RDD telephone survey was fielded. 

Each police department was contacted by telephone in 'the 
summer of 1979 to briefly introduce the planned survey and deter
mine the appropriate officer to receive the questionnaire. A 
copy of an endorsement letter from the Illinois Crime Prevention 
Officers Association, a questionnaire, and self-addressed stamped 
envelope were subsequently mailed to each department. Followup 
by telephone occurred within one to two months to secure the 
officer's cooperation when an initial questionnaire was not re
turned. Of the 171 agencies contacted, 166 ultimately responded 
with a completed survey, for a return rate of 97 percent. 

*Work on this survey was funded in part by the present grant, but 
was also conducted as unfunded research for the Illinois Crime 
Prevention Off1,.cers Association by J. Normoyle. 
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The survey questionnaire was developed with the assistance 
of crime prevention officers from the Evanston I Illinois police 
department.* The majority of items (51) involved behaviors per
formed by citizens to avoid victimization, such as "carrying a 
whistle when outdoors" or "using a timer on indoor lights when 
away from home." Each officer rated each of the 51 crime pre
vention measures, using a 5-point Likert response format ranging 
from Strongly Discouraged (1), to Strongly Encouraged (5), ac
cording to his/her department's policy. If the department had 
no policy (positive or negative) about a measure, the officer 
was instructed to rate it with a "3". 

F. Strengths and Limitations of Research Methods 

The methodologies that were employed by the present research 
programs were chosen to provide a broad, comprehensive, atbeit 
preliminary and exploratory investigation of the processes that 
lead citizens to become involved in crime prevent'ion. It is 
readily acknowledged that the research designs/methods employed 
here are not meant for formal hypothesis testing, but rather are 
the type suited for hypothesis clarification and identification. 
Given the state of knowledge on citizen crime prevention that 
existed prior to our research (as we judged it), formal hypothesis 
testing with experimental designs was premature: Not enough was 
known about the issues at hand to devise and choose the meaningful 
treatments/interventions. Rather cross-sectional survey methods 
were chosen because of the need of information from a large and 
diverse sampling of citizens, community organizations, and police 
departments. 

Survey research is a cost-effective means of gathering needed 
information from large numbers of respondents. Here we employed 
surveys over the telephone, in person, and via the mail. Given 
the need for a large, yet representative sample of citizens, the 
RDD procedure was an efficient method to randomly sample a truly 
diverse population. 

The information (both amount and type) that was gathered from 
organization leaders necessitated in-person interviewing. Open
ended questions were used so as not to lose any of the richness 
and diversity of responses and while their subsequent transcrip
tion to quantified data is less reliable than with closed-ended 
items, these individuals had more to say than could reasonably 
and practically been captured via a closed-ended instrument. In 
a sense, each leader had a story to tell about citizen involvement/ 
noninvolvement in community organizations. The open-ended form 
allowed our interviewers the flexibility that was critical to 

-'( 
'We wish to thank Officers Henry White and Frank Kaminsky for 
their help in constructing the questionnai~e. 
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rapport building and information flow during the one-and-a-half 
to two hours they spent with each leader. We acknowledge that 
the information that we report from these in-person interviews 
is not as "hard" as that which could have been collected with a 
more structured closed-ended instrument. 

On the other hand, the mail survey of loca.l law enforcement 
agencies suffered none of the response rate problems typical of 
mail surveys: there we achieved a 97 percent completion rate. 
While there is bound to be some discrepancy between how each 
officer responded to the items, and what he/she and other officers 
actually say to citizens, we have no reason to expect this gap 
to be a wide one. As will be seen ~vhen these data are presented 
later in this report, there were no "surprise u1 findings. What 
this, survey effort represents is the first (to our knowledge) 
empirical attempt to address the question of recommended citizen 
anti-crime measures from the "expert" perspective of the police. 

A major limitation to all of our research methods, and to 
surveys in general, is that they never produce data that is 
completely valid or even completely reliable. Had we been able 
to afford in-person data collection from citizens, including 
observations of their anti-crime behaviors, w'e would have a more 
valid measure of the variables of interest. In the absence of 
this approach, painful care was taken (including two pilot tests) 
to collect the most rigorous data possible. Because of time 
constraints, and the "sensitive" nature of sqme questionning, the 
data collected especially from the citizens, f4lls short of a 
rigorous operationalization and measurement of each construct. 
Nevertheless it was our explicit purpose to focus as broadly as 
possible on the hypothetical processes in t0e preliminary con
ceptual framework, and our methods were chosen accordingly. 

As a final caveat to a reading of the results presented here, 
the data we report are what people "say" they do, feel, have 
experienced, etc. They are nothing more than this ... and nothing 
less. In our judgment this should not be a major concern in in
terpreting and evaluating these results; others of course may 
disagree. 
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CHAPTER II! 

GENERAL DISPOSITIONS FOR INVOLVEMENT IN CITIZEN CRIME PREVENTION 

What leads some citizens to engage in crime prevention while 
others do little or no,tP:i:;g? In our preliminary conceptual frame
work it was hypothesi\" f,;d, t;hr~t ~here are 't~o maj or. "paths ': that 
bring citizens to enf~f.ig'~ ';.:il cr1.me prevent1.on: a r1.sk-av(:)1.dance 
disposition and a SOI.:',·:.,")tparticipation or volu~tary. a~t1.on 
disposition. While it has often been assumed tr;at ~1.t1.zens 
are motivated to employ anti-crime measures pr:ma:1.~y b7cause 
they have been victims .and/ or fear of future v1.ct1.m1.zat1.on, . t~e 
work of the Reactions to Crime project suggests that many C1.t1.zens 
engage in anti-crime measures due to their socia'l participation 
(voluntary action) in their comm':ln~ty, and.no~ ~rom.some personal 
assessment of their own vulnerab1.l1.ty to V1.ct1.m1.zat1.on (cf., 
Dubow et al., 1979; Podolefsky and Dubow, 1980). 

As discussed in Chapter I, Conklin (1975) suggested that 
citizens' preventive responses to crime can be viewed as either 
"individual" or "collective." Furthermore, Schneider and Schneider 
(1978) viewed individual responses as "private-minded" and collective 
responses as "public-minded." It was a:gued in Chapter I ~h.::t 
those distinctions are ambiguous when 1.t comes to categor1.z1.ng 
the anti-crime behavior/measure itself. As such, they were not 
used as a basis for choosing the set of preventive response~ 
that would serve as our dependent variables. Furthermore, w1.thout 
extensive evaluations research it is impossible to judge whether 
the impact of some anti-crime action b7nefits only an indi,!idual 
or his/her private household, or benef1.ts.some large: p':lbl1:~. 
Yet despite our reservations about emploY1.ng these d1.st1.~ct:o~s 
to describe behaviors and their consequent impaets~ the 1.nd1.v1.dual/ 
collective and private-minded/public-minded t~rminolo~ies.a:e 
appealing ways of viewing the motivations that underl1.e C1.t1.zen 
involvement in crime prevention measures. 

The notion that individuals engage in prevention~ori7n~ed 
measures to reduce their own risk to various hazards :s e~lli1.lar 
to the individual and private-minded concepts. F<?llow1.ng frC:1ril 
research done on public health,.we h,::v7 hypothes:zed.that an. 
individual holds some sort of d1.spos1.t1.on to avo1.d.r1.sk~: .. 
based on an assessment of his/her likelihood of be1.~g v1.ct1.m1.zed, 
the seriousness of being victimized, and the eff7ct:veness 
attributed to prevention measures. For example, 1.t 1.S a~sumed. 
that a man who thinks he is likely to get lung cancer g1.ven h1.s 

*1 would like to acknowledge the comments of Dr. Robert K. Yin 
that have helped the, conceptualization of issues in this chapter, 
and elsewhere in this report. 
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current smoking, sees cancer as a serious outcome, and regards 
stopping smoking as an effective preventive response, should in 
fact be more likely to terminate his use of cigarettes than 
another individual who smokes but doesn't see himself at risk. 
doesn't regard lung cancer as especially serious, and/or doesn't 
think stopping would make any difference. 

Many of the precautions individual citizens take to directly 
prevent their own victimization or that of their own household 
property, appear to stem from these "individual/private-minded/ 
risk-avoidance" motives. On the other hand, many of the anti-crime 
measures in which individual citizens within a neighborhood 
or community join together to perform as a group~ appear to be 
more closely associated with "collective/public-minded/social 
pa~tic~pation" mot~ves. Thus it was hypothesized (building 
pr1mar1lyon the work of F. Dubow and others with the Reactions 
to Crime project) that what certain citizens do to prevent crime 
results.direc~ly f~om their association wi~h formal.voluntary 
groups 1n the1r ne1ghborhood (e.g., commun1ty organ1zations). 
As described in Chapter I, this disposition for "social 
participation or voluntary action" is thought to encompass: 
bas~c demographic and life style differences, general and specific 
att1tudes towards formal voluntary groups and perceived incentives/ 
disincentives for participation in such groups. 

At the start of our resear:h it was not clear whethe:.: ':hese 
different motives lead to different anti-crime measures or 
whether they lead to the same anti-crime measures. This'then 
became a major issue that our data could address. In the present 
chapter results are presented from our exploration of the two 
dispositions themselves. Data were collected from citizens 
in the RDD telephone survey about their perception and behaviors 
related to both crime and non-crime hazards: here it was of 
interest to understand "reactions to crime" within a larger 
context of reactions to hazards in general. Secondly, data were 
gathered from both citizens and organization leaders about citizen 
participation in formal voluntary organizations, not necessarily 
anti-crime in nature: here is was of interest to investigate 
voluntary action in general in order to provide a broader under
standing of its relationship to citizen crime prevention. 

A. Risk-Avoidance 'Disposition 

Citizens encounter numerous real, perceived, and potential 
hazards in the environment; the array is diverse and touches every 
aspE?ct of one's life. The efficacy with which citizens cope with 
s,uch problem situations has been the concern of research by 
governmental, private, and public agencies in recent times; yet 
rather little is really understood about the individual citizen's 
response to everyday hazards. 

We explored three aspects of citizens' reactions to common 
hazards. They included: 
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• The degree to which an individual perceives the 
chances of victimization as likely; 

• The degree to which an individual pe~ceives the 
consequences of victimization as ser10US; 

• The degree to which certain "preventive" measure 
are viewed as efficacious. 

Tables 3 la-c show results from the telephone survey of citizens 
regarding their judgements of risk, seriousness, and efficacy. 

1. Perceived risk. Citizens' evaluations of their own risk 
were assessed in a series of items concerning selected crime, 
fire traffic and health hazards. They included: , 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

having a fire in the kitchen, 

being robbed on the street by a stranger, 

having a minor car accident, 

being burglarized when no one is at home, 

developing heart trouble, and 

being attacked by a stranger. 

A four category response format was used to indicate the chances 
of victimization, which ranged from Very Unlikely (1) to Very 
Likely (4).* 

On the average~ with the exception ?f involv~ment in a 
minor car accident, citizens said they v1ewed the1r cha~ces of 
victimization by fire, health and crime as somewhat un11kely 
(see Table 3.la). Although the differences between.means are 
rather small, a kitchen fire was seen as the mos~ 1mprobable, 
heart trouble and an attack by a stranger as a l1ttle more 
probable, exceeded by robbery and burglary of the home. The 

*This four category verbal response format was c~os~n after 
experience with a 0-10 numer~c,:-l response sC,:-le 1nd1cated 
that its reliability and va11d1ty were quest10nable. That 
numerical scale asked respondents to imagine a row of numbers 
from 0 to 10. Each endpoint was anchored with a verbal label . 
(no possibility vs. extremely likely). We concluded f~om our p1lot 
testing of the present survey instrument that. the var1an~e lost 
by collapsing to four verbal response categor1es (very l1kely, 
somewhat likely, somewhat unlikely, ver~ ~n~ikely) was balanced 
off by its greater reliability and feas1b1l1ty of use over the 
telephone. None the less we had 5-10 percent.of ~he respondents 
who didn '.t provide data on these per~eived r1sk 1tems (a~d. th~se 
rating perceived seriousness and eff1cacy) because they d1dn t 
know", or found it upsetting to think about and therefore refused 
to answer. 
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Hazards Unlikely 
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Fire in Kitchen 48.9 

.p. Minor Car Accident 18.5 0\ 
/') 

Heart Trouble 44.6 

Home Burglary 29.4 

Robbery by Stranger 31.8 

Attack by Stranger 31.4 
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Table 3.1a 

ASSESSMENTS OF RISK 

Relative Frequencies (%) 

2. Somewhat 3. Somewhat 
Unlikely Likely 

27.3 18.0 

17.4 42.2 

19.6 18.9 

29.6 29.6 

26.8 28.7 

28.5 22.1 

L . I ["".J 

4. Very 
Likely 

i 

2.3 

16.2 

7.7 

7.6 

7.9 

6.0 
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Table 3.1b 

ASSESSMENTS OF SERIOUSNESS 

~ ,j 
Relative 

Response Frequencies (%) 
I 

~. ,I \, " :, 1. Not At All 2. Not Too 4. Very Mean Standard H 
i;, Hazards Serious Serious 3. Serious Serious Assessment Deviation N 
n 
, 

Fire in Kitchen 4.0 21.9 37.7 34.5 3.05 .86 1624 

~ Minor Car Accident 8.1 47.8 
-.....J 

26.0 14.6 2.49 .85 1598 
,~, 

Heart Trouble 4.3 9.2 28.5 53.0 3.37 .84 1573 

!; 
q Home Burglary 4.5 23.6 38.3 31.6 2.99 .87 1623 
Ii 
" ~ Robbery by Stranger 3.4 19.4 39.4 35.1 3.09 .83 1609 I' v- '! 

1 
! Attack by Stranger 3.0 10.2 33.4 50.2 3.35 .79 1602 
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Prevention Neasure 

Smoke Detectors 

Seat Belts 

Regular Exercise 

Locks, Bars, Alarms 

Have NBRS Hatch Home 

Avoid Certain Places/People 

Patrol Neighborhood 

. .. , 

1. Not At All 
Helpful 

.3 

4.2 

1.9 

3.0 

3.7 

1.4 

4.4 

Table 3.1c 

ASSESSNENTS OF EFFICACY 

Relative 
Response Frequencies (%) 

2. Not Too 
Helpful 3. Helpful 

2.4 24.2 

9.5 33.2 

3.2 28.2 

12.6 38.6 

12.7 35.6 

7.1 28.7 

10.5 37.7 
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4. Very Nean Standard 
Helpful Assessment Deviation N 

67.9 3.7 .54 1570 

45.7 3.3 .83 1532 

61. 7 3.6 .66 1572 

42.3 3.2 .80 1597 

45.9 3.3 .82 1620 

59.3 3.5 .70 1599 

38.2 3.2 .83 1503 
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incidence of a minor car accident was noti.ceably viewed as 
more possible, though not what might be temed certain. In sum, 
citizens generally do not say that they consider these potential 
dangers in the environment as very likely. Never the less there 
is a good deal of diffe.rences among citizens, as shown by the 
standard deviations in Table 3.la. 

Furthermore, there appears to be some regularity in the way 
an individual rates a certain amount of likelihood of victimi
zation ia one area (hfaalth, for example) perceives similar pro
babilities in other areas (traffic, fire, and crime). The 
internal consistency found in people's responses across the six 
hazards (alpha coefficient of .73) argues for a general dis
position to feel at risk.* 

To evaluate this general disposition to feel at risk, the 
likelihood ratings for each of the six hazards were added together 
and their sum divided by six: the measure of overall perceived 
risk ranged from 1-4, with "one" representing little perception 
of being at risk and "four" reflecting high risk. On the average" 
citizens say they perceived themselves as being somewhat at 
risk to these hazards (mean = 2.07). However, the standard 
deviation of .63 was of enough magnitude to suggest that there 
is variability among individuals in the extent to which they 
assess their chances of victimization. 

As shown in Table 3.2, those who viewed themselves as being 
at risk to victimization were significantly more likely to be 

• female, 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

younger, 

Black or Latino, 

in a lower income bracket, 

a Chicago resident, and 

renters rather than homeowners. 

Neither education nor marital status were found to be associated 
with perceived risk. 

Beliefs about the contingencies between one's behavior and 
its outcomes are thought to be internal, stable and enduring 
traits. Following our a priori reasoning, those who perceived 

*This could also be due, in part, to some response bias on the 
part of respondents . 
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Sex 

Age 

Race 

Income 

Area 

Own Home 

\. .' .. #c (.i 

.,i 

Table 3,2 

DENOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES IN 
PERCEIVED RISK 

Male 
Female 

19-29 yrs. 
30-49 yrs. 
50-64 yrs. 
65 + yrs. 

Black/Latino 
White 

LT $6001 
$6001-10000 
$10001-15000 
$15001-20000 
$20001-30000 
$30001-50000 
GT $50000 

Chicago 
Suburbs 

No 
Yes 

Cl'-',,-. .-

n 

750 
894 

484 
663 
319 
166 

398 
1247 

205 
225 
250 
267 
412 
209 

77 

781 
863 

665 
980 

50 

2.02 
2.12 

2.09 
2.11 
2.04 
1. 90 

2.18 
2.03 

2.09 
2.12 
2.11 
2.13 
2.01 
2.04 
1.96 

2.18 
1.97 

2.15 
2.01 

.62 

.64 

.59 
, .64 
i: .65 
;:.67 
1 

'I 

:1.71 
r'lf 

Ii .60 

I: .74 
, .69 

. 64 

.62 

.58 

.56 

.54 

.66 

.59 

. 67 

. 60 

r p 

.08 .001 

-.08 .001 

-.10 .001 

-.06 .02 

-.17 .001 

-.11 .001 
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th~Jl1selves to be at greater risk 

• 

• 

• 

felt less res'.ponsibility for what happens in 
their home (r=-. 06, p < .01) , 

thought that chance plaYr~ an important role in their 
lives (r=-. 09, p < .001),' and 

perceived themselves as having little influence over 
the course of their lives (r= -.05, P< .03). 

The expectation that one cannot exercise control, and a belief ,.i 

in the potency of chance may reflect a perception that the 
environment operates in an arbitrary manner where one is unable 
to act effectively (cf. Normoyle, 1980). As a consequence the 
environment is viewed as holding more risk for those maintaining 
these beliefs. Yet while these correlations are significant, 
their magnitudes are quite small: this may b~ due to our weak 
operationalization of these constructs by employing only one 
item to measure them. 

2. p'erc'eived 'Severity. A second aspect of people's response 
to hazards that we examined was the extent to which the con
sequences of victimization are perceived to be serious (see 
Table 3.lb). With the exception of,,'a minor car accident, when 
victimization involves prop~rty damage or loss, the expected 
consequences are generally perceived to be serious in nature . 
Although, the mean differences are quite small, robbery is viewed 
as the most harmful, followed by a fire in the kitchen and a 
burglary of th~ home. A minor accident is still seen to be 

usomewhat serio'lls.On the other hand, events which directly threaten 
the physical well-being of the individual, such as developing 
heart trouble or being att.acked by a stranger, are perceived as 
having the most serious consequences. In general, then while 
citizens do not tend to report that they view their chances of 
victimization as particularly lik~ly, should an adverse event . 
occur, th,e expected consequences are reported to be problemat~c . 

Similar to what was found with perceptions)of risk, there 
appears to be some regularity in the wayan individual perceives 
the consequences of being vic,timized: The consistency found 
in people's seriousness ratings across six hazards (alpha 

;coefficient of .81) argues for a general disposition to expect 
'serious outcomes. ~'c Therefore, the ratings for the seriousness 
of each of the six hazards were added together and their sum 
divided by six: A score of one represented the perceI?tic:n;that 
being victimized has few or no consequences for the ~nd~v~du~l 
(not at all serious); a score of four reflected the expectat~on of severe outcomes. On the average, respondents perceived 
victimization as leading to serious consequences (mean value of 

*Again, t9_is could be due I in part, to some:r::esponse bias. 
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3.05). However, their standard deviation of .61 was of enough 
magnitude to,~uggest that there is a good deal of variability 
among individuals in the extent to which they say the expect the 
results of an adverse. event to be serious. 

As shown in Table 3.3, those who viewed the consequences 
of victimization as relatively more severe were significantly 
more likely to be 

• female, 

8 younger or older, 

• Black or Latino 

• in a lower income bracket, 

• a Chie.ago resident, and 

• renters rather than owners of their homes. 

Once again, education and marital $tatus were not found to be 
associated with the expected outcome of being victimized. 

As highlighted in Table 3.3, the demographic differenclas in 
overall perceived severity were often slight, but significant. 
A clear exception is the pronounced effect of sex of respondent 
on the expected outcome of victimization: Males are clearly less 
likely than females to foresee the consequences of an adverse 
event as serious in nature. There are several arguments wh.ich 
are often used to explain these sex differences in perceived 
severity . Traditionally it has been thought that women sela them
selves at a greater disadvantage in adversity and less well 
able to withstand hazards: Their smaller and o~t:eli weaker size 
is thought to work against being able to defen6 themselves against 
threats to their physical well-being. Their generally lower 
income or traditional dependence on others for support (fathers 
and husbands) make the replacement of damaged or lost property 
more difficult. Another explana~ion lies in the woman's tradi
tional primary responsibility in the care of the children. In 
an indirect way, then, an adversity to a woman may also jeopardize 
innocent or helpless chidren; the scope of damage is far 
broad~r and, thus, more serious. 

The data available in the present study allow preliminary 
tests .. ,of these arguments. When the separate effects of marital 
status, income. and number of children are controlled, the " 
relationship between sex of respondent and perceived severity 
remains relatively unchanged (E = .30,! = .28, E = .30, 
respectively). Neither their economic disadvantage, dependence 
on others, nor role obligations as mothers seem to acconnt 
for their high per.ception of seriousness. Compare these findings 
with what is found when the effects of physical stature (height 
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Sex 

Age 

Race 

Income 

Area 

Own' Home 

* 

Table 3.3 

DEMOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES IN 
PERCEIVED SEVERITY 

n SD 

Male 756 2.85 .60 
Female 886 3.22 .56 

19-29 yrs. 485 3.11 .58 
30-49 yrs. 663 3.03 .57 
50-64 yrs. 317 3.01 .66 
65 + yrs. 164 3.08 .67 

Black/Latino 399 3.15 .67 
White 1242 3.02 .58 

LT $6001 206 3.10 .68 
$6001-10000 222 3.16 .63 
$10001-15000 247 3.10 .58 
$15001-20000 266 3.08 .63 
$20001-30000 414 2.99 .57 
$30001-50000 210 2.94 .55 
GT $50000 77 2.88 .61 

Chicago 782 3.08 .64 
Suburbs 859 3.02 .58 

No 667 3.08 .61 
Yes 975 3.03 .61 

r 

.30 

* .06 

-.10 

-.12 

-.05 

-.04 

p 

.001 

.004 

.001 

.001 

.03 

.04 

This reflects the curvilinear correlation between the young and 
old groupings versus the middle age groupings. 
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in inches) are controlled: The relatioClship between sex of 
respondent and perceived severity is noticeably ~,educed, though 
remaining significant '(E. (1630)=.20, 12 < .001). Th1.s. suggests. 
that women's view of themselves as l1.kely to exper1.ence ser1.OUS 
outcomes is apparently mediated by their smaller, weaker size, 
which precludes adequately protecting themselves from danger. 

As also seen in Table 3.3, the relationship between age 
and perceived severity is curvilinear. Both young adults. (19 
to 29 years) and the elderly (65 + years) appear to perce:L.ve 
the consequences of victimization to be slightly greater than 
adults in mid-life. One may specualte that young adults would 
perceive a victimization as a harmful ~etback at a ~irne ~hen 
they are just beginning their mature l1.ves. A deter1.orat1.ng 
physical condition (heart d~sease) or injury due to assault may 
change their career and soc1.al outlook. Damag7 to 12roperty. 
may occur at a time before savings or o~her.f~nar;c1.al cush1.ons 
have been establ1.shed, seriously affect1.ng 1.mmed1.ate or future 
economic health. Victimization when one is elderly also.comes 
at a time when it can be least easily absorbed. Income 1.S often 
strained just to meet basic needs of food and shelter. Although 
Medicare is available, older bones often suffer greater and more 
painful damage in a fall or beating. Never the less these 
differences between age and perceptioni? of seriousness are not 
large. . 

The inverse relationship between income and perceived serious
ness is in keeping with the notion that people who ~av7 ~ewer 
resources stand to lose proportionately ~ore when v1.c~1.m7zed 
and find recovery more difficult to atta1.n. The ~ssoc1.at1.on . 
between race, owning one's home, and area of ~es1.dence to pe~ce1.ved 
seriousness may also be understood, at least 1.n part, by the1.r 
colinearity with income. 

3. Perceived efficacy. Citizen's assessm7nts of t~e value 
of different preventive measures included eff1.cacy rat1.ngs of 

• 
• 

regular exercise in preventing heart trouble, 

alarm systems, window bars, or special locks in 
protecting homes from burglary, 

• seat belts in preventing traffic injuries, 

• avoiding certain places and people in protecting 
aga~nst robbery or assaults, 

• smoke de.tectors in preventing injuries from fires, 

• askin.g a ne;i.ghbor to watch one's home when away to 
protect against burglary, and 

• people patrolling their own n,eighborhoods to prevent 
_____ ~rime . 

I ..... J 
~~/r/.\ 
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A four category response format was used to indicate the 
helpfulness of these measures in averting ,victimization, 
ranging from Not At All Helpful (1) to Very Helpful (4). 

As shown in Table 3 .lc, the activit.ies which were thought 
to be helpful, on the ave~age, included the installation of 
target hardening devices, the utilization of seat belts, asking 
neighbors to watch one's home when away, and organizing a patrol 
of one's neighborhood. Regular exercise, certain behavioral 
restrictions, and smoke detectors are perceived as even more 
worthwhile in preventing harm. 

In every case, the 'number of people endorsing an activity 
as "very helpful" was greater than for any of the other less 
favorable ratings. However, even as the most popular response, 
there was some degree of variation. The number of individuals 
evaluating an activity as "very helpful" r.anged from approximately 
38 percent for patrol to almost 68 percent for smoke detectors. 
No particular pattern readily emerges. Product- and people
oriented measures are about as likely to receive a 40 percent 
"very helpful" endorsement as they are to r('\ceive 60 percent. 
With barely 15 percent (or less) perceiving little or no 
value to these measures, differences seem to be only one of 
degree--helpful vs. very helpful. In addition these ratings 
of efficacy show no significant relationships with demographics 
and personality characteristics. Of final interest is the 
internal consistency among the efficacy ratings: here it was 
found that there is a moderate within-person correspondence 
in judging the helpfulness of these preventive measures (alpha 
coefficient of .63). 

4. summar* and conclusion. In general, our analyses of tlH~se 
data support t e notion that there are generalized responses to 
life's hazards. Certain people say they feel especially at risk 
to all sorts of hazards, while others appear to regard them-
selves as invincible. Some individuals expect: dire consequences 
if they become victims, while others appear to see themselves 
coping successfully with various types of victimization. Finally,. 
while most people believe in the efficacy o,f all sorts of prevent1.on 
measures, some consistently do not. This leads to a conclusion 
that an individual's responses to crime may reflect his/her own 
reactions to threat in generaZ. Furthermore we have found the same 
general pattern of individual difference factors related to 
reports of feeling at risk and regarding victimization as serious: 
It is those subgroups in the population who for one reason or 
another have been traditionally regarded as "at a disadvantage." 
Thus we find that females, younger (and sometimes older) 
adults, Blacks and Latinos, those in lower income brackets, 
renters, and central city residents are the ones most likely 
to s,ay they see themselves at risk and perceive the consequences 
of their victimization as serious. 

55 

, 



. I 

, I 
I 
I 

, ] 

, i 
I 

.' 

. I 

" 
'-

These findings must be considered preliminary, until they 
are replicated by more :detailed and methodically rigorous data 
collection procedures. The survey approach used here could __ §,uffer 
from a response bias in judging risk, serinus, and efficacy:' 
It is possible that this has contributed to the internal con
sistency we observed in ratings related to both crime and non~ 
crime hazards. Yet it appears reasonable to find that there are 
consistent individual differences in reactions to life's hazards. 
We have hypothesized that it is this risk-avoidance disposition 
that motivates individual citizens to employ various anti-crime 
measures. Whether risk-avoidance relates to all preventive 
responses to crime or only some is art issue that is investigated 
in Chapter V of this report. 

B. Voluntary Action and Social Participation Disposition 

As previuusly mentioned we have hypothesized that in addition 
to "risk-avoidance" there is another major route via which 
citizens may be led to engage in crime prevention: the social 
participation or voluntary action pathway. In order to better 
understand this pathway we investigated the citizenry's general 
disposition for social action/participation in formal voluntary 
organizations (FVOs). 

1. Who 'belongs to FVOs? Information was gathered .from citizens 
in the telephone survey to determine whether they were members 
in a group at their church or synagogue, a PTA or local school 
council, a block-club or neighborhood-based community group, 
and/or any other kind of group. Data were also collected oh the 
total number of hours per month a member generally devoted to 
group activities. 

Roughly one-third (31.9%) of the telephone survey sample 
reported that they were church- or synagogue-based group 
members. This estima~e of religious group membership rate is 
slightly less than that obtained in a national survey conducted 
by the National Option Research Center which indicated that 
in 1975 approximately 40 percent of the general population 
belonged to church-affiliated groups. About 17 percent of the 
telephone survey sample reported belonging to PTA or local 
school council groups. This estimate of school-related group 
membership rate is comparable to that obtained by the National 
Research Center in a 1975 national survey (14%). 

Roughly 17 percent of. the telephone survey sample said they 
belonged to a block club or neighborhood-based community group.* 
This members~ip rate estimate is slightly less than that obtained 

i(Nearly 20 percent of our Chicago sampleblalonged to this form of 
FVO, compared to 16 percent of our suburban samp.le. 
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~rom the Reactions to Crime Chicago telephone survey conducted 
u; 1977. T~ose data. indicated that ~pproximately 25 percent of 
C:-ty of Ch~cago res~dents had been ~nvolved in community organiza
t~ons or groups in t~eir n:ighborhoods (Podolefsky and DuBow, 
19~0). However, the ~nclus~on of "community organizations", 
wh:-ch tend to :epresent larger geographic areas than the 
ne~ghbor~ood, ~n the actual RTC survey item may have increased 
that est~mate of membership in such groups. 

In addition to being questioned about memberships in church 
or synag09u: grou~s, school-related groups, and neighborhood 
groups, c~t~zens ~n the telephone survey were asked whether they 
belonged to any other kind of groups: Slightly over one-fourth 
of the respondents (27.8%) said "yes." Analyses of these data 
suggest that.these "other.groups" may be professional associations 
and labor un~ons, recreat10nal/athletic clubs and social clubs 
The 1975 NORC surve~ indicated that: 12 perce~t of the populati~n 
belonged to.profess10nal or academic societies; 16 percent belonged 
to labor un~ons; 19 percent were members of sports groups; 11 
p:rcent were fra~ernal.group members; 9 percent belonged to 
l1terary, art, d1scuss10n or study groups, and 9 percent were 
hobby or garden clmb members. Thus our pooled estimate of 
membership in "other groups" seems reasonable. 

. . Across the entire sample, we find that a majority of 
c1t1z:ns ~ay t~ey are members of at least one formal voluntary 
organ1zat~on; 1.e., only 41.7 percent indicated no group 
memberships. The bulk of the members (32.6 percent of the entire 
samp~e? reported membership in one type of FVO. The proportion 
of c~t1zens who report multiple membership declines thereafter: 
17.6 percent are members of t'\vO types; 6.9 percent are in three 
types; and only 1.3 percent report membership in four (or more) 
types. 

, In the telephone survey, respondents, who were a member of 
one or more of the fo~r types of FVOs discussed above, were 
asked how many hours per month they spent, in toto 3 in activities 
related to this/these group(s). In other words information 
concernir;g activity, 1,evel was not obtained for' each type of 
membersh1p, but ratner for all types (combined) to which respondents 
belonged. Hours spent per month in group,,..related activities thus 
repre~ents a measure of generaZ activity in formal voluntary , 
organ1zations. ~~ For analytic purposes members were cla.ssified 

" ." (4 h ' as paSS1ve ours or less per month spent in group 
activities), "moderately active" (5-10 hours per month spent in 
group activities) and "very active" (more than 10 hours per month 

"~Because of constraints on the length of our survey instrument, 
we gathered only one measure of activity level from each 
re~P9nde~t who indicated at least one type of membership. 
Wh1le 56% of 966 respondents who were members indicated 

b
membership in only one type of group there was no regularity (cont. 

ottom next page) , 
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spent in group activities). 

As seen above, abo.ut 42% of the sample did not indicate that 
they held an FVO membership. Of the 966 respondents who said 
they were members of at least one FVO, 43.4 percent reported 
being "passive" members, 28.2 percent were "moderately active," 
and 26.2 percent were "very active."* 

Shown in Tables 3.4a and 3.4b are correlations between 
group membership and aGtivity level with demographic, motivational 
and attitudinal charaq:teristics. Many of these bivariate 
relationships are significantly related to membership and activity 
level in ways that support past research findings. This plethora 
of results becomes more focused when vie"(ved in a multivariate 
context. Table 3.5 displays the results of mUltiple regression 
analyses on these reports of voluntary action and various 
individual factors. 

Within this multivariate perspective, home ownership was 
found to relate significantly to membership in religious groups 
and neighborhood-based groups: homeowners were more likely to be 
such members than renters. We assume that an investment in the 
neighborhood or community in terms of ow~ing a home plays a 
major role iT" promoting social participation. 

Race also was significantly related to membership in neighbor
hood-based and religious groups: Blacks were more likely than 
Whites to participate in block clubs or nei3hborhood-based, 
and church groups. Also, in terms of general activity level, 
Blacks reported being more active in the groups they belonged 
to than Whites. 

to the pattern of multiple memberships. About three-fifths 
of the persons (58.9%) who were church group members were also 
members of other groups; 74.9% of the school-related group 
members were also members of other groups; and 57.7% of members 
of the "other' .. ' category also held additional memberships. In 
lieu of this varied pattern of mUltiple memberships, we choose 

mot to perform the current analyses for each subgroup ··of respondents 
who held only one type of membership, so as to circumvent a 
problem inherent in the data set. For example, while He could .. 
analyze the question of who comprises the "active core" of church 
group members who are only church group members (41.1% of all 
church group members), we could not analyze the important question 
of who comprises the "active core" of az,z, church group members, 
including those with mUltiple memberships. 

*The remaining 2.3% of members did not provide information 
concerning how active they were in the group(s) to which they 
belonged, and are not included in the analys~s that follow 
on activity level. 
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Table 3.4a 

CORRELATIONS OF GROUP MEl-ffiERSHIPS WITH DEHOGRAPHICS 

PTA or 
Church local 

or School 
Synago/lue Council 

Block Clubs Any Other 
or Kind of Activity 

NBHD-Based Group Level 

·Area of 
Residence -.01 .02 -.04 .09** .02 

Length of 
Residence .11"'* .O~ .01 .02 .01 

Home 
Ownership .09** .10** .11** .11** -.02 

Race .08** .04 .09** -.11** .OS 
Age .14** -.11** -.OS .03 -.OS 
Sex .OS .10** -.03 -.11** -.08* 
Marital 

Status .05* .13** .08** .01 -.04 
Number of 

Children .06* .37** .09** -.01 -.01 
Education .04 .10~*_ .14** .22** .07 
Employment 

Status -.11** -.04 .04 .07* .03 
Income -.01 .11** .13** .17** .04 

"'*p< .001 *p .01 

A~ea of Residence (l~Suburb O-City)' 
Length of Residence (5 categories ra~ging from less than 1 year 

to 21 years or more): 
Home Ownership. (l"'olo11er, Ooorenter); 
Race (l=Black, O=Whites,Asians, Latinos and others)' 
Age (in years); , 
Sex (O=M&le, 1=Femalc); 
Marital Status (0=liv1ng with someone as married, widowed, 

divorced, separated, and never been married l=married)' 
Number of Children (4 categories ranging from'none to 3 0; more 

children under 19 years of age living in the household)' 
Education ( 5 categories ranging from less than high scho~l grad 

to Grad school degree) . 
Empl~yment Status (O=not fulltime,l=fulltime); 
Income (7 income categories ranging from less than ~6,OOO to 

more than $50,000 representing 1978 gross annual income). 

~ote. N=1656, except for activity level analyses, iQ which only 
. the 966 respondents with group membership were included. 
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Table 3.4b 

CORRELATIONS O~· GROUP m:mlERSIlIPS WITH DISPOSITIONAL 
AND ATTITUDINAL CIIMACfEIUSTICS 

Church or 
Synago~ue 
Gro!.lps 

Expressive 
Motives 

Instrumental 
Motives 

General 
HelpfulrfE:;~s 
of Neighbl:l.rs 

Number of 
Families Can 
Ask a Favor of 

Territorial 
Attitudes 
About the Home 

Territorial 
Attitudes about 
the Neighbor-

.1S** 

.08** 

.09*'" 

.14** 

.01 

hood .01 

Personal Control' 
Over Life's 
Events .01 

Influence of 
Chance On Life's 
Events 

**p<.OOI 

-.03 

*p<.OI 

PTA or 
Local 
School 
Council 

.10** 

.11** 

.OS 

.13** 

.04 

-.04 

.03 

-.01 

Illock Clubs 
or NnIlD
nused Groups 

.14** 

.22** 

.11** 

.22** 

.(16* 

-.09** 

.10** 

-.01 

Other Kinds 
of 

Groups 

.19** 

.11** 

.02 

.14** 

.OS 

-.OS 

.04 

-.03 

Activity 
Level 

.1S** 

.0.7 

.02 

.10** 

-.01 

-.01 

.10** 

-.08* 

Expressive Motives~~b categories ranging from nonexpressive to 
expressive); 

Instrumental Motives (5 categories ranging from noninstrumental 
to instrumental); 

Genet:al Helpfulness of Neighbors O=go own way. 2'"in the middle, 
3=help out); " 

Number of Familins can Ask a Favor of (in absolute numbers); 
Territorial Attitudes About the Home (fcel responsibility for what 

happens in my home;4 categories rnnging from never to always); 
Territorial Attitudes About ,the Neighborhood (feel that what happens 

in the neighborhood is none of Illy business;4 categories ranging 
from l,ever to always); " 

Personal Control Over Life's Events (feel 'that has a strong influence 
over what happens in my life;4 cateGories ranging from never to 
always); 

Influence of Ch;;mce Over Life's Events (feel that chance luck play 
an important role in my l1fo;4 categories ranging from never to 
always). " . 

60 

~.--~----------~------------~ 
.... "v Il:Ol: 
" ,', , 

n 
u 
n 
1J 

n 
n 
1] 

, 
[1 

[! 

II ~ , 

\ (i 
':'>'L t;;-=t' ) U ,:,~ 

U 
fJ 

U 
(; 

!J 
U 
U 

, . 

il 
:::: 

-.«~'---"""""'~". -" 
1.) ,.~. /: 

. ., 

."", 'l\¥ 

~ I 

o 

fh. ,~o .:. 
.. ~. 

'" 

1/ 

:'/ 

(I 

" 

'( 

() , , 



lJ" 

.~. 

\ " 

::...:'--; 

,:. 

e . .:.' 

,'.<!' 

t-j 

.;" ~ 

II 
L \ 
\) 

, , 

o 

.. 

!.-, j' 

1'/ 

" 

,', 

/' 

a 

~ 
g 
u 

i 
I , 
! 
I 

i 
,) 
l§ 
H 
Ii 
/, 

t: 
Ii 
11 
1 ~ 
I 
j 
I; 
r 
) 

1 
i 
~ , 
'i 

~ 
i't 
~ 

',\1 
ll. 

, ~ 
I 

'" I-' 

.~. 

o 

C:J c.,] 

Table 3.5 

RELATIONSHIPS OF DEMOGRAPHIC/DISPOSITIONAL FACTORS 
WIrH GROUP MEMBERSHIPS AND ACTIVITY LEVEL: 

Area of ~esidence 
Length of Residence 
Home Ownership 
Race 
Age 
Sex' 
Marital Status 
Number of Children 
Education 
Employment Status 
Income 

Expressive Motives 
Instrumental Notives 
Neighbors' General He'\~}fu1ness 
Number of Families Could Ask Favor of 
Territorial Attitudes Toward the Home 
Territorial Attitudes Toward Neighborhood 
Personal Control 
Influence of Chance 

Multiple R 
Total Variance Accounted For 

. 
't 

*** p<.OOl 
**( 

p<.Ol 

* p<.05 

;.;, " 

" ,JIlt. 
" .. , 

REGRESSION ANALYSES 
ii 

Standardized Beta 

Church or PTA or Local Block Club 
Synagogue School or NBHD-

Group Council Based Group 
Membership Nembership Membership 

.00 .00 -.04 

.02 .04 -.05 

.06* .03 .08*)'< 

.12)'<*~'< .04 .14*** 

.12*M~ .00 .03 

.02 • 13**)\' .02 

.04 .01 .02 

.04 .35*** .03 

.11*** .12*** .10*io\' 
-.06* -.01 .01 
-.03 .05 .08* 

.15*** .06** .09)'<** 

.06* .08Mo\' .20**)\' 

.03 -.01 .02 

.08** .06* .16*** 

.00 .,03 .02' 

.02 .01 -.02 

.01 .01 .06* 
-.04 .00 -.01 

.32*** . 44'1~** ,,39*** 

.10 .19 .15 

N=1496 N:::1496 N=1496 

Weights 

Other 
Kind of 

Group 
Membership 

.03 

.00 

.04 
-.05 

.10**"( 
-.09*** 
-.091;1; 

.03 

.18,\,** 

.0,0 

.10** 

.19*** 

.11**1; 
-.04 

.06* 
,,03 

-.01 
.00 
.01 

.38*** 

.15 

N=1496 

\\ 
\\ 

\ 

Generalized 
Activity 

Level 
Index 

.03 

.02 ',I, 

-.02 
.10* 

-.03 
-.09)\' 
-.08* 
-.02 

.04 
-.05 

.06 

.17*** 

.05 

.01 

.05 

.01 

.01 

.08* 
-.097',', 

. 28*,\'~ 

.08 \' 

N=859 
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Age was significa.ntly related to participation in religious 
groups and other kinds of groups: older persons (those 50 yrs. 
and over) were more likely to belong to such groupS than younger 
people. With regard to sex, females w~re significantly more likely 
to participate in PTA's or local school councils, while males 
more frequently participated in other kinds of groups. Additionally, 
among group members in general, male~ were more active than 
females. r 

Some household characteristics are also related significantly 
to group part~cipation within this multivari.ate perspective. 
Non-marrieds were more frequently members of "other" groupS, and 
were significantly more active in groupS to which they belonged 
than were marrieds. Regarding this last finding, it is possible 
that non-marrieds have less family commitments and may have more 
free time to spend in activities outside the home than married 

people. 
Another family characteristic, number of children living 

at home, was strongly associated with membership in PTA or local 
school council. Not surprisingly, this factor alone almost 
totally "explains" membership in school groups. < 

Education, employment status, and, income level, as indicators 
of socio-economic status, were :r:.~lated to some types c'of group 
membership but did not relate-<;;6 members' activity level. 
More educated people were significantly more likely to belong 
to all types of groups than persons with less education. 
Additionally, people who were noe'employed full-time were members 
of religious-sponsored groups perhaps because they are older 
(retired) and have more free time to devote to such activities. 
People who reported higher rather than lower household incomes 
were more likely to belong to "other groups" and neighborhood 

groups. 
As Sh<?wll.;j.n these multivariate analyses, some dispositional 

charac,t
7
rl.stl.cs .w

7
re also related to group participation and 

generall.~ed actl.vl.ty.level. EXPFessivemotivations for joining 
groups (Le., .reportl.ng that YOU"-re a "joiner" primarily b,ecause 
you really en~o¥ groups) were related to-membership in all-' types 
of groups .. Sl.ml.larly, members who indicated expressive motives 
f<?r group l.nvol~ement,.wer7 more active in general than those 
wl.thout expressl.ve motl.vatl.ons. On the,·-9ther hand instrumental 
~otivations did not relate to members' a't!tivity le';el. Thus, 
l.t c;tppears.tt;at.people who report joining groups primarily for 
socl.al affl.ll.atl.on c;tre most likely to be "hard workers," and may 
be the most 1?roduc~l.ve m7mbers regardleSs of the expressive or 

, problem-solvl.ng orl.entatl.on of the specific organizations to which 
they belong: That is, social ties among members may contribute to 
the overall success and maintenance ot,an organization. 

Instrumental motives, though, were related to membership l.·n 
.:tIl types of groups, but" especially important for block club 
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or neighborhood-based rou . approach to problem_sorvin~sisp~oR~e(~ho believe that the group 
are more likely to belon to es l.nstrumental motivation) 
hold such beliefs This ~ind.such groups than people who do not 
organizations may·not b .' ang.suggests that neighborhood 
can infer that they areeo~re ~ml.nantly social clubs; rather we 
70mmunity problems. (This f:~~zed.at the ~ocal level to address 
l.n Chapter IV.) pOl.nt is dl.scussed in more detail 

With one exception nei hb h d . territorial attitudes and ~ l?rfoo. socl.al cohesion measures appea~ significantly ~elatedet~e s ~n pe~so~al control do not' 
organl.za.tions. The exception b .mem hrshl.p l.n formal voluntary 
can reportedly ask a favor of.e~ng t e number of families one 
an~ g~oup membership influenc~ e~c~aYt~e that social cohesion 
co es~veness leads to group members? er,.so that social 
tJ:1en. l.I~creases social cohesion Me ~l.p, ,whl.17 9roup 

membership 
sl.gnl.fl.cantly related to f 1.· m ers actl.vl.ty level was 
that chance or luck do noteell.ngs o~ personal control and beliefs 
the notion that such peoplePa~~ ~~ l.mp~rtant role in life. Here ~o become actively involved in oers ~ and thus are likely , 
l.nterest is supported Me b g~oups dl.rected toward goals of 
attitudes reported being m ers w 0 expreGsed either of these' 
who d more active in group th reporte having a lower s f s an were members 
were more likely to belie Jr:"'hnse 0 personal control or who 
events. ve· lw ance has some effect on life's 

. 2. Why dol don't citizens 'P t·· . tl.ons? From the inperson inta~ l.cl.pate l.n community organiza-
leaders of community organiza~rvl.ews that.were conducted with 
gathered on their perce tic ons, a ya~l.ety of information was 
get involved in their o~gan~~a~foWhYTc~il.zens do/don't initially 
what, organization leaders sa n. a es 3.6a and 3.6b display 
pa~ti7ipation and nonpartici~a~~e t~: reason~ for citizens' 
maJorl.ty of leaders . .l.~n l.n communl.ty groups A 
motivated to join su~~~c~~~escl.tl.z~ns as being initialiy 
to solve problems) A g lIP for u~strumental reasons (e g . . sma proport·l.o f h . ., 
Sl.ve motives as prompting volunt - n o. ~ e ~ead7rs see expres-
groups (e.g., desire for social :~~il~~~~~~)~tl.on ~n community 

For the most part organ· t' l~ 
as ":lninterested or apathetic ~~a;l.~~ eaders s:e.mc;tny citizens 
m,!n:- ty gr?ups. This contras ts s er,l l. . com~s", to J ol.nl.ng com-

,cl.tl.zens l.n the telephone surveomewhat Wl.t .. the reasons that 
volun~ary organizations: APprox~m~~~i for geu7rally not joining 
d

7
scrl.be themselves as "no . . ~ " y. one-thl.rd of those who 

tl.m
7
, while another third ~~~~~!I~y ~a~~ t~e¥ don't have the 

don t enjoy such groups V f . ~n t JOl.n because they 
lack of interest or apathye~y lew Cl.tl.zens (10%) indicated a s a reason for not joining. 

3. Summary and conclusio ' Th fe~7rally ~upported our hY'P~~es aedPresent results have 
a l.ng socl.o-demographic chara.t . n. past re,search re-c erl.stl.cs, personality tra·t l. s, 
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Table 3.6a 

REASONS GIVEN BY CO~w.ruNITY ORGANIZATION REPRESENTATIVES 
FOR '1.ffiY PEOPLE INITIALLY 

GET INVOLVED IN ORGANIZATIONS 

Reasons 
IJ 

To Solve.Their ~~ Problems 
,/ 

Commitment to the Community 
': 

Desire for Social Affili~tion 

Positive Image of Organization 

Commitment to Involvemenf 

Threats to the Physical Nature 
of the'Neighbor'hood 

To Receive Services 

Concern about Crime 

*;~ 
Miscellaneous 

--(~~I 
Note. N=138 

* Percent 

51.4 

29.7 

22.5 

18.1 

10.1 

10.1 

8.7 

7.2 

34.1 

* These percentages represent the proportion of roespoIiaents who gave 
each type of response. Since multiple responses were allowed, they 
do not sum to 100.0%. 

** These responses were idiosyncratic' or could not be collapsed into 
broader, meaningful categories. 
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Table 3,6b 

REASONS GIVEN BY COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION REPRESENTATIVES 
FOR WHY PEOPLE DO NOT JOIN FORMAL VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS 

Reasons 

Lack of Interest 
I 

Conflicting Obligations, (No Time) 

No Perceived Need 
I 

Negative Image of Organization 
·i 

'Policy/Member Conflicts 

Language/Cultural Barriers 

Mistrust Neighbors 

Unaware of Organization 

** Miscellaneous 

Note. N=135 

* Percent 

65.9 

20.7 

10.4 

10.4 

10.4 

10.4 

8.1 

6.7 

34.8 

* These percentages rep:~esent the proportion of respondents who gave 
each type of response',. Since multiple responses were allowed, they 
do not sum to 100.0%. 

** These responses were :i;diosyncratic or could not be collapsed into 
broader, meaningful ca'tegories. 
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attitudinal factors to voluntary group involvement. The findings 
concerning various motivational factors are also noteworthy. 
As expected, material incentives (anticipated receipt of goods 
or services) appear not to play much of a role in motivating 
citizens to participate in FVOs. The relative importance of 
expressive and instrumental incentives as ~9tivating forces 
toward differential participation ±.-;' eviderlt. Of special 
importance is the finding from our telephone survey that 
instrum~ntal motives for general participation is in fact most 
strongly related to membership in block clubs or neighborhood-
based community groups, while expressive motivation is significantly 
related to members' activity level. 

By investigating the citizenry'D "organizational life," 
we have formed a clearer underst\~nding of social'~,\participation 
in formal voluntary organizations. To the extent.,v'that citizens 
become involved in crime prevention because of their involvement 
with FVOs, an understanding of the disposition for social 
participation is central to our research interests; since it 
appears to represent the collective, public-minded motives that 
others have suggested are linked to certain crime prevention 
responses. Also it appears quaZitativeZy distinct from risk
avoidance motives for crime prevention that seem to have more. 
an individual, private-minded focus. 

Whether those two motives lead to separate anti-crime measures 
is an empirical question that is investigated in Chapter V 
and discussed in Chapter VI. Before presenting those sections 
though, the next chapter looks at two parts of the 
Opportunity Structure that we specifically gathered information 
about: local law enforcement agencies, and community organizations. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

THE STRUCTURE OF OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR CITIZEN CRIME PREVENTION: 

THE POLICE AND COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 

An individual citizen can be positive'ly disposed toward 
prevention-oriented activities because of risk-avoidance and/or 
social-participation motives, yet still fail to do so. ~Te have 
hypothesized that there is an "Opportunity -, Structure" which 
impacts on the dispositions held by citizens. ,In some cases 
its impact is thought to facilitate' (! citizen's employment of 
or engagement in some anti-crime measure. In other instances, 
it may inhibit a citizen's initiation of an anti-crime measure' 
either by directly discouraging the me~sure or by not providing 
the citizen an opportunity to actualize his/her disposit~on. 

Local law enforcement agencies and community organizations 
are reasoned to be two key components in the Opportunity 
Structure. The police, through formal Community Crime 
Prevention Programs and through their day-to-day contact with 
residents, act as one of the agents by which crime prevention 
information is dissemino\ted and opportunities for involve-
ment in crime prevention are provided. In a separate vein, 
the 1970s have seen a growing number of "grass roots" neighbor
hood/community groups spawned by the perceived inability or 
unwillingness of government bureaucracies and major private 
institutions to deal effectively with the problems that have 
long confronted urban neighborhoods, and are beginning to 
crop up in suburbs. These organizations often concentrate 
on rehabilitating homes, cleaning up the neighborhood, com
batting crime/del.inquency, and strengthening social ties. 
These groups provide local residents 'to7ith numerous opportunities 
to help solve/prevent local problems, including "doing something 
ab0':lt crime." A~ ~uch, we have gathered data directly from the 
pol~ce and commtin~ty groups to learn more about their role in 
getting citizens involved in crime prevention. 

A. The Police 

Encouraging the positive involvement of citizens in crime 
prevention activities has become a clear part of Federal, state 
and local public policy in the 1970s. Police, as "experts" 
and "authority figures," help shape public knowledge and 
opinions about what citizens should and should not do to "help 
fight crime". Furthermore, through the formal and informal 
community crime prevention programs they conduct, the police 
provide citizens direct opportunities to become involved in 
crime prevention. The police make contact with citizens about 
crime prevention primarily in three ways: First, when a 
citizen has been victimized the investigating officer often makes 
recommendations ,to prevent future victimization. Second, some 
police departments take proactive approaches to community . 
crime prevention by contacting individual households to offer 
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a security survey. Third, the police may be asked by a group 
of neighbors to attend a neighborhood meeting to discuss crime 
prevention; or in other instance the police themselves may 
organize these neighborhood/community meetings. Yet our own 
personal experience suggests that whether the police have contact 
with citizens on an individual level or as a group, it seems 
that much of what they discuss and recommend to citizens 
regarding crime prevention deals with what the individual 
qua individuaZ can do to protect his/her person and/or house
hold, not what groups of citizens as coZZectives can do. This 
perception is not based on empirical evidence, because very little 
is known about what kind of citizen crime prevention activities 
are encouraged or discouraged by police, and how police'con
ceptualize citizen anti-crime measures. 

To explore th,~~e issues, a mail survey was co{~ducted of 
local law enforcement agencies servicing communities in the 
metropolitan Chicago area to examine the extent of their 
endorsement of various anti-crime measures undertaken by 
citizens. As mentioned in Chapter II, one-hundred and seventy
one departments/agencies were identified as having jurisdiction 
in the target a'reas where our telephone survey of citizens wa,,? 
fielded;!167 completed survey forms were returned, yielding a 
completion rate of 97 percent. For each department, one officer 
judged each of' a list of fifty-one citizen ,anti-crime measures 
on the extent to which it was encouraged or discouraged by his/her 
department.* With the exception of two items dealing with citizen 
patrols, the set of anti-crime measures did not include anti
crime measures related to group efforts. 

Table 4.1 presents the ratings of the various anti-crime 
measures, rank-ordered by their mean (average) endorsements. A 
number of general patterns were found. First, while almost 
half of the crime prevention measures were at least somewhat 
encouraged, only a few activities were actually discouraged to 
any appreciable extent. There was also a considerable 
number of measures which law enforcement agencies were neutral 
toward or without a department police. The variability in the way 
police departments responded to single measures (indicated 
by the standard deviation) is also of interest. For the most 
part, police departments demonstrated the greatest consensus about 
which activities to strongly encourage. But with the variation 

i:These ratJngs were done using a five-point likert response 
format ranging from "1", strongly discouraged, to a "5", strongly 
encouraged. If a department had no policy (positive or negative) 
toward a particular measure, the officer was instructued to rate 
it 'tvith a "3". It is acknowledged that officers mayor may not 
be consistent with department "policy" when they discuss crime 
prevention with citizens. This could limit the generalizability 
of these ratings. 
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Table 4.1 

RANK-ORDERED MEAN ENDORSEMENTS OF CRIME PREVENTION MEASURES 

1. Lock doors when away from home 

2. Report victimizations to police 
immediately 

3. Report suspicious act,ivities to 
police 

4. Lock windows when away from home 

5. Ask neighbors to watch home when 
vacationing 

6. User timer on indoor lights when 
away from home 

7. Stop deliveries and mail when 
vacationing 

8. Be alert at all times 

9. Ask police to watch home when 
vacationing 

10. Install double cylinder deadbolt 
locks at home 

11. Have peephole or small window 
in front door at home 

! 

12. Engrave valuables kept at home 

13. Don't carry a lo~of cash or 
unnecessary credit cards 

14. Install extra outdoor lighting 
at home 

15. Keep trees and bushes around 
home well-triInme~7.! 

Mean 

4.98 

4.96 

4.95 

4.92 

4.87 

4.86 

4.83 

4.82 

4.75 

4.74 

4.70 

4.69 

4.44 

4.39 

4.39 

SD Strategy 

.17 First Rules 

.23 First Rules 

.25 First Rules 

.31 First Rules 

.46 First Rules 

.38 HOme Protection I 

.57 First Rules 

.46 Other 

.60 Home Protection II 

.58 Home Protection II 

.62 Home Protection I 

.58 Home Protection I 

.81 Street Protection 

.81 Home Protection I 

.81 Home Protection I 

Note. Ratings were made on a five-point Likert scale with 5=strongly 
encouraged, l=strongly discouraged and 3=neutral or no policy. N=167. 
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Table 4.1 (continued) 

Mean 

16. Remove valuables before leaving 
home for vacation 4.37 

17. Attempt to scream if accosted or 
assaulted and no weapon is visible 4.34 

18. Keep an eye on street in front of 
home for suspicious persons 4.30 

19. Lock doors when at home 4.28 

20. Have security survey of home 4.21 

21. Display crime prevention or anti-
theft sticker at home 4.19 

22. Don't look or act like an easy r;: 

v~ctim 4.12 

23. Leave radio or TV on when away 
in evening 4.02 

24. Attempt to break away if accos'ted 
or' assaulted and no weapon is 
visible 3.83 

25. Purchase theft insurance 3.77 

26. Carry a purse with straps rather 
than a clutch bag 3.65 

27. Carry whistle when outdoors 3.59 

28. Learn simple self~defense tech
niques 

29. Install audible burglary alarm 

3.58 

systems at home 3.57 

30. Lock windows when at home, 3.57 

31. Install silent alarm systems 
at-:90me ,~.53 

32. Have dog at home for protection 3.48 

69a 

SD 

.80 

.94 

.82 

.81 

.98 

.95 

.97 

.93 

1.19 

.96 

1.13 

.90 

.98 

.94 

.90 

1.05 

.87 

Strategy 

Other 

No WeaI?on Pres,ent 

Home Protection I 

Home Protection II 

Home Protection I 

Home Protection I 

Other 

Home Protection I 

No Wt4apon Present 

Home Protection II 

Other 

Street Protection 

Street Protection 0 

Home Protection II 

Home Protection II 

Home Protection II 

Home Protection II 
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Table 4.1 (continued) 

33. Drive to destination rather than 
walk at night 

34. Don't go out alone at night 

35. Avoid certain locales 

36. Don't wear high heels or con
stricting clothing which makes 
running difficult 

37. Avo.id walking near certain people 
on the street 

38. Carry something that can be used 
for protection when outdoors 
(e.g., cane~ etc.) 

"3 IitOI;:::: 

39. Walk with dog for personal pro= -
tection when outdoors 

40. Take part in walking patrol of 
c. neighborhood with neighbors 

41. Take part in driving patrol of 
neighborhood with CB radio 

42. Attempt to fight back if accosted 
or assaulted and no weapon is 
visible 

43. Learn formal sle1f-defense tech
niques (Karate~ Judo, etc.) 

4lb. Install bars on windmvs at home 

45. Don't leave home at night 

46. Attempt to scream if accosted or 
assaulted and weapon is visible 

47. Carry chemical spray when away 
from home 

Mean 

3.46 

3.34 

3.30 

3.28 

3.27 

3.24 

3.14 

3.11 

3.11 

2.97 

2.78 

2.41 

2.19 

2.13 

2.04 

69b 

"} 

.{ 

SD Strategy 

11 

[I 
.82 Street Protection i 
.99 Street Protection 

1.11 Street Protection 

.95 Street Protection 

.92 Street Protection 

.88 Street Protection 

.85 Street Protection 

1.05 Patrol 

1.12 Patrol 

1.20 No Weapo~ Present 

.85 Street Protection 

.96 Radical 

.92 Radical 

1.17 I-leapon 'Present 

1.04 Radical 
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Table 4.1 (continued) 

48. Attempt to break away if accosted 
or assaulted and weapon is 
visible 

49. Have gun at home for protection 

50. Attempt to fight back if accosted 
or assaulted and weapon is 
visible 

51. Carry gun or other weapon when 
away from home 

69c 

Mean SD 

1. 93 1.06 

1.83 .96 

1.47 .85 

1.17 .54 

Strategy 

Weapon Present 

Radical 

\veapon Present 

Radical 
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across police departments it is quite conceivable that residents 
in adjacent communities could receive conflicting information 
about certain crime prevention measures. 

Rather than deal with each anti-crime measure on an individual 
basis, we endeavor to identify reliable clusters of measures 
~hat underlay the entire s~t of judgements: Through factor analysis, 
~t was found that these endorsements of anti-crime measures 
could be reliably summarized along eight dimensions, (many of 
which show similarities with the dimensions of citizen crime 
prevention behaviors discussed in Chapter I). The dimensions that 
were identified are listed in the "Strategy" column of Table 4.1 
indicating where each measure clustered. ' 

As seen in Table 4.1, there were six measures that received 
almost universal endorsement. These included: 

• 
• • 

• 
• 

• 

reporting victimizations to police immediately, 

reporting suspicious activities to police, 

locking doors when away, 

locking windows when away from home, 

asking a neighbor to watch the home when vacationing, 
and 

stopping deliveries when vacationing. 

Approximately 99 percent or more of the officers strongly 
recommended tak~ng each of these courses of action. The 
strong and positive consensus about these measures indicated 
that th~y are considered the First RuZes of community crime 
prevent~on. 

The Home Protection I grouping consisted of the following 
household-based protection techniques: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

(1 

use timer on indoor lights when away, 

have peephole or small window in front door, 

engrave valuables ," 

install outdoor lighting, 

trim trees and bushes around h6m~, 

keep eye out on street in front of home, 

have security survey, 
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• display anti-crime sticker 

• (leave radio/TV on when away at night. 

Several of these measures involve altering physical features 
of the home environment, while the remaining are simpler and 
routine e. g., keeping alert to happenings around one' s ho~e. 
The distribution of endorsements was highly skewed, as ev~denced 
by the prevailing use of the "Strongly Encouraged" category. 
All but one measure was highly recommended by at least 50 
percent of the officers. Further, in judging the various courses 
of action no distinction seemed to have been made betweeen 
changes t~ the environiJlen~ (peepholes or ou~door lighting, etc,) 
and simpler crime prevent~on measures (keep~ng an eye on the 
street or engraving valuables). In general, these home 
protection measures are consistently highly encouraged by 
local police. 

A second cluster of household-based protection measures was 
identified as Home Proteation II. These measures tended to center 
on more traditional target hardening responses: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

install deadbolt locks, 

lock doors when at home, 

lock windows when at home, 

install audible burglary alanr, 

install silent alarm at home, 

keep watchdog, 

ask police to watch horne 'Y7hen away, and 

carry theft insurance. 

Having police watch one's horne when vacationing and installing 
deadbolt locks were strongly recommended by the vast majority 
of police departments (about 80 percent). Half of the 
departments strongly encouraged locking doors when at h~me. 
However the installation of alarms, purchase of theft ~nsurance 
and oth~r locking behaviors were, for the most part, neither 
consistently encouraged nor discouraged. As a set the Horne 
Protection II measures are somewhat encouraged. 

The ~=esence or absence of a weapon seeme~ t~ be the 
discriminating factor in judging responses to ~mm~nent personal 
assault. More than 80 percent of the officers discouraged trying 
to scream, break away, or fight when faced with an armed 
assailant (Weapon Present). On the ~the: han~, endorsement~ 
were reversed for an assault situat~on ~n wh~ch no weap~n ~s 
visible (No Weapon Present); here preventive responses ce.g., 
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screaming) were more likely to be encouraged. Fighting'back 
was the least favored, being strongly discouraged for an armed 
assault by 47 percent of the officers, and marginally discouraged 
when no weapon is apparent. The police apparently feel that a 
victim should not take the initiative to physicaZZy try to 
deal with the offender under any circumstance. 

A patrol cluster (PatroZ) was defined by the involvement 
of citizens in walking and/or driving (CB) patrols of their 
neighborhood. Over half of the polic,e indicated that their 
department had no official policy toward citizen patrols. The 
remaining ratings were split between encouragement and dis
couragement of patrolling activities. 

A number of anti-crime measures were associated with other 
strategies citizens might personally undertake to protect 
themselves from street crime. Endorsements of these measures 
formed a reliable cluster, Street Protection: 

• don't carry cash or unnecessary credit cards, 

• carry whistle outdoors, 

• learn simple self-defense, 

• drive rather than walk at night, 

• don't go out alone at night, 

• avoid certain locales, 

• women should dress in nonconstricting ways, 

• avoid certain people on street, 

• carry something for 

• ,walk with dog, and 
I. ,\ 

protection e.g. 

• learn formal self-defense (karate). 

cane, 

Among this cluster, learning formal self-defense techniques 
was slightly discouraged overall, while carrying little cash 
was strongly recommended by 62 percent of the respondents. 
However, the most prevalent re~ponse (45 percen~ ~o.66 percent) 
was to neither encourage nor d~scourage the. act~v~t~es. In 
general, local police policy appears consistently neutral and/ 
or undefined toward these street protection measures. 
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Another cluster of anti-crime measures. can be regarded as 
"extreme" protection strategies. These measures have been labeled 
Radical in Table 4.1 and ~nc1ude: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

installing bars on windows, 

don't leave home at night, 

carry chemical spray, 

have gun at home, and 

cal,:;i·:" gun or other weapon. 

Activities strongly discouraged include carrying a gun (by 90 
percent of the officers), having a gun at home (52 percent), 
and carrying chemical spray (41 percent). Other extreme responses 
were not consistently encouraged nor discouraged by the majority 
of police dF.:!.partments. Yet overall, extreme citizen responses 
to crime are somewhat to strongly discouraged by local police. 

Four behaviors did not cluster significantly and/or meaning
fully with any of the other dimensions. Tt'ey included: 

• 

• 
• 

• 

carrying a purse with straps rather than a clutch 
bag, 

not looking or acting like an easy victim, 

removing valuables before leaving home for vacation, 
and 

remaining alert at all times. 

Table 4.2 presents a summary of these findings. Local police 
departments and law enforcement agencies strongly encourage 
citizens to engage in the "first rules" of crime prevention. 
A variety of household-based protective measu.res are also 
consistently encouraged. Initial resistance to an assailant 
is encouraged only if no weapon is apparent. Police policy 
toward neighborhood patrols and various personal precautions 
against street crime was generally found to be neutral and/or 
undefined. On the other hand, resistance to an armed assailant, 
and extreme protective responses were consistently discouraged. 
In sum, police say they would prefer the citizenry to engage in 
passive, indirect forms of crime prevention (e.g., installation 
of deadbolt locks and reporting of crimes) rather than more 
aggressive, direct anti-crime measures (e.g., gun ownership 
and neighborhood patrols). 

The role of the police in the Opportunity Structure of 
citizen crime prevention is contingent on the amount of contact 
they have with citizens and the legitimacy citizens attribute 
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Table 4,2 

RANK-ORDERING OF POLICE RATINGS OF 
CRIME PREVENTION DIMENSIONS 

Strategy Recommendation Mean 

First Rules Strongly Encouraged 4.92 

Homle Protection I Encouraged L •• 44 

Home Protection II Encouraged 3.95 

No Weapon Present Encouraged 3.73 

Patrol Neutral 3.14 

Street Protection Neutral 3.08 

Radical Responses Discouraged 1.93 

Weapon Present Disconraged 1.84 

Note. .!'! = 167 
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Standard 
Deviation 

.33 

.45 

.44 

.80 
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.47 

.55 
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to their op~n~ons and recommendations. If the police make an 
"outreach" to thei.r communities, it would be expected that they 
would impact significantly on the amount and types of anti
crime activities the citizenry engages in. Most likely this 
impact would be greatest in increasing, the extent to which 
citizens target harden (e.g., with deadbolt locks)'. It seems 
less likely that the police can effectively discourage the use of , 
certain an'ti-c1.'ime measur.es (e. g., gUI1;s, and other weapons). And 
it is uncertain what effect if any they have on those anti-crime 
measures for which no consistent policy exists (e.g., citizen 
patrols). 

B. Community Organizati(;ms 

The citizen participation literature, as well as RTC 
analyses of ten neighborhoods in Chicago, San Francisco, and 
Philadelphia indicates that community organizations c{ln play 
an important role in enhancing a neighbo~hood's problem solving 
capacity and in servi.ng as a" linkage mechanism between neighborhood 
residents an.d city service bureaucracies. In this way, they 
provide their ITlembers opportunities for involvement, including 
those dealing ~ith the problems of crime and delinquency. 

The apparent advantages of the neighborhoods served by 
effectivE~ community groups suggests that we need to know more about 
such groups and their relationship to the c011'imunities in which 
they conduct their affairs. The 153 inperson interviews that were 
conducted with organization leaders in the thre~ RTC cities 
gathered information to help address the questions of (a) what 
role these organizations play in their communiti,es, and (b) 
what forces enhance and impede the effectiveness of these 
organizations. We have reasoned that by better understanding 
the o.rganizations themselves, a c.learer picture of the opportunities 
they provid~ their members will emerge. 

R2Sou~~'ce constraints limited our investigations to one 
respondent pEr organization. The .data. therefore m\..l.st be under
stQod to reflect the views of organization-leaders, which 
mayor may not be consistent with those of the general member
ship and ot:hers in the community,who are tangentially associated 
with the group in question. The 153 organizations for whom a 
leader was interviewed included: 1) block clubs (n .= 8); 2) 
comnlUnity groups associated'with a specific geographical area 
(n = 99); 3) coalitions of such groups which may be specific 
to a wider area, or city-wide and umbrella groups which bring 
together a wide range of neighborhood institutions such as 
block groups, churches and social service agencies (g = 30); and 
4) single issue groups which may be either autonomous and 
locally based or city area wide coalitions dealing with housing 
rehabilitation, youth problems, or crime (g = 16). 
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1. Membership size and boundaries. Groups with more exten
sive boundaries are able t~ att:act a larger membership, to 
some extent. Yet the relat~onsh~p of the size of the area 
represented c~m~ared to the.siz7 of t~e g~neral membership is 
somewhat curv~~~near. Organ~zat~ons.w~th boundaries encompassing 
three square m~les or less show an ~ncrease in average membership 
as the area represented increases. For groups whose boundaries 
extend beyond. that point, however, the relationship does not 
~old, suggest~ng that f~r them enlarging t~e area to be repre
.::.ented may not be a fru~tful strategy for ~ncreasing membership 
Furthermore, the size of the "active core" of members seems . 
relatively indepe~dent of organization type, size of area 
represented, or s~ze of general membership: i.e., regardless of 
how many to~al.members a group claims, how big an area it claims, 
or whether ~t ~s a b~ock c~ub, community area group, coalition/ 
~brella group,.o; s~~gle ~~sue group the majority of organiza
t~on leaders sa~d the~r act~ve core included forty members or 
Zess. Within this context, the data suggest that only for very 
small grou~s.wilJ. increasing th7 size of the general membership 
have a pos~t~ve effect on the s~ze of the active core of 
members. 

~. Personnel and financial resources. An organization's 
capac~ty to achieve its goals is to a large extent related 
to th7 number of "person" hours elicited either from volunteers 0: pa~d staff and the financial resources supporting its activi
~~es. To.assess the resources of our groups we gathered 
1nformat~on.on ~nnual b~dgets, funding sources, and staff size. 
Voluntee: s~z7 7n most ~nstances is relatively low because most 
leaders ~dent~f~ed only those who volunteered their services 
for organizational maintenance and administrative tasks and 
excluded those engaged in programmatic activities. ' 

Budget sizes range from under $100 to over $100,000. Block 
clu~s.understandably have the smallest budgets. Coalition groups 
exh~~~~ the largest. Small budget organizations belonging to 
coal~t~ons, however, have access to resources such as 
xeroxing, staff support, and public relations'services that their 
own budgets could not provide. If we examine the relationship 
of ~udgets an~ the sources from which organizational funds are 
der7ved, we f~~d that groups with budgets under $1,000 derive 
the~r ~un~s.pr1marily ~rom.internal sources such as membership 
dues, ~nd~v~dual contr~but~ons, and fund raising affairs· whereas 
th~se wi~h larg7r budgets get support from government gr~nts and 
pr~vate ~oundat~o~s. A large memb7rship does not necessarily 
engen~er s~bstant~al funds for ne~ghborhood groups; no significant 
relat~onsh~p was found between membership size and annual budget 
(~(135) = -.03, n.s.). On the other hand, organizations 
w7t~ staff tend to have larger budgets: Clearly an organization 
h~r~ng staff must, have funds to support them. However, it is 
proba~ly t:u7 that once staff is hired, it plays an important 
role ~n wr~t~ng grant proposals and other fund raising activities. 
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Thus organizations with superior resources have a bet.ter chance 
of eliciting even more support, whereas those with more 
limited resources are also constrained in that respect. 

Thirty-eight percent of our groups have the support of some 
paid staff. Of these, 17 percent have full time help, 6 percent 
have part time help, 15 percent have both. If we examine the 
distribution of staff by organization type, we see that all 
block clubs and most community organizations have no staff 
at all. A majority of coalitions and about half the single 
issue groups claim some professional support. These are the 
groups with the larger budgets, most likely to get funding from 
external sources, and for that reason able to mount more 
ambitious projects. 

In sum, these groups are as diverse in resources as the 
populations 'they serve. They do, however, appear to have a 
common purpose, which is to take care of whatever segment 
of the community they claim to represent, and to deal with 
those local problems which the political and bureaucratic 
agencies in the cities either cannot or do not address. The 
resources available to these groups as well as the membership 
served should dictate the more specific goals set by these 
organizations, as well as the strategies devised to reach them. 
To get a more precise view of the roles played by these organiza
tions in the communities they serve, we examine next a number 
of issues which will clarify the relationship of these 
groups both. with their communities and with the external 
agencies whose support is required for the resolution of the 
problems they set out to address. 

3. Neighborhood or~anizations and their communities. The 
orientation of neighbor ood organizations can be seen in the 
substance of what they do. Why were they created? What are their 
goals? What specific issues do they address? 

Looking first at the circumstal1ces which prompted their 
formation, it can be noted in Table 4.3 that the highest per
centage of all groups were responding in one way or another to 
the physical conditions of their neighborhoods. Leaders said 
that their organizations were interested either in maintaining 
conditions with which they were essentially satisfied or, as 
more often was the case, with which they were dissatisfied and 
working for improvement. Another 18 percent of all organizations 
were created in response to what was seen as a threat to the 
physical environment in their areas. This was engendered by either 
the expansion of private institutions (e.g., hospitals and 
universities) or by government projects (e.g., highways or 
urban renewal programs). When these responses are added to the 
neighborhood maintenance responses we find that almost half 
(47.2%) of the leaders said their group was forced to protect 
or enhance the physical environment of the residents they 
represent. 

77 

.-

• 

(I 

\ 

\ 

\' \ l! f 



Note. 

, ' 

" 

.-

.' 

t f . ,-. ' ' 

L ',J [,: .. J [ 'J ( 

Table 4.3 

CIRCUMSTANCES PROMPTING FORMATION OF GROUPS 
BY TYPE OF ORGANIZATION 

Circumstances Prompting Formation 

Gov't or 
Institutional 
Expansion 
in Area 

17.8 

23.4 

14.2 

Social 
Problems 

27.3 

12.5 

23.3 

57.1 

12.5 

Political or 
Ideological 
Motivation 

10.3 

10.6 

14.2 

6.2 

Group sample sizes do not sum to 153 due to missing data. 
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By examining the or~gina1 goals of t~ese or~anization~, an 
even more prominent position for the phys~ca1.ma~~tenance 1~sue 
is found: Well over one half of all the organ~za~~ons (68.870), 
and regardless of type, identify nei~hb~rhood ma~ntenance ~r _ 
improvement as an original goal. Aga~~ ~f.we ~dd ~he ~rgan~za 
tions whose original goals included f~ght~ng ~nst~tut~onal 
expansion we find that fully 72 percent o~ the gro~ps p~anned 
to deal in some way with the physical env~ronment ~n wh~ch they 
conduct their affairs. 

~~ile goals often represent abstract intentions, this same 
pattern was found when leaders were asked what specific issues 
their organization was currently trying to do something ab~ut. 
The most frequent responses fall into the neighborhood env~ronnlent 
category (38%). Groups addressing this general.issue dealt. 
specifically with: 1) hous~ng problems;.2) zon~ng; 3) traff~c 
and parking; 4) general ne~ghbo~hood ma~n~enan7e; and 5) the 
perceived threats to the integr~ty of the~r ne~g~borhoods 
posed by institutional expansio~, g~ver~ent p~oJects, and the 
redlining practices of lending ~nst~tut~ons wh~ch ke~t mortgage 
money out of the area. Running a close second to env~~onmental 
maintenance as an issue to address are a range of soc~al 
problems frequently affecting. urban.neighb~rhoods: ~h7se 
include crime, problems assoc~ated ~~~h rac~a~ t~ar:s:-t~~n, and 
a number of problems which we call s~gns of ~nc~v:-1~ty (cf. . 
Lewis & Maxfield 1980) that are viewed as disrupt~ve to commun~ty 
life. Many of th~se such as vanda~ism, drug use, and alcohol 
abuse are more often associated w~th young people and were 
specifically designated by the leaders as youth problems. 

Only one fourth of the community groups and only 12 l?ercent 
of the block clubs and single issue groups ~oted th~t soc~al 
problems were instrumental in ppompting the~r creat~on. However, 
over half of the umbrella/coalition groups were formed at least 
in part to address these issues. The dominance in these latter 
groups might well be due to the fact that addressing complex 
social problems requires more resources than the smaller 
organizations can generate. 

Whatever the difficulties confronted,.lead7rs ~ade ~t clear 
that the formation of neighborhood groups ~s pr~mar~l~ v~ewed 
as a mechanism for coping with local problems. Approx~mat~ly 
three-fourths of our groups mentioned proble~s that. fall ~nto 
the three categories we ha~e d~scu~sed (phys~c~l ma~ntenan7e 
neighborhood environment, ~nst~tut~onal.expans~on! ~nd soc~a1 
problems) Many others were idiosyncrat~c to spec~f~c areas 
or were r~f1ected in more vague terminology suggesting that there 
was "a need in the neighborhood". 

The questions on organizational formation, goals, and issues, 
allowed for multiple responses from leaders .. Among thos 7 ~e 
found responses reflecting either an ideolog~cal or pol~t~cal 
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~imension! and othe~s referr~ng to an abstract neighborhood 
~deal .. Th~s latter ~deo~ogy ~s a commitment to community or, in 
a few ~nstances, a comm~tment to the idea of involvement. Leaders 
citing this spoke of the importance of community attachments and 
the value to both the individual and the community when 
res~d7nts are "involved". Others (10%) spoke explicitly in 
pol~t~cal terms: they saw their groups as instruments for 
fighting political oppression, and for eliciting political responses 
to the neighborhood needs. 

Community groups do not always adhere to their original 
goals: However, only lOne f~fth (30) of our groups reported 
chang~ng goals. Whereas ne~ghborhood maintenance predominates 
a~ong the original goals, those groups that changed are more 
l~kely to focus on social problems. This is also reflected 
in an increase in the provision of services to residents as a 
new goal, which often reflects a commitment to alleviating 
social problems. 

One might speculate that the change in emphasis is due to 
the ~r9a~izational maturity of the groups adopting the new goals. 
The ~n~t~al urge to organize generally comes in response to a 
salient. concern. Phys~cal conditions in an area are typically 
more ev~dent than soc~al problems. Involvement in neighborhood 
problem solving activities, however, tends to enhance aware-
ness of other less prominent difficulties, and thus might lead 
to the new directions these groups plan to take. In addition 
organizational maturity might well raise confidence levels a~d 
thus encourage the organizations with more experience to take 
on the more difficult tasks (e.g., social problems). 

The latter may explain the research on organized group 
respons 7s to crime (DuBow and Podelefsky, 1979) which shows that 
groups ~nvolved in anti-crime activities were generally created 
for other purposes. Our data support these findings: We find twice 
as man~ roesponses ~rom leaders indicating a committment to do 
someth~ng about cr~me among the new goals, in comparison to the 
number who mentioned originals goals that dealt with crime. 

T~e..circumstances prompting the formation of these groups, 
the or~g~nal and new goals adopted, and the issues addressed 
al~ support the suggestion that community gpoups see themsel~es 
pp~mapily as ppobZem solving agencies. This view finds additional 
confi:mat~on in the leaders' perception of those who join their 
organ~zat~ons. When leaders were asked why people joined their 
groups, 75 percent mentioned some kind of difficulty in the 
neighborhood. Fifty percent of these explicitly stated that 
people are attracted to their organization because they need 
help with problems. 

Ill; reviewing these findings and the problem solving strategies 
that leaders reported are used by their organizations (e.g., 
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direct political press;ure tactics, lobbying by mail, drafting 
legislation, watchdog activities, etc.) we find that c;lthough 
community groups do not initiaLLy see themselves as e~ther 
instruments of representation or political power, they take on an 
overtly political role as they seek to solve the local problems 
which prompted their formation. 

Because of their potential for having a positive impact 
on the community they represent, it behooves us to learp 
more about how these groups effectively involve residents and 
maintain themselves as organizations. In seeking explanations 
for the differences in organizational effectiveness we looked 
first at the building strategies used to form the groups, then 
at the participatory opportunities available to their members, 
and finally at the communication channels used to maintain con-
tact with them. 

4. Organization building. Eighty perc7nt o~ the.o:ganizations 
actively recruit.members. Of thene, two-th~r~s ~den~~fled ~ome 
obstacles to the~r efforts. These were assoc~ated e~th~r w~th 
deficiencies in the organization or with the characteristics of 
those whose involvement is sought. The former includes primarily 
inadequate financial resources or an inadequate number of 
active members to undertake the recruitment tasks. Less frequently 
mentioned, but nonetheless important factor.s for some groups, were 
a negative image in the community and intra-organizational . 
conflict. The individual characteristic most frequently ment~oned 
as a recruitment barrier was citizen apathy. For some minority 
groups, however, language and cultural differences were the major 
deterrents. Leaders were almost evenly divided between the two 
categories, with organizational deficiencies given a slight 
edge (41.6%) over citizen characteristics (37.7%). 

Efforts to overcome these obstacles are reflected in a 
range of recruitment strategies i~cluding inperson can~a~sin9' 
mailings to a select group of res~dents, telephone so17c~tc;t~ons, 
mass solicitations in flyers, social events, and organ~zat~onal 
meetings. Over half of all the groups use door to door 
canvassing as a recruitment strategy. Ranking a close second and 
third are ·mailings (40.5%) and mass solicitations (35.5%). 
Most groups tend to use more than one recruitment strategy. Over 
one third of our groups use two a~d ano~her 20 percent ';1se . 
three or four. The effectiveness w~th wh~ch such strateg~es m~ght 
overcome th~ obstacles posed by the major orgar:i~ational ~ef~ci
encies identified by the leaders, was addressea~n a regress~on 
analysis:. Controlling for the size of the area represented, we 
sought to "determine the impact of budget size, the ~ize of . 
mem.bers in the active core, and the number of recr';1~t~ent.strateg~es 
used on membership size. Thirty percent of the var~at~on ~n 
membership size was explained by these thre7 variables. H~wever, 
neither budget size nor the number of recru~tme~t strateg~es u~ed 
were significantly related to our dependent varlable (membersh~p 
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. This su9gests ~hat extensive recruitment may not be an effective 
vehlcle for.~ncreas~n9 the n:unber of organizational members. 
Groups seek~ng ~o ach~eve th~s end, might concentrate instead 
on meas';1res des~gned to ,increase the number of individuals in 
the act~~e core. Insteaa of seeking inducements to attract new 
membersh~p, thes 7 groups might be better served by explorin 
~ays t~ keep the~r current members active and involved Thi~ 
~ssue ~s addressed next. . 

5. Maintc;ining membership involvement.' In order to determine 
what.memb7rsh~p means ~o.the people who join these groups we . 
exam~ne f~rst the part~c~patory opportunities leaders said were 
offered, and secondly, the communication channels leaders told 
u~ were use~ to keep the.membership in touch with organiza
t~onal affa~rs. Eleven dlfferent activities falling into five 
general :ate90ries were mentioned by the leaders. These include' 
1) organ~zat7onal support activities such as attendance at . 
regular.mee~~ngs, serv~ng on standing committees, and working 
~n publ~cC;t7o~s and ne~ghborhood recruitment drives' 2) specific 
~ss';1e actlv~t~es fo:using on crime, youth, housing,'health and 
soc~adl welfare ser~~ces; ~) political activities involving mostly 
atten ance at publ~c meet~ngs and hearings; 4) educational 
seminars and J;vor~shops; and 5) social events. 

. ~o.group clai~ed to offer more than seven different 
act~vlt~es. The majority (60%) offered either three or four 
Another third of the groups.offered one or two, and only ei'ht 
percent offered more than f~ve. Differences between group t~pes 
w7re for the most part i~significant, but community groups are 
l~kely to offer more var~ed opportunities for participation 
than any of the other groups (e.g., block clubs, or coalitions). 

.If we look more closely at the types of opportunities offered 
w(~lf~7.d) a preponderance of organizational support activities ' 

" : 0 • The others, in declining order of frequency are 
soc~al events (47.7%) political activities (35 6~) .~ 
specific t" t' (2' 2 7~) . 0 , ~ssue C;c ~v~ ~es . 0 and educational programs (6.5%). 
The relat~vely low frequ~ncy of the issue specific activities 
seems somew~a~ at odds wlth the perceptions of the leaders about 
~hy peo~le ~o~n .. Thus those who come to these groups with specific 
~ssues ~n m7n~ m~ght ~ell be disappointed by the relative paucit 
of op~ort';1n~tles to d~rectly address these issues in their y 
organ~zat~onal work. 

Although we ~a~e.no data on actual participation levels in 
most of these act~v~t~es, we can report on assessments of 
attendance at general membership meetings. Ninety-one percent 
of the groups hold regular membership meetings: about half of 
these (~3.6%) o:cur on a monthly basis 1 with a smaller 
proport~on hold~ng quarterly (18.6%), semi-annual (5.7%), and 
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annual (14.3%) membership meetings. Over fo:ty percent of the. 
groups reported low attendance rates at the~r general membersh~p 
meetings One fourth (25.8%) reported moderate, and 29 percent 
reported' high attendance. ~~ An examination of attendance by group 
size indicates that small groups do proportionally better than 
those with a la,rger general membership. 

Members who neither attend me~tings nor participate in other 
organizational activities can still maintain contact with grou~s 
that have reaular channel~ of communication with their membersh~p. 
Three-fourth~ of ou~ groups keep in touch ~ith their members on 
a regular basis: Almost half of them (46.5%) do so monthly, 
another fourth (24.8%) contact members quarterly, and a ~maller 
percentage do so semi-annually (7.2~), or.annually (19.7%). 
A very few coalition/umbrella and s~ngle ~ssue group~ report 
keeping in touch with their Dlembers on a weekly or b~weekly 
basis. 

Leaders reported that the means most frequently used for 
member contact are flyers, which can be distributed door.to 
door at minimal cost; over half of all the groups use th~s 
strategy. Ranking second among all gr~ups a:e newspapers or 
newsletters. Approximately half the s~ngle ::-ssue and umbrell~/ 
coalition groups, and a little under one th~rd of the commun~ty 
groups send out mailings, and a little under twen~y ~erc~nt of 
them distribute annual reports. There is some var~at~on ~n the 
number of communication channels reportedly used: close ~o 40 
percent of the groups use two, a little less than one th~r~ . 
use one, and 26 percent use three or four different commun~cat~on 
channels. 

Our attendance data confirms the accepted wisdom of co~unity 
organizers who note the difficulties fac7d by those attempt::-llg 
to retain the ongoing involvement of the~r current membersh~p. 
Over ninety percent of the leaders report that they make some 
active effort to keep their members involved. Well over half of 
them use three or four different strategies. Almo~t all of the 
respondents report contacting delinquent member~ ~n person ~r 
on the telephone. Many (62.3%) ask the more act~ve member~ 7n 
the group to make the solicitations" Social events and ma~l~ngs 
are both used frequently, bj three.-quarters of all groups. 

6 Conclusion. We have found that community groups see 
themseives as major problem solving agencie~ at t~e.local level. 
And although they do not define themselves ~n pol~t~cal terms, 

*In classifying membership attendance, those meetings attracting 
25 percent or less of their membership were ranked as low, those 
with a 26-49 percent attendance rate as moderate, and those with 
an attendance of 50 percent of the membership or more as high. 
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they clearly take on apolitical role as they seek to address 
the problems which promp.ted their formation. An increasingly 
important aspect of this role is the linkage function performed 
by the groups that serve 'as mediating agencies between local 
residents and the city's service bureaucracies. When such groups 
come to define crime as a local problem that the government 
agencies cannot or will not control, they can provide their 
membership with opportunities to do something about crime. It 
is in this way that community organizations are an important 
part of the Opportunity Structure for citizen involvement in 
crime prevention. 

C C! . '. !:,ummary 

We have hypothesized that while citizens may hold risk
avoidance and/or social participation dispositions to become 
involved in crime prevention, the Opportunity Structure for 
involvement can play an important and determining role in whether 
a citizen does or does not employ/engage some anti-crime 
measure/activity. Local law enforcement agencies (police) and 
community organizations are assumed to constitute key aspects of 
the Opportunity Structure. 

We have found that police holding varying opinions ab0ut the 
types of anti-crime measures the citizenry should employ: For 
the most part, they seem to endorse indirect and passive citizen 
crime prevention (e ... g., reporting suspicious situations, marking 
property, locking doors, etc.) and seem not to endorse more 
direct and aggressive means (e.g., fighting back if assailed, 
carrying a gun, citizen patrols, etc.). The police are often· 
viewed by citizens as a legitimate source of expert knowledge 
about crime prevention. As they disseminate knowledge to the 
public regarding anti-crime measures, they are providing options 
for citizens to expand their repetoire of crime prevention 
activities. Furthermore, through their "outreach" attempts, 
e.g., contacting citizens for security surveys and organizing 
neighborhood crime prevention meetings, they are providing 
direct opportunities for citizens to engage in crime prevention. 

Community organizations are important because of their 
problem-solving orientation. A citizen is concerned about some 
specific local problem (e.g., crime), but feels there is little 
he or she can do about it alone, can be given an opportunity 
to,do something as part of a group. Community organizations also 
provide opportunities for their current members to engage 
in crime prevention, when crime and delinquency problems become 
part of their organizational agenda. Members who may not have 
joined or remained active because of a crime-related experience 
or concern, are in this way involved in anti-crime activities. 

The follov7ing chapter provides our detailed findings of 
what citizens do, as individuals and as groups, to be safe from 
crime. In the chapter we will come back to address the role 
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CP.APTER V 

~JHAT CITIZENS DO TO PREVENT CRIHE 

There is a wide range of behaviors, products, strategies, 
etc. that citizens employ in an attempt to lessen the absolute 
magnitude and severity of crime, and/or to lessen the likelihood 
and impact of criminal victimization on their lives and on the 
lives of those they care for. In an atte~pt to perform a 
comprehensive (yet manageable) investigation of these citizens 
crime prevention measures, we chose a se~ of dependent measures 
from the universe of preventive responses to crime that 
citizens employ. As explained in Chapter I the measures we 
have investigated include ones that citizens appear to take to 
protect their own person, their household (family and property), 
and their neighborhood/community. 

In an exploratory sense it is our purpose to try to under
stand the extent to which citizens engage in various anti-crime 
measures, and to understand the processes that lead to differential 
levels of citizen crime prevention. As discussed in Chapter III 
we have assumed that there are: two basic motives that lead 
citizens to engage in crime prevention. The risk-avoidance 
motive is thought to be similar to the "individual" or "private
minded" motives that others have written about. On the other hand, 
the social participation motive seems similar to "collective" 
or "public-minded" motives. Hhile it has traditionally been 
assumed that these different motives lead citizens to different 
(independent) anti-crime measures, this has been based on 
a priori reasoning, not empirical evidence. The present research 
addresses this problem. Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter IV, 
the police cmdcornmunity organizations, as part of the Opportunity 
Structure, are assumed to be important ·factors that influence 
the quantity (amount) and quality (type) of citizen crime 
prevention. The present chapter also seeks to present a further 
understanding of their role. 

A. Personal Anti-Crime Measures: Self-imposed Behavioral Restrictions 

Much of what individual citizens appear to do to protect 
themselves from personal crimes (robbery, assault, rape, 
murder) involves limiting their own behaviors in specific ways. 
Furstenberg (1972) described these efforts as "avoidance", 
since they appear to be used to avoid exposure, in space and 
time, to potentially dangerous circumstances. It is implicit that 
by avoiding exposure. to such dangers a person strives to 
reduce her/his chances of becoming a crime victim. Extreme 
examples of this form of personal protective measures are persons 
who literally lock themselves in their own homes rarely, if 
ever, venturing outside especially at night. While this example 
may be atypical, there is considerable evidence bolstered by 
common sense, that a large segment of the population has given 
up at least some of their freedom of movement (in space and time) 
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due to their avoidance of circumstances they perceive as 
potentially dangerous. Regardless of actual danger, there can 
be little argument that many urban business areas, for example, 
are explicitly avoided by consumers due to fear of victimiza
tion (Lavrakas, Maxfield, & Henig, 1978). 

Following the reasoning that many crimes are ones' of 
"opportunity" it can be argued that when persons limit their 
behaviors, thus avoiding exposure, they are reducing the sum 
total of opportunities for crime; thereby preventing crime 
(and not merely their own victimization) by "stopping it before 
it begins." If large numbers of crimes are actually being prevented 
through self-imposed behavioral restrictions, citizens are 
playing an important role in controlling the volume of cri.me 
the Criminal Justice System would otherwise have to deal with 
(and further stagger under). Here is an instance where private 
citizens appear to be Ilco .. vroducers" of safety and security. 

Past findings that women and the elderly are most fearful 
of crime, while at the same time relatively less likely than 
men and young adults to be victims (Baumer, 1978) may be explained 
by the behavioral restrictions phenomenon. What has heretofore 
been viewed by many as discrepant fear of crime on the part of 
women and the elderly when compared with their "objective risk" 
to crime (as measured by their victimization rates), may simply 
reflect the fact that their fear leads them to reduce their 
exposure, which in turn lowers the rate at which they are 
victimized. This appears to be an example of the risk-avoidance 
disposition in action. 

Here then is an important phenomenon via which large numbers 
of the citizenry may be engaging in "crime prevention." While 
it is unfortunate that this form of personal protection reduces 
the freedom of many Americans, it· nonetheless must be reckoned 
with as a citizen crime prevention strategy that. is routinely 
encouraged by parents, neighbors, law enforcement officers, 
and simple common sense. 

Table 5.1 presents findings from three previous surveys 
that measured some behavioral restrictions: (1) a 1972 Kansas 
City survey (Kelling et a1, 1974); (2) a 1975 Hartford survey 
(Mangione & Noble, 1975); and (3) a 1977 Philadelphia Chicago 
San Francisco survey (Skogan, 1978). All three surveys assessed 
the extent to which persons avoid going out of their homes by 
themselves at ni.ght. This is often assumed to be the most common 
restriction people employ to limit their exposur,,-' to possible 
victimization. Those that employ this form of protection must 
plan necessary activities (e.g. shopping) during the daytime or 
find someone to accompany them at night. While not going out 
alone at night restricts freedom of movement in time, avoiding 
being in certain areas restricts movement in.space. This anti
crime measure often forces people to use only certain "safe" 
areas for their personal activities (e.g. work, shopping, 
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Table 5.1 

FINDINGS FROM PAST SURVEYS ON BEHAVIORAL RESTRICTIONS 

Restriction 

Avoid going out alone at 
night 

Avoid certain areas 

Drive, don't walk to 
local destinations 

survey B. 

1972 
Kansas City 

53.7% 

67.7% 

1200 

88 

1975 
Hartford 

76.6% 

63.8% 

556 

1977 
Philadelphia/ 

Chicago/ 
San Francisco 

42.7% 

41.3% 

62.2% 

1369 
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entertainment)~~. Driving, rather than walking is another form 
of behavioral restriction that reduces exposure in space and time. 
By driving, people move through an environment quickly 
within the protective shell of an automobile. People who use 
this measure 'must put up with the inconvenience of parking, 
but this apparently is an acceptable trade-off for the enhanced 
security they experience by not having to walk through their 
neighborhood. 

The proportions in Table 5.1 suggest that a sizable number 
of the adult urban public (probably a majority) restricts their 
own "activities in an attempt to reduce their chances of becoming 
crime victims. Our telephone survey of citizens gathered data 
on sev~ral measures necessarY,to provide a robust investigation 
of the behavioral restriction phenomenon. These items included: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

in your neighborhood, how often do you avoid being 
outside alone at night because of crime? 

in your neighborhood, how often do you avoid walking 
near certain types of strangers? 

in your neighborhood, how often do you avoid carrying 
a lot of cash on you because of crime? 

are there any places in the Chicago Hetropolitan 
Area you avoid specifically because of crime? 
(If yes: "which ones?") 

The first three items, above, asked about behavioral 
restrictions in one's own neighborhood, while the final item 
assessed a restriction of movement within the entire metro
politan area. Two-fifths of the respondents (41.1%) report that 
they avoid going outside alone at night at least sometimes. Over 
half avoid walking near certain strangers (52.1%) and carrying 
a lo~ of cash (58.1%). In addition, 71.3 percent avoid certain 
places in the metropolitan area because of crime. Of the entire 
sample, 6.6 percent avoid all of Chicago, 13.7 percent avoid 
dovmtown Chicago I s business/ shopping district ("the Loop"), 
15.3 percent avoid the Chicago's westside and 33.2 per:cent avoid 
the Chicago's southside: These last two areas are lowE~r income 
minority sections of Chicago. 

The sizable extent to which residents of Chicago differ 
from suburban residents in restricting their behaviors is shown 
in Table 5.2.' An interesting pattern emerges, ~vith city dwellers 
vastly more likely than suburbanites to engage in behavioral 
restrictions in their own neighborhoods, while suburbanites 

*This can have an obvious impact on business in areas perceived 
to be "unsafe" and thus avoided. 
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Table 5,2 

URBAN VS. SUBURBAN DIFFERENCES IN BEHAVIORAL RESTRICTIONS 

Restriction 

Avoid outside alone 
at night in NBRD 

Avoid walking near 
strangers in NBRD 

Avoid carrying a lot 
of cash in NBRD 

Avoid places in 
Chicago Metro Area 

Proportion of 
Chicagoans 

57.5% 

66.9% 

69.8% 

69.7% 

Proportion of 
Suburbanites 

26.2% 

38.8% 

47.5% 

76.5% 

Significance 
of Diff. 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.01 

Note. Weighted sample included 787 Chicagoans and 869 suburbanites. 
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are significantly more likely to avoid certain places in the 
metropolitan region because of crime. This is not surprising 
since the places avoided are in the city of Chicago, not in the 
suburbs; this in turn supports the common perception that it is 
the city that has more crime and is thus unsafe. It also supports 
the notion that suburbanites who are predominantly white (94%) 
stay away from areas of the city with high concentrations of 
minorities (cf. Silberman, 1978). This tendency of suburbanites 
to avoid places in Chicago probably has little effect on their 
quali ty of life; rather i.t: is residents of these "avoided" 
areas and people who limit their behavior in their own 
neighborhood whose quality of life is most impaired. 

1. Nei6hborhood-based behavioral restrictions. As stated 
earlier it ~s hypothesized that behavioral restrictions are 
manifestations of fear of crime or risk-avoidance motivation. 
Baumer (1978) in his review article of fear of crime research, 
concluded that "sex consistently emerges as the most powerful 
predictor of fear of personal crimes" (p. 255). If fear of crime 
provides the motivational dynamics for behavioral restricti.ons, 
then women should exhibit a much greater tendency than men to 
restrict their own behavior. This is clearly borne out in Figure 
5.1. Regardless of place of residence, females are overwhelmingly 
more likely than males to say they avoid being outside alone at 
night, avoid walking near strangers, and avoid carrying a lot 
of cash. Yet to further highlight differences between living 
in the city vs. the suburbs, it should be noted that urban 
males restrict their behavior at levels very similar to suburban 
females. In sum, urban women, followed by suburban women and 
urban men, are the citizens who bear the brunt of behavioral 
restriction for personal protection. 

It is commonly observed that as people advance in the life 
cycle they generally become less physically active: This in 
itself would suggest that age will be related to behavioral 
restrictions. In addition, most researchers have found age to 
be positively correlated with fear of crime (Baumer, 1978), 
which should also lead to limiting behaviors as a protective 
measure. Figure 5.2 shows that there are age differences related 
to behavioral restrictions, but not as large or consistent as 
those associated with sex differences. While the elderly (65 
years and older) are more likely than their younger counter
parts to avoid being outside alone at night in their neighbor
hood, age differences are not as clear-cut for other types of 
restrictions. Furthermore, young adults (19-29 yrs.) are con
sistently more likely than those in the middle of the life 
cycle to limit behaviors as a protection from personal crime. 
Stat~stical1y speaking, there is an overall positive linear 
trend between age and behavioral restrictions, yet there also 
are some curvilinear relationships suggested by these data. 

Table 5.3 presents zero-order correlations between demographic 
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Figure 5.1. SEX DIFFERENCES IN BEHAVIORAL RESTRICTIONS 
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Figure 5.2. AGE DIFFERENCES IN BEHAVIORAL RESTRICTIONS 
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Sex 

Age (in years) 

Race 

Education 

Household Income 

Perc. NBHD Crime 

Perc. NBHD Incivility 

Local Robbery Rate 

Local Assault Rate 

Area (city/suburb) 

**p < .001 
"'p < • 01 

Table 5.3 

DEHOGRAPHIC AND CONTEXTUAL CORRELATES OF BEHAVIORAL RESTRICTIONS 

Zero-Order Correlations 
with Beh. Restrictions 

Avoid Outside 
at Night 

.370** 

.115'''* 

-.257** 

-.129** 

-.314** 

.322*1' 

.275*;" 

.284** 

.29pb~ 

-. 3l8)~* 

Avoid Avoid Carry-
Strangers ing Cash 

• 307'~1' .255** 

-.024 .026 

-.22l1o~ -.184** 

-.070* -.070* 

-.258'''* -.241** 

.2481o~ .213;"* 

• 224'~* . 217M , 

• 2l4*'~ .178*'~ 

.234"'* .180''0'; 

-.282-1;* -.230"'* 

Partial Correlations 
with Beh. Restrictions, 

Avoid Outside 
at Night 

.370** 

.0931'* 

-.140** 

-. 078'h~ 

-.221** 

• 242*'~ 

.209** 

.145'h~ 

.170)h~ 

Avoid 
Strangers 

.309;'<1, 

-.035 

-.120;"* 

-.024 

-.185*)~ 

.168** 

.158*1, 

.088*;" 

.120'h~ 

Avoid Carry
ing Cash 

•244i';* 

.022 

-.104'h~ 

-.040 

-.180M , 

.153'~* 

.170",* 

.071'~ 

.074* 

Note. Partial correlations when controlling for area had casetoJise deletions of missins data (N=1518). 
Zero-order correlations had pairwise deletion of missing data; sample size ranged from 1601 

. . '\ 

to 1647. 
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and contextual variables with behavioral restrictions. Also 
displayed in this table are partial correlations between the same 
variables, after controlling for place of residence (city/suburb). 
Paralleling most past fear of crime studies, race, education, 
and income are also significantly related to behavioral 
restrictions. Minorities, persons with less education, and 
persons with less income are more likely to restrict behaviors 
than their counterprats. As Baumer (1978) points out, "the 
effects of these variables (on fear of crime) has usually 
been explained through their general colinearity with the spatial 
distribution of crime and the greater probability of victimiza
tion within these subgroups" (p. 256). It can be assumed that 
this explanation may also hold for these correlations with 
behavioral restrictions. Wnen place of residence is controlled 
for, race and income remain significantly correlated with 
behavioral restrictions, though the magnitude of the correla-
tions are reduced. After controlling for area, education correlates 
significantly (albeit weakly) only with avoiding being outside 
alone at night. In sum, the notion that these personal attributes 
are related to behavioral restrictions because of the contextual 
effect of place of resic.ence is, in part, supported. 

The effect of the environment on behavioral restrictions 
is another important consideration. Attributing rationality to 
most citizens suggests that people will restrict their behavior 
when, and if, there are cues of "danger" in the environment. 
That is, if faced with crime and incivility in one's neighbor
hood (cf. Le1;.;is & Haxfield, 1980) a rational protective response 
1;vould be to res trict one's behaviors accordingly. As, shown by 
the significant correlations in Table 5.3 people are more likely 
to restrict their behavior if they perceive their neighbor-
hood as having crime problems and incivility problems. Reported 
crime rates for robbery and assault are also correlated with 
behavioral restrictions in an expected manner: the higher these 
crime rates for the Chicago community area or suburb where a 
person lives, the more likely he/she is to restrict behaviors. 
These relationships between the magnitude of crime (real and 
perceived) and behavioral restrictions remain significant 
(albeit of smaller magnitude) when area is controlled for (see 
partial correlations in Table 5.3). 

Following the reasoning advanced earier, the victimization 
rates in certain neighborhoods could well be much higher than 
present levels, if many individuals did not res.t;rict their 
behavior, thereby reducing their exposure to crime. It is in 
this sense that behavioral restrictions may "prevent" crime 
in a community. 

2. Behavioral restrictions: a multivariate perspective. 
Our telephone survey instrument gathered data on a variety of 
variables linked to our conceptual framework. With the contextual 
data on each suburb and Chicago community area that were gathered 
to supplement the data provided by respondents, we can perform 
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a robust test of the dynamics underlying behavioral restrictions. 
It i~ hyp~thesi~ed that both personal characteristics and experiences 
comblne wlth nelghborhood contextual factors to define a 
perceived level of danger in one's neighborhood. This perception 
of danger is in turn mediated by the three cognitive factors 
hypothesized to form a risk-avoidance disposition: 

• 

• 

• 

perceived likelihood of victimization~ i.e., an 
individual's subjective 'estimate of the likelihood 
that he/she will be victimized, and feelings of 
safety; 

perceived seriousness of victimization~ i.e. an 
individual's assessment of the amount of ha~ that 
would result from being victimized; and 

perceived efficacy of behavioral restrictions~ i.e., 
how effective an individual regards these protective 
measures in preventing personal victimization. 

It is reasoned that the greater a person sees her/his chances of 
being victmized, the more unsafe he/she feels, the more harmful 
the person thinks victimization would be, and the more effective 
a person thinks behavioral restrictions are as protection from 
personal crime, the more likely that person will impose restrictions 
on his/her own behaviors. 

The full model is shovn1 in Figure 5.3. Here various 
contextual factors define the "environmental context" of the 
n~ig~b~rho~d, specifically its relationship to levels of crime/ 
vlctlmlzatlon. These contextual variables include: official 
r~bbery and assault rates; mean per capital income; racial composi
tlon (percentage nonwhite); population density; distance from 
central c~ty; and whether it is in an urban or suburban community 
area. It lS expected that dangerous o~ unsafe neighborhoods are 
more likely to be those with higher official crime rates, lower 
per capita income, more minority residents, higher population 
density, closer to the central city ("the Loop") and thus urban, 
rather than suburban, communities. 

A variety of individual characteristics are also included 
in the model (Figure 5.3); in terms of'physical traits it is 
hypothesized that women, older adults, minorities and persons 
of small physical stature are more likely to perc~ive their 
neighborhood as "dangerous", have greater fear of crime, and 
thus restrict more of their behaviors (cf. Clemente & Kleinman, 
1977; and Lavrakas, 1979). Socio-economic traits such as income 
education, and marital status, are expected to c~rrelate negativ~ly 
with exposure to crime and incivility (real and perceived), fear 
of crime, and behavioral restrictions (cf. Garofalo, et al., 
197?; G~rdon ~ Riger, 1978). Finally, holding a strong 
bellef In one s personal control of events, strong territorial 
attitude's, and being familiar with one's neighborhood environment 
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INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Sex 
Age 
Race 
Physical Size 
Harital Status 
Income 
Education 
Belief in Personal Control 
Territorial Attitude 
Familiarity with NBHD 

'" NBHD CRlHE EXPERIENCES 
AND PERCEPTIONS 

Perc. Crime Problems 
Perc. Incivility Problems 
Direct Victimization 
Vicarious Victimization 

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS OF COMM. AREA 

Robbery and Assault Rates 
Median Per Capita Income 
Racial Composition 
Population Density 
Distance from Central-City 
Urban/Suburban 

• 
RISK-AVOIDANCE DISPOSITION 

Perc. Risk 
Perc. Safety 
Perc. Seriousness 
Perc. Efficacy 

BEHAVIORAL 

RESTRICTIONS 

Figure 5.3. HYPOTHESIZED MODEL OF UNDERLYING DYNAMICS FOR BEHAVIORAL RESTRICTIONS. 
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are expected to re.late negatively with behavioral restrictions 
(Kidder & Cohn, 1977; Lavrakas, 1979; Patterson, 1977; and Normoyle, 
1980): A person who perceives himself/herself as generally capable 
of controlling various outcomes in life should be less motivated 
to rely on behavioral restrictions' to avoid potentially 
dangerous circmnstances. Similarly people who take a proprietary 
or territorial demeanor ',toward their neighborhood would be 
expected to manifest this attitude by not restricting their 
behaviors in time or space, but rather to behave in ways that 
"lay claim" to their use of the neighborhood. Persons who are 
unfamiliar with their own neighborhood may perceive it as 
"unknown", and thus potentially threatening. 

These individual ~haracteristics and the contextual factors 
are hypothesized to contribute to citizens' crime-related 
experiences and perceptions. Where crime. is· actually more prevalent, 
there should be greater direct and indirect (vicarious) exposure 
to victimization on the part of residents (cf. Skogan & 
Maxfield, 1980). Perceptions of the extent to which one's neighbor
hood has crime and incivility"( problems will also relate to 
individual characteristics and contextual factors. These 
neighborhood crime experiences and perceptions, in turn, will 
define (in part) the level of danger in the neighborhood, 
against which an individual must assess his/her own abilities 
to cope. As mentioned earlier, this coping ability is 
reflected by the "risk-avoidance disposition" made up of fear 
of crime (perceived risk and safety)**, perceived seriousness, 
and perceived efficacy. ' 

To test the model shovm in Figure 5.3, a causal analysis was 
performed with the set of 23 predictor variables and a Behavioral 
Restrictions Index as the criterion (dependent) variable.*** The 
results from this analysis are sho~m in Table 5.4. Here, the 
zero-order correlations between the predictor variables and 
the criterion are shown under the totaZ effects column. The 
results from the mUltiple regression analyses are sho~~ in 
the direct, indirect, and unexplained effects columns. The 
direct effects column contains standardized beta weights from 
the multiple regression equation that entered all 23 predictor 
variables simultaneously. The indirect effects column contains 

~'~By incivility, we mean vandalism, disorderly behavior, youth 
problems, etc. (cf. Lewis & Maxfield, 1980) 

~'o\'Normoyle (1980) defines perceived risk as the cognitive 
component of fear of crime, and perceived safety as the 
affective component of generalized fear. 

***The behavioral restriction index was formed by combining 
responses from the three neighborhood-based restriction items 
discussed earlier. This three-item index has an internal 
consistency, .as measured by Cronbach's alpha, of .73. 
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Table 5.4 

CAUSAL ANALYSIS: 
SELF-IMPOSED BEHAVIORAL RES.TRICTIONS 

Predictor Variables Type of Effect 

~ .... 

-; 

. 
.t 

Subject Variables 

Feelings of safety in neighborhood 
Perc. risk for street crime vict. 
Perc. seriousness of street crime vict. 
Perc. efficacy of restrictions 
Perc. crime problems in neighborhood 
Perc. incivility in neighborhood 
Knowledge of other crime victims 
Crime victim 
Attuned to neighborhood 
Territoriality in neighborhood 
Personal control 
1978 household income 
Education 
Married 
Height 
Age 
Race 
Sex 

Contextual Variables 

Distance from central city 
Percent nonwhite population 
Per capita median income 
Robbery/assault rate 
Population density 
Urban/suburban 

*"'p < • 001 
*p < .01 

Note. N = 1588 

c.. l---~~ 
-~" . !.~ (-'--'il 

, .. { -J L -~ 

j [ 

~ 
.~ . 

r\ 
• ~!. 

,,\-.', 
I...,. 

;'i, -. q - \' 

'ft 

" 

r'" 'I 

,/ 

~ 

Total 

-. 623*'~ 
.306** 
.247** 
.072* 
.306** 
• 267*'~ 
.167** 
.129>b~ 

.111*'': 
-.132** 
- .101*'" 
-.372·k~' 

-.193** 
-'.189** 
-.363*'" 

.164** 

.271** 

.403M , 

-.317** 
.285"'* 

-.194** 
• 312*'" 
· 253*~' 

-. 32l*~' 

r -4 

" 

... 

r-"~} 

:."!, ", 

Direct Indirect 

'-.41,5*'" 
.072** 
.054* 
.062,H, 

-.050 
.052, 
.017 
.028 
.034 

-.007 
-.013 
- .109*'" 

.000 

.010 
-.030 

.069** 

.077* 

.154** 

-.045 
.010 
.003 
.022 
.024 
.007 
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.037 

.024 

.089 

.054 

.038 

.034 

.033 
-.020 
-.016 
-.057 
-.058 
-.047 
-.033 

.077 
-.003 

.202 

-.061 
.073 

-.013 
.062 
.039 

-.193 
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Unexplained 

.208 

.197 

.169 

.010 

.167 

.161 

.112 

.067 

.044 
-.105 
-.072 
-.206 
-.135 
-.132 . 
-.300 

.018 

.197 

.047 

-.211 
.202 

-.184 
.228 
.190 

-.135 
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a value that represents the difference between a predictor 
variable's standardized beta when all variables are in the 
equation, compared to its beta when variables hypothesized to 
mediate its effect have been removed. Finally, the unexplained 
effects column shows the amount of zero-order correlation (the 
total effects column) that cannot be attributed to a direct 
effect or an indirect effect, and thus remains unexplained 
(possibly spurious). 7, 

All of the predictor variables correlate significantly with 
Behavioral Restrictions in the hypothesized direction. Individuals 
who restrict their own behavior the most are more likely to 
be citizens who: 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

feel unsafe alone at night 'in their neighborhood; 

perceive themselves at greater risk to street crime; 

perceive being victimized by street crime as more 
serious; 

regard behavioral restrictions as more efficatious; 

perceive greater crime and greate~ incivility problems 
in their neighborhood; 

know local crime victims; 

have been street crime victims themselves; 

are not familiar with their neighborhood; 

feel less proprietary (territorial) about their 
neighborhood; 

do not feel personal control over their lives; 

have less education; 

have less income; 

are not married; 

are of smaller physical stature; 

are older; 

are Black or Latino; 

*See Land (1969) for full technical discussion of the decom
position of shared variance into various effects within the 
context of causal (path) analysis. 
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o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

are femalt;!; 

live closer to the central city; 

an area with nonwhite residents; live in 

live in a lower income area; 

live in an area with a higher combined robbery 
assault rate; 

live in a more densely populated area; and 

live in the city vs. suburb, . 

and 

than were individuals who engaged in little or no behavioral 
restrictions. 

The overall mUltiple regression analysis indicated thai. a~ a 

set~ these 23 pre~ictor vari~bl~s, a[~o(~g f~~6~) ~e60e2~,0£<~0~01]. 
variance it .. Behav10ral Restr1ct10ns - , l' . f S F ty 
Furthermore it can be seen in Table 5.4 that Fe~ 1~gS 0 a e 
has a sizable direct effect on behavioral restr1c~10~S (-.415) 
i e the less safe a person feels the more rest~1ct10ns he/sh~ 
ia~~s on his/her behavior. The othe~ thr~e.va~1ables ~hat ma e 

~p the hypothetical "risk-avoidance d1spos1t:-on. ~perce1ved h 
risk seriousness, and efficacy) also have s1gn1f~ca~t, ~u;i~~t er 
weak'direct effects. That is, th7 more a.person ee sa, 
the more serious a victimization 1S perce1ved, and the more 
effi~atious behavioral restrictions are regarded, the ~~re 
.behavioral restriction~ one engages in d FO\)lr at:~o~~~~ l~~gnifi_ 
characteristics (sex, 1ncome: race, an .ag~ . 
cant direct effects on behavioral re£tr1ct10ns

h
, but t~~ ~1zef 

of these effects is rather small compared ~0 t e ~agn:- u e 0 
their obser.ved bivariate correlations w~th t~e cr1ter10n 

. ble 'This suggests that the relat10nsh1p between these 
~~~~:cte~istics and behavioral restrictio~s ar: t~ some extent 
mediated by other.inte~vening variabl~s (1 . .eTh~n~~~~~~ ~~f~~~~~, 
or that the relat10nsh1ps may be spur10us. . 
direct effects also follows a priori expectat10ns: .females 

engage in moreQbeha~i~f~;rr:~~I~~~iO~in:~l~~ i~w~~ ~~~~~~ant to 
pe~~onsth~~a~~iiea~ll of the contextual variables.we~e found to 
~~ ~~e nificantly correlated with behavioral ~es~rl.ct10ns! none 

th~m has an direct effect on these rest~1ct10ns. T~1s 
of ests that ~he effects of contextual var1ables.are e:-ther 
!~~~ated by individual level perceptions (a~ pred1cted 1n o~r 
model), or that these correlations are spur10us or represen 
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some unidentified effects. ~'( 

Table 5.4 also shows the indirect effects of each of the 
predictor variables.** Inspection of the indirect effects column 
shows that sex, and place of residence (city/suburb) have rather 
sizable indirect effects. The indirect effect of being female 
(.202) on behavioral restrictions is a positive one, as is its 
direct effect. This indirect effect apparently works as follows: 
women are less likely to be married, are of smaller physical 
structure, and have less income, feel less territorial toward 
their neighborhood, see themse~ves at greater risk, regard 
personal victimization as more serious, and ultimately feel less 
safe; all of 1;vh.:i.ch leads them to restrict their behaviors more 
than men. Area of residence (city/suburb) has an indirect 
Ilcontextual " effect (- .193) with city t'esidents being more 
likely to live in a community closer to the central city, with 
a greater nonwhite population, a higher combined robbery and 
assault rate, a lower per capita income, and a higher population 
density. All of these contextual variables in turn are hypothe
sized to be mediated by certain individual va~iables: thus, city 
residents are more likely to know local crime victims, perceive 
greater crime and incivility problems in their neighborhoods, 
see themselves at greater risk, and feel less safe than suburban
ites. All this leads Chicagoans to restrict their behavior more 
than their suburban counterparts. 

Finally, a small but positive indirect effect (.089) was 
found for perception of crime problems in the neighborhood 
on Behavioral Restrictions. The more that crime is perceived 
to be a problem in one's neighborhood, the more risk one 
sees to self, and the less safe one feels, all leading to increased restrictions. 

From this causal analysis we can conclude that those groups 
traditionally viewed in our society as "at a disadvantage" 
are most likely to have the quality of their lives further 
lessened by a perceived need to impose various restrictions 
on their own behaviors for protection: this includes women, 

*Since the individual perceptions measured in our telephone 
interviews were asked within the context of each person's 
"neighborhood", our contextual data (based on areas much 
larger than neighborhoods) 'are clearly less than perfect 
measures of the neighborhood environment. This may explain 
why each of the contextual variables correlates significantly 
in an expected manner with variables such as Behavioral 
Restrictions, Safety, Risk, NBHD Problems, and Vicarious 
Victimization, but were not found to have large direct or 
indirect causal effects. 

~b'\'No indirect effects were hypothesized for feelings of safety 
or perceived efficacy. 
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minorities, older adults, and the poorer strata of society. We 
have found that being a member of these subpopulations has not 
only significant direct effects on behavioral restrictions, but 
also some indirect effects in that these traits are mediated 
by other intervening variables (e.g., feelings of safety). These 
differences are further highlighted by comparing average Behavioral 
Restrictions Index scores for various subpopulations, as displayed 
in Figure 5.4. Here it can be seen that those with household 
incomes less than $10,000, 65 years of age and older, and minority 
group members (as subgroups) are likely to restrict their behaviors 
nearly "most of the time." On the other hand, those with 
household incomes of greater than $20,000, males, and suburbanites, 
on the average, restrict their behaviors even less than 
"sometimes." 

The variables associated with the central "risk-avoidance" 
disposition have significant direct effects, but with the 
exception of Feelings of Safety these effects are quite small. 
The observed correlation between perceived efficacy and 
behavioral restrictions was found to be mostly a small direct 
effect; while the larger total effects of perceived risk and 
perceived seriousness were found to be mostly unexplained 
covariation. On the other hand the Feelings of Safety measure 
constitued the largest direct effect, accounting for most of the 
explained variance in Behavioral Restrictions by itself. These 
findings are further highlighted by inspection of subgroups 
average Behavioral Restrictions Index scores in Figure 5.5. 
Persons who feel very unsafe (approximately 10% of the entire 
sample), on the average, almost always engage in behavioral 
restrictions to protect themselves ,from crime in their ovm 
neighborhood. On the other hand, those who feel very safe in 
their neighborhood (approximately 40% of respondents) almost 
never, on the average, restrict their behaviors. 

3. Motivations for Behavioral Restrictions. The overriding 
motive for engaging in Behavioral Restrictions seems clearly to 
be risk-avoidance: It is the prot,o-type of the "individual" or 
"private-minded" anti-crime response. By avoiding exposure 
to circumstances that are perceived as dangerous many citizens 
spare themselves the enormous anxiety they would otherwise feel. 
If, as discussed earlier, women and the elderly are actually 
reducing their victimization rates by restricting their behaviors, 
then these self-imposed anti-crime measures play an important 
role in crime prevention. 

In a crime-free (utopian) society, individual citizens would 
have no need to consider behavior restrictions as a preventive 
measure. Unfortunately, the harsh reality of our times often 
recommends these restrictions as simply common sense. If we 
agree that there ape times when citizens need to restrict 
behaviors, then it is useful to ask what disincentives seem to 
operate against these preventive measures. 
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Always 4.0 

Most of the time 3.0 

Sometimes 2.0 

Never 1.0 

Less than $6000 
65 yrs. or More 

Blacks-Latinos 
$6001-$10000 

Females 
Chicagoans 

$1001-$15000 
50-64 yrs. 

19-29 yrs. 
$15001-$20000 
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30-49 yrs., ~Vhites-Asians 

$2001-$30000 
Suburbanites 

Males 
More than $30000 

Figure 5.4. SUBGROUPS' ~BAN BEHAVIORFL RESTRICTIONS SCORES 

104 

j' 

I 

t i 
, i 
1 ! 
, j 

: I 
;( 
, ! 
1 ! 
I{ 

:1 
'J 

iI 
Ii 
" 'J 
Ii 
I' ~ 
~ 
f 
I' 
! 

i 
n 
I! 
'j {, 
H 
Ii 
il 
'I 

~ 1 
It 
'1 

Ii 
.; 

l! 
11 
U II 
h 
" IJ 

Ii ,I 

f 
r 
1 



, 

f / 

Always 4.0 

~ost of the time 

sometimes 

Never 

Figure ?5. 

3.0 

2.0 

Very Unsafe 

Risk Very Likely 
Somewhat Unsafe 

Risk Somewhat Likely 
Very Serious 

Somewhat Safe 
Very Helpful 

- Helpful 
Risk Somewhat Unlikely, Serious 

Risk Very Unlikely, Not Helpful 
Not Serious 

Very Safe 

1.0 

, BEHAVIORAL RESTRICTIONS SCORES 
SUBGROUPS MEAN SAFETY PERCEIVED RISK, PERCEIVED 
FOR FEELINGS °ANUF PERCEivED EFFICACY OF RESTRICTIONS. 
SERIOUSNESS, 
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First, there is the "natui'al" human expression of freedom 
of movement (strongly reinforced by our culture) that operates as 
a socio-biological disincentive for behavioral restrictions: 
The natural desire to go where and when one wants clashes with the 
perceived need to impose restrictions on oneself. Added to this, 
is the normal need for individuals to move freely in space and 
t.ime related to work, shopping, recreation, etc. These dis
incentives seem to be most manifested in the behavior of males. 
It is very likely that the traditional sex role acculturation 
and expectancies of males serves as a strong disincentive 
against their employing behavioral restrictions as preventive 
measures. Males are more likely than females to be acculturated 
to perceiv.e themselves as invincible to crime (Lavrakas, 1979). 
This includes the notion that they are capable of "taking care 
of themselves", which conflicts with the'need to avoid "dangerous" 
places and persons. In sum, 'tvhen behavioral restric'tions are 
deemed prudent it is young and middle-aged males who are laast 
likely to rely on these approaches to crime prevention, while 
women and the elderly will "risk-avoid" by limiting their own 
behaviors. 

B. Household-Based Anti-Crime Measures 

Many of the anti-crime measures citizens engage in involve 
efforts to protect against unlawful entry into their homes to 
preclude the loss of property from burglary~, and as discussed 
in Chapter I may be termed "access control." Traditionally, the 
measures assumed under the access control heading have been 
referred to as "target hardening". In a strict sense target 
hardening has been thought to include actual technological 
modifications to make physicat access more difficult e.g., special 
locks, window bars, fences, etc. Other "hardware ll type improve
ments (e.g. outdoor spot lights and alarm systems) are often 
thought of as target hardening. In addition, one might include 
the purchase of a weapon (gun) and/or a watchdog as target 
hardening. 

vfuile most target hardening measures are assumed to be 
effective because they make unlawful entry physically more difficult, 
and thus less desirable to the potential offender, another set of 
household anti-crime measures aim to restrict/control access 
by creating psychotogicat barriers to offenders. The use of a 
timer on indoor lights or a radio creates an impression that the 
home is occupied, presumably negating its a.ttractiveness to 

~"'It may be argued that these protective strategies are employed 
by the citizenry to also protect their "person", even though,most 
"personal" crimes occur outside the home. Whether such house
hold based measures are meant by citizens to protect property 
and/ or person is .beyond the scope of the presen't research. 
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would-be burglars. Complementing attempts to make it appear that 
a home is occupied are measures taken so as not to call unusual 
attention to an unoccupied home, e.g. stopping mail and 
newspape:r. deliveries-1:, or having a neighbor cut the grass. In 
addition to these is increasing surveillance of one's home while 
away; i.e. asking neighbors and/or police to watch one's home. 

A different type of household anti-crime measure involves 
efforts to minimize the l~eat loss of property to a burglar. Included 
in this would be engraving property with some identification to 
facilitate return of recovered property, and the "bottom-line" 
security that theft insurance provides. 

To put the findings from the present research in some 
national perspective, it is informative to review findings from 
other surveys on the extent to which the citizenry engages in 
these various household-based protective measures. In the 1970s 
there were a few large-scale criminal justice-related surveys 
which included questions that speak to this issue. Table 5.5 
presents relevant findings from six surveys conducted in major, 
diverse population centers: Washington D.C. (Clotfelter, 1977); 
Kansas City (Kelling et al., 1974); Portland, Oregon (Schneider, 
1975); San Francisco/Chicago/Philadelphia (Skogan, 1978); 
Rochester/Tampa-St. Petersburg/St. Louis (Percy, 1979); and 
Fort vJorth (Rosentraub and Harlow, 1980). Here it can be seen that 
the vast majority of the public reports that they rely on 
locking doors and windows, and leaving lights on to secure their 
homes. A smaller, but none the less large proportion of 
citizens take other traditional access control measures: 
installing special locks on doors and windows, and owning a 
watchdog. Most persons also own theft insurance, stop deliveries, 
and notify neighbors when away. A smaller proportion of 
individuals reportedly have engraved their property, own a 
gun, notify the police when away, and have installed windm'l bars. 
These various figures provide a rough, yet robust sense of what 
proportion of the citizenry engages in these various hosuehold
based preventive measures. 

Included in our telephone surv~y of citizens were items 
measuring the following eight types of household-based anti
crime measures: 

• 

• 

installing an alarm system, window bars, or special 
locks to prevent breakins. (36.6%), 

installing special outdoor lights to make it easier 
to see what's going on outside, 

-1:Recently a counter-argument has been proposed against stopping 
deliveries, by suggesting that burglars may easily identify 
vacant homes if they have access to lists of vacationers who have 
stopped deliveries. 
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Table 5.5 

PROPORTION OF CITIZENRY ENGAGING IN VARIOUS HOUSEHOLD-BASED 
ANTI-CRIME MEASURES 

Protective Measure 

Lock doors when Home/Away 

Lock windows when Home/Away 

Install special door locks 

Ins tall,: window locks /bars 

Install burglar alarm 

Install special outdoor lights 

Own gun 

Own watch dog 

Use timer on lights or radio 

Leave on lights when away 

Have NBRs watch when away 

Stop deliveries '\Then away 

Notify police when away 

Engrave valuables 

Own theft insurance 

Survey sample sizes 

. - , 

" , . 

85/-

43 

-/6 

3 

12 

66 

1077 

38 

22/-

6 

32 

35 

36 

1200 

~, 

73/94 

89/92 

6 

49 

36 

89 

27 

72 

3916 

rJ;' 

,t. 

• 

45/-

82 

76 

56 

10 

31 

65 

1369 
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having a hand gun at home at least in part 
for protection (15.9%), 

using a timer on indoor lights or a radio when 
away for a couple of days (40.4%), 

having a neighbor watch the home when away for a 
couple of days (59..8%), 

engraving valuables to help recover them in case they 
are stolen (30.0%), 

having an insurance policy which covers household 
property against loss from theft or vandalism 
(75.2%), and 

• anything (else) -done at home to protect against 
burglary (17.8%). 

The percentages in parentheses, indicate the proportion of 
metropolitan Chicago area residents that indicated these measures 
have been taken at their household. Most of the persons who 
indicated having done "something else" to protect against 
burglary specified that they had a dog at home for protection; 
this constituted 58 percent of the "something else" responses, 
and constituted 10.3 percent of the total sample. 

In order to better understand why some citizens employ 
these various anti-crime measures, while others do not, it is 
informative to answer the questions; "who employs these 
household-based protection measures?" In a demographic sense this 
asks for a comparison of age, race, income, residential status, 
etc., with the use of the various protective measures. 

From Table 5.6 it can be seen that home ownership consistently 
correlates most strongly with these household-based measures. 
This is not surprising for two important reasons: It is owners 
that are most economically committed to their homes, and it would 
be expected that this vested interest should manifest itself 
through a greater likelihood to protect ones' property than renters. 
Furthermore, owners have greater freedom than renters to engage 
in self-initiated protective measures at home. Within reason, 
owners can do what they want (and can afford) to their home. 
Renters on the other hand often cannot, nor are they likely 
to be motivated to make capital improvements to property they 
do not own. 

Because of its overriding importance in apparently 
determining the decision to employ these various protective 
measures (with the exception of owning a gun for protection) 
the owner/renter distinction will be retained in the presentation 
of results that follows. Table 5.7 displays partial correlations 
of demographic characteristics with the various hosueho1d protection 
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Alarms/Bars/Locks 

Outdoor Lights 

Hand Gun 

Timer 

NBRS Watch 

Engrave 

Insurance 

Dog 

,/,* 
p<.OOl 

* p<.Ol 

Age in years; 

Table 5,6 

CORRELATIONS OF PROTECTIVE MEASURES WITH DEMOGRAPHICS 

Age Race Educ. Income Married 
~ .. 'i 

-.093** -.114** • 082'~* .047 .052 

.027 ,001 -.030 .0.97** .153** 

-.077** -.066* -.038 .070* .055 

.098** .067* -.003 .,064* .119** 

.014 .045 .035 .090*''; .127** 

• 115''t* -.012 .064'" .066* . 073'~* . 

. 079** .252'';* .138** .364** • 292:10'; 

-.004 -.097** .023 -.084** .050 

Race (l=lfuites/ Asians, 0=B1acks/Latinos/Others); 
Educ. (5 categories ranging from less than H. S. Grad to Grad School De!gree); 
Income (7 categories ranging from less than $6000 to more than $50000)1; 
Married (l=yes, O=no); 
Home owner (l=yes, O=renter); 
Area (l=suburb, O=city). 

Note. N=1656. Correlations were based on pairwise deletion of missing data. 
from 1614 to 1656. 

------~- ~},e ~_' -., 

'. 

Home 

~ Owner Area 

II 
.085*'" -.089** 

11 
.264** .103'';* 

(J 
.021 -.014 I) 

.• 174** . 088'~* 

r 
.151** . 083'~* 

.068* .015 

• 5lI0*'~ . 256*l't 

.103** .036 

Sample sizes ranged 
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Table 5.7 

PARTIAL CORRELATIONS OF PROTECTIVE ~mASURES WITH DEMOGRAPHICS 
CONTROLLING FOR HOME OWNERSHIP 

Age Race Educ. Income Married 

Alarms/Bars/Locks -.108** -.139** .078** .013 .021 

Outdoor Lights -.017 -.057 -.046 -.014 .058 

Hand Gun -.082** -.073* -.039 .067* .051 

Timer .071* .027 -.Q13 -.008 .057 

NBRS Watch -.040': .009 .026 .031 .076** 

Engrave -.128** -.029 .060* .042 .0,5,1 

Insurance -.011 .151** .128** .185** .109*)'( 

Dog -.021 .075** -.029 .046 .012 

** p<.OOl 

* p<.Ol 

Area 

-.121** 

.025 

-.021 

.038 

.039 

-.006 

.115** 

.005 

Note. Correlations were based on case-wise deletion of missing data. 
Sample sizes ranged from 1603 to 1639. 
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measures after controlling for hOme ownership. For the most part 
the effects of partia11ing out homeowners hip eliminates the pattern 
of significant zero-order correlations betw~en income, marttal 
status, place .of residence, and the protective measures. On the 
other hand, controlling for homeownership does not much alter the 
significant zero-order relationships between age, race, education, 
and the various protective measures. 

1. Alarms/Bars/Locks. Homeowners are significantly more 
likely than renters to report that they have installed traditional 
target hardening devices (p< .001). Forty percent of owners 
have installed an alarm system, window bars, and/or special 
locks to help prevent breakins at their homes. This compares with 
31.6 percent of renters, who report employing at least one of 
these measures.* After controlling for homeownership significant 
relationships remain between age, race, education and place of 
residence (p< .001). In Figure 5.6 it can be observed that 
age plays a greater role in renters than owners in relation to 
use of alarms; window bars, or special locks. Renters, 50 years 
of age and older, are the least likely to employ these devices; 
with elderly renters (65 yrs. and older) by far the extreme 
low group. 

Also from Figure 5.6 it can be noted that Blacks and other 
minority households, are significantly more likely to say they 
use these target hardening devices compared to ~Vhites and 
Asians. This trend holds up regardless of homeowner/renter status, 
with minority homeowners the most likely to employ these measures, 
followed by minority renters. It could be reasoned that Blacks, 
Latinos, and other disadvantaged minorities are exposed to greater 
Imrg1ary rates than Whites snd Asians, thus accounting for their 
increased propensity to target-harden their homes with alarms, 
window bars, and/or special locks. But this apparently is not the. 
reason, for the relationship between race and use of these 
devices remains significant even after simultaneously 
controlling for (a) homeownership, (b) respondent's perception 
of the local burglary problem, and (c) actual burglary rate_of 
the respondent's community/suburb (r (1583) = -.122, p < .001). 
Thus, it is_not that Blacks ~nd Latinos see burglary as more 
likely or more serious that explains their greater likelihood 
to target harden. As also can be noted in Figure 5.6, regardless 
of owner/renter status, increased education is positively and 
significantly related to greater use of these target hardening 
devices. Finally, as shown in Table 5.7 city residents are 
significantly more likely to use alarms, window bars, and/or 
special locks , than their suburban counterparts , rega~:d1ess of 
ownership status. 

*Due to the nature of thi~ survey item, we cannot separate the 
proportion of respondents who employed one, two, all, Or any 
combination of these measures. 
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2, Outdoor li~hts. After controlling for homeownership, 
none of the otheremographic characteristics relate significantly 
with installing special outdoor lights to make it easier to see 
what's going on outside one's home. While 39 percent of home
owners say they have employed this protective measure, only 
14.6 percent of renters apparently have done so. This marked 
difference is not surprising given the relative lack of control 
renter:"" ii.:'1Ve over the premises of their building external to 
theh apa:r..:ment: At best, renters might band together to pressure 
a lKndl~~d to increase outdoo~ lighting. 

During the 1970s the city of Chicago ,replaced all street 
lights with high intensity bulbs. It could be reasoned that good 
street lighting might preclude the need for residents to install 
their own outdoor lights. Our survey included an assessment of 
the brightness of street lighting in front of each citizen's 
home (as perceived by each respondent). Since 55 percent of our 
Chicago residents describe the lighting in front of their home as 
very bright, versus 30 percent of our suburbanites, and since 
54.5 percent of our Chicago residents are renters, versus 25.1 
percent of our suburbanites, it is possible that the observed 
significant correlation between homeownership and employment 
of outdoor lights may be an artifact of place of residence and 
street light brightness. But this is clearly not the case since 
the relationship between homeownership and installations of OU"t

door lights remains significant (:£(1645) = .246, E. < .001) even 
when simultaneously partialling but the effects of perceived 
street light brightness and place of residence. 

, 
~. Hand Guns. Approximately one-sixth (15.9%) of the 

respondents said they had a hand gun in their household, at least 
in part for protection. This was our only household-based anti
crime measure that did not relate to homeowner/renter status. 
Gun ownership for protection did correlate significantly with 
age, race, and household income. Figure 5.7 shows that the 
elderly are least likely to report having a hand gun at home for 
protection, and, for the most part, age is inversely related to 
hand gun oWllership. Blacks and Latinos are significantly more 
likely than vJhites and Asians to report keeping a hand gun at 
home for protection. This holds true despite the findings that 
lower income households are signifi.cantly less likely to say 
they own hand guns. In fact, it is higher income Blacks and 
Latinos who are mostly likely to report having a hand gun at 
home for protection (27.3%)*: In contrast, 17.1 percent of ~fuite 
and Asian homes with 1978 household income over $15,000 report 
owning a hand gun. Paralleling our findings that disadvantaged 
minority groups show a significant proclivity to use 
traditional hardening devices (e.g. special locks) is this 
finding that they also are most likely to report engaging in 
this more severe form of "target hardening" .... hand gun ownership. 

*Our weighted sample included 150 Black, Latino or other non-Asian 
minority adults with 1978 household incomes of over $15,000. 
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Figur~ 5.7. OWNERSHIP OF HAND GUNS FOR PROTECTION 
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n The validity of self reports about hand gun ownership may 
be questioned: For example, ~lright and Marston (1975) assume 
tha.t lower status respondents are more likely to own guns illegally, 
and thus may underreport having them. ~fuile it is likely that 
underreporting of handgutl ownership occurs, the size of the 
underreporting is unclear. For the most part our results on 
hand gun (pistol) ownership correspond with those of Wright and 
Marston. Using the 1973 NORC General Social Survey of the adult 
U.S. population they found that as SES increased so did gun 
ownership, and concluded that "weapons ownership is primarily 
a middle-class, not a working class phenomenon" (p. 97). 
Despite this support of the present findings, it is important 
to acknowledge these results as being of a nonconclusive nature. 

4. Indoor timer. Approximately two-fifths of all households 
(40.4%) use a timer on indoor lights or a radio when the home 
is unoccupied for a few days or more; homeownership correlates 
most strongly with th,is tendency (r (1656) = .174, E. < .001). 
Controll~ng for the effects of homeoWTlership, age remains the 
only demographic characteristic significantly related to using 
a timer (E< .01), and it is the elderly who use timers most: 
approximately 44 percent of elderly renters and 61 percent of 
elderly homeowners use B timer on indoor electrical devices while 
away from home for a few days or more. ~~ This compares to 25 
percent of renters and 48 percent of homeowners under the age of 
sixty-five. 

5. Asking neighbors to watch home. Nearly 60 percent of 
respondents indicated that they usually ask neighbors to watch 
their home when away for a few days or more. Homeowners'ilip, 
again, was the most strongly related demographic characteristic; 
68.2 percent of owners, versus- 47.4 percent of renters, rely on 
neighbors as a home protection measure. With the exception of 
marital status, other demographic characteristics (income and 
place of residence) do not remain significantly related to 
asking neighbors when homeownership is controlled for. It may 
be reasoned that-married, as opposed to non-married adults, are 
more likely to have developed closer social ties in their 
neighborhood, thus accounting for their greater reliance on 
neighbors to watch their homes when away. This trend is further 
highlighted by comparing adults who live alone (and without 
children) to adults who 'do not live alone. 'to' .. While 55.5 percent 

*In the weighted sample there are 71 elderly renters and 98 
elderly homeowners. 

~'d"Of the 211 females in the sample who live alone, 56% are 50 
years of age or older; of the 145 males who live alone, 71% are 
less than 50 years of age. 
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of single women have neighbors watch their unoc'c.upied homes, only 
38.3 percent of single men do so; both these f~gures are less 
than other households. The findings of Riger and Lavrakas (1980) 
support the notion that single adults, especially males, without 
children in the home are least socially integrated into their 
neighborhood, thus providing a possible explanation for the 
present findings. 

6. Engraving valuables. The engraving of valuables with some 
Qwner identification number has been encouraged throughout 
the 1970s, principally as part of a nation-widE! campaign, 1I0peration 
I.D.". This protective measure may serve an acC!ess control 
function if would-be burglars are discouraged from unlawful 
entry because a resident has engraved her/his valuables, and 
has posted notice to this effect by displaying a "crime prevention" 
sticker in home windows/ doors. ~'( Engraving valuables may also 
help reduce real losses to burglary if recoverlad stolen property 
can be returned to owners who are traceable via the I.D. 

Similar to the findings of past surveys (5ee Table 5.5) a 
little less than one-third of all households (30.0%) indicated 
that they have engraved at least some of their valuables to 
help recover them in case they are stolen. Home owners, once 
again, are significantly more likely to say,they have.engraved 
valuables than are renters (~< .01). Once homeownership is 
controlled for, age and education remain as significant correlates 
of engraving valuables. As sho't>m in Figure 5.8 young adults are 
most likely to have employed engraving valuables as a protective 
measure. The proclivity to engrave valuables significantly 
descreases with age (~< .001) l'Nith elderly renters leCist likely 
to do so (9.1%). This inverse relationship between age and 
engraving remains significant even when controlling for home
ownership, household income, and education (E (1628) = - .105, ~ < .001). 
Thus, it is apparently not because elde'l:.ly renters are poorer 
and less educated that only 9.1% havelsmgraved any of their 
valuables. Education, by itself is posi.tively related to engraving 
valuables (~<. 01), with non-gradUI9.tes .of high schoo], least likely 
to use engraving as a household-based protective measure (see 
Figure 5.8). In sum, it can be concluded that homeowners, 
the better educated, and younger adults are the citizens who 
are most likely to report engraving their valuables. 

7. Property insurance for theft/vandalism. Owning an insurance 
policy which covers household property against loss from theft 
or vandalism, can be thought of as a "bottom-line" protection 
measure. It is not meant to prevent burglaries, but rather to 

*Anecdotal evidence indicates some households display the 
sticker without marking valuables. 
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reduce the real losses associated with property crime. Some have 
suggested that property insurance may undermine the motivation 
to take other protective measures. This follow~ the reasoning 
that if household property is insured, financial loss from a. 
burglary will be minimal. In'the lexicon of Wilson and Schneider 
(1978) property insurance may be "substitutible" for other 
protective measures. If so, one would expect to observe negative 
correlations between insurance and other household protection 
measures. Looking ahead to Table 5.10 (p. 130 ), it can be 
noted that insurance correlates positive'ly a.nd significantly 
with each of the other household protective measures; thus it 
apparently does not function as a substitute for other protection 
measures, in the general population. 

While three-quarters of a]J, households (75.2%) report that 
they ca.rry insurance against propert:y loss to theft/vandalism, 
an overwhelming 95.6 percent of all home owners have such a 
policy. This compares to only 49.1 percent of renterS. It is not 
surprising that homeowners are nearly twice as likely as renters 
to have such insurance; their homeowners insurance almost certainly 
includes such coverage. Figure 5.9 illustrates that when home
ownership is controlled ~or, ra~e, education, and income remain 
significant correlates of theft/vandalism insurance for renters. 
On the other hand, these demographics playa very small role 
in d~fferentiating homeowners' proclivities to be insured. 

Among renters, Whites and Asians (55.3%) are significantly 
more likely (£ < .001) to carry household property insurance than 
are Bl~\cks and Latinos, (38.2%). Non-graduates of high school are 
least likely to have this form of insurance in comparison to 
renters with more formal education (E. < .001). Similarly, renting 
households with total income under $10,000 are significantly 
less likely to be insured than higher income renters (p < .001). 

It is possible that the observed covariation. between race 
and renters carrying insurance (E(665) = .165, p < .001) may be 
explained by Whites and Asians having more income and being better 
educated. Yet while controlling for renters' educationa..nd income 
does reduce the size of the correlation betweeen race and 
insurance (r(663) = .098," p < .01), the relationship remains 
significant~ Whites and Asians are simply more likely to 
reportedly carry household insurance than other racial groups. 
While this is beyond the scope of the present data to test, this 
may reflect a socio~cultural reluctance on the part of certain 
minority groups to employ an "establishment type" prot;ective 
option, such as theft/vandalism insurance. On the other hand,it 
may reflect the greater cost of such insurance policies in "high 
risk" areas where urban minority groups are likely to live. 

8. Watch dog. /rhe information available in the present 
survey to measure the proportion of metropolitan area house-
hold~ that employ watchdogs for home protection is less than ideal. 
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While the survey included items that explicitly asked respondents 
about each of the seven aforementioned protective measures, there 
was no item that asked specifically ab~ut d09s. Rather i. an open
ended item elicited information abou~ anyth~ng (else) respondents 
may have done at home to protect aga:nst burgl~ry. Nearly one
fifth (18%) replied affirmatively, w~th approx~mately 6~ pe~cent 
of these individuals stating they had a dog for protect~on." 

Once a ain homeowners were the ones most likely ~o ~a~e a 
dog for pro~ection (£ < .001). Whites and Asians a~e s~gn~f~cantly 
more likely than Blacks and Latinos to report own~ng dogs for 
protection. But because of the manner that t~es: ~ata were 
athered, one cannot be confident of the rel~ab~l~t~ o~ these 
~indings, nor the reliability of ~ny o~ the o~her f~nd~ngs related 
to dog ownership that come later ~n th~s sect~on. 

Apart from the traditional demographic profiles that hav: now 
been presented, the present data can shed light on the follow~ng 
questions: 

• Are single-person households more likely than others 
to rely on anti-crime measures at home? 

• How does personal experience with and perceptions 
of neighborhood crime relate to the employment of 
these measures? 

• Are attendees of crime prevention mee~ings more likely 
than non-attendees to engage in certa~n forms of 
household-based anti-crime measures? 

9. Sihgle-person households. Approxim~tely 2l.~ percent of 
all persons surveyed live by th~~elves (w~thout ch~ldren or 
other adults). Of these 356 s5.n$'le-person households, ,145 
were male and 211 were fema.le. While over half of these females 
were 50 years of age or older (56%), nearly thr~e-quarters 
of single males (71%) w.ere less than 50 years of age. Most o~ 
these individuals are renters (70.210), three-quar$ter~o~re m;~~i 
or Asian, two-thirds had a 1978 income of under 15, ,ana 
percent live in Chicago. 

It can be reasoned that persons' who live alone, e.~p~ci'ally 
women, may be ,more anxious about· unlawfulE;nt~y to the:r homes 
and its consequences. If so they may be espec~ally.mot~vated 

*Of the entire weighted sample 10.3% or 171 persons m~ntioned. 
owning a dog for protection. 
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to employ access control measures."k On the other hand, given our 
previous findings concerning demographic correlates of household
based protection measures, one might expect that these single 
person households 'are no more likely than other older, lower 
income renters to employ such measures. 

Figure 5.10 shows the proportion of single females and single 
male households vs. other households that employ various protection 
measures. With the exception of single males be'ing more likely 
to report having a hand gun! single males and females are 
less likely than non-singles to employ various h.ome protective 
measures. On the other hand, single women are consistently 
mope likely than single men to have household-based protective 
measures (with tIle exception of hand guns). Nevertheless, it 
cannot be concluded that living by oneself, even for women, leads 
to greatly increased reliance on home protection measures. 

10. Grime-re1a't~d ex eriences and 
in the te ep one survey w 0 in icate t at is er household had 
at least one home protective measure was asked why these measures 
had been employed; this constituted 88 percent of all 
respondents. *~'( Of the total sample, 11.3 percent indicated 
they had been burglary victims in the'past, and subsequently took 
these household-based anti-crime measures. On the other hand, 
nearly seventy-percent (69 .. 7%) had employed such measures 
not because they had been victims', but specifically to' avoid 
future victimization. The remaining seven percent gave non--crime 
related reasons, e.g., "our mortgage requires insurance", when 
asked why they had employed these measures. 

Table 5.8 shows the proportion of individuals who employ 
these home protecti.ve measures, because they have been burglary 
victims (i.e. Reactive Motivation) compared to those who have not 
been victims and do so to avoid future victimization (i.e. 
Proactive Motivation). tv'ith the exception of owning theft/ 
vandalism insurance and owning a dog, burglary victims are more 
likely than non-victims to employ the household-based protection 
measures. The largest differences are observed for alarms/bars/locks, 

~'(It is interesting to note that singles, whether male or female, 
do not differ significantly from non-singles in their perception 
of the likelihood that their home I'lill be broken into in th,: 
futur.e [F (2,1590) = .80, N.S.]. On the other hand, single-, 
household-women do perceive a breakin at their home as signi.ficantly 
more ser;i.ous than single mall:s and non-singles [F (2,1620) = 14.54, 
£ < .001] ~ -

"~*That is, only 11.9% of the sample reported they had not 
employed any home protection measure . 
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Table 5.8 

PERGENTAGES wHo TOOK PROTECTIVE MEASURES FOR 
REACTIVE VS. PROACTIVE MOTIVES 

Reactive 
* Proactive ** 

Motivation Motivation 

Alamrs/Bars/Locks 61.6 41.8 

Outdoor Lights 35.8 33.4 

Hand Gun 27.8 17.7 

Timer 49.1 44.1 

NBRS Watch 70.1 67.1 

Engrave 46.9 34.6 

Insurance 76.5 87.4 

Dog 10.9 11.8 

Significance *** 
of Difference 

.001 

N.S 

.002 

N.S. 

N.S. 

.002 

.001 

N.S'. 

* There were 187 respondents who stated they had taken various 
home protection measures because they had been burglarized 
in the past. 

)~* There were 1155 respondents who stated they had taken various 
home protection measures to avoid future victimizations and 
not because they were past btirglary victims. 

*)~* Significance of chi-square statistic, d.f. = 1. 
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hand gun ownership, and engraving valuables. In each instance 
burglary victims are significantly more likely to employ these 
protection measures than non-victims. The single greatest difference 
applies to the traditional target hardening response of using 
alarms, window bars, and/or special locks to prevent unlawful 
access. Here, 61.6 percent of burglary victims have subsequently 
employed these measures, versus 41.8 percent of non-victims. It 
may be that for certain individuals a personal experience with 
burglary is necessary to O~lercome the inertia associated with 
taking anti-crime measures, especially those that require 
money and/or time. Furthermore, it can be assumed that law 
enforcement officials who investigate attempted breakins and 
burglaries typically recommend to victims that they increase 
the security of their homes by adding special locks and other 
access control devices, and by engraving their valuables to 
facilitate recovery. 

Apart from direct (personal) experience with burglary, the!re 
are many individuals who have indirect (vicarious) exposure 
to burglary. Findings of the Reactions to Crime project (Skogan 
& Maxfield, 1980) suggest that knowledge of local crime victirns, 
other than oneself, helps determine perceptions of neighborhood 
crime problems: In other words, "if it happens to my neighbor, 
it may happen to me." This suggests th'::Lt knowing a person in. 
one's neighborhood:who has had a breakin or an attempted br(~akin, 
should increase the likelihood that hO'lsehold-based anti-crime 
measures will be taken. ~fuile not a causal test of this 
relationship, Table 5.9 supports this notion: Here it can be 
seen that with the exception of owning insurance, respondents 
who know burglary victims in their neighborhood are more likely 
to live in households with various protective measures, than 
respondents who do not know of local victims. The largest 
difference again pertains to an increased tendency to have alarms, 
window bars, and/or special locks. Slightly less than one-half 
of those persons who know local victims live in households 
with these access control devices compared with one-third of 
the households in which a respondent did not know a neighborhood 
victim. Vicarious victimization is also significantly related 
to higher rates of using timers, asking neighbors" to watch a 
vacant home, engraving valuables, and owning a dog. 

A final crime-related variable concerns': the extent to which 
citizens perceive burglary as a crime in their neighborhood. It 
can be reasoned that persons who live in neighborhoods with 
more burglary will be more likely to protect their household. An 
increased usage of alarms, window bars, and/or special locks 
is the only protective measure significantly related to increased 
perception of the magnitude of the ne:ighborhood burglary problem 
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Table 5,9 

KNOWLEDGE OF LOCAL CRIME VICTIMS AND HOnSEHOLD 
PROTECTIVE MEASURES 

Knows Local * Doesn't Know 
Burglary Victim Local Victim 

Significance** 
of Difference 

Alarms/Bars/Locks 45.3 32.8 .001 

Outdoor Lights 31.0 28.3 N.S. 

Hand Gun 18.1 15.5 N.S. 

Timer 43.4 39.3 .01 

NBRS Watc.h 66,,5 57.0 .001 

Engrave 34.S 28.0 .006 

Insurance 74.9 77.2 N.S. 

Dog 13.2 9.1 .02 

)~ 

Th:re were 501 respondents (30.4%) who knew someone in their present 
ne~ghborhood who had their home broken into or an attempted break-in 
in the past few years. The remaining 1148 responqents (69.6%) did 
not know other local crime victims. 

** 
Significance of chi-square statistic, d.t.=l. 
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(r (1596) = .124, r.: ..... 001) . 7~ Only 32.2 percent of those individuals 
who saw no or almost: no burglary problem had these access 
devices at home. On the other hand, 40.5 percent of those that 
saw burglary as "some problem", and 52 per.cent of those that 
perc.eived it as a "big problem" employed these protective 
measures. 

In sum, crime-related experiences ,and perceptions are 
related to the reported deployment of certain household-based 
protective measures. These results indicate that having been a 
burglary victim, knowing other local burglary victims! and per
ceiving burglary to be a local problem relates signifLcantly to 
a marked increase in the use of alarms/window barl?/special 
locks. The results also indicate that those experiences are 
significantly related to engraving one's valuables, and that 
victims of burglary are more likely than non-victims to report 
the purchase of a hand gun for home protection. 

11. Neighborhood crime prevention meeting attendence. During 
the 1970s many citizens met with other residents in their neighbor
hood to discuss local crime/delinquency problems and prevention
oriented solutions. Nany of these meetings were a one-time 
"educational" experience, in which a police officer or 
other local law enforcement official discussed home and personal 
security, usually emphasizing target hardening and engraving 
measures. In other instances, crime preventions meetings occur 
as part of an on-going neighborhood group/organization process . 
in which residents (attendees) may formulate some group (collectLve) 
plan for action, rather than merely make th7ir o\~ h?usehold . 
more secure. While attendance at those meetLngs LS d~scus~ed ~n 
much more detail later in this chapter, it is of interest her.~ .. 
to inyestigate the relationship between crime prevention meetirtg 
attendence and household-based anti-crime measures. 

Nearly ten percent of the respondents (8.4%) reported 
attending at least one anti-crime meeting in their neighborhood 
in the P8;9t few years7d~: approximately two- thirds attended more 
than one rsuch meeting and 85 .6 percent stated that a law 
enforcement officer was involved with the meeting they attended. 
Furthermore, three-quarters of these attendee.s reported that 
these crime prevention meetings were connected with an 
organized neighborhood or community group in their locale. 

7C'Approximately 57 percent of all respondents percei'ved burglary 
to be no problem or almost no problem, 32 percent saw it as some 
problem, and 8.2 percent considered it a big problem in their 
neighborhood. The remaining 3.5 percen1;~did not know the extent 
of their local burglary problem. .' 

**This proportion corresponds closely to the 1977 Reaction to Crime 
survey results of random samples of San Franciscans, Chicagoans, 
and Philadelphians. 
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From F~gure 5.11 it. can be seen that persons who have 
~ttended ne~ghb~rhood crLme prevention meetings are in evepy 
Lnstance mor7 lLkely to say that they employ the various 
home pr~tectLon measure~, ~n~ with the. exception of owning a dog 
these dLfferences are sLgnLf~cant. It ~s most interesting to 
note that the largest absolute differences between attendees 
~nd non:-attendees ex.~st for engraving valuables (52.8% vs. 28.1%), 
~nst~ll~ng alar~s, w~nd~w bars, and/or special locks (55.9% vs. 
34.8%2, and ask~ng a ne~ghbor to. watch an unoccupied home 
(79.3% vs. 58.6%). These findings correspond closely to the impact. 
that.would be e~pected from neighborhood crime prevention 
meet7n9s: Espec~ally when ~ law enforcem7nt officer is present 
~art~c~pants at these meet~ngs have trad~tionally been instructed 
.~encourage~) to watch out for each other's homes, increase 
nome secur~ty through access control devices and to engrave 
valuables. ' 

With the present data there cannot be a definitive test of 
whetht;r attending the meeting caused these individuals to employ 
~er~a~n h9me protection measures. While 40 percent of the attendees 
~nd~ca~ed that th7 meeting had led them to do something different 
for ~r~~e prevent~on 'reasons (with half of them specifically 
ment~on~x:g ~ome acces~ control measure), the nature and sequence 
?f dquest~on~ng, and t~me constraints on the survey precluded an 
~n- epth and fully reliable examination of this is~ue. 

... ~et in.toto the pattern of results indicates that attendees 
certa~nly d~ffer from nonattendees in the extent to which they 
7mploy home protection measures, and it is quite likely in our 
Judgment that the meeting, itself, contributed to these differences. 

12. General dis osition for household-based anti-crime 
mea~ure~. T e oregoing discussion has ocuse on ouse 0 -based 
ant~-cr~me mea~ures one by one. It is now time to investigate 
whether there ~~ a general di~p?sition to employ these protective 
measures: that ~s, are some c~t~zens (households) likely to employ 
man¥ of these measures, while others take few or not precautions 
a,ga~nst b~rglary: Before a valid Home Protection Index could be 
compu~ed ~t was ~~portant to examine the interrelationship among 
the e~gh~ protect~ve measures. Table 5.10 presents these inter
correlat~ons. As mentioned earlier Wilson & Schneider (1978) 
sugg7st that if precautionary measures are "substitutable" then 
~h.e.~nt7rcorrelatior: matrix will have negative correlations; • 
~nd~cat~ng that tak~ng one type of a precautionary measure would 
preclude, rep\fce, ~r substit~te for the need of other measures. 
On tI;e other h~)lnd~ ~f pre~aut~onary measures are "complementary", 
~he.~nt7rcorreLat~on matr~x w~ll have positive correlations; 
~nd~cat~ng that persons who employ one measure are likely to 
employ other measures. While the absolute sizes of the 
actual ~o:rela.tions are not large they are, with one exception, 
:11 p~s~t~v: and most are.stat~stically significant. This suggests 
~hat vhepe ~s a genepal d~spos~tion to employ anti-cpime 
measupes at home. 
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Figure 5.11. CRIME PREVENTION MEETING ATTENDANCE AND PROTECTIVE MEASURES 
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Table 5.10 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF HOUSEHOLD-BASED PROTECTIVE MEASURES 

Alarms/Bars/Locks 

Outdoor Lights 

Hand Gun 

Timer 

" 'I 

NBRS Watch 

Engrave 

Insurance 

Dog 

*1, 
p<.OOl 

* p<.Ol 

Outdoor Hand 
Lights Gun 

i,I 

.219** .118** 

• 077~'t* 

NBRS Insur-
0 

Timer Watch Engrave ance 

.144** .133** .198** .099** 

.132** .151** .174** .2131,* 

, . 082~'t* .069* .103*l't .040l't 

.340,** .109** .190** 

.125** .174*/;: 

• 140*l't 

Dog 

.016 

.110** 

.107'~* 

-.006 

.042* 

.0621, 

.076* 

Note~ -.,Each correlation ~ ... as calculated with pair-wise deletion of missing cases. Sample size 
ranged from 1592 to 1654. 
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Closer inspection of the pattern of intercorrelations shows 
that owning a hand gun and owning a dog for protection have the 
lowest internal consistency within the entire set of correla
tions. (This may be due in part to their extremely skewed 
frequency distributions and the open-end manner in which information 
about dog ownership was obtained.) Through calculation of 
Cronbach's alpha coefficient it was determined that these measures 
do not contribute to the total internal consistency of a Home 
Protection Index that would include all eight measures. This 
analysis indicated that the most reliable index would be made up 
of the remaining six protection measures (ala.rms, etc.; lights; 
timer; NBRs watch; engrave; and insurance). A Home Protection 
Index was therefore computed which represented the number of 
these six home protection measures reportedly taken by each 
household. This index ranged in value from "0" (none) to "6" 
(all); its internal consistency is .51. .. 

Table 5.11 presents the frequency distribution of the Home 
Protection Index (HPI). The modal numbe:t'" of measures reportedly 
taken was two (2), with the average number taken 2.70. 
Relatively few households have none of these protective 
measures (7.4%), a majority employ three or more measures 
(53.4.%), and only a small number report doing all 
six (3.7%). Furthermore, it is interesting to note that over 
half of the 265 households taking onZy one home protective 
measure (57%), have theft(vandalism insurance, and npthing else. i: 

So as to take a multivariate perspective on the ,issue of 
what circumsta.nces lead individual households to employ vs. not 
employ protection measures, a stepwise multiple regression. analysis 
was performed to identify the most parsimonious set of 
predictor variables (from our general conceptual framework) 
that would account for the most variance in the criterion (i.e., 
the Home Protection Index); Table 5 12 provicles the results 
from this analysis. *7~ Eig1:).t variables were identified as 
accounting for the most variance:'(R2 = .27) in the most 
parsimonious manner [F(8,125l) = 57.22, p < .001]. Of greatest 

*A further check Ii to investigate whether households on tne low 
end of the Home Protection Index are unusually likely to say they 
own a gun and/or a dog for, protection, indic,ates that this ~s not 
the case. Only 8% of households with "0" on the HPI and 8.3/0 
of those with a "1" in the HPI have a hand gun at home for 
protection. Similarly, only 5.8% and 8.0% of households with 
"0" or "1", respectively, on the HPI have a dog for home 
protection. 

i'*This stepwise mUltiple regression analysis was performed with an 
initial pool of 34 predictor variables inc,luding basic demographics, 
personal dispositions (control, territoriality), burglary 
experienc~s and perceptions, perceptions of neighborhood, perceived 
risk,., seriousness, and efficacy variables, and contextual variables 
(e.'g., local burglary rate, city/suburbs). 
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Table 5.11 

HOME PROTECTION INDEX (HPI) FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION* 

No. of Home Protecti.on Actual Freq. Relative Freq. 
Heasures Taken of Households of Households 

None (0) 118 7.l.% 

One 265 16.6% 

Two 358 22.4% 

Three 337 21.1% 

Four 292 18.3% 

Five 169 10.6% 

All (6) 58 3.7% 

N=16l2 100.0% 

* Fifty-eight households (respondents) in the entire sample 
(3.5%) had missing values on at least one of the six 
measures, and thus were not assigned a value on the Home 
Protection Index. 
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Table 5.12 

STEPWISE REGRESSION ANALYSIS WITH HOME PROTECTION INDEX (HPI) 

Entry Order of Standardized Zero-order r 
with HPI Predictor Variables Beta Weights 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Home Ownership . , 
I. 

Perceived efficacy of 
home protection measures 

Attendance at NBHD 
crime prevention meeting 

Perception that NBRs 
help each other out 

Married 

Victim of Burglary 

Community area mean 
per capita income 

Knowledge of local 
bu~glary victims 

**p<.QOl 

*p<.05 

.338** .411** 

.206** .240** 

.139** .176** 

.110** .210** 

.090** .251*''( 

.056* .025 

.056* .095** 

.049* .051* 

Ncite. Analysis was performed with 1260 cases due to case-wise 
deletion.for missing data on any of the thirty-five 
variables in the analysis. 
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importance is the distinction between homeowners and renters. 
This supports the findings from the univariate analyses 
presented earlier, that owners have more personal incentives 
and suffer from fewer constraints than renters to employ home 
protection measures'. Of second importance is the efficacy to 
prevent burglary which people attribute to specific home 
protection measures; people who perceive target hardening devices 
and asking neighbors to watch unoccupied homes as very effective 
means to prevent burglary are most likely to employ more home 
protective measures. Next in importance is attendance at. a 

.. neighborhood crime prevention meeting ;it too is associated 
with heightened use of,· home protection measures. Fourth, 
individuals who perceive fellow residents in their neighborhoods 
as generally the kind that "help each other out" ra.ther than 
ones that "go their own way" have higher scores on the Home 
Protection Index. Fifth, households with married couples 
(and cohabitators) are more likely than households with single, 
separated, divorced, or widowed adults to employ these 
measures. Next, households that have been broken. into or had 
an attempted breakinare more likely than those without direct 

-exposure to burglary to use protective measures. Seventh, house
holds in higher income communities employ more home protection 
measures than ones in lower income areas. And finally, house
holds that have had vicarious exposure to local burglary (through 
personal knowledge of neighborhood victims) are more likely 
to use home protection measures, than those without such 
exposure. 

'13. Summary and GonclusiQ:n;s.c:o'As seen he:fe, and in earlier 
surveys of the urban populace, theJ:'e is great variation among 
Ameri'can households in the extent to which they employ home 
protection measures. In our telephone survey data was gathered 
on eight forms of home protection: (1) alarms, window bars, and/ 
or special locks; (2) special qptdoor .. lights; 0) hand guns; (4) 
timer for indoor lights or radio; (5) asking neighbors to watch 
an unoccupie'd home; (6) engraving valuables; (7) theft/vandalism 
insurance; and (8) other. 

Two consistent findings emerged across all the analyses. 
First, homeowners are much more likely than renters to take house
hold-based protective measures. This follows no doubt from the 
greater control they can exercise over their property, and because 
of their greater investment (financial and psychological) in . 
their home. It is not idrectly due to their greater income, because 
once home ownership is controlled for. household income does 
not relate significantly with most property protection measures. 
Second, there is a somewhat .~.,eak, but reliable, disposition 
to employ protective measures at home; certain households are 
likely to employ many or all measures, while others employ few 
or none. Furthermore, there was no evidence that anyone type 
of protective measure "substitutes" for others. That is, in the 
general population we surveyed, there was no indication that the 
employment of one form of home protection served a sufficient 
condition for security, precluding th~ desire for other 
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forms. Rather these measures appear "complementary" or cumulative; 
not in a stri~t statistical sense~'(, but in the sense that certain 
households employ a number of v~ried measure~, rather than a 
specific combination of a certa~n fe\y. Assunung at least some 
effectiveness of these measures to reduce a ho'llq,ehold' s chance of 
loss to burglary, then there are significant differences.among 
households in th,e extent to which they are protected aga~nst 
burglary. 

It seems reasonable to conclude that the primary incentives 
for employing household-based protecti'~e measures.are to pr~tect 
one's property from loss and to protect the sanct:ty of one s 
home. Complementing this is the facilitation prov~ded by control 
over physical modifications of one's home, and the resources 

." 'h . h' tIe" ($) necessary to do so. The max~m, a man s orne ~s' ~s cas 
se~~s understandably more applicabl~ ~o homeow~ers t~an renters. 
Ie-'J::'s owners that have more "wealth' ulvested ~n the~r home, and 
thus more to lose (financially and psychologically) to a home 
invasion. Thus if they perceive some possibility of burglary they 
will experience a greater motivation than renter~ to ~_employ . 
protective measures at home. On the ot~er har;d i ~f they.perce~ve 
no reasonable risk of burglary, they w~ll st~~l employ ~nsurance 
protection against that "one-in-a-million" chance. 

for 

It appears very likely that residents do no~solely base 
their decisions to protect theLL home .on some rat~.onal assess
ment of danger in the environment. As have been shown here, 
crime-related experiences and perceptions are somewh~t related to 
protective actions, but they should by no me~ns be v~ewed as ~he 
only determinants of household-based.protect~ve measu:-es. It ~s 
?robable that through the acculturat~on process certa~n " 
~ndividuals learn "what you do for household safety purposes . 
Cultural norms become common sense behaviors for those exposed 
t.o the, various n.orms. 

The efficacy that individuals attribute to protective 
measures was generally found to be positively related to their. 

, employment. To the extent that this is a causal relationship, ~t 
can be concluded that persons will be mo~ivated (i:e.,.have an 
incentive) to employ measures they perce~ve as eff~ca,c~~us, , 
and be dissuaded from empl.oying measv,resthat are p~rce~ved as.~ 
ineffective. Yet given the nat1,.lre of our cross .... sect~on~l data ~,.. 
may rather be that people employ anti-crime.measures w~thout regard 
to efficacy, and later come to hold percept~ons that are 
consistent with their behaviors. 

Peer influence and consensual validation through exposure 
to neighborhood crime prevention meetings appear also to operate 

*That is, they do not form a reliable Guttman continuum. 
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as facilitators in encouraging the use of protecti~e measures; 
specifically, engraving valuables, installation of 'access control 
devices, and reliance' on neighbors for protection. These meetings 
appear not only to have an instructive impact upon attendees by 
teaching them what to do, but also an emotional impact by 
arousing attendee's perceived need for protection via vicarious 
victimizaton .,* 

In conclusion, it appears that the decision to employ 
home protection measures is best viewed as a function of an accul
turated (internalized) need for these measures. This relationship 
seems to describe the findings across the general population. It 
does not negate the fact that each household has idiosyncratic 
reasons for employing many, few, or no anti-crime measures. Nor 
does it negate the finding of reliable and consistent differences 
among subgroups of the general population in the extent to which 
certain household anti-crime measures are employed, or that these 
differences are I\associated with the personal characteristics, 
experiences, and perceptions of occupants. Yet it should be 
noted that while all of these anti-crime measures seem associated 
with individual/private-minded motives" the "risk-avoidance" 
disposition (at least as we have conceptualized and measured it) 
does not account for a great amount of the variance in these 
behaviors. 

C. Neighborhood/Gommunity-Based.Anti-GriIne Efforts 

A.part from crime prevention measures that citizens employ 
for themselves, their families and households, there are a 
number of activities that involve groups of neighbors (and 
community residents) working together to prevent crime. The 
Community Crime Prevention programs that developed in the 1970s 
are of this genre: Most ,often these group anti-crime efforts have 
been thought to start with citizens attending local "crime 
prevention" meetings to discuss or plan courses of action. The 
results of such meetin.gs are vatied. Some groups never meet again 
aRd leave having aired concerns I' but with no intention of 
ma,rshalling a collective respon$e. Other times t.hese meetings 
provide the forum for the organization of some group anti-crime 
effort. Neighbors may agree to increase surveillance and crime
;te.porting tprough a "block watch" program or a citizens,' patrol. 
Ari escort program might be organized to provide "safe" passage 
for the elderly and/or children on their way to school. Safe-Haven 
homes might be identified for those ~7ho are faced with some imminent 
threat while outside in the neighborhood; or a WhistleSTOP 
program may be organized. Neighbors may also (or rather) choose 

*Much of what commonly transpires at these meetings entails the 
exchange of information and stories about crime in the neighborhood. 
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to formulate some group response that does not focus on the 
prevention of' criminal events per se, but focuses on the "root" 
causes of crime. Following thi$ tact, recreation .or employment 
pro&rams for youth: may be developed. 

Almost all (85,6%) of the organizations included in our 
inperson interviews reportedly hav~ done something.t~ ~revent 
crime/delinquency. These cover a w~de range of act~v~t~es (see 
Table 5.13). Nearly half (45.8%) have coordinated their efforts 
with city-wide crime prevention organizations such as Beat Rep 
(in Chicago), SAFE (Safety Awareness for Everyone-San Francisco), 
and CLASP (Citizen's Local Alliance for a Safer Philadelphia). One
third (31.3%) of the organizations sponsored blockwatch programs, 
helped form neighborhood block clubs, or were actually block club 
groups engaged specifically in anti-crime efforts. Over one-
fourth (28.2%) had taken steps to better police-community 
relations as a crime prevention str~tegy. Anti-crime efforts of 
an indirect nature were undertaken by roughly one-fifth (22.9%) 
of the organizations: these groups sponsored youth recreation 
or employment programs, drug rehabilitation services, neighborhood 
clean-up projects and so forth, which were believed to play an 
important role in crime reduction. A similar proportion (17.6%) 
engaged in more active "on-the-street" anti-crime activities, 
such as neighborhood patrols and escort programs. 

A few of the organizations undertook other crime prevention 
strategies including: requests for more service from police, 
such as increased patrolling or better enforcement of certain 
laws; hosting crime prevention meetings f9r local residents: 
sponsoring operation I.D. and WhistleSTOP programs; encouraging 
target hardening efforts such as use of ,~pecial locks and alarms, 
in their neighborhoods; promoting the use of private security 
forces for specific groups or businesses; and petitioning for 
better lighting in the~r neighborhoods to make the areas safer 
at. night. 

In response to our questioning about the outcome of their 
organization's anti-crime efforts, nearly half of the leaders 
(46.6%) believed their organizations had produced positive 
re$ults against crime. Approximately 20 percent indic:ated that 
their efforts had a partial success, no impact, or even a negative 
impact on neighborhood crime. The remaining one-third felt it 
wa's "too soon to tell", or were uncertain of thee effect of 
their anti-crime efforts. 

Leaders' perceptions regarding the extent of neighborh~od 
crime problems were evenly distributed across three categor~es; 
that iS f roughly one-third (30.?%) of the org.anizati~n " 
leaders indicated there were sl~ght or no problems w~th cr~me 
in their organization's area, another third (3?~%) fe~t 
they had moderate crime problems, and the rema~n~ng th~rd 
(33.9%) believed the extent of neighborhood crime was a big 
problem. Yet as evidenced in Table 5.14, the perce,ived extent 
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Table 5.13 

ORGANIZATIONAL CRIME PREVENTION ACTIVITIES 

Anti-Crime Effort 

Coordinate efforts with/join 
City-Wide Crime Prevention 
Organization (e.g., Clasp, Beat Rep, Safe) 

Promote Block Watches/Form Block Clubs 

Promote Police-Neighborhood Relations 

Indirect Efforts (e.g., youth recreation 
.programs, drug rehab services) 

Coordinate NBHD Patrols 
and Escort Programs 

Request More Service 
From Police 

Crime Prevention Meetings 

Operation ID 

Whist1eSTOP 
D 

Target Hardening 

Hhe Private Police 

RE.I'guest Better NBHD Lighting 

Proportion Doing 
Activity 

45.8 

31.3 

28.2 

22.9 

17.6 

14.5 

6.9 

6.9 

6.1 

6.1 

3.1 

2.3 

Note. These proportions are of the 131 organizations whose leadel:s 
providlad these data. l1ultiple resp01lses were coded, thus 
these :percentages do not sum up to 100. 0%. 
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Table 5.14 ,. 

PERCEIVED EXTENT OF NBHD CRIME AND TOP FIVE ANTI-CRIME EFFORTS 

Perceived Extent of Neighborhood Crime 

Slight or 
No Problem 

Coordinate efforts with/ 
Join City-Wide Crime 
Prevention Organization 

(51.3%*) 

Promote Block Watches/ 
Form Block Clubs 

(33.3%) 

Promote Police/NBHD 
Relations 

(30.8%) 

Indirect Efforts 
(20.5%) 

Operation ID or 
Coordinate NBHD Patrols 
and Escort Programs 

(12.8%, respectively) 

N=39 

Moderate 
Problem 

Coordinate efforts with/ 
Join City-Wide Crime 
Prevention Organization 

(42.2%) 

Promote Block Watches/ 
Form Block Clubs 

(31.1%) 

Indirect Efforts 
(26.7%) 

Coordinate NBHD Patrols 
and Escort Programs 

(22.2%) 

Promote Police-NBHD 
Relations 

(20.0%) 

N=45 

Big 
Problem 

Coordinate efforts with/ 
Join City-Wide Crime 
Prevention Organization 

(46.5%) 

Promote Police-NBHD 
Relations 

(32.6%) 

Promote Block Watches/ 
Form Block Clubs 

(30.2%) 

Request More 
Service from Police 

(23.3%) 

Indirect Efforts 
(20.9%) 

N=43 

*Percentages re~resent proportion of organizations which engaged in 
each activity l'd.sted. Multiple responses were coded, therefore these 
percentages do ',not sum to 100.0%. 

Note. Four of the 131 organizations which had engaged in some anti
crime activity did not rate the extent of neighborhood crime 
and are therefore missing from these an-:-:lyses. 
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of neighborhood' crime di.d not differentially relate to the type 
of anti-crime efforts most organizations undertook. Roughly half 
of the organizations rating the problem as slight, moderate or 
great had coordinated their anti-crime, efforts with or had 
joined city-wide crime prevention organizations. Promoting block
watch programs or forming block clubs, encouraging police
connnunity relations, and indirect efforts (such as providing 
youth services or drug rehabilitation programs, and neighbor
hood clean-up projects) were also frequent responses to crime, 
regardless of the perceived extent of the problem. In contrast 
to what might be expected (and not shown in Table 5.14), 
proport~onally more organizations for which the extent of cri~e 
was described as slight or moderate, than organizations in "b1.g 
crime problem" areas had engaged in direct-action efforts, such 
as neighborhood patrols and escort programs. It is possible that 
this reflects the successful reduction of the crime problem 
in those nei~hborhoods., 

It has often been assumed that citizen involvement in these 
group anti-crime efforts stems directly and solely from their 
experiences as crime victims, perceptions of neighborhood crime 
problems, and fear of cr~me. Yet the findings of the Reactions 
to Crime project suggest that crime and fear may not be the 
primary motivating agents for citizen involvement in group . 
anti-crime efforts (Dubow & Podelefsky, 1979; Podolesky & DuBOW, 
1980; Kidder, 1978; and Lewis et al., 1979). Instead, that 

-c~esearch indicated that participation in group ,crime prevention 
eftorts often followed direatZy from citizen involvement in 
neighborhood and connnunity groups, not necessarily anti-crime 
in nature. ' 

Our conceptual framework (Chapter I) was developed to 
incorporate these two perspectives. And the information that was 
gathered via our telephone survey of citizens provides for a 
comparative analysis of the processes which lead citizens to 
participate in these neighborhood/connnunity-based 
anti-crime efforts. Logic dictates that before actual participation 
can occur a citizen must recognize an opportunity for his/her 
participation. Connnunity organizations and Connnunity Crime 
Prevention programs try to provide that opportunity by making . 
the citizenry aware of their existence and purposes, and encourag1.ng 
citizen involvement (cf. Bickman & Lavrakas, 1974). We, therefore, 
can identify a logical process (flow) that must occur before an 
individual can becom~ involved in a group anti-crime effort: 

• the effort must first exist (or be in a formulative 
stage), 

• the individual must be aware of its existence, and 

• the indivi:dual must " an opportunity to become perce1.ve 
involved. 
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This opportuni.ty for involvement includes both personal factors 
(e.g., time) and cognitions that his/her participation will be 
permitted, or rather is welcomed. 

Figure 5,12 presents the actual page from our telephone 
survey instrument that was developed to collect data re1event to 
this process (awareness -,l-opportunity -+participation). Because of 
its importance to the present discussion and its complexity, an 
explanation of its use is presented: Respondents were first asked 
if they were aware of any of seven possible crime prevention 
efforts taking place in their neighborhoods in the past couple 
of years. Each "yes" was followed up "with an inquiry of the 
circumstances that prompted the efforts (proactive vs. reactive), 
whether the individual had been given an opportunity to pa.rticipate, 
and whether the individual had been given an opportunity to 
participate, and whether he/she had done so. Those who had not 
participated were asked why they hadn't participated; and those 
that did participated were asked a series of follow-up questions 
not shown in Figure 5.12 (but discussed later in this chapter). 

1. Citizen.exposureto grouP anti-crime efforts. As shown 
in Figure 5.12 respondents in the telephone survey were asked 
about seven different group anti-crime a.ctivities: 

• 
o 

• 
• 
• 

neighborhood crime prevention meeting 

citizen patrol of the neighborhood 

neighborhood escort program 

blockwatch/neighborhood watch program 

Beat Representative program* 

*The Beat Rep Program (Beat Representative) is a neighborhood 
based anti-crime effort sponsored by the Chicago Police Department. 
Its goal is to promote positive citizen-police inte~action whereby 
the citizenry will become the "eyes and ears" on the street for 
their local beat officers. This program is structuredto coincide 
with the division of patroling districts into beats, vdth Beat 
captains responsible for the recruitment of Block captains on 
blocks within their beat .. ::=:lock captains are responsible for 
recruitment of residents on their block to participate it~. the 
surveillance effort. 
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Figure 5.12 

NEIGIIBORHOOD eRniE PREVENTION ACTIVITIES SURVEY ITENS 
BEGIN CARD 03 

26a. IIave you heard or read about any of the following kinds of acti.vlties taking place tn Your neighborhood in the past couple of years? 

(ASK A FOR 1-7, BEFORE ASKING DJ 

(1) a neighborhood crime 1 
prevention.meeting? 

(2) a citizen's patrol of 1 
your neighborhood? 

(3) an escort program 1n 1 
your neighborhood? 

(4) a block~atch or 1 
neighborhood watch 
program? 

(5) a Beat Representa
time prcgram? 

(6) a WhistleSTOP 
program? 

(7) any uther crime 
prevention 
program in your 
neighborhood? 

1 

1 

1 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

l~ 

(IF ALL NOs, 
SKIP TO WHITE) 

C
·_""'"' ~ __ .... <i' 

;'l- -' 

(Ip 1""S TO "A") 
--------------------------;:..(ASK "E", IF NO TO "[1") 

Was (this) to keep 
crime from becoming 
a problem or was it 
that crime had already 
become a problem in -
your neighborhood? 

Keep IIon't 
I!2!!! ~ KnOlJ 

1 2 7 

1 2 7 

1 2 7 

1 2 7 

1 2 7 

1 2 7 

15 

18 

21 

24 

27 

30 

1 2 7 33 

,/ , 

! . 

-, 

c. Were you given an 
opportunity to 
attend/take part? 
Did anyonB ask you, 
or did you SBB a 
notiue or poster? 

1 o 

1 o 

1 o 

1 o 

1 o 

1 o 

1 o 

r--1 
t.- .• 

/ 

16 

19 

22 

25 

2B 

31 

d. Did you attend/ 
take part in 
(this)? 

(1) 1 0 

(ASK PINK) 

(2) 1 0 

(ASK BLUE) 

(3) 1 0 

(ASK BLUE) 

(4) 1 0 

(ASK BWE) 

(5) 1 0 

(ASK BWe) 

(6) 1 0 

(SKIP TO WHITE) 

(7) 1 0 

(SiflP TO WHITE) 

17 

20 

23 

26 

29 

32 

35 

e. Why didn't you attend/ 
take part 1n {this)? 

(1) ______ _ 

(2) ______ _ 

(3) ______ _ 

(4) ___ _ 

(5) ______ _ 

(6) 

(7) ______ _ 
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• WhistleSTOP program~" 

• any other ne~ghborhood crime prevention program 

Table 5.15 displays. the proportions of respondents who 
indicated that these anti-crime efforts have o.ccurred in their 
neighborhoods. Chica.go resident$ a.re far more 'likely to report 
some group anti-crime effort haying taken place in their 
neighborhoods than are suburbanites. But before we discuss 
contextual factors associated with the communities where these 
efforts have occurred it is important to investigate whether 
citizens who reported being "unaware" of organized anti-crime 
efforts in their neighborhoods did so because there were in fact 
none such efforts. or if these citizens simply did not realize 
(or recall) that such an effort actually had taken place. 

To provide a definitive answer to this issue we would need 
to document every Chicago metropolitan area neighborhood crime 
prevention meeting that was held in the past few years, and then 
compare this information to each of our respondent's place of 
residence; clearly this is an impossible task. In the absence 
of such a definitive answer we can advance a reasoned estimate 
by examin..i.ng the correlates of being aware/unaware of a 
neighborhood crime prevention meeting. To the extent that con
textual variables correlate with "awareness" we reason that this 
item is measuring the actual existence of these neighborhood crime 
prevention meetings. On the other hand, if individual-difference 
variables correlate with awareness it would appear the item may 
be measuring the extent to which people are "in touch with" or 
recall happenings in their neighborhood. Therefore, correlations 
were calcul.ated between responQ.ents' avlareness of neighborhood 
crime prevention meetings and socio-demographic and contextual 
variables; see Table 5.16. None of the socio-demographic variable 
correlations are of significant magnitude. Specifically, there 
is no evidence that older ~~rsons or less educated p~rsons were 
less aware of neighborhood' 'c~:ime prevention meetings, which might 
be expected if th~ item were measuring "recall." Furth.ermore. 
there is no evidence that the number of children in a household 
is correlated with awareness; this would be expected if the item 

*WhistleSTOP is an anti-crime' program started in two Chicago 
neighborhoods that has spread elsewhere within the area and to other 
states. It involves an organized attempt to encourage the purchase 
and use of whistles by citizens in a neighborhood when they 
observe some suspicious/criminal event or when they hear another 
whistle blowing. A multitude of blowing whistles is assumed to 
increase the risk a potential offender perceives while 
attempting a crime, thereby stopping crime from occurring 
and/or aiding a potential victim. 
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Anti-Crime Effort 

Crime Prevention Meeting 

Neighborhood Patrol 

Escort Program 

B10ckwatch Program 

Beat Rep Program 

Whist1eSTOP Program 

Other Crime Prevention 
Programs 

Table 5.15 

CITIZEN AWARENESS OF NEIGHBORHOOD ANTI-CRIME EFFORTS 

Total Sample 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency (%) 

412 24.9 

192 11.6 

74 4.4 

142 8.6 

79 4.8 

144 8.7 

57 3.5 

City Sample 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency (%) 

256 32.6 

120 15.3 

47 6.0 

86 11.0 

70 8.9 

118 14.9 

1l~ . .1.8 

Total N = 1656 N = 787 
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Suburban Sample 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency (%) 

156 18.0 

72 8.3 

26 3.0 

55 6.4 

9 .6 

27 3.1 

43 5.0 

N = 869 
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Table 5.16 

CORRELATION OF SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC AND CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES 
WITH AWARE/UNAWARE OF NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PREVENTION MEETINGS 

,~~_tr: ___ , 

f1 
'U 
U 

Subject Variables Aware/Unaware n 
Socio-Demographic 

Sex 

Age 

Race 

Education 

/I of Children 

Income 

Married 

Own Home 

Contextual 'Variables 

Area 

Extent of NERD Problems 

Robbery Rate 

Assault Rate 

Burglary Rate 

Density 

Pct. Nonwhite 

Distance from Loop 

Median Income 

* p<.OOl 

.004 

-.016 

.041 

.020 

.018 

.033 

-.008 

.015 

-.169* 

.179* 

.084* 

. 074* 

.062 

.108* 

.044 

-.082* 
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were measuring "being'in touch" with one's neighborhood, as 
children are often the critical linkage between adults and 
neighborho'od happenings (Riger & Lavrakas;' 1980). 

In contrast, most of the contextual variables correlate 
significantly in an expected manner with respondents' awareness 
of neighborhood crime prevention meetings. Given the fact that 
it is just these types 'of neighborhoods that one would expect to 
have the need for anti-crime meetings, we have reasoned that the 
awareness variable is measuring the occurrence of neighborhood 
crime prevention meetings, and thus respondents' aatuaZ 
exposu:r>e to this group anti-crime activity. 7~ 

Another type of comparison we can make on the validity of 
our "awareness/exposure" measures involves the Beat Rep Program. 
The Beat Rep program was initiated in Chicago on a proposed 
city-wide basis during 1976. Yet as 'often happens with large
scale federally funded community anti-crime projects, the Beat 
Rep Program had considerable start-up problems (Bickman, Maltz, 
& Lavrakas, 1.976). Citizen awareness and contact with the. program 
were assessed through two telephone surveys conducted in 1977 
and 1978 as part of an ILEC-funded evaluation (Melaniphy & 
Associates, Inc., 1978). This impact evaluation estimated 
that 15.0 percent of Chicago residents had heard of the Beat 
Rep program by 1977. The follow-up survey indicated that awareness 
had increased to 16.8 percent by 1978. In comparison, 8.9 percent 
of our 1979 Chicago respondents were aware of Beat Rep programs 
operating in their neighbo:r>hood. The evaluation study had found 
that 5.3 percent and 10.3 percent of the aware respondents in 
1977 and 1978, respectively, reported that they had attended a 
Beat Rep meeting. In contrast, 30.5 percent of our Chicago 
respondents, who indicated awareness of a neighborhood Beat Rep 
program reported they had participated. These differences in the 
reported percentage of respondents indicating awareness and actual 
participation in the Beat Rep program, between the Melaniphy 
& Associates study and the present survey, are not surprising . 
The Beat Rep evaluation assessed awareness and participation in 
very general terms, whereas outr telephone survey collected data 
specifically with reference to the neighborhood in which 
respondents lived. It seems reasonable that more people may have 
heard of Beat Rep in general, than were aware of it operating 
in their own neighborhoods. It is also reasonable that of those 
aware that Beat Rep programs exist (anywhere) in Chicago, 
proportionally fewer indicated they had actually participated 
(Beat Rep evaluation study), in comparison to proportionally more 
of our aware respondents who reported participation in a 

*It is readily acknowledged that this is 'not. a perfect (true) 
measure of exposure, but rather one that a.ppears adequate to 
allow for meaningful analysis. 
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neighborhood Beat Rep program. In sum, the findings of Beat 
Rep awareness and participation levels in the present survey do 
not appear incompatible with the independent findings of the 
evaluation study. And thus we conclude that the validity of our 
data on Beat Rep should not be suspect. 

2. Community context of group anti-crime efforts. Using the 
community-level contextual data that were gathered to supplement 
the data provided by the telephone survey instrument, we can 
investigate which environmental factors are associated with the 
presence and absence of these group anti-crime efforts.* 
Respondents from neighborhoods where these efforts were reported 
to have occurr~d are significantly (:e. < .01) mClre likely to 
perceive neighborhood crime and incivility problems, than are 
people in neighborhoods without these group crime prevention 
responses (see Table 5.17). Differences in the actual crime rates 
of respondent's Chicago community area or suburb shows this 
pattern even more strongly: burglary, robbery and assault rates 
are all significantly greater in areas where these efforts 
reportedly exist. Note in Table 5.17 that robberies are 503 
and 480 per 100,000 in communities where Beat Rep and WhistleSTOP 
programs exist, respectively, compared to 261 and 253 per 100,000 
in communities where these anti-crime programs appear not to 
have developed. We also find that aZZ group anti-crime efforts 
are more likely to occur, on the average, in more densely 
populated, lower income areas with a relatively greater proportion 
of nonwhite residents. In sum, the results indicate that these 
type of community crime prevention efforts are initiated in 
higher-risk communities. This supports the reasoning in our 
conceptual framework: crime (victimization) provides the 
external (environmental) impetus for the development of community 
crime prevention programs. Yet it appears to be more a 
necessary rather than a sufficient condition for their origin. 

3. Formulation of a group anti-crime effort vis-a-vis crime. 
further investigate the processes that lead to the formulation 
of neighborhood anti-crime programs our respondents were 
asked whether the group efforts in their neighborhoods were 
formulated "to keep crime from becoming a problem, or was it that 
crime had already become a problem in your neighborhood?" For 
each of the anti-crime efforts, a majority of respondents said 
it was to keep crime from becoming a problem, i.e., a proactive 
response by the neighborhood/community (see Table 5.18). Over 
two-thirds of the escort and blockwatch programs were reportedly 
formed in communities for proactive reasons, i.e., crime had no\: 
yet become a problem (as judged by our respondents). About 60 

'kNo information was collected about the nature of the "other 
neighborhood crime prevention program", therefore no further 
analyses on this measure will be presented. 
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Table 5.17 

MEAN CONTEXTUAL DIFFERENCES AND NBHD ANTI-CRIHE EFFORTS 

MEANS 

Area Area Area Area 
NBHD NBHD Burglary Robbery Assaults Area Area Hedian 

'1;Perceived *Perceived Per Per Per Percent Population Income Anti-Crime Efforts Crime Probe Incivility 100000 100000 100000 Non White Density $ 

Crime Prevention Heetings 
NBHDs without 1.33 1.38 1005 252 201 16 11506 6130 NBHDs with 1.53 1.58 1084 336 241 19 14605 5818 

Citizen Patrol 
NBHD8 without 1.36 1.40 1007 261 204 16 11938 6110 NBHDs with 1.54 1.62 1161 355 261 21 14857 5615 

t-' Escort Program .j::'-
00 NBHDs without 1.37 1.42 1021 263 206 16 12159 6072 

NBHDs with 1.50 1.62 1108 472 316 25 14812 5622 
Blockwatch Program 

NBHDs without 1.37 1.42 1012 264 207 17 11981 6077 NBHDs with 1.54 1.57 1158 367 256 19 15483 5786 
Beat Rep. Program 

NBIIDs without 1.36 1.41 1018 261 206 16 11922 6083 
NBHDs with 1.80 1.77 1166 503 293 24 19376 5446 

Whist1eStop Program 
NBHDs without 1.36 1.41 1005 253 202 16 11599 6085 

1.64 1.59 1228 480 303 19393 5709 NBHDs with 29 

*Perc. Crime Problems and Perceived Incivility Problems are indices that range from "1" (almost no 
problem) to "3" (big problem). 
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Table 5.18 

FORMULATION OF ANTI-CRIME MEASURES FOR 
PROACTIVE AND REACTIVE MOTIVES 

Anti-Crime 
Measure 

Crime Prevention 
Meeting 

Neighborhood 
Patrol 

'-' 
Escort Program n 

Blockwatch 
Program 

Beat Rap 
Program 

WhistleSTOP 
Program 

Total Freq. 

412 

192 

74 

142 

79 

144 

Proportion* 
Proactive 

62.7 

57.8 

67.5 

70.3 

55.2 

61. 7 

Proportion** -
Reactive 

37.3 

42.2 

32.5 

29.7 

44.8 

38.3 

* Proactive means "to keep crime from.becoming a problem." 

** Reactive means "crime had already become a problem." 
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percent of the crime prevention meetings, neighborhood patrols, 
and WhistleSTOP programs were also started to keep crime from 
becomiilg a neighborhood problem. The formation of Beat Rep Programs 
were associated with th~ highest level of "reactive" responses 
(44.8%). These results suggest that crime as a potential problem 

-c!~llust be salient before organized community responses develop; 
but that they often do d~velop before the extent of the crime 
problem crosses the "serious" threshold. 

These findings are further documented by comparing areas 
in which the anti-crime meaS'l:~res reportedly originated for PTO
active vs. reactive reasons, on contextual characteristics .. 
Nearly half (49%) of the crime prevention meetings that 
respondents said were formulated to keep crime from be.coming a 
problem occurred in the suburbs. On the other hand, 83 percent 
of the mee~ings that were held after crime was a problem, took 
place in the city. Again, ~~bout half (46%) of the proactive 
citizen _paccrols were in the. suburbs, while three-quarters 
(75%) of the reactive pa~rols were in Chicago. Proactive 
escort programs were eqti~lly likely to occur in the suburbs 
vs. the city (48% vs. 52%), but nearly all reactive escort 
programs took place in Chicago (91%). Less dramatic differences 
are observed for the location of blockwatch programs: 57% of 
those proactive in nature took place in a Chicago neighborhood, 
and 72% of reactive hlockwatch programs were Chicago-based. 
(Since Beat Rep is a City of Chicago program comparisons here 
are not meaningful~)Finally, more of the reactive WhistleSTOP 
programs occurred in the city (89%), compared with the 67% of 
the proactive ones. In sum, a differential pattern is consistently 
found between the city and suburbia: city neighborhoods are 
apparently more likely than suburban neighborhoods to have a 
crime problem before trying to do something about it.* Suburban 
neighborhoods, where community crime prevention efforts exist, 
seem to take more of a proactive stance toward crime i.e., 
try to "nip it in the bud". 

/ Further underscoring these findings are results in Table 
5.19. Serving as sort of a validity check on our proactive vs. 
reactive measures we find that perceptions of neighborhood 
problems (crime and incivility) and actual reported crime 
rates (especially for robbery and assault) are significantly 
higher in communities where the respondent attributed a reactive 
motive to the formulation of the anti-crime efforts. In general, 
it is the more densely populated and lower income areas, with a 
higher concentration of nonwhite population where crime apparently 
becomes a problem before an organized community response is mar
shalled: 

*In fact it is probable that relatively high levels of crime 
in city neighborhoods predate the existence of community 
crime prevention programs. 
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Table 5.19 

MEAN CONTEXTUAL DIFFERENCES AND FORMULATION NOTIVES 

MEANS 

Area Area Area Area 
NBHD NBHD Burglary Robbery Assaults Area Area Median 

Formulation Motives of *Perceived *Perceived Per Per Per Percent Population Income 
Anti-Crime Efforts Crime Prob. Incivility 100000 100000 100000 Non White Density $ 

Crime Prevention Meetings 
Proactive Motive 1.32 1.39 996 238 184 15 11955 5993 
Reactive Motive 1.91 1.95 1259 521 349 28 19399 5414 

Citizen Patrol 
Proactive Motive 1.34 1.37 1132 301 223 19 13094 5730 
Reactive Motive 1.84 1.99 1210 444 312 25 17731 5434 

Escort Program 
Proactive Motive 1.32 1.43 1041 387 275 20 11619 5659 
Reactive Motive 1.92 2.04 1204 620 368 37 22604 5451 

B10ckwatch Program 
Proactive Motive 1.38 1.42 1158 346 232 19 13704 5750 
Reactive Motive 1.86 1.94 1102 389 292 17 19323 5849 

Beat Rep. Program 
Proactive Motive 1.54 1.56 1095 411 251 25 15739 5268 
Reactive Hotive 2.12 2.05 1310 666 373 24 24656 5517 

Whist1eStop Program 
Proactive Motive 1.44 1.44 1139 366 239 27 16879 5708 
Reactive Motive 1.96 1.83 1376 656 399 30 23120 5714 

*Perc. Crime Problems and Perceived Incivility Problems are indices that range from "1" (almost no 
problem) to "3" (big problem). 
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While these findings are preliminary in nature, they do suggest 
something about the environmental correlates of differential 
community tolerance of crime: It appears that crime becomes a 
salient issue, around which some neighborhood-based group 
response is formulated, at much lower levels in the suburbs than 
in the city. City residents apparently (have to) adapt to higher 
levels of crime as part of daily life, and it is often not until 
crime has reached relatively serious proportions that some urban 
communities see organized attempts to stop it. 

4. 0 ortunit for involvement in anti-crime efforts. 
While a c~t~zen must e aware t at a. commun~ty cr~me prevent~on 
program exists before he/she can engage in it, we have reasoned 
that participation rates are also a function of the opportunities 
the individual perceives for involvement. Unless the citiz,en 
feels that his/her involvement is permitted (preferably welcomed), 
it is unlikely that actual participation will ensue. This logic 
is supported by the pattern of results shown in Table 5.20. 
Nearly 80 percent of those who were aware of a crime prevention 
meeting in their neighborhood reportedly were given an opportunity 
to attend; and about one-third did so. In comparison, less than 
60 percent of those who knew of a citizen patrol in their 
neighborhood were given an opportunity to get involved; of these 
about one-third did. A very similar pattern is found for 
participation in an escort program; about 60 percent were given 
an opportunity and one-third got involved. Approximately 
70 percent of those aware of Blockwatch, Beat Rep, or WhistleSTOP 
programs were given an opportunity to become involved, and a 
relatively large proportion did; 54 percent in Blockwatch, 40 
percent in Beat Rep, and 60 percent in WhistleSTOP. 

These results indicate that opportunity for participation 
seems highest with anti-crime programs that require relatively 
low levels of involvement from citizens. This carries over to 
actual participation levels; the more that involvement requires 
of the individual (e.g., time), the lower the reported participation 
rates. Thus citizen patrols and escort programs have the lowest 
participation rates among those who are a.ware, and among those 
who have been given un opportunity to participate. In contrast, 
WhistleSTOP and Blockwatch, which actually require rather minor 
"commitment" from participators have the highest participation 
rates. Purchasing a whistle and blowing it when necessary 
(i.e., ~~istleSTOP), and increasing informal surveillance 
in one's neighborhood (i.e., Blockwatch) demand relatively 
passive involvemeat from citizens. In contrast, patrols and 
escort programs require much more active participation, and 
not surprisingly show lower rates of involved citizens. 

rou anti-crime efforts. The majority 
of community crime prevention efforts 
in their neighborhood appear not to get involved. Each of our 
"aware" respondents who indicated that he/she did not participate 
was queried about the reason for not taking part: Table 5.21 
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-Table 5.20 

OPPORTUNITY FOR PARTICIPATION IN GROUP ANTI-CRI~m EFFORTS 

Opportunity 

Anti-Crime Effort Did Not Did No Opportunity Participate Participate* 

Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 

Crime Prevention Meetings 83 20.2 212 51.5 117 28.3 
83 43.3 72 37.7 36 . 19.0 

27 36.2 32 42.8 16 21.0 
42 29.6 46 32.4 53 38.0 
22 28.7 33 42.6 22 

Citizen Patrol 

Escort Program 

B10ckwatch Program 

Beat Rep Program 
28.7 

40 28.2 41 
~vhist1eSTOP Program 

. 
• 't 

28.6 61 43.2 

)'c 

One respondent indicated participation, but no opportunity, for meetings, patrol, Beat Rep, and 
WhistleSTOP. Each is included in the "did participate" column. 

Note. Percentages are proportion of subsamples who indicated awareness of anti-crime efforts in neighborhood. 
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Table 5.21 
. 

REASONS FOR NON-PARTICIPATION IN GROUP ANTI-CRIME EFFORTS, 
AMONG "AWARE" RESPONDENTS 

C,J 

Proportion of Reasons for Non-participation 

Total 
Anti-Crime Effort Non-participators No Time No Interest No Opportuni ty~t Others** 

Crime Prevention Meeting 295 49.6 21.3 14.1 14.9 

Citizen Patrol 155 38.2 17.8 31.9 12.1 

Escort Program 59 36.2 27.6 19.0 17.2 

Blockwatch Program 88 36.7 23.3 27.8 12.2 

Beat Rep Program 55 43.9 22.8 22.8 10.5 

ffilistleSTOP Program 81 30.1 31.3 28.9 9.6 

Total Proportions 39.1 24.0 24.1 12.8 

-----
** Other reasons for non-participation included lack of transportation, sickness, someone else 

in family participated, etc. None of these responses were of significant frequency to justify 
a separate category. 

* Respondents who were earlier .asked if they were given an opportunity to participate (Item 26c, 
Figure 5.12), did not always give this as their reason for non--participation. Thus this 
column differs from the lino opportunity" column in Table 5.20. . 
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resents these findings. People most freguentl¥ stated that "lack 
~f time" precluded their involvemer;t! th~s.va:~ed on~y for 
WhistleSTOP, where slightly more c~t~zens ~nd~ca~e~ lack of 
interest". In general, about two-fifths of the c~t~zenry who are 
exposed to community anti-crime efforts reportedly do not 
participate because of time priorities; they apparently.~a~e 
more important things (self-defined) to do. About ~ne-i~ ~ 
to one-fourth of potential participants don't get ~nvo ve 
because of their lack of interest; this.r7ason was given by a 
relatively higher proportion of nonpart~c~pat~rs.f~r escort 

rograms and WhistleSTOP. In contrast, fewer ~nd~v~duals. 
~xpressed lack of interest as the reason for not patroll~ng. 
their neighborhood; relatively more stated that they were s~mply 
not given an opportunity to patrol (32%). Ir; su~, these 
preliminary findings suggest that ~r~up ant~-~r~me 7fforts may 
be most successful in increasing c~t~~e~ pa:t~c~pa~~on ~y 
providing more "opportunity" for part~c~pat~on. Wh~le 1?,_rsons 
who have "no time" or "no interest" will probably requu"7. . 
considerable incentives to change their minds about partLc~pat~on, 
nonparticipators who didn't participate because of lack of . d 
opportunity may be the ones most easily "converted" by organLze 
anti-crime efforts. 

It is interesting to compare these find~ngs wi~h opinions 
of organization leaders that were gather7d VLa ~ur Lnpers~n . 
interviews. When asked why citizens didn t get ~nvolve~ wLth theLr 
or anization these leaders most frequently attr~buted Lt to ~ 
"l~ck of interest!! (cf. Table 3. 6b). In contrast only ~ fey? (7%) 
felt it was because citizens were unaware o~ the organLzatLon, 
and none stated that nonparticipation was lLnked to lack of 
opportunity * This difference in the perception of what keeps 

eople from' participation and the reasons citizen~ ~hem~elves 
~ive for nonparticipation also sugges~s that par~LcLpatLon rate~ 
may most easily be increased if o:g~nLzed co~unLty pr~grams an 
anti-crime efforts paid more explLcLt att7n~Lon.to actLvely 
providing specific opportunities for partLcLpatLon. 

6. Differences between artici ators and.n~n artic~ ators. 
are these citizens w 0 reported y become part~cLpat~rs ~n 
neighborhood crime prevention meetings, patrols, Wb.LstleSTOP, 
etc ? And how do they differ from, those who know about these 
anti.:crime effol;"ts but reportedly didn't get involved? 

To provide an answer to these questions, the six forms of 
neighborhood crime prevention activities that were measured 
were recategorized, as they were recognized to differ in the 
nature of the "participation" required from citizens. First, 

*Of course, it is possible that "lack ~f 01?portunity" meant 
different things to citizens and organLzatLon leaders. 
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all persons who attended some form of crime prevention meeting 
formed an "attend meetings ll ca,tegorYi approximately eight 
perc7nt of the total sample said they attended a meeting or 
meetLngs, and another 18 percent knew of meetings in their neighbor
hood but did not attend. Participation in WhistleSTOP formed a 
second category, including all those who had apparently purchased 
whistles with the intent of blowing them when proper circum-
stances dictated: This included about four percent of the total 
s al!lP Ie , and an additL.;nal five percent indicated knowledge of 
WhLstleSTOP but chose not to participate. Third, citizens 
exposed to and/or involved in Blockwatch and Beat Rep programs 
were grouped, since both of these anti-crime efforts are essentially 
organized, but info~maZ surveillance programs meant to encourage 
the quantity and quality of information reported to the police 
about c,rim~nal/suspicious activities. Approximately four percent 
of ~he 7ntLre sample participated in this type of community 
antL-crLme effort, and another seven percent who knew of these 
efforts did not participate. Finally, participation in patrols 
and/or escort programs was grouped as it constituted the most 
active and direct form of group crime prevention effort. Less 
than three percent of our respondents said they had patrolled 
or escorted in their nc:ighborhoods; but an additional twelve 
percent knew of such local activities but didn't get involved. 
Table 5.22 presents the demographic characteristics of those who 
do not participate vs. those who do participate. With the 
exception of WhistleSTOP, the majority of nonparticipators are 
women, and the majority of participators are men. This is 
especially true for taking part in a patrol or escort 
program: nearly 70 percent of those reported participants are 
males. On the other hand, over 60 percent of people who said they 
have taken part in WhistleSTOP are females (63%). These 
participation patterns are compatible with the findings from 
Chapter III and with traditional male and female sex roles 
Patrolling and escorting are more active and direct anti-c~ime 
activities, in line with the active role men have traditionally 
assumed in providing protection for society. WhistleSTOP, a 
more passive ~nd indirect anti-crime activity, apparently has 
lower appeal tor men than women, i.e., carrying a whistle for 
"protection" may not be viewed as appropriate masculine behavior. 

In.general, the elderly (65 yrs. +) make up a very small 
pro1?ort~on of those who participate in neighborhood/community 
ant~-crLme efforts. WhistleSTOP is an exception, where about 17 
per~ent of participants are elderly, which is greater than their 
estLmated 10 percent of the adult population. Younger adults under 
50 years of age, constitute the vast majority of those that 
get imlolved in these anti-crime efforts. It is not surprising 
that the largest proportion of participators are adults in their 
thirties and forties: It is these individuals who are at a 
stage of the lifecycle where vested interest in the safety and 
~ecurity of the neighborhood is probably greatest. Yet it is of 
Lnterest to note that a clear majority of nonparticipators are 
also of the under 50 age group. 
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Table 5.22 

DEMOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PARTICIPATORS AND NON-PARTICIPATDRS 
IN NBED ANTI-CRIME EFFORTS 

Characteristics 

Sex 

Male 
Female 

Age 

19-29 
30-49 
50-64 
65 + 

Educ. 

Less than H. S. 
H.S. Grad. 
Some College + 

Race 

Black-Latino Other 
White-Asian 

Income 

Less than $15000 
More than $15000 

Proportions ~no Did and Did Not 

Attend 
,Meetings 

No 

43.3 
56.7 

29.6 
40.7 
18.6 
11.1 

Yes 

50.7 
49.3 

33.3 
49.5 

9.8 
7.5 

19.6 8.5 
28.4 34.0 
52.0 51.6 

22.6 42.7 
77.4 57.3 

41.4 29.2 
58.6 70.8 

WhistleSTOP 

No 

54.2 
L;,5.8 

36.1 
37.3 
15.7 
10.8 

Yes 

36.5 
63.5 

35.5 
36.6 
10.8 
17.2 

14.0 23.4 
23.8 18.8 
62.2 57.8 

32.5 46.3 
67.5 53.7 

42.2 56.9 
57.8 43.1 

Informal 
Surveillance 

No 

39.3 
60.7 

39.4 
40.4 
12.7 
7.5 

Yes 

51. 7 
48.3 

32.1 
54.(; 

9.5 
4.0 

14.7 10.8 
37.7 29.8 
47.6 59.4 

36.7 39.6 
63.3 60.4 

45.6 30.6 
54.4 69.4 

Patro1/ 
Escort 

No Yes 

44.5 68.2 
55.5 31.8 

36.9 41.1 
37.8 49.2 
13.9 6.4 
11.3 3.4 

/0---, , 

15.5 7.0 
25.7 28.5 
58.8 64.5 

32.6 51. 7 
67.4 48.3 

41.5 36.4 
58.5 63.6 

Note. Proportions sum to 100% dOT!m columns for eadl characteristc. 
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Individ~als with less than a high s,chool education 
appear more inclined toward nonparticipation, than participation. 
Again, Whi.stleSTOP is an 'exception; nearly one-quarter of those 
who take part in WhistleSTOP never completed high schoo·l. In 
contrast a majority of those who participate in each of these 
four types of anti-crime efforts have attended college. College 
attendees also constitute a majority of those who choose not 
to participate. 

Race is the characteristic that shows the most striking 
differential patterns between participators and nonparticipators. 
Considering their numbers in our total sample (23%), "disadvantage" 
minorities .. are consistently over-represented as participators. 
More than two-fifths of those people who do WhistleSTOP and 
informal surveillance are minorities, as are over half of those 
who have patrolled or ~:scorted. Whites (and Asians), in contrast, 
make up the vast majority of nonparticipators, regardless of the 
anti-crime activity. TIlese findings also support our previous 
findings (Chapter III) 'that show Blacks reporting higher • 
levels of general parti(.\ipation in community-based groups than 
Whistes, and to be more Illikely than Whites to say they employ 
certain property protec;t!ion measures (e. g., alarms, window 
bars, and/or special locks). 

To find that the majority of those who have patrolled or 
escorted are nonwhites may indicate a contextual and socio
cultural interaction effect. Following from the civil rights 
activities of the 1960s Blacks have an activist tradition to 
build upon. Furthermore, Blacks are more likely to live in 
high-risk areas which may call for more direct and aggressive 
anti-crime responses from the citizenry e.g., patrolling 
and escorting. 'Blacks have also been thought to have less 
confidence in the ability of the police to combat crime; this 
may further motivate them to assume responsibility for crime 
prevention, themseZves. 

Persons from'households with income of over $15,000 
constitute about two--thirde of participators in crime prevention 
meetings, informal surveillance programs, and in patrols/escorts. 
In comparison, a majority of WhistleSTOP participators are 
from lower income househols (less than $15,000). A majority of 
nonparticipators are from higher income households, which indicates 
that individuals from higher income households (over $15,000) 
are generally more likely to be exposed to (aware of) those anti
crime efforts. This may indicate a contextual effect: while 
community anti-crime efforts are most likely to occur in 
relatively lower income areas (cf. Table 5.17), it appears 
that "upper" lower income areas are more likely than "lower" 

*Blacks, Latinos, and other non-Asian minority group members. 
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lower income areas to .s.ee the inception .of such efforts. 
Furthermore, it seems that it is individuals from relatively higher 
income households within a community who are most likely to 
participate. 

Apart from demographic characteristics, we gathered information 
on certain personality/attitudinal characteristics that were 
hypothesized to relate to participation and nonparticipation in 
these anti-crime efforts. In general we expected that pa.rticipators 
would demonstrate more personal control, greater territorial 
attitudes, and attribute more responsibility for crime 
prevention to citizens (i.e., themselves) than nonparticipators. 
Furthermore we expected that instrumental motives for genera'l 
participation vs. expressive motives would be more strongly 
related to involvement in the different types of group anti-
crime measures. 

Those who chose to attend neighborhood crime prevention 
meetings hold a significantly stronger territorial attitude 
toward their neighborhood than those that do not attend (£< .05). 
They are also significantly more likely than nonparticipators to 
attribute responsibility for community crime prevention to the 
citizenry (i.e., themselves), and to be more positively disposed 
toward voluntary action for both expressive and instrumental 
motives (E< .001). In fact, 37 percent of crime prevention 
meeting attendees described themselves as "joiners" for instrumental 
purposes, while one quarter said they generally joined group 
activities for expressive reasons. 

Whistl~STOP participants did not differ significantly from 
nonparticipants, except in expressing more instrumental 
motivation for general social participation (£< .05). This seems 
consis~ent with the nature of the WhistleSTOP program, which 
usually involves no planned group activities i.e., no organized 
social contact. Rather a citizen who participates in WhistleSTOP 
makes an informal pledge to blow her/his whistle "tl7hem another 
distress whistle is heard: The commitment made. to WhistleSTOP 
is basically a purposive (instrumental) one specifically to 
achieve the goal of security. 

Participation in informal neighborhood surveillance e.g., 
Blockwatch and Beat Rep, has. potentially both instrumental and 
expressive experiences and benefits. Participators were 
significantly more likely than nonparticipators (£ < .05) to 
describe themselves as "joiners": over one-third (35%) of these 
participators described themselves as generally joining group 
activities for instrumental reasons, while another one-third 
(29%) said they joined groups primarily for expressive reasons. 
People who have participated in Beat Rep or Blockwatch are also 
significantly more likely to attribute responsibility for 
crime prevention to citizens and to express a stronger territorial 
attitude toward their neighborhood (£ < .05). A strong 
territorial attitude in one's neighborhood also significantly 
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discriminates persons who. get involved in neighborh~od patrols and 
escort programs from those that do not (£ < .01). ThJ.s follows 
the reasoning that territorial attitudes and manifest:d by 
behaviors (e.g., patrolling) that demonstrate a proprJ.etary 
demeanor in some given environment. 

In sum it can be concluded that while none of these 
relationships are great in absolute terms, there are 
(s.ignificant) individual differences between people who get 
involved in neighborhood-based anti-crime efforts and those 
who are aware of these organized activities but do not 
partiaipate. We have also shown that people are reportedly more 
likely to participate in communities where crime and . 
incivility problems are worse: an apparent contextual salJ.ency 

. effect. One could ask whether these differences also rel~te 
6.; the personal saliency of crime in the environment (neJ.ghbor
hood). That is, do those who choose not to attend ~ crim: prevention 
meeting, buy a whistle, surveil, or patrol/escort J.n theJ.r 
neighborhood merely perceive less personal reason (e.g., danger) 
to do so? 

DuBow and Podolefsky (1979) suggest that fear of crime, a 
component of the risk-avoidance dispositi~n, ~as little to do 
with participation in organized group antJ.-crJ.me efforts. Our 
data allow for an exploration of this issue by compa:ing parti
cipators' and nonparticip~to:s: pe:ceptions of the rJ.~k and 
seriousness of personal vJ.ctJ.mJ.zatJ.on, and past experJ.ences 
as crime victims. These analyses generally support t~e DuBow 
and Podolefsky findings. Neither feelings of safety J.n the 
neighborhood, perceived risk t~ burglary, robbery,.o: a~sault, 
nor perceived seriousness of dJ.fferent types of crJ.mJ.na~ 
victimizations significantly differentiate partic~pators 
from nonparticipators in meetings, info~al surveJ.llan~e, . . 
or patrols/escorts. Regarding past.experJ.ences as a ~r7me vJ.ctJ.m, 
participators were somewh~t ~ore lJ.k:ly ~han nonpartJ.cJ.pators 
to report having been a vJ.ctJ.m of crJ.me J.n the past few 
years (27% vs. 21%); yet this difference.i~ small and o~ly .. 
marginally significant. WhistleSTOP partJ.cJ.pants fe7l sJ.9nJ.~J.~antly 
less safe in their neighborhoods (£< .01) and p:r~eJ.ve sJ.gnJ.~J.cantly 
more risk to street crime (E. < • OS) than nonpartJ.cJ.pators. ThJ.s 
is most likely linked to the greater preponderance of women who 
do WhistleSTOP sirtce women generally see themselves at greater 
risk to street 'crime. Thus the available data indicate that the 
personal saliency of cri~e does n~t la:gely account for.why 
people do or do not get J.nvolved J.n neJ.ghborhoo~/communJ.ty-based 
group anti-crime efforts. Rather concern for crJ.me (and . 
incivility) as a neighborhood social ~r~ble~ appea:s t~ p:ovJ.de 
the stronger impetus for citizen pa:tJ.~J.pat1~n. ThJ.s.f7ndJ.~g 
is consistent with the notion that J.t J.S socJ.al partJ.cJ.patJ.on 
(or "public-minded") motives that lead citizens t~ group. 
(collective) anti-crime activities, rather than rJ.sk-'avoJ.dance 
(or solely "private-minded") motives. 
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7. Corrnnunity-organi'za'tions an'd. 'g'roup ,ant~-c'r'ime. effor'ts. 

Building upon the work of the ReactLons to CrLme project (DuBow 
et al., 1979; and Podo.lefsky & DuBow, 1980) we haye hypotl1esized 
that citizens participation in neighborhood-based antL-crLme 
efforts often follows directly from involvement with some fo~mal 
voluntary organization in the community. To explore this issue 
further each of our respondents who attended a crime pr7vention 
meeting was asked addition~l informati~n about ~he ~eetLng(s), 
whether it was cotrnected wLth a communLty organLzatLon, and what 
connection the respondent had with the organization. Respondents 
were also queried about their participation in patrolling, 
escorting, blockwatch, or Beat Rep (in that order).* One hundred 
and seventeen respondents (weighted sample) attended at least 
one neighborhood crime prevention meeting and were asked 
additional questions, as were the eighty-thr7e respondents 
(weighted sample) who patrolled, escorted, dLd Blockwatch, 
and/or Beat Rep.' 

Nearly two-thirds (63%) of tho~e who s~id t~ey.had 
attended neighborhood crime preventLon meetLngs LndLcat7d they 
had done so more than once in the past few years. A medLan 
number of reported attendees at these meetings was forty-five 
persons, with responses ranging from two to fi~e hundred persons. 
The most frequently mentioned attendance was fLfty persons. 
Additionally, nearly all respondents (86~) reported that a law 
enforcement officer was involved in meetLngs they had attended. 
Respondents were also asked to describe what the meeting(s) 
they had attended dealt with. Approximately two-thirds of the 
meetings (64%) were reported to be of an educational nature, 
25 percent were held as general discussions of neighbo:hood 
problems, and the remainder served as a forum for solvLng 
specific local problems (10%). 

Over three-quarters of the attendees (77. 2/~) indicated 
their meeting was connected with an organized ne~ghb?rhood or 
community group, and 61.5 percent of these organLzatLons reportedly 
had crime prevention as.a major goa~. Nearly all ?f the attendees 
at meetings connected wLth an organLzed grouP

J 
saLd t~ey.had been 

given an opportunity to become a member (83.2%). A maJorL~y o~ 
these persons (57.2%) were current members of these organL~atL?nS; 
an additional six percent were former members of the organLza~Lon. 
All in all, these findings provide strong suppor~ fo7' the notLon 
that involvement in neighborhood-based group antL-crLme effo.rts 
(e.g., crime prevention meetings) is linked ~ith participation in 
fo·rmal voluntary organizations in the communLty. 

*If a respondent had partiCipated in all four of these activities 
he/she was queried only about the patrol. If he/she had not parti
cipated in a patrol, but had participated in an escort program, in
formation was gathered about the escort only, regardless if he/she 
participated in Blockwatch and/or Beat Rep. And so on. In the end, 
additional information was gathered from 133 persons who attended 
crime prevention meetings, 52 people who patrolled, 10 who escorted, 
33 who did Blockwatch, and 9 who participated in Beat Rep. 
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Participation in o,ther neighborhood-based group anti-crime 
eff?rts (e.~., patrolliIlg, e~corting, blockwatch, or Beat Rep) 
varLed consLderably. The,medLan number of times participators said 
they had done their specific anti-crime activity was about five 
times. Individual responses ranged from once to over one hundred 
but in g7nera~ there wer7 very few persons who indicated they we~e 
engaged Ln crLme preventLon efforts on a week-in week-out basis. 
There was large variation in the number of other citizens 
wh? were reportedly invol~ed in these anti-crime efforts: 
ThL~ ranged from three to an estimated four hundred, with 
medLan and modal responses in the 20-25 range. Nearly three
q~arters ?f these anti-crime efforts (72.7%) were conducted 
wLth the Lnvolvement of a law enforcement officer. 

. ~s was the case with the crime prevention meetings the vast 
maJorLty of these anti-crime efforts (71%) were connected with a 
formal.voluntary ?rganizatio~ in the community, half of which 
~ad crLme prev7ntL?n as a major purpose. Nearly every participant 
Ln these organLzatLon-related anti-crime efforts was given an 
oppor~unity to become a member (93.4%); and over two-thirds 
(68.3%) were current members. An additional eleven percent had 
form7rly been members of the community organization. Here again 
we fLnd strong. evidence t~at participation in neighborhood- ' 
based group crLme preventLon efforts is very much related to 
voluntary participation in community organizations. 

8. Summary andconclusiohs. In sum, the results of our 
tele~h?ne sur~ey indicate that most adults say they have never 
partLcLpated Ln any form of group anti-crime effort in their 
neighborhood (or probably elsewhere, for that matter). It 
appears that only about ten percent of the populace (as reflected 
by our metropolitan area sample) has done so. This corresponds 
closely to organized anti-crime participation levels found 
in Ph~ladelphia, Chicago, and San Francisco by the Reactions 
to CrLme random-digit-dial survey. This figure (10%) should 
pr?babl¥ no~ be :onsidered low, as the vast majority of Americans 
stLl~ lLve Ln ne:ghborhoods that are quite safe and secure. 
And 7t ~p~e~rs.lLkely that neighborhood problems (crime 
and L~cLvLlLty) must reach some magnitude before they become 
a salLent factor which provides the impetus for certain individuals 
to mars~alland take part in group anti-crime efforts. It is 
als? gULt7 likely that fear of crime, because of its ultimate 
debL1LtatLng.e~fect~ does not r 7liably serve as a motivating 
factor for cLtLzen Lnvolvement Ln group anti-crime efforts of the 
type discussed in this chapter. 

Furthermore, there is considerable evidence here that community 
crime prevention efforts which involve groups of neighbors in 

*That is, fear seems to manifest itself in behavioral restrictions 
and not to add new behaviors to a citizen's anti-crime repertoire.' 
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some organized anti-cr'ime activity are generally not originating 
from spontaneous and/or informal voluntary ·action. Rather the 
preponderance stem from the workings of on:-goi~g community 
organizations, many of which have crime pr.evention as a major 
purpose. Yet we can surmise that most of these organizations were 
not initially formed for crime prevention reasons. Past RTC 
findings and our present inperson interviews with organizational 
leaders suggest that neighborhood/community revitalization, 
improvement, and/or stabilization are the general goals of these 
organizations. Anti-crime activities become part of an organization's 
agenda, depending on the perception of neighborhood crime/ 
delinquency as a problem. We have found that most citizens who 
participate in these neighborhood-based anti-crime efforts do 
so apparently as part of their participation with some formal 
voluntary organization in their community. In fact the majority 
of individuals who have attended neighborhood crime prevention 
meetings, and/or participated in informal surveillance (e.g., 
Blockwatch or Beat Rep) and/or more active group anti-crime 
efforts (e.g., patrolling or escorting) are current members of 
a block club or neighborhood-based community group (see Table 
5.23). In direct contrast the majority of nonparticipators 
in these anti-crime efforts are not members of a neighborhood 
group/organization. Participators in WhistleSTOP are also more 
likely than nonparticipators to be community group members. 

While the nature of our data do not allow us to conclusively 
link participation/nonparticipation in the group anti-crime efforts 
with the specific community group(.s) our respondents claimed 
membership in, our findings provide a strong indication of the 
high probability of this direct linkage. This suggests to us that 
the "social participation" pathway is the route whereby most 
citizens become involved in neighborhood/community-based anti
crime efforts. 

D. Moving:" A Protective Response to Crime?* 

Hirschman (1970) has suggested that when faced with neighbor
hood problems, such as crime, citizens can respond with "exit, voice, 
and loyalty." If citizens do not have the desire, ability, or where
withal to achieve a tolerable level of ,.~afety in their neighborhood 
via citizen anti-crime measures (i.e., loyalty) or via vocal protests 
to local government (i.e., voice), there is another way they can 
deal with the threat of crime: by fleeing their neighborhoods in 
search of greater security (i:e., exit). If this is the case, then 
"exit" may serve as a substitute for anti-crime measures an indi
vidual would be motivated to employ were he/she not to move. 

*An expanded presentation of this section also appears in RTC 
Volume I report, "Coping with Crime" (Skogan & Maxfield, 1980), 
Chapter 14. 
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Table 5.23 

PROPORTION OF ~mERSHIP IN COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 
FOR PARTICIPATORS'AND NON-PARTICIPATORS 

Proportion Community Org. Members 

Anti-Crime Effort Participators Non-Participators 

Attend Crime Prevention Meeting(s) 53.9 34.9 

WhistleSTOP 39.8 24.1 

Informal Surveillance 65.6 23.7 

Patxol/Escort 63.2 20.9 
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Research onthero.le of crime in precipitating flight from 
urban areas is far from definitive. The is.s.ue is complex, for it 
appears that residential relocation is'a two-stage process: 
certain factors induce people to move, while other factors shape 
the direction and distance they migrate. For the most part, past 
findings suggest that crime and safety is more related to a 
pepopted desipe to move, and yet do not playa major role in 
influencing the actual decision to move (cf. Duncan and Newman, 
1976; Garofalo, 1977; Reiss, 1967; Rifai, 1976; Droettboom, et 
al., 1971; Kasl and Harburg; 1972; and Frey, 1979). 

Yet, what is generally missing from past research is data 
on relocation which can be linked to fears and assessments of 
risk. In our telephone survey each respondent was asked "where 
did you last live before you moved to your present neighborhood?" 
These responses were categorized as central city locations (49 
percent), suburban places (27 percent), elsewhere in the United 
States or abroad (16 percent), and those who were lifelong residents 
of their neighborhood (8 percent). Our measure of "residential 
relocation" is based on the difference between this and the 
location of their current residence. Those who continued to live 
in the central city were classified as "city-stayers", while 
suburbanites who previously lived in the central city were 
classified as "city-fleers."* 

Gity-stayers vs. city-fleers. People who remained in the city 
are poorer: over 40 percent of the stayers had household incomes 
of less than $10,000, while only 16 percent of those that left 
were in this low income bracket. However, the most substantial 
correlate of residential relocation, is race: A little over half 
of those who moved, yet remained in the city were Whites; in 
contrast nearly all (94%) of those who fled were Whites. In 
short, the issue of flight to the suburbs is one of "white 
flight". Thus, it is within the white population that our 
data allow us to look for the relationships of crime, anti-crime 
measures, and moving. . 

Table 5.24 shows that there are no significant differences 

*Of the 893 persons involved, 74 percent remained city dwellers 
and 26 percent left for the suburbs. This is a far-from-perfect 
indicator of suburban flight. Most notably, because we could ask 
only about the Zast place people lived before their current 
location we misclassified thos~. who did flee the city but since 
have made one or more intra-suburban moves. Those who moved from 
the city and left the metropolitan area entirely were lost from 
our s~mple area as well. The best evidence is, however, that extra
SMSA migrati.on is precipitated by radical changes in employment 
or lifestyle preferences, and not by comparative assessments of 
cities and their suburbs (Frey, 1979). 
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Table 5.24 

RATINGS OF PROBLEMS IN ORIGINAL NEIGHBORHOOD 
BY CURRENT RESIDENTIAL LOCATION, FOR WHITES 

Residential Location 

Extent To Which A 
"Big Problem" In 
Or;tgitla.l Neighborhood 

Quality of Public Schools 

Kind of People Living There 

Convenience to Work 

Crime and Safety 

Proportion 
City-Stayers 

14 

18 

4 

20 

Proportion 
City-Fleers 

16 

11-., 

Note. Number of cases approximately 503 for each comparison. NOltle 
of these differences are significant (p<.05). 
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in assessing aspects. of their former neighborhoods, between 
city-stayers and city'-f.leers. Y~t,' assess.ment of crime problems 
in one's former neighborhood does relate ·significantly to residential 
relocation by'higher income households: amo~g Whites reporting 
current household incomes in excess of $20,000 per year, more 
of those recalling crime problems in their former city neighbor
hoods had fled to the suburbs (see Table 5.25). 

Our survey also indicated that crime and safety were the 
most important overt consideration shaping White's residential 
relocation, among the "pull" factors that were measured. 
Respondents were asked to rate "how important" various aspects 
of their current neighborhood were in choosing where to move: 
the quality of public schools was rated "very important" by 
37 percent, "the kind of people living there" by 48 percent, 
"convenience to work" by 49 percent, and "crime and safety" 
by 64 percent. 

Some inferences can also be drawn from the survey on the 
outcome of the decision to stay or flee the city. Table 5.26 
shows the extent to which these two groups of Whites report that 
problems exist in their current neighborhoods. As can be 
seen, differences in the conditions each group reportedly 
faces as a result of moving or staying a~e aonside~abZe. Building 
abandonment, street robbery) assault, and arson are three or four 
times more frequently cited as problems by city stayers. Vandalism, 
burglary, and teenagers often present difficulties for city
fleers, but still are significantly greater problems for city
stayers. By these measures, those who left the city appear to 
have achieved a great deal. 

With all these findings in mind, we can ask whether the 
relatively greater security reportedly achieved by city-fleers 
vs. city-stayers is associated with differential levels in the 
extent to which they employ various crime prevention measures. 
If the decision to employ crime prevention measures is predicated 
on an assessment of the safety and security of the environment, 
then city-fleers would be expected to resemble suburbanites who 
have not moved from the city (suburban-stayers). On the other 
hand, if city living "conditioned" city-fleers to take certain 
preventive measures, even after having fled the city, then we, 
would expect their patterns of preventive responses to rese~ble 
those who stay in the city. . 

Table 5.27 presents the proportions that city-stayers, 
city-fleers and suburban-stayers eng5ge in various anti-crime 
measures. In general, those who left the city are quite similar 
to persons who already lived in the suburbs, in the extent to 
which they employ personal and household-based protective measures. 
Regardless of where they lived prior to their last move, white 
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Table 5.25 

INCOME, NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PROBLEMS, 
AND RESIDENTIAL RELOCATION, FOR WHITES 

Current Household 
Income and Extent 
Crime a Problem 
in Original Neighborhood 

Under $10,000 

Not a problem 

Some problem 

Big problem 

$10,000 to $20,000 

Not a problem 

Some problem 

Big problem 

More than $20,000 

Not a problem 

Some problem 

Big problem 

N 

79 

30 

36 

106 

50 

34 

124 

76 

48 

168 

Percent 
Moved to 
Surburbs 

38 

20 

28 

47 

50 

46 

47 

66 

67 

Significance 
of 

Difference 

.17 

.89 

.01 

_~.""'5,""-""_~. _ .. _., , 

, 



Table 5.26 

RATINGS OF PROBLEMS IN CURRENT NEIGHBORHOOD, 
FOR {mITES 

Residential Location 

Extent To Which A "Big 
Problem" or "Some Problem" 
In Current Neighborhood 

Buildings or"storefronts sitting 
abandoned or burned out 

Fires being set on purpose 

Vandalism-like kids breaking 
windows or writing on walls 
or things like that 

People breaking in or sneaking 
into homes to steal something 

Groups of teenagers hanging out 
on the streets 

People being robbed or having 
their, purses or wallets taken 
on the streets 

People being attacked or 
beaten up by strangers 

Proportion 
Stayed in 

City 

18 

17 

48 

53 

49 

45 

28 

Proportion 
Moved to 

Suburbs 

4 

5 

37 

33 

29 

10 

8 

Note. Number of cases approximately 585 for each comparison. All 
differences are significant (p<.Ol). 
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Table 5.27 

PROPORTIONS OF CHICAGO-STAYERS, CHICAGO-FLEERS, AND SUBURBAN
STAYERS WHO EMPLOY CRIME PREVENTION MEASURES, FOR WHITES 

Note. These analyses are for whites only: 311 respondents resided in 
Chicago prior to and after their last move (this includes 60 
persons who are lifetime residents of Chicago); 273 respondents 
resided in Chicago prior to their most recent move (to the sub
urbs); and 403 respondents resided in the suburbs prior to and 
after their last move (this includes 44 persons who are life
time residents of their suburbs). 
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suburbanites are less likely than white city 'Z'esidents to restrict 
their behaviors in their own neighborhoods. Yet those who came 
Zrom the city are more likely to restrict the amount of valua~les 
on their person, than are suburban-stayers. Regardless o~ mov~ng 
history wbites show similar patterns in the 7xtent to wh~ch.they 
avoid certain places in the Chicago metropo1~tan area. As d1scussed 
earlier this avoidance of specific locations appears m~st1y an 
avoidan~e of disadvantaged minority areas by Whites: th~s apparently 
ho~ds true regardless of where Whites currently live and/or pre-
viously lived. . 

City-fleers are slightly more likely than suburban-st~yers 
to use an indoor timer when they leave their house unoccup~ed 
(68% VB. 62%)s who in turn are more likely th~n Whites ~ho remain 
in the city to do so. On the other hand, no d~fference 1S 
apparent in the extent to which these groups ask neigh~ors to 
watch their homes. Since moving to the suburbs mostly ~nvo1ves 
moving into an owned home~ it is not surprising to find city-fleers' 
high level of theft insurance ownership. 

It is interesting to note that city-fleers are most likely 
~o say they have installed special outdoor lights ~t home to 
help make it easier to see what is goi~g.o~: two-f~fths have. 
done so. While we cannot perform a def1n~t~ve test of t~e mot~~a
tions operating here, it can be suggested tha~ fo:mer c~ty ~es~dents 
are accustomed to Chicago's brighter street l~ght~ng, a~d f~nd 
their suburb "uncomfortably" dark. The legacy of city-l~fe does 
not seem to carryover though when it comes to employing tradi
tional target-hardening devices, e.g., ala.~:s, window bars, and/ 
or special locks. City-fleers are no more l~kely than suburban
stayers to target-harden their homes. 

The only r~~aining difference of any magnitude relates ~o 
attendance at cIime prevention meetings. Those who have rema~ned 
in the city are about three times more likely to engage in this 
group anti-cri1l1e measure. This city-suburb difference most 
likely reflects the lesser need for such meetings in the suburbs, 
and the generally less active role of suburban vs, Chicago 
police in organizing such meetings. 

While these data do not provide a robust test for the issue 
of whether fleeing the city IIsubstitutes", or replaces the need, 
for certain anti-crime measures, the patterns of results are 
consistent with that hYFothesis. Fleeing the city to the 
apparent security of the suburbs does relate to different levels 
at which people engage in crime prevention measures, compared 
to those who have not left the city. It would have been 
surprising to find otherwise, s~n~e.we.have posi~ed ~hat a 
"rationalH model underlies the ~n~t~at~on of ant~-cr~me measures. 
Those who have left the relative danger of the city for the 
increased security of the suburbs, now live i~ a lower-ri~k 
environment; yet it rem~ins possible ~ha~ ~he~r u~e of cr~me 
prevention measures stems from other ~nd~v~dual d~fference factors 
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and not their move. Our telephone survey data allow for a rough 
test of this issue: 

. As reported ear~ier, household inc()me was a primary deter
m~n~nt.of.whether Wh~tes becomeifclty-stayers or city-fleers. 
If 7t ~~ ~ncome that accounts for levels at which people employ 
ant~-cr~e measures, then statistically controlling for it should 
reduce the size of correlations that are observed between "type 
of mover" (city-stayer vs. city-fleer) an.d various citizen 
crime prevention measures. This would indicate that differences 
between those who stayed in the city and those who left are 
~ssociated w~th differential income and not where they moved. 
Table 5.28 d~splays these results. 'While controlling for income 
does attenua~e so~e of the correlations, the general magnitude 
of the relat~onsh~ps and pattern of significance remains 
~na~tered. This provides further evidence for the conclusion that 
~t ~s the movement of Whites from the city to the suburbs that 
account~ for ~he diff7ren~ial extent to which they employ or 
engage ~n var~ous ant~-cr~me measures. 

Yet, ther7 is ~n ~rony in suburban flight as a protective 
response to cr~me: ~t ~s probably most effectiv~ when only a few 
people take advant~ge of it. If flight becomes more pervasive 
and heterog:neous ~n character, and as new cities and employment 
cente~s spr~ng up on t~e metropolitan fringe to provide for that 
new l~fe, the comparat~ve advantages of suburban relocation will 
~robably decline. In that case, we would expect to see an increase 
~n the extent to which suburban reSidents restrict their move
men~s in time and sp~ce! ~mploy traditional target hardening 
dev~ces, and engage ~n ne~ghborhood/community based anti-crime 
efforts. 

E.' ~omp<;Lris'on ofPolic'e' Policy and Actual Levels of" Citizen 
Ant~-Cr~me Heasures . -

. Afte~ ~reviously ~dentif¥ing.local police policy toward 
~ar~ous c~t~zen/commun~ty ant~-cr~me measures (in Chapter IV), 
~t~s of ~nterest to compare these endorsements with the actual 
l7v7ls that anti-crime measures are reportedly employed by the 
c~t~zenry (see Table 5.29). Despite the fact that the data sets 
we have available to make these comparisons are not perfect 
ft this purpose, some notion can be gleaned of the level of 
cOLL~ruence between what the police recommended and what the 
citizenry actually does. ' 

. Waile the police strongly recommended reporting victimiza
t~ons and suspicious incidents to the police it is well documented 
~hat man¥ incidents go unreported. Our data do not provide 
~n£or~at~~n about ~he :eporting rate in the general population. 
All that ~s known ~s·tnat 28.2 percent of the respondents from 
the telephone survey said they had called the police in the past 
year or ~o to report a 'crime or some susp'icious activity. It is 
hard to Judge whether this figure is low or high: we can simply . 
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Table 5.28 

ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS AND PARTIAL CORRELATIONS (CONTROLLING FOR 
INCOME) BETWEEN TYPE OF MOVER ~ID CITIZEN 

CRIME PREVENTION MEASURES~ FOR WHITES 

Anti-Crime Measure 

Avoid outside at night 

Avoid walking near strangers 

Avoid carrying alot of cash 

Avoid certain places 

Use indoor timer 

Ask NBRS to watch home 

Carry theft insurance 

Install outdoor lights 

Install ala,rms/bars/locks 

Hand gun 

Engrave valuables 

Other home protection 

Attend crime prev. me.eting 

** p<.Ol 

* p<.05 

Type 

Zero-order 
Correlation 

-.240** 

-.196** 

-.143** 

.017 

.113** 

.034 

.195** 

.159** 

-.076* 

-.024 

.043 

-.025 

-.149** 

of 

Note. Type of mover is coded l=City-Stayer, 2=City-Fleer. 

,=~--.-,-.~~'-. 
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Mover 

Partial 
Correlation 

-.190** 

-.148** 

-.097** 

-.013 

.101** 

.022 

.135** 

.144** 

-.087* 

-.038 

.031 

-.045 

-.163** 

u 
B 

H 

U 

U 
n 
u 

Table 5.29 

POLICE ENDORSEMENT AND CITIZEN EMPLOYMENT 
OF ANTI-CRIME MEASURES 

Police 
Anti-Crime Measure Endorsement 

Report incidents to police Strongly Encouraged 

Ask NBRS to watch home Strongly Encouraged 

Use indoor timer Strongly Encouraged 

Be alert at all times Strongly Encouraged 

Install special locks Strongly Encouraged 

Engrave valuable$ Strongly Encouraged 

Don't carry alot of cash Encouraged 

Install outdoor lighting Encouraged 

Carry theft insurance Encouraged 

Carry whistle Encouraged 

Watchdog at home Neutral 

Don't go out alone at night Neutral 

Avoid certain places Neutral 

Avoid certain people Neutral 

Patrol neighborhood Neutral 

Gun at home Discouraged 

Proportion 
Employment* 

28.2 

59.8 

40.4 

51.4 

36.3 

30.0 

58.1 

29.1 

75.2 

3.8 

10.3 

41.1 

71.3 

52.1 

1.9 

15.9 

* Proportion of respondents in Chicago Metropolitan Area survey who 
employ the anti-crime measure. 
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conclude that a good number of individuals do report criminal/ 
suspicious incidents ta the police. 

Coinciding withthe.strong positive endorsement by police, 
most households report 'asking neighbors to watch their homes while 
away (59.8%), and report, carrying theft insurance policies 
(75.2%). Moderate levels of the citizenry say they try to be 
alert at all times and avoid carrying an excessive amount of 
valuables; these measures are also encouraged by the police. 
On the other hand, it' can be assumed that ,the police would prefer 
it if more'citizens would use indoor timers, install special 
locks, install extra outdoor lighting, engrave their valuables, 
and carry whist,les than the current levels at which the citizenry 
apparently employs these anti-crime measures. 

Many citizens restrict their own behaviors by avoiding night 
time activities (41.1%), and avoiding certain places (71.3%) 
and certain people (52.1%). We found that police policy is 
apparently unformulated about these crime prevention measures. 
This is somewhat surprising because of the "common sense" 
nature of these restrictions, and may more reflect an unwilling
ness on the police to officially admit that such restrictions 
are necessary. 

Police policy toward citizen patrols was for the most part 
neutral and/or unformulated, with a small proportion of positive 
and negative endorsements. As reported in our survey of citizens 
very few individuals (1.9%) have participated in a patrol of 
their neighborhood. Here, journalistic evidence (Sixty Minutes, 
1978) suggests that police are uncomfortable about citizens 
engaging in their own "preventive patrols". The spectre of 
vigilantism seems to overshadow any perceptions the police might 
have of potential benefits from citizen patrols. Yet evaluation 
research has found no evidence that citizens engaged in formal 
neighborhood surveillance are routinely "taking the law into 
their own hands." (Yin et al., 1976; and Bickman & Lavrakas, 
1976). 

A small proportion of the citizenry indicated they had a 
gun or a watchdog at home for protection. While police policy 
toward watchdogs is a neutral one, police consistently discourage 
gun ownership. This clearly follows thel,r first-hand experience 
with dangers associated with an "armed public". 

In sum, these compaxisons suggest that the levels at which 
citizens employ various c~ime prevention behaviors do not closely 
correspond to what is recommended by police. We assume that the 
police would prefer the citizenry to engage in passive and 
indirect forms of crime prevention, such as the installation 
of deadbolt locks and reporting of crimes, to a much greater 
extent than is currently done. Similarly the police say they 
do not encourage more aggressive and direct, citizen anti-crime 
measures, e.g., gun ownership and neighborhood patrols. 
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An u:lderstan,ding of the interf 
and the pclice as it re:.1'<>'~es t . ace between the citizenry 
by exploring attitU:de's' h:;1:d b 0 cr~me prevention' can be. enhanced 
for crime p::evention" Co'·,. y eaCh. regarding "who is respons;ble 't . . .. nS1stent w~th 0 ~ 
~ 1S r7a~oned that unless the . t' " ur conce.p,tual framework 
respons~b~lity for crime pre ~:- ~zenry ,feels Some personal ' 
to engage in anti-crime 'meas~:~s~o~E~ey fc;nnot, be expected 
awar:ness of this issue. 'b the' . po ~cy r 7flects an 
serv~c:e advertising camp'argn ~~a~ec1n~. sponsor~ng of the pUblic 
an an~mated dog serves as th' .e ~te Out Of Crime." Here 
be educated about their "pro e V~h~clle ~here~y citizens are to ' 

per ro e ~n cr~me prevention. 
"" .' .L:.xper~ence teaches, rha t th 1 . 

for a connnunity' s crime' -roblem: po ~ce are often times "blamed" 
t~e control and preventi~n of ! and held solely accountable for 
l~nked to these public opinion~r~~e. Exp?sure to our media seems 
often the more vocal members of a out cr:-me prevention. Too 
responded to crime proble ( ~ commun~ty are those who 

Th
"Why . aren't the police do~g ~~!et~~d pe(rceiv:d) by only demanding 

e ~mpact of this vocal . ~ng or do~ng more)?" ' 
reflected in the wa ol·segment of the citizenry seem~ clearl 
att~tudes toward th~ ~olt~:: ~~emselv~s, perceive citizens' y 
off:-cers we surveyed indicated ~Klr r;~ne~y.pe::cer;t of the police 
res~dents expect police to 1 a 1n t e~r Jur~sdictions 
to solve their own communit~~ ye p::oblems, rather than trying 

, s cr~me problems. 
Find~ngs from our telephone . . 

that the police are likel t b survey of c~t~zens suggest 
sentative", but vocal, seYme~ e expo~ed l!l0~tly to an "unrepre
s~vey ir;cluded the fOl16!ingti~f th~~r c~t~~enry. The telephone 
w1th po11ce perceptions of .. t" em t a~ prov~des a comparison 

c~ ~zen att~tudes: 

• h . w en ~t comes to the . 
in a neighborhooddoPrevent'l-on of c:-i~inal behavior 
responsibility of'the you.feel that ~t s more the 
sibility of the poZ~ ~e8'l-dent83 or more the respon-vce. 

While one-third of the residents . 
for crime pre.vention to the . attr~buted primary responsibilit 
was the responsibility of bo1~1~~e, 3f,percent responded that it y 
p~rcent placed the primary .respon:ib~l:-cte a~dhresi~ents, and 29 

~ Y w~t res~dents. 

to thTablle l5.30.s~ows how these different 
. e eve s c~t~zens engag;' . attributions relat o 

r,~l~le attributions of res on~ib~l~ar~~us anti~crime measures~' 
not associated with largePd'ff ~ty -c:r prevention are generally 
c:itizens employ or have en ~ erE;nces:-n tl;-e extent to which 
some notable findings The~eg:d ~n alnt~-cr~me measures, there are 
att . b t . .. 1S a c ear trend fo ~ . t . 

r~ u e pr~mary res'oonsibil' t f .. 1: c~ ~zens who 
to be more likely tha~ o.thers ~ t Y or 1 cr~me J?rev:ntion to residents 
largest differences are associa~e~mp. ~h ant'~-cr~me measures. The 
p:-evention meeting, patrollin w~ at,tenda~ce at a crime 
t~mes as many people who vie g , ar;d gun ownersh~p. Nearly three 
prevention vs. those who hol~ ~hs~del~s as responsible for crime 

e po ~ce responsible, report 
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Table 5.30 

PROPORTION EMPLOYING ANTI-CRIME MEASURES BY 
ATTRIBUTIONS OF CRIME PREVENTION RESPONSIBILITY 

Attributions to 

Anti-Crime Measures Police Both 

Attend NBRD crime prevention 3.8 9.7 

Report incidentsl~o police 28.3 25.8 

Ask neighbors~Q,~~tc~ home 54.2 62.5 

Use indoor timer 38.8 40.5 

Be alert at all times 47.1 52.2 

Install special locks 33.9 36.5 

Engrave valuables 24.2 34.C 

Don't carry alot of cash 56.3 57.8 

Install outdoor lighting 28.5 31.6 

Carry theft insurance 75.6 79.8 

Carry whistle 2.9 3.0 

Watchdog at home 7.6 11. 7 

Dqn't go out nights alone 41.9 38.7 

Avoid certain places 73.9 73.9 

Avoid certain people 51.3 50.0 

Patrol neighborhood .3 .7 

Gunat·home 12.3 14.8 
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having attended a ne~ghborhood crime prevention meeting and 
patrolling their neighbo,rhood; also, nearly twice' as many say 
they own a gun for protection (22.5% VB. 12.3%). While it cannot 
be concluded that these:data demonstrate a causal link between 
attitudes and behaviors, they do provide support for the 
notion that citizen attributions are consis,tent with their anti
crime behaviors: People 'tvho view residents as playing the key 
role in preventing crime are most likely to employ a variety' of 
anti-crime measures. Yet it should be noted that people may 
simply be r,eflecting attitudes that have subsequently become 
consistent with their own behaviors i.e., "if I do alot to try 
to prevent crime, I must think that 11m responsible for crime' 
pr'avention. " 

In conqlusion and as stated in Chapter IV, we hypothesized 
that the police can play an important role in shaping the extent 
to which citizens employ anti-crime measures. The relative lack 
of correspondence we have observed between "what the police 
recommend" and "what citizens actually do" may reflect a general 
absence of contact between the two. Neighborhood crime prevention 
meetings appear to be the point where police policy is most likely 
to have an impact on citizen behaviors. These meetings are a 
relatively recent innovation in many communities, and are 
virtually nonexistent in others. If the police, other local law 
enforcement agencies, and state and federal anti-crime efforts 
continue to actively "reach out" to promote cooperation from 
and involvement of citizens, it would be expected that more of 
the public will initiate the anti-crime measures they endorse. 

F. Ant'i-Grime' Measures and Non-cr'ime Preventive Measures 

While the primary focus of our research has been prevention
oriented measures against crime, we also gathered information from 
citizens about other non-crime related preventive measures 
they might employ. This was planned to broaden our understanding 
of the processes that lead to differential involvement in crime 
prevention. The non-crime prevention behavior that data were 
collected on include: 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

wearing a seat belt while driving or riding in a car, 
for safety pruposes (46%), 

having a smoke detector inside the home (52%), 

planning an escape route from the home, in case 
of fire (64%), 

regular exercising to keep healthy (82%), 

not smoking for health reasons (61%), 

watching one's diet to keep healthy (83%), and 

having a voluntary medical check-up (81%). 
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The percentages in parentheses, above, are the proportion of the 
telephone sample that said they took a precaution at least some 
of the time. Table 5.31 shows demographic correlations with each 
of these seven prevention measures. While a single demographic 
profile of the precautious individual does not readily 
emerge, seve.ral factors ,are clearly important. The data suggest 
that women and older citizens prefer prevention activities that 
differ from the alternatives practiced by men and younger 
individuals,. There is also a fairly consistent trend for the better 
educated to more often report engaging in prevention-oriented 
measures. Higher income, being White, and being married seem 
to be predictive in some cases. And in general these findings 
support previous research on correlates of health, fire, and 
traffic safety (see Appendix A). 

Here we are especially interested in how these prevention 
measures relate to anti-crime measures. If there is a general 
preventive demeanor that develops and is pract~ced by som~ 
individuals, but not others, then we would expect to' find positive 
correlations between health, traffic, and fire prevention 
measures and anti-crime measures. Table 5.32 displays these 
correlations: most are of small magnitude, but none the less many 
are significant and almost all are positive. This overall pattern 
suggests that there may, in fact, be a general preventive 
demeanor. But these findings are much too tenious for a confident 
judgement. It is attractive to speculate that the motivation 
for crime prevention is the same as the motivations for approaching 
life i.n a safe and cautious way. Yet as we have shown, there is 
a wide range of anti-crime measures with what appears to be 
different underlying motives. 
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Seat Belt 

Smoke Detector 

Fire Escape Plan 

Regular Exercise 

Avoid Smoking 

Medical Check-ups 

Careful Diet 

*** p<.OOl 

** p<.Ol 

* p<.05 

Sex (Male=O; Female=l); 
Age in years; 

-~----~ ----

Table 5.31 

DEMOGRAPHIC CORRELATES: 
HEALTH, TRAFFIC SAFETY AND FIRE PREVENTION MEASURES 

Sex Age Education Race Income 

-.027 .054** .199*** .098*** .087*** 

-.031 -.044* .113*** .107*** .144*** 

-. 050~~ .071** .027 -.007 .030 

--.049* -.125*** .074*** .022 .027 

• 06l*~~ .103*** .140*** .039* .029 

.174*~:* .059** .034 .021 .006 

.125*~:* -.027 .155*** .013 .023 

Education (5 categories ranging from less than B.S. Graduate to Graduate School degree); 
Race (l=Whites/Asians; O=Blacks/Latinos/Others); 

. . , 

Income (7 categories ranging from less than $6000 to more than $50000); 
Marital Status (l=Yes, O=No) .. 
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.139*** 

.064** 
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Anti-Crime Measures 

Avoid Being Out At Night Alone 
Avoid Certain People 
Don't Carry Cash 
Indoor Timer 
Ask NBRs to Watch Home 
Carry Insurance 
Outdoor Lights 
Alarms/Bars/Locks 
Hand Gun 
Engrave Valuables 
Attend CP Meeting 

Behavioral Restrictions Index 

Home Protection Index 

*p <.01 

Table 5.32 

INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG ANTI-CRIME MEASURES 
AND TRAFFIC, FIRE, AND HEALTH MEASURES 

Non-Cl:ime Measures 

Smoke Escape Regular 
Seatbelt Detector Plan Exercise 

-.01 -.02 .03 .01. 
.03 .03 -.01 .06 

-.OJ. .00 .01 .03 
.11* .10* .03 .04 
.10* .11* .09* .04 
.08* .10* .05 .04 
.00 .05 .06 .05 
.04 .07* .03 .02 

-.07 -;e .01 .05 .01 
.10* .12* .12* .08* 
.03 .03 .06* .05 

.03 -.07* -.02 -. 06'~ 

.12* .16* .11* .07* 

Note. N ranges from 1573 to 1652 due to pair-wise deletion of missing data. 
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Don't Volunteer 
Smoke Check-up 

.08* .08* 

.02 .03 
,02 .06* 
.04 .08* 
.03 .11* 
.06* .05 

-.02 .10* 
.00 .08* 

-.08* .02 
-.06'" --.05 

.01 .06 

-.06* .11* 

.02 .14* 

C') [ __ J C~J 
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Watch 
Dog 

.08* 

.03 

.07* 

.05 

.03 

.01 

.01 

.05 
-.03 

.06 

.03 

.06 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

The findings that have been presented in these chapters 
provide a detailed look at the data we gathered during the course 
of the last twenty-four months. The focus of our reseurch program 
has been a systematic exploration of citizen involvement in 
crime prevention. We began by developing a preliminary framework 
to conceptualize the processes that lead citi·zens to take anti
crime measures. This conceptual framework provided the "big 
(hypothetical) picture" out of which our research components 
stem. It represented a synthesis of past findings in the areas 
of voluntary action and social participation, community crime 
preventiqn and citizens' preventive responses to crime, and 
other precautionary measures the citizenry engages in against 
traffic, fire, and health hazards. By integrating these different 
literatures, we tried to incorporate differing (sometimes 
competing) explanations about citizen involvement in crime 
prevention into a single unified model. 

This is the first time, to our knowledge, that a 
unified effort has been made to focus directly on "what 
citizens do to be safe from crime, and why they do it?" 
Wherever possibl'B our research was built upon the findings 
of the Reactions to Crime project, themselves preliminary in 
nature. Serious research interest in the citizenry's role in 
crime prevention can be traced back only a decade or so. While 
the 1970s witnessed millions of dollars and person-hours 
committed to the implementation and conduct of community 
crime prevention programs, these anti-crime efforts have often 
lacked a sound, empirically-based conceptual underpinning 
(cf. Lewis, 1979). Only slowly have empirical findings emerged 
which began to define the state of knowledge about citizen 
crime prevention. Our research program has attempted to 
advance that state of knowledge. It does not constitute (nor 
was it meant to) the definitive or final work needed to fully 
understand this topic area. 

The methodologies that we employed were chosen to provide 
a broad, comprehensive) albeit preliminary and exploratory 
investigation of the processes that lead citizens to become 
involved in crime prevention. We readily acknowledged that the 
research methods employed here are not meant for formal 
hypothesis testing, but rather are the type suited for. 
hypothesis clarification and identification (cf. Crano & 
Brewer, 1973). Given the state of knowledge existing prior to 
our research (as we judged it), formal hypothesis testing was 
premature. Rather cross-sectional survey methods were chosen 
because we wanted information from a large and diverse 
sampling of citizens, community organizations, and police 
departments: We tried to collect data that would allow us to 
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"paint a big picture" of the citizen crime prevention landscape, 
and to some extent that picture remains blurred. 

Survey research is a cost effective means of gathering 
needed informat~.on from large numbers of persons. Here we 
employed surveys over the telephone, in person, and via the mail. 
Given the need for a large, yet representative sample of 
citizens, the random-digit-dial procedure was an efficient 
method to randclmly sample a diverse population via telephone> 
especially those with unlisted numbers. The information (both 
amount and type) that was gathered from organization ~eaders 
necessitated in-person interviewing. Open-ended questl.ons were 
used so as not to lose any of the richness and diversity of 
responses, and while their subsequent transcription to qua~tified 
data are less reliable than that produced by closed-ended l.tems, 
these leaders had more to say than could have reasonably 
been captured via ~ closed-ended instrument. The mail survey 
of local law enforcement agencies suffered none of the 
response rate problems of typical mail surveys. ~ile there is 
bound'tobe some discrepancy between how each offl.cer responded 
to the survey items and what he/she and other o~ficers actually 
say to citizens, we have no reason to expect thl.s gap to be 
a wide one, 

A major limitation to all our research methods, and to 
surveys in general, is that they do not.produce data that are 
completely valid or even comp~etely rel~a~le.* W7re we.able to 
afford in-person data collectl.on from cl.tl.zens, l.ncludl.ng 
observatons of their anti-crime behaviors/measures we would have 
more confidence in .our resul ts . 

We hypothesized that there are two basic motives (paths) 
that lead citizens to engage in preventive responses to crime. 
First it was reasoned that citizens "avoid risks" by engaging 
in pr~vention-oriented activities. This risk-avoidance disposition 
was thought to encompass "fear of crime" and victimization 
experiences. Second, it was reasoned that citizens may become 
involved in anti-crime activities, not because of any personal 
assessment of being at risk or any past experiences with 
victimization but rather as part of their participation with 
formal volunt~ry organizations in their communities. At ~he 
stapt of oup peseapah it was unaZeap whethsp ~hes~ two d~s: . 
positions Zed aitizens to empZoy the same ant~-ap~me aat~v~t~es~ 
op whethep they Zed aitizens to diffepeni; ppevenct~ve l'esponses. 

We decided that data should be collected that would be 

*Although our two pilot studies did provide some encouraging. 
evidence about the reliability and validity of crime preventl.on 
information collected from citizens via telephone surveys. 
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representative of a broad cross-section of information sources 
and in a manner that would enhance the external validity 
(generalizations) of our findings.* A telephone survey of 1,803 
citizens (households) provided a broad picture of what, if 
anything, was being done by various types of citizens to enhance 
their own safety and security. These data included socio
demographic characteristics, personality traits, victimization 
experiences, attitudes and perceptions related to crime and non
crime hazards (traffic, health, fire), attitudes and experiences 
related to participation in voluntary organizations, and the 
extent to which a citizen did or did not engage in various 
preventive responses to crime and non-crime hazards. In-person 
interviews with 153 leaders of community organizations were 
conducted to learn about the role such groups play in the 
"opportunity structure." These leaders had "expert" knowledge 
a.bout what facilitates and inhibits the initial involvement 
and maintained involvement of citizens in such organi~ations. 
In addition, these interviews provided information on a number 
of organizational variables including, original and current 
goals, history, issues addressed, funding, staffing, and 
activities/programs, and recruitment strategies. Finally, officers 
from 167 law enforcement agencies responded to a mail survey 
that measured which citizen anti-crime measures were encouraged/ 
discouraged by police. With these data we were able to compare what 
the citizenry is doing about crime vs. what the police would like 
them to do; and thereby formed a clearer understanding of the 
current functioning of the police in the opportunity structure. 

A. Summary and Discussion of Findings 

Along with the development of the preliminary conceptual 
framework, we began our research by reviewing past conceptualizations 
of citizen crime prevention behaviors/measures. There had been 
a number of previous conceptualizations, both explicit and 
implicit, that could be supported on a ppiopi grounds, but no 
empirical evidence exiElt6d to support or refute their validity. 
So that we could sample a robust and representative set of 
citizen crime prevention behaviors (i.e., our dependent variables), 
we conducted secondary analyses of past criminal justice survey 
data sets. From these analyses and our own a ppiopi reasoning, 
we concluded that what people do to be safe from crime could 
be thought of as measures taken to protect (a) their own person, 
(b) their household (family and property), and (c) thei.r neighbor
hood/community. 

For the most part, "avoidance" or behavioral restrictions 
appear to be the most prevalent response to prevent personal 

*This is why we expand1ed our sample of citizens to include 
suburbanites. 
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v~c~imization: This was.reasoned to be employed by individual 
cLtLzens to promote theLr own security (i.e., private-minded 
motivation). Regarding the employment of prevention measures at 
home, it appeared that measures taken to reduce unlawful entry 
" t 1" . 1 '1 ' access con ro , were most tYPLca . WhL e the intent of 
h<?usehold-ba~ed prevention measures seemed ~learly a private'· 
mLnded one, Lt was not clear whether citizens employed these 
m7as~res because they feared burglary, had been burglary 
vLctLms! were encouraged by police and/or community crime 
preventLon programs tp do so, or for some other reasons. Finally 
th.ere appeared to be a distinct set of territorial anti-crime ' 
efforts that citizens engaged in as a group. But again it was 
rwt clear what brought citizens together to engage in these 
"collective" responses and whether these had "priva.te-minded" 
and/or "public-minded" motivations. To capture and investigate 
this seemingly critical private/public individual/collective 
distinctions, it was hypothesized that' private motivation appeared 
to center around individual efforts to "avoid risks " while 
public motivation seemed linked to a propensity to take action 
on a broader public.scale, i.e., "social participation." 

Our a~alysis of perceptions of risk, serious, and efficacy 
of preventLve responses related to crime, traffic, health and 
fire hazards supported the notion that these may reflect 
generalized responses. This in turn led to a preliminary con
clusion that an individual's responses to crime may reflect her/his 
own orientation to threat in general. Furthermore, we found a 
general pattern of individual difference factors related to 
reports of feeling at risk and regarding victimization as serious: 
females, younger (and sometimes older) adults Blacks and Latinos 
those in lower income brackets, renters, and ~entral city residents 
are the ones most likely to report feeling at risk and perceiving 
the consequences of victimization as serious. Therefore it is 
in these population subgroups that one most likely would expect 
to find "risk-avoidance" serving as the motivation for anti-crime 
measures. 

We found.th~t a majority of citizens (58.3%) reportedly 
hold membershLp Ln at least one formal voluntary organization. 
The pattern of individual difference factors related to 
membership supported, for the most part, past findings on 
correlates of voluntary action. Of special interest were the 
r 7sults that B~acks, and homeowners, were significantly more 
lLkely than WhLtes and renters to report being a member of a 
block club or neighborhood-based community group. Blacks were 
also found to be significantly more active than Whites in the 
grouBs they belonged to, as were males and single adults. 
F~rtPiermo!.'e, problem-solving motives for joining groups 
(Lnstrumental) were most strongly related to membership in a 
neighborhood group, while social affiliation motives (expressive) 
were significantly related to the reported activity level of 
members. Thege findings were somewhat similar to what was learned 
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from 70mmunity organization leaders: A majority perceived citizens 
as beLng more likely to initially join their groups in order to 
sol~e.pr<?blems, than for expressive reasons (e.g., social 
affLlLatLon~. On the other hand most leaders felt it was a commitment 
to a communLty that kept members active and involved. Fewer leaders 
saw success at solving local problems (32%) or the desire for 
s07ial.affi~iation (31%) as a primary reason for members' 
maL~taLned Ln~olve,[ltent. Tht='s it appears that leaders may under
estLmate the Lmportance r .1. SO·~ Lal affiliation incentives in 
k7e1(ing me~bers. a'?tive c::YJ.d i.!'L\TOlved. In sum, by investigation 
cLtLzens dLsposLtLons f0~ s0cial participation and their 
involvement in FVO's (e.g. community organizatioIls) we tried to 
learn more about what has often been referred to as collective 
and/or public-minded motives. 

. While a citizen can be personally dispose~ ~oward prevention
orLented activities because of risk-avoidance and/or social 
participation motives, these dispositions may be affected by the 
"oppo:tun~ty structure," of which the police and community 
organL~at~on were reasoned to be two key factors. Our mail survey 
of p<?lLce <?f~icers found that their departments reportedly hold 
v~r~Lng opLnLons about the types of anti-crime measures the 
cLtLzenry should employ: for the most part, the police seem 
to, end<?rse ind~r7ct and.p~ssive.citizen crime prevention (e.g.; 
reportLng susPLcLous/crLmLnal cLrcumstances engraving valuables 
locking doors and 'to1indows, etc) and do not' endorse more ' 
dir7ct and aggressive means (e.g., defending oneself if assailed, 
ownLng.a hand g~n f<?r protection, citizen patrols, etc.). 
Comm~nLty <?rganL~atLons were found to have a primarily problem
solvLng orLentatLon, and thus can provide opportunities to a 
citize~ who is concerned ab<?ut some problem (e.g., local crime 
or delLnquency), but feels lmpotent on his/her own. It was found 
that community organizations provide opportunities for citizens 
(members) to engage in crime prevention activities when crime 
and delinquency problems become part of their organizational 
agenda. 

The ~irst type of.anti-crime.measure that we investigated 
was self-Lmposed behavLoral restr1ctions. Furstenberg (1972) 
described these m7asures as "avoidance" since they appeared 
to be used to avoLd exposure to circumstances perce~ved to be 
dangerous. It was found that a sizeable proportion of the citizenry 
reported that they limit behaviors in their own neighborhood (> 50%) 
espec~al~y those living in the city. The tendency to pla.ce ' 
restrLctLons on oneself because of crime, was most directly 
rel~ted to feelings of safety, then to being female, Black or 
Lat7no, elderly,.an~ having a low income. The overriding 
motLve for restrLctLng one's behavior seems clearly to be risk
avoidance; and as such is the prototype of the "individual/ 
private-minded" crime prevention measure that citizens rely on. 
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As found here, and in earlier surveys of the urban populace, 
there is great variation among American households in the extent 
to which they employ home protection measures. ~,.,o consistent 
findings emerged across the analyses: First, homeowners are much 
more likely than renters to take household-based protective 
measures. This follows no doubt from the g'reater control they 
can exercise over their property, and because of their greater 
investment (financial and psychologycal) in their home. It is 
not directly due to their greater income, because once home 
ownership is controlled for, household income does not relate 
significantly with most property protection measures. Second, 
there is a weak, but reliable, disposition to employ protective 
measures at home; certain households are likely to employ 
many or all measures, while others employ few or none. There was 
no evidence that anyone type of protective measure "substitutes" 
for others, rather these household anti-crime measures appear 
"complementary" or cumulative. 

A number of other significant relationships were found 
between personal characteristics, experiences and perceptions and 
the employment of certain home anti-crime measures: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Alarms, window bars, and/or special locks have been 
installed by over a third of the metropolitan 
area households. Blacks, Latinos, and other non-Asian 
minorities are most likely to use these target-hardening 
devices. On the other rJ.nd, the elderly, especially 
elderly renters, are least likely to target hard~n 
Increased education is related with greater use of 
these devices. 

Nearly a third of the households have installed special 
outdoor lights to make it easier to see what is 
going 011 outside. It was determined that perceived 
brightness of street lights in front of one's home 
was not related to the installation of outdoor lights. 

Nearly one-sixth of all households report having a 
hand gun, at least in part for protection. In the 
Chicago metropolitan area it was found that minority 
households were most likely to report owning hand 
guns. Higher income households were also more likely 
than those with lower incomes to have guns. The 
main e£fects of race and income are cumulative, with 
higher income Blacks most likely to say they have 
hand guns at home. 

Timers are used on indoor electrical devices (lights, 
radios) by 40 percent of households. The only signifi
cant difference in use of timers (other than home
owners) is associated with the elderly being most 
likely to employ this form of protection. 
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• Nearly 60 percent of all households ask neighbors 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

to watch their home when it is unoccupied for a couple 
of days or more. Married couples are more likely than 
other types of households to access neighbors as 
a home precautionary strategy. This may reflect the 
greater extent to which marrieds are generally 
integrated into ,their neighborhood social environment. 

Closely paralleling population estimates from past 
surveys about one-third of households reportedly have 
engraved valuables to help in their recovery in case 
of burglary. Young adults and better educated citizens 
are most likely to engrave household property. This 
may reflect that these individuals are more aware 
of protective measures (e.g., engraving) that have been 
popularly advocated by law enforcement agencies and 
other organizations throughout the 1970s. These 
individuals may also be more open to trying new and 
innovative protective measures compared to older and 
less educated citizens. 

While three-quarters of all households have theft/ 
vandalism insurance, almost all homeowners carry such 
policies. Among renters, Whites and those better 
educated are most likely to have the protection that 
insu.rance provides. It is possible that some socio
cultural differences exist between Whites vs. 
minorities that may account for this finding. On 
the other hand, minorities may well face insurance 
rates that they perceive as too high to justify the 
expense for an insur.'3);1,Ce policy. 

One-person adult households, whether male or female, 
are consistently less likely than other households 
to employ household-based prot,ective measures. Single 
adult women are more likely than single males to 
protect their homes, with the .exception of owning a 
hand gun. . 

Direct and vicarious experience with burglary are 
related to use of home protection measures. Burglary 
victims are more likely than non-victims to install 
access control devices, purchase a hand gun, and engrave 
valuables. Knowing victims of burgla~y in the neighbor
hood (vicarious victimization) is also related to an 
increased usage of protective measures. Yet defining 
neighborhood burglary as a "big problem" is related 
only to increase use of alarms, window bars, and 
special locks. 

Neighborhood crime prevention meetings appear to play 
their intended function to encourage persons to increase 
protection of their home. Specifically, attendees of 
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stich meetings are especially mere likely to' engrav<e 
valuables, install access centrol devices, and ask 
neighbers to' help in watching their heme than 
nenattendees. These findings clesely parallel what 
weuld be expected given the nature ef the recem
mendatiens law enfercement efficers typically make 
at such meetings. 

.. -------0 I 

n 

It seems reasenable to' cenclude that the primary incentives 
fer empleying heuseheld-based pretective measures are individual/ 
private-minded enes, i.e., to' pretect ene's preperty frem less 
and to' pretect the sanctity ef ene's heme. Complementing this is 
the facilitatien previded by centre 1 ever physical medificatiens 
ef ene's heme, and the reseurces necess.ary to' de so.. It appears 
very likely that residents de net base their decisions to' pretect 
their heme selely en seme "ratienal" assessment ef danger in the 
envirenment. As have been shewn here, crime-related experiences 
and perceptiens are semewhat re~ated to' have pretective actiens, 
but they sheuld by no. means be viewed as the enly determinants 
ef heuseheld-based pretective measures. It seems mere prebable 
that threugh the acculturatien precess certain in~ividuals learn 
"what yeu de for heuseheld safety purpeses". As such, the "r isk
aveidance" dispesitien (at least as we have cenceptualized and 
measured it) dees net arceunt fer a large ameunt ef the variance 
in these behaviers. 

In addition to the anti-crime measures that citizens empley 
for themselves, their families and households, we investigated 
several activities that involve groups ef citizens working tegether 
to' prevent neighberheed crime. We feund that mest adults 
have never participated in any ferm ef greup anti-crime effert; 
in fact, enly abeut 10 percent claim to' have dene so.. In the pact 
it was eften assumed that citizen involvement in these greup 
anti-crime efferts grew directly and selely frem their fear ef 
crime and experi.ences as crime victims. But because ef its ulti
mate debilitating effect (as shewn by its manifestatien as 
behavieral restrictiens) fear of crime mest likely dees net 
serve as a metivating facter fer invelvement in greup 
anti-crime efferts. In centrast, the findings ef the Reactiens 
to' Crime preject had indicated that participatien in neighber
heed-based greup crime preventien efferts eften fellews directly 
frem citizen participatien (veluntary actien) with cemmunity 
greups. 

Our findings suppert these ef the Reactiens to' Crime.preject. 
There is censiderable evidence here that territerial measures 
which invelve greups ef neighbers in seme erganized anti-crime 
activity are generally net originating from spentaneeus and/er 
infermal veluntary actien. Rather the prependerance stems frem 
the werkings ef en-geing cemmunity erganizatiens, many of which 
have crime preventien as a majer purpese. Yet, we can surmise that 
mest of these erganizatiens were net initially fermed fer crime 
preventien reasens. Our inpersen interviews with erganizatienal 
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~eaders suggests that neighberheed/community revitalizatien 
1mprovement, and/or stabilizatien are the general geals ef these 
erga~izations .. Anti-crime activi~ies beceme part of an organizatiens' 
age~aa, depend1ng on the percept1en ef neighborheed crime/ 
de11n~uency as a.preblem. We feund that mest citizens who partici
pate 1n these ne1ghberheod-based anti-crime efferts de so as 
part of their participatien with these community organizations 
and not due to ~ear of crime. In fact, the majority of individuals 
who ~t~ended ~e19hborhood crime prevention meetings, and/or 
part1c1pated 1n 1nformal surveillance (e.g., Bleckwatch or Beat 
Rep), and/er more active group anti-crime efforts (e.g., patrolling 
or escorting) were found to be current members ef a bleck club 
er.ne~ghborhoed-based community group. In direct contrast the 
ma]Or1ty of nenparticipaters in these anti-crime efforts were 
not members ef a neighborheed group/organiz,ation. 

In additien to these majer conclusiens we enceuntered a 
number of ether significant findings of a more specific nature. 

• group anti-crime efferts are more likely to eccur in 
. more densely pepulated, lower income areas with a 
re~atively greater preportion of nonwhite ~esidents. 
Th1s suggests that crime (victimization) provides the 
external (envirenmental) impe,tusfor the development 
of. comI~lUnity anti-crime effor~s. Yet, it appears that 
cr1me 1S more a necessary rather than a sufficient 
condition for their origin. 

• 

• 

• 

a differential pattern between city and suburban 
greup anti-crime efforts was found. Residents of the 
ci~y were mer7 likely to report that local cemmunity 
cr1me prevent10n started because "crime had already 
beceme a problem" (i. e., reactive), while suburbanites 
were mere likely testate that these efforts were 
"to. keep crime from becoming a problem" (i. e. , 
preactive). 

01?p,ertun~ty ~or participatiot,l seems to be highest 
~1th ant1-cr1me efferts that require relatively lew 
1nvolvement levels from citizens. This pattern 
carries over to actual participation levels; the 
more that participation requires of the individual 
the lower the participation rates. ' 

the majerity ef citizens who. are aware of group 
anti-crime efforts in their neighberhood de not cret 
involved. Two fifths of these citizens stated th~t 
"lack ef time" precluded their in'lTelvement. Abeut 20-
25 percent ef other potential participants reported 
they didn't get involved because of lack of interest. 
And a similar propertion indicated that they simply 
"tl7ere net given an oppertuni ty . 
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• Blacks were consistently over-represented as partici
pators compared to their percentage of the total 
population. While co~unity a~ti-crime ef~c>rts are , 
more likely to occur ~n relat.~ vely lo'wer ~J.lcome are<;ts, 
it appears that it is individuals from rel,atively hl,gher 
income households, within a c.ommunity, who are more 
likely to get involved. 

These then are the major findings of our rese<;tr<:~h: In sum, we 
conclude that citizen involvement in crime prevent~on ~s best 
viewed as three quaZitativeZy different types of respor;ses. 
First citizens qua individuals attempt; to prevent the~r own 
victi~ization through various personal protective me<;tsures, .but 
most typically by restricting their own ~eha,:"iors. R~sk-avo~dance, 
specifically fear, appears to be the rn.ot~vat~ng factor here. 
Second, citizens qua individuals attempt to p:event.propeT.'ty losses 
to burglary (and possibly personal c01.1fror;tat:-ons 'f,nth a. h<;>mt; 
invader) through a variety of measures pr~mar~ly those l~m~t~ng 
unlawful access: these access control. measures are! meant to 
create both physical barriers (e.g., special locks) and 
psychological barriers (e.g., leaving in~oor ligl;ts on when gone) 
to potential offenders. It appears that ~n many ~nstances. 
citizens employ these household-based measu:es due to the~r 
internalized norms about household safety, ~n other cases due to 
risk-avoidance, while in still other cases it seems that 
involvement in organized crime prevention meetings as part of 
their social participation led to increased levels of l;0usehold 
anti-crime measures. Third~ citizens qua community res~dents work 
together with neighbors to prevent crimes ar;d incivili~ies 
in their community directly through patroll~ng, escort~ng, 
block-watching etc. and indirectly through programs that 
address the pr~sumed'''root'' causes of crime. The~e neighborh<;>od-. " 
based group crime prevention meas~res take a ~ec~dt;dly ter:~tor~al 
stance, i. e., it is group s of res ~den ts behav~ng w~ ~h a s em~ - . 
proprietary demeanor to ensure the safety and se~ur~ty <;>f the~r 
"turf". Social participation, and not personal r~sk-avo~dance! 
seems to be the primary motivational factor for these collect~ve 
efforts. And since the focal point of these efforts is la;cger 
than the individual citizen or his/her household, it can be 
argued that there is some degree of "public-mindedness" to these 
motivations. 

We have found that these three "generic" approaches (personal, 
household, neighborhood) are quite different, and mostly ~ndepen
dent anti-crime respon~es. That is not to say that there ~s no 
overlap in the extent to which citizens engage in each typt;: 
Yet for the most part, there more heterogeneity a~ong citizer;s 
in-their crime prevention activities, than there ~s homCigene~ty. 
And as shown by our data these differences.appear closely 
associated with a variety o.f resources ava~lable t<;> tht; 
individual citizen. Where the approaches seem to l:-nk ~:3 the 
finding that involvement in group efforts is assoc~ated with 
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increased levels of household-based anti-crime measures. 

B. Revised Conceptual Framework 

In lieu of our findings a revised conceptual framework can 
be.propo~ed. A model of. this framework is shown in Figure 6.1. 
Th~s rev~sed framework ~s based on the findings of our research 
and <;ts~ociated inferences, i.e., it represents those parts of our 
~rel~m~nary fra~ew<;>rk tl;at were investigated. Its purpose is to 
~ntegrate our f~nd~ngs ~n a systematic, comprehensive manner. 

Behavioral restrictions to protect individual citizens from 
personal victimization seem linked to risk-avoidance motives. 
These motives, especially perceptions of risk seriousness and 
fear of crime, are related to assessments of danger in the'local 
neighborhood environment including both crime and incivility 
(e.g., vandalism). The risk-avoidance motives and the perceptions 
of ~oca~ danger are also related to personal characteristics 
(pr~mar~ly sex, age, race, and income) and to direct and 
vicarious exposure to.vi?timization: Being female, young or old) 
black, poor, a past v~ct~m, and knowing other local victims are, 
for the most part, associated with greater fear of crime 
increased perceptions of risk and seriousness, and great~r 
conct;rn for local crime and incivility. The local neighporhood 
provLdes the context for these problems to develop and also is the 
setting within which the individual encounters crime-related 
experiences and develops crime-related perceptions. 

Household-based anti-crime measures seem linked to both 
risk-avoidance and social participation. While we have no 
compt;lling find~ngs to suggest that fear of crime, perceptions 
of r~sk and ser~ousness are strong determinants of taking house
hold prevention-oriented measures, past experience as a 
burglary victim, kno~ledge of local burglary victims, and 
concern for local cr~me do appear to lead some individual citizens 
to household crime prevention. In addition, individuals who 
appear to become involved in group anti-crime efforts following 
from social participation motives, show a greater tendency to 
employ certain of these household measures (special locks, etc.· 
engraving valuables; and asking neighbors to watch their home ' 
when unoccupied). This conclusion must be a qualified one 
though, because the actual chronological sequence of this process 
was not measured by our data. 

Neighborhood/community-based group anti-crime efforts are 
linked primarily to social participation motives. Crime and" 
incivility provide the contextual cues for the need of such 
measures, it appears that they have a direct impact on com
munityorganizations (and the police), who in turn provide the 
"opportunity" for citizens to become involved in this form o£ crime 
prevention. It is probable that in some instances individual 
risk-avoidance motives lead citizens to get involved in group 
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• socia-demographic characteristics 
• experiences (victimization) 

"'''''~--------4 • neighborhood 
"' 

• personality traits 

\ 
Perceptions of 

~ Local Problems 
/' (e.g., crime) 

Disposition for 
Risk-Avoidance 

\ 
\ 

Disposition for 
Soc. Participation 

OPPORTUNITY STRUCTURE \ . , 
\ • local police 

, • community organizations 

Individual measures 
for perso~~l prot. 

• behav. restrictions 

Household measures 
for propeL't::y prot. 

• outdoor lights 
• timer 
• hand gun 
• insurance 
• watchdog 

\ , 

;-l~k;:-b~s :-;:l;-rm; V 
• NBRs watch home 
• engrave valuables 

\ 

Group measures 
for nbrhd pr.ot. 

• meetings 
• informal surv. 
• patrol 
• escort 

, 
Figure 6.1. REVISED CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

IN CRIME PREVENTION 
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anti-crime efforts, but the overall pattern of results from the 
present research indicates that it is social participation motiv2s 
that explain much more about what citizens do collectively to be 
safe from crime. 

Finally, although we did not test the effects that these three 
forms of anti-crime measures have on the individual and the local 
environment (neighborhood) we can infer that there is some impact. 
This is shown by the feedback loops in Figure 6.1. Neighborhoods 
may become more cohesive, safer, and have less crime. Individuals 
may experience similar positive effects. But then again, none 
of this may ~appen: This is an issue that other current/future 
research must answer (e.g., Taub, et al, 1979; and Taylor & 
Gottfriedson, 1979). 

C. Unanswered Issues for Future Research 

Because our methodologies techically have not produced 
-results with high degrees of inteT'naZ vaZidity~ we can not 
draw firm conclusions about the causal structure rmderlying the 
que,stion, "why citizens do/do not engage in crime prevention." 
We have used our data to form logical (nonexperimental) inferences 
about the motivational dynamics associated with citizen 
participation in· crime prevention. This is why we explicitly 
acknowledge that our research program does not constitute the 
definitive or final work on this topic. 

The model laid out in our conceptual framework needs more 
comprehensive and intensive testing. We were not able to 
operationalize all of the constructs, nor were all the constructs 
we did operationalize done so in a robust manner. Most notably, 
more thorough investigation is needed on the relationships 
(direct and indirect) between beliefs in personal control, 
territorie.l attitudes, and anti-crime measures across the 
lifecycle. Not enough is known about the "origins" of these 
personality traits and thus we do not understand their 
role in the development of a "preventive demeanor. "'k Furthermore, 
additional information is needed linking introversion/extraversion 
with partic:i,pation in FVOs, specifically ones with anti-crime 
efforts. Here again we need an understanding of the development 
in the early stages of the life-cycle of a "participatory 
demeanor" e.nd its relationship to extraversion, and personal 
control beliefs. 

Our research has provided some very preliminary evidence 
of generalized dispositions: 

"kA better understanding of these relationships would also 
complement the findings of other research NIJ is currently 
funding regarding territoriality and informal social control. 
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• to feel at risk, 

• to view oneself as vulnerable to the consequences 
of victimization, 

• to endorse the efficacy of various prevention 
measures, and 

• to engage in various preventive behaviors. 

That is, there appears to be.so~e regularity in.the way individuals 
adopt these attitudes and behav~ors. However, g~ven our lack of 
"multiple methods" of construct operationa1ization (<;:f. Camp~e11 
& Fiske, 1959), we cannot be certain that methodo10g~ca1 art~-. 
facts do not exist in our data. Therefore before these genera1~
zed constructs can be considered viable (valid) and meaningful, 
most robust methodQ10gica1 approaches are called ~or. For 
example, comb:tning observational methods and a:ch~val data 
retrival with data from survey methods would y~eld the more 
definitive knowledge necessary. Additional res~a:ch ~s al~o 
needed to explore feedback systems whereby ~od~f::..ca~~ons:-n 
one's behavior are undertaken to meet chang~ng cont~ngenc~es. 

Although our research has examined many of the issues con
cerning~ the "who, what, how much, and why not" of citiz7n . 
participation in various types of formal voluntary or~an~zat~ons, 
the role of such organizations as vehicles for promot~ng 
citizen involvement in"'':,onnnunity issues (specifically cri~e 
prevention), and organiiational maintenance issues, a :rar~ety . 
of knowledge gaps still exist. In terms of general ~oc~~l part~
cipation, research qu,estions which need more attent~on ~nclude:! 

• i\1hat are the specific incentives/benefit~ at;d. d~s- . 
incentives/costs that influence membersh~p ~n~t~at~on, 

,activity level among members and long-term connnit
ment to community organizations? 

• Do such factors account for more of the variance in 
part:::i.cipation patterns than, for exa~p17J ~ocio
demd~raphic or personality cha.racter~st~cs, or general 
and" specific 'FVO..:.relevant at:titudes (cf. Mulford 
& K10~glan, 1972)? " 

• Hqw cognizant are organizations of the actual 
factors that effect citizen initiation and. maintaining 
of involvement in such groups? 

• What organizational mail11:enance strategies can be 
,developed on the basis 6f such findings? 
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Several other knowledge gaps regarding organizational. 
maintenance (vs. specific membership maintenance) need to be 
systematically investigated. Our findings suggest that organiza
tions may serve a political linkage function between their 
members, the communities they represent, and city 
service agencies or local government. The role organizations play 
in this respect has received little systematic documentation. 

In a different vein, little systematic research has been 
conducted to address the question: are neighborhoods served by 
connnunity organizations "better off" (e.g., have lower crime 
rates) than comparable neighborhoods without such organized 
efforts to deal with local problems? Research that is 
currently being funded by NIJ should begin to address these 
questions. 

Finally, our research has explored the flow from awareness 
to opportunity to involvement as it relates to citizen partici
pation and nonparticipation in local crime prevention programs! 
efforts. Before we can systematically determine how much of the 
variance in participation patterns is accounted for by th~, simple 
awareness that certain programs exist, and by perceived oppor
tunities to become involved, a fuller exploration of the 
parameters of "opportunity" and the means by which people become 
aware of such anti-crime efforts is necessary. 

The past decade has seen a significant advancement in 
knowledge. ~bout the role of the citizenry in crime prevention. 
In the late 1960s and early 1970s there was a naive expectancy 
of community crime prevention. As most of the. NEPs documented, 
early efforts to engage the citizenry in anti-crime. activities 
lacked adequate conceptualizations. This naive expectancy 'was 
also an unfair (unrealistic) one, as we subsequently have learned 
how difficult it is to successfully implement citizen anti-crime 
programs, and then to do~'.unent what successes, if any, can be 
attributed to them. ','. 

We feel it is significant that the National Institute of 
Justice has realized: the need for carefully planned and well 
conceptualized investigations in the area of citizen crime pre
vention of which the present research is hopefully a part. 
Based on our findings, and those of other researchers, the 
state of knowledge in Connnunity Crime Prevention is moving toward 
that time when "realistic" field experimentation can and must 
begin. A decade is not a long time to reach this stage. Hope
fully the 1980s will see a logical progress of citizen 
anti-crime research and program development, one that has a firm 
continuity with what has been learned in the 1970s . 

In the future three broad issues form the basis around which 
applied research in this topic area ultimately needs to be 
organized, for the formulation of sound crime prevention policy: 
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what is reasonable and desirable to expect from the 
citizenry, especially community residents? 

what is reasonable and desirable to expect from the 
criminal justice system, especially the police? 

how can the interface between the citizenry and the 
police best be facilitated, especially by the 
government? 

In Slun, we need more empirical knowledge on the poZes of citizens, 
police, and government in preventing'crime! 

Findings from our research program and the Reactions to 
Crime Project provide a good start at understanding what the, 
citizenry is already trying to do. Results from other LEAA 
projects (e.g., NEPs, CPTED) provide additional information 
on citizen participation in crime prevention. vlliat now is needed 
is a brief and concise synthesis of evaluation and research 
findings on the efficacy of citizen anti-crime measures, so that 
some re~soned judgement can be formed about which of these 
measures appear to work, and thus which should be encouraged. 

, : 

~t is.the "encou:;agement," or promotion of citizen involve
ment ~n cr~me prevent~on that the results of our present research 
addr:sses. We I;a,,:e not c,?llec;ted data to evaluate the success 
(e~f~cacy) of c~t~z:n ant~-cr~me measures in actually preventing 
cr~m7' Ye~, that k~nd of information is critical to formulating 
pub~~c pol~cy about the role of citizens in crime prevention that 
mep~ts endopsement. Such evaluation research on the efficacy 
of c~tizell.anti-cr~e measures, and the research we have begun, 
are ~nextr~cably l~nked from the perspect;ve of policy formulation. 

D. Issues for Policy-makers 

What all of the cit~zenryls anti-crime acti,Vities share is 
an ~pparenit COnmlO1; goal ~. e., the prevention of criminal victimi
zat~ons and assoc~ated losses. To the extent: that.: any and all of 
th:s: anti:·cr~m: ac~ivities actually reduce the absolute number of 
c;r~m~nal v:~ct~m~za~~ons, then ~itizens are playing a critical role 
~n our soc~ety as co-producel~s" of safety and security (cf. 
Rosentraub ,& Harlo~v, 1980; Percy, 1979; Bish & Neubert, 1977). 

<I, 

Yet som: have ar9ued that only efforts aimed at the root 
causes ,?\f cr~me const~tute true "crime prevention." For example, 
Cohn, Klod~e: & Harvey, (1978) state that "[only] actions which 
try t'? el~m~n~te.the breeding grounds and presumed root causes 
of cr~e are cr~me prevention'" (p. 287). In contrast, these 
,~uthors regard efforts meant to protect one's self or property 
as merely "v' t' . t' . " .' ~c ~m~za :ton prevent~on and, not truly ap,ime pre-
vent~on; presumably because their effectiveness is thopght to 
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displace crime, thus not actually reducing its absolute magnitude. 
Implicit in this argument is the notion that only by peduaing 
the actual number of criminal incidents is crime being prevented: 
that is, crime prevention is crime reduction. 

If this line of reasoning is accepted, it could be concluded 
that any and all anti-crime measures not directed at the root 
causes of crime, benefit only the citizen who employs them; 
promoting only his/her ppivate security, with no gain for 
society as a whole. If this were the case, then 'much of what 
Federal, state, and local governments and law enforcement 
agencies endorse under the r,:ubric of Community Crime Prevention 
could be regarded as the promotion of ppiv~te security by 
pubZia agencies. 

Yet such a view would miss the importance that "opportunity" 
may play in the commission of crimes. If reducing opportunities 
for crime does not merely displace crime, then much of what the 
citizenry does for their own safety and security will in fact 
reduce crime. This is not to say that displacement never occurs" 
It is simply a recognition that whenever crime is not merely' 
displaced by the actions of a vigilant citizenry, then crime 
prevention is occurring. In that light, public policy that 
encourages the citizenry to engage in a host of personal, house
hold, and neighborhood-based anti-crime m.easures is fulfilling 
the legislative mandate that crime be reduced. 

Much of the current public policy regarding the proper 
role of the citizenry in crime prevention seems premised on the 
diStinctions between individual, and aoZZective responses to 
crime. These categories have been used to refer to ways citizens 
are assumed to respond to the threat of crime: As crime becomes 
a problem for a citizen he or she Can either take a series of 
actions to protect one's person (or family) and one's property 
(e.g., going out less, avoiding certain parts of town, iristalling 
target hardening devices, buying a gun, etc.), op the citizen ' 
can join some joint (collective) action with others to combat 
crime. It has been argued that individual preventive responses 
increase the citizens' fear and isolation by er.oding social 
cohesion and interaction. 

Predatory crime does not merely victimize individuals, 
it impedes and, in the extreme case, even prevents 
the formation and maintenance of con]ffiunity. By dis-
rupting the delicate nexus of ties, formal and )1 

informal, by which we are linked with our neighbor~(, . 
crime atomizes society and makes of its members me,t'e 
individual calculators estimating their own advantage, 

I' especially their own chances for survival amidElt their 
fellows (Wilson, 1975, p. 21), 
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Crime weakens. the fabric of social life by increasing 
fear, suspicion, and distrust. It also reduces public 
support for the 1a'tv, in terms' of unwillingness to 
report crime and criticism of the police. However, under 
certain conditions people will engage in collective 
action to fight crime. They may work for a political 
candidate who promises to restore law and order. 
They may call meetings of the community residents to 
plan an attack on crime. S6m~times they may even band 
together in a civilian police patrol to carry out the 
functions that the police are not effectively per
forming for them (Conklin, 1975, p. 185). 

Little of the material we have examined ... suggests that 
Dur~~leim was correct in arguing that crime brings 
peorJle together and strengthens social bonds ~ Instead, 
cri~e produce~ insecurity, distrust, and a negative 
vi~w of the community. Although we lack conclusive 
evidence, crime also seems to reduce social interaction 
as fear and suspicion drive people apart. This 
produces ~ disorganized community that is unable 
to exercise informal social control over deviant 
behavior (Conklin, 1975, p.99). 

The above works have suggested to many that all "individual" 
responses to crime are ultimately self defeating, because they 
perpetuate and even exacerbate a climate within "7hich crime 
could run rampant and unchecked. In contrast. collective 
action are viewed as the on1v means that will ultimately 
mitigate the impact of crime. Following from this view it could 
be reasoned that Community Crime Prevention strategies should 
attempt to limit crime's debilitating effect on community by 
building up th~community's capacity to prevent victimizations. 
This "theoretical" assumption appears to be bui.lt int()",J:he 
Office of Community Anti-Crime's statemeI].:t of funding 
priorities: Individual responses are viewed as "private-minded" 
because they are presumed to protect only the citizens who 
engage in them. And following Conk1in ' s position, such individual 
preventive. action is seen as running counter to the needs and 
welfare of the public as a whole. Therefore, CAe funding 
priority is given to "collective" efforts. 

To us ;!.t· appear.sthat the. individual/co11ecti,ve' and publici 
private distinctions have been used carelessly to refer to 
anti-crime measures, motives, and outcomes. Here, we have 
argued that those distinctions are murky when it comes to 
thinking abo,~t citizen anti-crime measures qua measures. These 
distinctions as they have been used in the past rest less on 
the nature of the measures undertaken, and more upon the 
presumed motives for initiating the m.easures, All measures 
are individual in the sense that an individual does the activity: 
Individuals go to meetings, pat~ol nelighborhoods, mark their 
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property, Individuals buy locks and 
and avoid dangerous areas, "Co11 t' gu~s, s~a¥ ~ome at night, 
sponsored by community organi t7C ~ve a7t~v~t~es which are 
individuals: watching blocks z:s~ons,are ~~plemented by 
court rooms etc Wh~le oc '. c01r1t~ng ch~ldren, observing , d" , , ~ cas~ona'y d ' 
~n ~v~dual citizens, Furtherm one ~n co~cert, all involve 
of ~he ~ndividual/collective ~~:tione.can quest~on ~he validity 
ant~-cr~~e measures on logical gro~~~o~as a way o~ categorizing 
those wh~ch can onl be e f s, re co1lect~ve responses 
an or~anized neighb~rhoo~ ;a~~if?b6 groups of <;it~z7ns (e.g" 
behav~ors (e.g., propert markin' r ~re they ~nd~v~dua1 
agree to engage in? If a~ a t' g~ tha~ a group of neighbors 
"tndividual" and a'''col1e ~ ~~cr~me measure can be both an 
collective distinction isC!~~7 respo~se"then the individua1/ 
the measure itself, ~guous w en ~t comes to categorizing 

This same concern app1' t.h . 
minded distinction When c~t~7S 0 t e pr~vate-minded vs, pub1ic-
f th' ' ~ ~zens engage in ant' , or e~r own protection c 't b . ~-cr~me measures 
effect does not extend b~ oan ~ 7 c7r~a~n th~t the cumulative 
then a private-minded or ~u~t,the.~~d~v~dua1s ~nvolved? Is this 
organize a blockwatch ro r ~c-m~n e measure? When neighbors 
in their own neighborh~odg ~mtt~at succe~sful1y reduces crime 
adjacent neighborhood is'th~ ~n t~rn ~~splace8 it to an 
~urthermore, given th~ limit~~ ~~~~~c-f~~ded or private-minded? 
~mpact of crime prevention we are f 0 f now ledge on the total 
can reliably be concluded 'h ar ,rom,the time when it 
only that citizen or thosetc~~.some a~t~-cr~me'measure benefited 
while some other. measure beneft~:~s t~ 0 w

b
a

1
s, (wE~re) involved, 

e pu ~c ~t large, 
. Hen~ we have tried to u h' " ' 

pr~yate-minded/public_minded s~. t t 7 ~n~~v~dua1/ eollective arld 
motwes that lead citizens ~s ~nct~ons ~s ways of Conce tual' . 
sea~ch supports the notion ;ha~n~~ge ~n cr::me.prevention. POur ~::ng 
mo~~ves that lead.some citizens toe~e.are ~nd~vidual/private-minded 
~r~me measures: we have identified ~home ~nv~lved in ~ome anti-

~!~!:~ id~o~~h~~i~~~lr:!~~;~~tr~~~-a:~~~;~c:O;~~!~ !~s~i~~~~~~i~ance. 
~,e 0 prevent~ve measures. ' ~n a weaker manner to some 

Our research also su 
:public-minded motives tha~Pf~!~ the no~i~n that there are co1lective/ 
~n some crime prevention some c~t~zens to become involved 
~~c~oc~~l participation. m~~~u~:s~ho~ ~ave identified these motives 
cr' pa ~on seems most strongly linked t your results, social par-

~me measures, and in some instances t 0 ~roup (territorial) anti-
It b. . . 0 ousehold preventive measures. 
. can e surm1sed that 'f 

~~ ~h~ch citizen~ engage in b~ha~~~rwfnted t~ i~creas7 the extent 
an~~~h!eafdoflc;~me would be most ef:ec~~~tr~ct~on~, ~ncreasing 
c~e~se~ ~nee~oKid !~p~~~n~nifri~:ar and con~~r~s¥~~~~~~~ew;~~ew~~:n 
s r~ct~ons; but also in some hou::h~l~ot o~ly ~n behavioral re

ant~-cr~me measures, 
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Furthermore, if one wanted to increase the extent to which 
citizens engaged iil household anti-crime measures it appears 
that this could result not only from increasing fear and concern 
for crime, but rather by increasing incentives and opportunities 
for social participation in neighborhood/community groups which 
see.crime as a local problem to address. In turn, if incentives 
and-oPPStrtt.mities for social participation in local groups were 
increased, one would expect increased citizen involvement in 
neighborhood/community based anti-crime measures, providing 
crime is perceived as a large enough local problem to address. 
This itself would typically lead to increases in the extent to 
::;:lhi\~h citizens employed certain household anti-crime measures. 

While the above reasoning is acknowledged to be spec'U.lative, 
it captures the jist of our findings. Yet until more definitive 
information is available, public policy on the citizenry's 
proper role in crime prevention must be very carefully formulated. 
We are not at the po{;nt where we can confidently state that 
this is what should be encouraged, while that should be dis
couraged. This lack of knowledge must be acknowledged, for only 
by being aware of the uncertain state of knowledge can policy 
makers formulate careful judgements on crime prevention 
priorities. 

It is in this light that the finding!; of our research can 
be discussed as they apply to the needs of crime prevention 
practitioners. Here, we assume that the wide range of citizen 
anti-crime measures are important in the control anq prevention 
of our nation's crime problems. The discussion ithat ':fol1ows 
should be read with this in mind. ' 

E. Implications for Crime Prevention Practitioners 

What is apparent in viewing our detailed pattern of research 
findings is that individuals 't~ho are "resource-poor" sel~m to 
face a life that is relatively insecure compared to those who 
are ({'resource-rich." Their apparent lack of a positive "preventive" 
demeanor toward crime and other hazards is merely one more thing 
missing in their lives. Unfortunately it is many of these 
,same individuals who are. most likely to become victims, possibly 
because they do the least to guard against it. ' 

We have found that the sum total of "resources" available 
to an individual related to his/her involvement in crime 
prevention includeslmaterial'and nonmaterial·personal resources, 
and a variety of social network and public service resources 
external to the individual citizen. A person's sex, age, race, 
marital status, education, income, type and place of residence 
B.ll constitute personal attributes that relate' to the type 
and extent of involvement in crime prevention. Furthermore, the 
quality of resources in a neighborhood, such as the police, 
community organizations, the schools, and social service agencies 
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seem clearly related to participation in crime prevention. 
Broadly stated ~he resource-rich do more for the safety of 
themselves, the~r household, and their connnunities, than do 
the resource-poor: For the most part, the resource-rich are 
a.lready co:producing their own safety and security in a proaative 
mann:r, wh~le.thT resource-poor are more likely to be merely 
reaat'z,ve to l~fe s hazards, if they do anything at all. And 
wha~ the resour7e-poor are most likely to do is simply rsstrict 
the~r own behav~or. . 

The special challenge to crime prevention practitioners 
then is how to increase the safety and security of the 
resource-poor above some mjnimum level where their fear of 
crime will no longer "int~rfere" with involvement in other 
anti-crime measures, especially those of a group nature. 
It must be recognized that this calls for long run solutions 
that will improve the quality of life of the resource-poor. 
It is in such neighborhoods wher.e behavioral restrictions are 
deemed most prudent that traditional Connnunity Crime Pre
vention solutions may be likened to treating cancer with a band
aid (and one that doesn't stick, for that matter). These are the 
extreme instances where Wilson (1975) and Conklin (1975) 
see crime and its attendent fear as totally undermining a 
community and its ability through informal social control to 
'deal with its own crime problems. In these cases the government 
must acknowledge the need for major allocations of resources 
(e.g., police, employment programs, improved schools, rehabilitated 
housing, etc.) to compensate for the citizenry's apparent 
inability to co-produce their own safety and security .. 

In areas where crime and fear are not of such magnitude 
that cooperative initiatives among residents are already 
undermined, then it seems that the police and local voluntary 
groups (e.g. block clubs and community organizations) can play 
an imp9rtant role in improving the quantity and quality of 
citizen crime prevention. In the role of "expert authority 
figures" the police help define for many citizens what can be 
done to prevent crime. Thei.r impact Ot' citizens seems a large 
part a function of their contact. Where ci.tizens are found to 
be exposed to the police, higher rates of household anti-crime 
measures are found. This contact seems to occur both when the 
police investigate a burglary, and when police attend community 
organization meetings. 

While not conclusive, our results suggest that the police 
could increase the extent to which citizens engage in crime 
prevention measures/efforts if good use is made of these contact 
points for disseminating anti-qrime information. When a burglary 
had been attempted or has occurred a citizen (for risk-avoidance 
motives) seems most readily disposed toward increasing household 
security. It is at that time that a security survey of the 
home by a police officer would probably have its greatest 
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impact on the res.ident. This ~ugg7sts thc:-t la~ enf~rcement " 
agencies should consider inst~tut~ng an u1Ille~~.ate follow-up 
contact for the purposes of offering a s7cur~ty surve~ after 
a breakin (or att'empt): Furthermore, mak~ng pres7ntat~ons to 
groups of citizens, especially those connected w~th some fo~al_ 
voluntary organization, seems to be an excellen~ way. the pol~ce 
can influence citizen crime prevention. The pol~ce, ~n the role 
of "isecurity advisors" to the conununity, could contact chu~ch, 
school and conununity organizations to arrange a presentat~on 
to the'membership. In doing so it is important that ~hey be 
cognizant of the full range of citizen crime prevent~on me~sures, 
and be ready to make some reasoned statement on what they feel 
should/ shouldn't:: be done and why. 

Conunupity organizations and other local voluntary groups 
in which residents can participate appear to ~ave.a great 
potential for involving citizens in crim7 prevent~on. Our 
findings suggest a number of reconunendat~ons of how to 
increase the positive role such groups can play: 

• the organizations themselves, can request regular 
attendance of a local law enforcement officer 
to serve as a security advisor. 

• organizations in "high" crime areas will be faced 
h h . "1 " with different problems t an t ose ~n . owe: . 

crime areas. In high crime areas, organ~zat~o~s w~ll 
not only have more serious problems.to d7al ~~th . 
but are likely to have greater diff~cult~es ~n gett~ng 
citizens involved. This suggests that a great 
deal of person-time will have to be d7voted t~ 
organization maintenance and memb7rsh~p :ecru~tment 
for FVOs in high crime areas. It ~s poss~ble thc:-t 
the person-time required cannot be met voluntar~l~, 
and only by a paid staff with the support of.outs~de 
funding. 

• as there is more movement of people to suburbs, and 
as the suburbs themselves age, crime and incivility 
problems would be expected to become more prevalent. 
The suburb~n populace seem~ more read¥ to take a . . 
proactive stance toward cr~me prevent~on, and conun~n~ty 
organizations should capitalize on th~s byaddress~ng 
crime issues a.nd mobilizing citizens before problems 
become serious. 

• organizations must recognize lif7-cycle demands 
placed on their members and vary~ng levels ~f 
attachment to the conununity among local res~dents and 
members. This would help to develop realis~ic expecta
fions. RecJ;uitment and involvement strateg~es.should 
also recognize that homeowners have property ~nterests 

203 

.:' , ..... ,-...,--0-,----', ... - ... -... -.. , _ 
" 

, ., 

n ~)l 

0 
n 
{t 

n 
n 
0 
n 
n 
n 
n 1 ~ 

n 
9 ,", 

.-, 

... ' .'~x_ ... ~~ __ 

::; \l. 

I fJ 
if] 

II 
.1 

~l W 
; ','1 ~t' :. , . 

:/ .' 

• 

• 

• 

parents have child-related interests, young adults 
have rec.reation inteYests, etc., and it is these 
vested interests that should be built upon. 

organizational resources may better be invested in 
maintaining the involvement of the "active core" 
of members, rather than focusing disproportionately 
on recruitment of new members. Here it seems that 
providing social affiliation benefits and other 
expressive incentives may be especially important to 
keeping members active. 

from the standpoint of recruitment, it seems 
especially important that potential members perceive 
an opportunity to become involved in ,helping solve 
local problems; that is, initial involvement in 
conununity organizations seems predominantly related 
to instrumental motives. But regardless of what 
issues are used in recruitment, personal contact of 
potential members is felt to be most effective by 
organization leaders. Leaders, though, seem not to 
recognize the importance of providing specific 
opportunities for involvement to potential members. 

the personal saliency of crime to citizens seems 
not to be a factor that conununity organizations should 
play upon. Instead approaching residents as members 
of the connnunity reconun,ends itself as the way that 
social participation motives can be invoked and. 
manifested in group action. 

social servi'ce programs are needed that are targeted 
to the elderly to help improve their security. For 
example, the elderly may be willing to spend the 
funds necessary to purchase better locks, but can't 
install them. They may have heard of engraving their 
valuables, but can't get an engraving tool, or may 
not be physically able to use one. Certainly, 
conununity organizations and local services agencies 
could be encouraged to place the elderly's security 
needs on their agenda. 
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1. Social Participation :1,11 'the' Ne.ighbothoo'd arid' 'C'ornmunity \, 

,\ 

Neighborhood "rootedness," in terms of hOnl~ ownership and 
length of residence has often been assumed to play a role, in socic\!l 
participation. For example·, home ownership has consistently been; 
found to be related to membership in formal voluntary organiza- \, 
tions (cf. Reddy, 1974). It is J:'easoned that owning a home createh; 
a sense of economic investment in the neigh;J)orhood and thus may ill 
promote Jocal community organization inolvemen,,t:, to the"" extent 
that such groups focus on neighborhood-relevan't: issues. 

Leqgth of residen,ce, as a reflection of lifecycle stage, may 
also facilitate a feeling of "rootedness" o,r sense of communj.ty. 
Young adults tend to be unmarried, childless and transient, and 
there·fore may not feel a strpng attachment to their neighborhoods. 
In contrast, persons in the mid-life sta.ge tend to be married 
couples with children and are likely to .have lived in one neigh
borhood for a moderate length of time; as a consequence, such 
individ,uals are likely to feel attached to their neighborhoods and 
thus may take an interest in organized community\group activities 
(Riger & Lavrakas, 1980). In the elderly years, the relation
ship between length of residence and social participation is 
expected to "drop off." Even though older people ;tend to reside 
in art area for a long time, they ,are not "tied" or: attached to 
a neighborhood in the sal11e sense as couples with ,children at 
home who have lived in '''orie area for a moderate If!ngth of time. 
In sum, a curvilinear association between length! of residence and ~/'B 

H· 
social participation is hypothesized. l 

J] -~~ 
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length of residence: age was h~othesized to hEive a curvilinear 
relationship with participation in formal volmltary 9rganizations 
(FVOs) . Again , howeve"r, past research has produced inconsistent 
findings, in this regard (Tomeh, 1974). For the present purposes, 
participation ~s expected to be low in the early adult years, 
rising to a peAk in the forties and fifties, and declining there
after. 

Two additional aspects of\lifecycle stage relecting house
hold composition are marital st:'atus and presence of children. 
Previous research (e.g., Fischer, 1977; Tomeh, 1974; Reddy, 1974) 
indicated. that people who are married and those with children are 
more likely to join formal voluntary organizations than nonmarried 
or childless persons. 

Other socio-demographic characteristics were also thought to 
be related to participation in formal voluntary ortanizations, 
including race, sex, and economic-related factors (~tiucation, in

'come, employment statuS). Reddy (1974) provides an extensive 
review of the literature concerning the influence of socio-demo-

" graphic characteristics on social participation (also Smit~, Reddy 
"and Baldwin, 1972). Studies prior to the 1970s "consistently 
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found that men,:":V'ere more likely to parti,cipate in FVOsthan women. 
With the advent!' of the Women's Movement this pattern may have 
changed. 

Studies prior to the 1960s consistently found that Whites 
were more likely to participate than Blacks. Coinciding with 
civil rights action of the 1960s Blacks apparently increased 
their level of participation. A 1974 na~io~al cens~s.of ~olun
teerism fO'und\\ that Blacks reported more soc~al part~c~pat~on than 
Whites (ACTION, 1974). This is supported by An~unes and Gai~z. 
(1975) which also found that Latinos are less l~kely to part~c~
pate in FVOs than Blacks or Whites. 

The relationship between socio-economic status and group 
involvement has often been examined in past research (cf. Reddy, 
1974. Tomeh 1974). Higher income has traditionally been found 
to b~ associated with greater social participation. But with the 
activism of the 19608 more lower-income persons have been spurred 
to social action. Thus while income still is assumed to be posi
tively correlated with participation, the strength of this rela
tionship may have diminished over the past two decades. Educa
tion, also has consistently been found to be positively. correlated 
with pal~ticipation in FVOs. Here again, the recen~ soc~al. chanf?es 
in the H. S. may have atte,nuated the strength of th~s relat~onsh~p. 

Consistent with the positive associations between income, 
educati,on and social participation, it would be expected that 
people with full-time jobs are more likely to .become ~e~ber~ of 
formal voluntary organizations. However, aat'l-ve part~c~pat~on 
requires a time commitment that individuals who work forty hours 
a week may be reluctant or unable to make. Ipdividuals ~orking 
part-time or who are unemployed do not have such constra~nts. 
Therefore, employment status may differentially be related to pat
terns of social participation. 

Apart from socio-de't.lographic characteristi,?s, past re~ear,?h 
has found that social attachments in the commun~ty and att~tud~
nal factors relate to membership in loca~ groups. Citizens are 
members of a variety of social networks. ~ndivid~4ls who are to
tally unattached to their neig~borhood soc~al env~r~nmer:t <,ire ur:
likely to become involved in formal volun~ary organ~::at:-ons. R~ger 
andLavrakas (1980) found support, for, tl;~s hY1?o~hes~s ~n ~erms 
of neighborhood/community group 1Ilembersh~p. S:-m~larl!, Sm~t,h 
(1972) found that knowing a larg~a number of ~e7ghbor~ was related 
to participation in voluntary gr()ups. ~erc:eJ-v~ng. ne~ghbors"as 
being generally helpful, as oppo:~ed to go~ng the~r own. way or. 
being isolated, might also be expected to relate to ~oc~al part~
cipation. It may be that social cohesion and group ~nvolvement 
are related; however, the causal link between these factors re-

", mains upclear. 
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The relationship between social participation and terri
torial attitudes, representing a proprietary demeanor in one's 
home and neighborhood, is virtually an unexplored area. It can 
be infered from psychological studies that strong feelings of 
personal responsibility for what happens in the home and concern 
fo: neighborhc:od af!airs ~e.g., feeling that what happens in the 
ne:-ghborhood '1-8 one s bus~ness) are associated with group rnember
sh~p. 

. . Past research (Reddy, 1974; Smith, Reddy and Baldwin, 1972) 
~nd~cates that a number of personality traits are also related to 
general social participation. One personality dimension of im
portance to\the present research is that of internal-external 
locus of control (Rotter, 1966). Locus of control refers to an 
individual frame of reference in perceiving one's ability to affect 
what happens in one's life. An individual who perceives it with
in his/her power to playa determing part in solving life's prob n

• 

lems is described as having an internal locus of control. On the 
other hand, a person with an external locus of control perceives 
himself/herself as being less able to influence fate and thus 
less capable of solving life f s problems.: 

Previous re~earch (Phares, Ritchee, & Davis, 1968; Butterfield, 
1964) has demonstrated that perceived internal locus of control 
leads to instrumental and effective behavior. Logically, persons 
with a high degree of perceived personal control are'likely to'view 
their actions as being efficacious; therefore it may be that such 
persons will be more likely ,to join formal voluntary organizati.?ns 
in an effort to meet their goals than persons with low perceived 
personal control (e.g., those with an external locus of control). 
Likewise, per~ons who feel that chance or luck does not play an 
important role in life's events (internal locus of control) are 
also likely to believe their actions are effective, and for simi
lar reasons, may ]::I,e more likely to participate in groups than 
people who believe more in the influence of fate (external locus 
of control). 

" Distinctions between mere membership and active participation, 
'and levels in between, are generally not made. Personal resources, 
specifically time and energy, undoubtedly distinguish active from 
passive group ~embers, und are likely to playa role in long-term 
participation. Such factors may even change the previously hypo-

,thesized relationships between simply joining groups and demo
graphic characteristics. For example., although individuals with 
familial ties are likely to join ~roups, they may be less likely 
to be active members due to confl~cting obligations, than nonmarried 
people. Personality and attitudinal characteristics which are 
expected to determine who will join formal voluntary organizations 
may be more strongly pronounced among active and/or long-term 
membez's vs. members "in name only. II 
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The distinction between active and passive 'membership and the 
issue of continued or long-term participation has been concep
tualized in terms of incEmtives/b,enefits and disincentives/ costs 
by a number of researchers (e.g" Wilson, 1973; Sharp, 1978; Flynn 
and Webb, 1972; Giamartino, Ferrell, and Wandersman, 1979; Smith 
and Reddy, 1972). Personal tendencies or internal motivations 
and various organizational features can be characterized as pro
~Tiding incentives and disincentives toward social participation. 

Wilson (1973) provided a useful typology for investigating 
incentives related to citizen activity. He distinguished among 
material incentives, solidary (expressive) incentives, and pur
posive (instrumental) incentives. Material incentives are tangible 
rewards such as money or goods received for ?erticipatory ser
vices. Expressive incentives are intangibles such as prestige 
and sociability. Finally, instrumental incentives deal with gain
ing a sense of fulfilL[) commitment, typically by attaining some 
goal or by benefiting some larger public. 

'For the most part, material incentives are not assumed to play 
a significant role in motivating citizens to particitpate in for
mal voluntary organizations. Furthermore, people who do join 
organizations to receive goods and services, especially when.s~ch, 
material incentives meet temporary needs, ~ppear to have a l1m1ted 
commitment (Sharp, 1978). On the other hand, expressive or social
oriented incentives are assumed to be important to the initiation 
and maintenance of group involvement. Several studies have found 
that extroverted people (those with well-developed social skills 
and a strong desire for social inter-action) are more likely to 
participate in formal voluntary organizations than introverts 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1960; Smith, 1966; Smith, 1972). 

Instrumental incentives or problem-solving motivations are 
also thought to be important dispositional mediators, Flynn and 
Webb (1972) in a study of women policy campaign volunteers, fo~nd 
that self-maintenance needs (e.g., a need to keep busy, to sat1sfy 
psychological deficits or escape unpleasant circumstances, etc.) 
and self-actualizing expressions (e.g., opportunities for personal 
growth, self-education, desire for productive activity in the 
community, etc.) were related to the initiation of grOl,lp. involve
ment. Similarly, Giamartino et al. (1979) found that ne1~hbor
hood environmental conditions, general concern fOl; the ne1ghbor ... 
hood, a desire to get to know neighbors and other factors were 
related to participation in local block organizations. Clearly, 
the results from these two studies provide evidence for the utilty 
of Wilson"s conceptualization concerning expressive and instru
mental incentives. 

Mulford and Klonglan (1972) provided an extensi,ve review of 
the literature concerning attitudinal determinants (mo~ivati?ns) 
of individual participation in organized voluntar~ aC~10n wh~~h. 
led them to distinguish between general and organ1zat10n-spec1f1c 
attitudes toward group affiliation. They concluded that several 
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9'en~rc: l ~VO"'.r7Ie~ant a~titudes were s~gnificantly related to 
a~f1l1at10n ~1~h o.rganJ.zed. groups! including: general obliga
t10n to partl.C1pate; genera'l perception of instrumental. value of 
FVOsi.forma~ group p:eference, low degrees of need inviolateness; 
no~aI1entat10n! serv7ce orientation toward leisure time; and 
fr1endly relat10~s w1th people in specific groups. Specific 
FYO-relevant att1~u~es rela~ed ~~ participation included: com
~1tm7nt to a sl?ec1f1c organ1zat10n; efficacy of a specific organ-
1zat1(:m t<;> ach1eve goc;tls; obligation to participate in a specific 
0:ga~1~at10n; attract1veness of a specific organization; outside 
s7gn1f1ca~t:-other support for specific organization; personal fit 
W1t~ specJ. f17 organization; friendly relations in specific organi
zat10n; and 1nfluence by others to join the specific organization 
Mulford and Klon~lc;tn also provided an almost identical list of . 
gen7ral and spe:1f1c FVO-relevant attitudes found to relate to 
act1ve and cont1nued participation (i.e., maintenance). 

D•· • IS . . .1s1ncent1.ves are the opposite of incentives, and serve as 
1nh7b1tors rath7r than motivators. It can be reasoned that ma
ter1al, express1ve, and instumental disincentives may exi~t as 
barriers to the initiation and maintenance of participati~n in 
formal v~luntary organizations. For example, results from the 
Flynn ana Webb study (1972) indicated that unclear or non-salient 
goals, leadership problems, and interpersonal conflicts among 
memb7r~ ac~ed as inhib~tors to joining groups. Discontinued 
pc;trt1c1pat10n was attr1buted to personal frustrations over indi
v1dual nee~s not bei~g met, f 7elings of inadequacy, personal 
overextens10n result1ng from 1nvolvement in many groups ("burn-out") 
ar;d other factors. Similarly, lack of time, conflicting obliga- ' 
~1<;>ns due to employment, dislike of members, and no desire to 
J01n groups were some of the reasons given for nonparticipation 
among respondents in the Giamartino et al. study (1979). In 
general, the nonfulfullment of various expressive or social-ori
ented and instrumental or problem-solving-motivations for involve
ment led to nonparticipation in both studies. In addition some 
o~ t~ese disincentives were general FVO-relevant attitudes' (e g. 
d~sl1ke of members). ' , 

2. Publ:i.c Participation in the Environmental Movement 

As many as l~ million Americans belong to one or more of some 
50,000 .local, . regp.onal and national environmental organizations. 
The rnaJ or !lat.?:onal}1 environmental organizations such as the Sierra 
Club an~ the National Wildlife Federation, hav~ been primarily 
respons1ble for the passage and enforcement of strong environmental 
laws. . 

The percenta~e o~,the. general public who are actually enrolled 
as members of 7nv1ronmental organizations is small, mostly from 
the educated m1ddle class. But the movement's support-is quite 
broadly based. Sympathy for the environmental movement and its 
goals cuts across racial, sex, education, and income groups, 
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The three largest national membership groups are the National 
Wildlife Federation, the National Audubon Society and the Sierra 
Club. Each of these has regional, state or local affiliates __ 
the Sierra Club has 250 local chapters and the Audubon Society 
has 385. The environmental mov'ement also consists of over 20,000 
region,al and local organizations. 

The environmental movement's' major political tactic involving 
its membership is "grass roots lobbying" wherein members are en
couraged to communicate with their state legislators and repre
sentatvies in Congress on particulari issues of environmentaL con
cern. They are also typically urged to monitor the implementation 
of environmental laws and regulations by attending public hearings 
and deliberations. 

The national environmental organizations are highly effective 
in influencing environmental public policy because full-time pro
fessional staffs supplement the voluntary efforts of their members. 
At the national level, for example, the Sierra Club has 85 full-time 
staff, and Friends of the Earth has 47 (1977 figures). 

Membership participation in national organizations consists 
mainly of payment of dues -- which range from $7.50 to $25.00 
annually. and are usually tax deductible. Members also consti
tute a body of informed citizens which the group can claim to 
represent in its lobbying. An impressive percentage of the mem
bers can be mobilized periodically to communitcate its support of 
key bills to legislators. 

Members are far more active at'the local level, where success 
is almost entirely a function of the level and intensity of members' 
voluntary action. 

Most of the national membership groupd recruit members through 
sophisticated use of direct mail appeals. 'Foundation grants have 
underwritten membership recruitement campaigns for several of 
the groups. 

a. Public artici ation and the environmental rotection 
agencS' T e Environmenta .ProtectLon gency s general regulations " 
on pu~lic parti,cipation set a' high formal standard for its regional 
offices and for state and local government. It ma.ndates that 
public participation "be provided for, encouraged assisted to the 
fullest extent practical ... " The regulations call, 'int;er ,aZia" 
for mechanisms or activities to assig.t the publ~c on technical 
matters; to consult with the public on major agency programs; and 
to assure prompt consideration of citizen complaints or information 
on viola~+ons of the law. 

These requirements a'rf?",p,.pparently observed more in form than 
in fact. , The implementation ,of the public participatj.on require
metns of the various laws ad,fI':',inistered by EPA is left largely to 
the discretion of EPA national and regional officials, ~ho are 
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often burdened by seemingly mor~ pressing concerns, 

Regulations, goye::nins; most J?r~g::ams under EPS cont~ol rarely 
mention public partl:cLpatJ.'on.ac'l::L.vLtLe~ at all, The fa~lt for 
this may not entirely rest wLth EPA. l,;ongr~ss has.c:,nsL~tently 
and drastically cut EPA's requests for publ~c partLcLpatLon pro
gram funding. In the wake of these cutbacks,EPA has ~argely 
confined its public part~cipation activities to producLng a great 
quantity of public information material. ' 

Public involvement at the state level (under EPA direction) 
consists almost exclusively of offering testimony atpublic.hear
ings. Public hearings are often weak instruments for changLng 
programs. They generally attract state and governmet;t repr~sen
tatives and professional consultants -- viz. those wLth a fLnger 
in the federal pie -- and virtually no one else. 

Effective public participation programs take considerable 
time, can delay programs, and produce aroused public debate and 
resistance rather than consensus upor; progr,;un. goa~s and means: 
To "encourage" (i.e. to create) publLc partLcLpatLon, EPA a~mLn
istrators would need to seek out broad segments of the publLc, 
spend time and resources to explain what programs mean! and help 
the public to understand those pro9ra~ consequences w~Lch m~y 
some day be important to them. T~Ls LS a very labor:LntensLve, 
high-cost endeavor for which EPA LS currently not beLng funded. 

b. The national environmental groups." The Sierra CZu~ is 
the most activist and the most "grass roots of.all th~ enVLron
mental groups. ' The majority of Club members wrLte le~"Cers (to 
decision makers) and take position$. on environmental ::ssues. 
Members testify before local planning bodies. ~h~re Ls.a lot of 
activism at the local level. Man¥members J?a~t::c::pate Lr;t c~ub 
hikes and outings. They are commLtted to mLnLmLzLng man s Lm
pact on the wilderness. They aVQ~~. litt2::ing the outdoors and 
often pick up what litter they firid.' InsLders say the Club un
doubtedly has fewer $mokers and more carpoolers than the general 
population. Members 'are constantly looking.over ~PA's shoulder 
and monitoring the 'activities of ()the:c publLc bodLes. 

In the National, Wi ZdZife Fed~~~o.tionj social and r~c::eational 
activities seem to dominate. Many m:w. mem.~ers. are affLlLated . 
through sports groups and their partLcLpatLon ~s foc~sed on theLr 
sport, such as canoeing and hunting. 01\,esp~cLally Lmp,ortar;t . 
issues the national staff sends out an actLon aler~. ThLS LS 
a mailing to all members ex,plainin~ an ~ssue and urgLng all mem
bers to wr~;te to their representatLves Ln Congress. 

More than 10 million students, teachers, and m~mbers ~f c~n
servation groups take part in the observance of NatLonal W.LldlLfe 
Week each year. In 1977, actor Robert Redford served as honorary 
chairman and carried the observance's theme of clean water to 
millions of Americans over television. 
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ID:JFrecently polled :Lts members and found that. energy con
seryatl.on.was the member~h:Lp!s'second highest priority,' One of 
NWF s.natl.onal progr~ms l.S to develop a national policy aimed at 
reduc::ng energ:y growt:~ t<;> the lowest practicable level, The mem
b7rs l.nvolved l.n ~ashl.onl.ng these 'principles are presumably com
ml.tted to conservl.ng energy in their own everyday lives. 

. About a third of all members of the Audobon Society are re
~rul.~ed through individual chapters. Another third join by send
l.ng l.n the cards attaced to Audobon magazine. 'The last third 
comes from direct mail membership solicitation letters each year. 

Most participation occurs at the local chapter level and 
about 10% of all Audobon members can be classified as "active " 
One-third of all membership dues return to the local chapters: 
Me~bers are active in attending meetings of public bodies, after 
whl.ch they report back to their local chapters and ivrite up ob
servations for local newsletters. 

A major form of membership participation is sending letters 
~o public officials. Chapters mounted a massive campaign to 
l.nfluence members of Congress on tl:~e Alaska Conservation Act The 
campaign consisted of letters to newspaper editors, and lett~rs, 
p~one c~lls, and mailgrams to individaul members of Congress. 
~l.nc7 vl.rtua~ly 7very m7mber of Congress has an Audobon chapter 
l.n hl.s/her dl.strl.ct, thl.s pressure came from constituents rather 
than simple conservationists. ' , 

Each Audobon chapter reflects the environmental concerns of 
its.own.local.co~uni~y. A coastal chapter, for example, may be 
actl.ve l.n resl.stl.ng ol.l tankers in coastal waters, or protecting 
coastal wetlands. A chapter located near the California desert 
has been active in providing public planners with data on desert 
flora and birds, with a view to preserving the natural habitat. 

Besides contributing time and money, members of the Isaak 
Walton Leagu~ are often engaged in community education projects 
such as meetl.ng at a stream to demonstrate against its pollution. 
The League's "Save our Streams" program involves citizens at the 
local level in cleaning up the nation's waters. 

The League's special concern for the use of the outdoors is 
expressed in organized anti-litter activities and in education 
programs for children in the :use of the outdoors .. League philo
sophy stresses ethical hunting and fishing. League members believe. 
t~ey are much less abusive of the o'ltdoors than non-members. In 
Ml.nne~ot.:;, for example, League members overwhelmingly supported 
re~tr::ctl.ng the Boundary Waters Area to canoeing, whereas the 
maJorl.ty of the electorate apparently favored snow-mobiling and 
motor-boating. 
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c. !..o,.£alenvironmenta'l gr'o'ups .. There are myriad environmental 
groups at the local level. The maJorl.ty 6f these groups were 
organized to promote a, special purpose or cause. For example, 
Friends of the River is probably the most active single-purpose 
environmental organization in California today. Most of its 
members are young and enthusiastic river rafters and canoeists. 
When first organized in the early 1970s FOR's purpose was to 
,resist the proposed New Melones Dam on the Stanislaus River. 
The California electorate turned down FOR's 1974 ballot initiative 
calling for preservation of the Stanislaus River in its wild 
state. The dam was subsequently constructed, and FOR's current 
objective is to save about 10 miles of the Stanislaus from 
further damming. 

Since losing their ballot initiative, FOR has become 
increasingly sophisticated. It uses novel administrative 
strategies 'to gain its objectives: For example, it has argued 
with some success that Miwok Indian caves adjacent to a river 
justified treatment of that river as a historic preservation 
site. 

Although FOR has nominal dues ($10 regular, $5 for low
income members) most of its budget comes from river outfitters-
who charge every rafter $1 per trip and transfer these payments 
to FOR. 

A spokesperson for FOR summarized membE,lrship participation 
activities as follows: "We get our membersh.ip to write constituents 
letters to members of Congress. We have campaigned for candidates 
who support our views. Members have also participated in such 
publicity-attracting activities as a well-attended "river-
walk", at the end of which we planted trees in front of the 
governor's office. We also have observed Stanislaus River Day 
at the State Capitol. We have recruited the handicapped and the 
blind to help us in our campaign: The Stanislaus River is 
uniquely accessible to people in wheel-chairs and the 
blind. We have also been successful in getting our members and 
supporters to pack hearing rooms when we offer testimony dealing 
with rivers." 

3. Citizen 'Involvement in Health Maintenance, Traffic Safety and 
Fir'e :Prevention 

The recognition of the important role of the individual citi
zen in risk management has been accompanied by increasing govern
mental commitments to encourage citizen prevention activities. Pre
vention has also been a long-time research interest. However, the 
literature tends to be fragmented and inconsistently developed, re
flecting the issue-by-issue or single behavior approach adopted by 
social scientists. This summary reviews what is presently known 
about people's reactions to three common stressors--health concerns, 
traffic safety and fire hazar~s--to aid in.iden~i~ying.possible key 
individual factors important l.n understandl.ng Cl.tl.zen l.nvolvement 
in prevention activities. 
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In general, these three fields differ in the extent to 
which the government has .assumed responsibility for prevention 
activities. Healthmainteriance is an issue in which the 
individual exercises many. decisions--both in gaining access 
to available services and then choosing to utilize them. The 
question of access to seat belts has become a non-issue with the 
legislation of belt:"equipped automobiles. The decision arena 
for the person centers solely on whether or not the belt will 
be used. Governmerit intervention in the fire prevention area 
has been demonstrated to an even greater extent: Most of the 
environment has been structured and designed to be nearly fire 
resistant. The choices left to the individual are considerably 
limited, although importiant. These considerations provide the 
back drop against.which people may operate in a precautious or 
"careless" manner. 

The most critical overall finding in our survey of the 
literatures is that there are identifiable subgroups in the 
population who are more likely to engage in general and 
specific instances of prevention. These individuals are 
marked by several characteristics, which include factors that 
are internal to the person and those that impinge on her/him 
from without. The factors which have received research 
emphasis include socio-economic status, cognitive variables 
(e.g., awareness and attitudes), personality, contextual 
influences and organizational features. The associated findings 
are briefly summarized below. 

People who take prevention measures in health and in 
traffic safety tend to be bet.ter educated, enj oy a higher 
socio-economic level based on income and occupational status, 
and are somewhat older. While sex differences have not been 
documented in either area, race and marital status of the 
individual appear to play some role in seat belt usage; white 
and married persons tend to "buckle up" more often. Other 
demographic factors have been found in the fire prevention 
area; older citizens tend to exhibit less preparedness in terms 
of knowledge in handling an unwanted ignition and planning an 
appropriate escape route, but also suffer fewer exposures 
to fire hazard. 

Users and non-users of health services, fire-fighting 
techniques and traffic restraining devices also differ significantly 
in the attitudes they hold. At the more general level, a con-
sensus exists among drivers about the "goodness" of seat 
belts and among citizens about the value of fire prevention. 
However, consumers of health services are more likely than 
non-consume~~, to view good health as an important issue and 
perceive the official health care system positively. Thus, 
where many, including the public sector, assume each issue 
to be of equal and hlgh importance, somedis.sension is noted. 
Health is the one area of the three in which considerable 
personal decision leeway is available and does not assume the 

" same priority for all people. 
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. ~ifferences are also apparent in more specific attitudes. 
Ind~v~duals appear to make. health-related '.decisions on a disease
by-dise<:Lse basis. Consumers of specific'illness prevention 

. stra~e9~es tend to :valuate their susceptibility to the particular 
cond~t~on as more l~kely, the consequences' of disease as more 
~evere and the efficacy of the treatment more positively. The 
~nfluence of one's personal assessment of risk is also 
important in seat belt usage, but the ,relationships are 
complex. Those who see themselves in little risk as well as those 
who have directly experienced danger are less likely to use 
the belt device~ t~anthose wh~ ar~ aware of the dangers but 
~ave not been V~C~~l!ll' of traff~c m~shaps. Moderate threat 
~s th~ught t<; fac~l~tate people's precautionary seat belt 
be~av~or, wh~le severe threat serves to impede appropriate 
dr~ver behav~or. 

Personality determinants of prevention activities have 
received limited attention. Findings in these studies are 
suggestive, however: there is evidence that some people adopt 
a generalized prevention orientation while others do not That 
is, people who are careful in health matters are also ca.~eful 
in traffic and other areas. ~urther risk-avoiders tend to 
~is~l<:Ly a different psychological m~keup than nonprecautious 
~~d~v~duals. They appear to be better-adjusted in relationships 
w~th others, behave in ways consistent with social norms and 
tend to believe in and seek personal control over events' 
in their environment. Non'-consumers, on the other hand 
ex~bit more.impulsive features, rigidity and a sense that the 
env~ronment ~s not amenable to their control. These themes have 
only preliminary treatment in the literature and should be 
considered tentative. ' 

A second direction in this research examines factors 
outside the individual which are thought to influence whether 
he can or will engage in prevention activities. These studies 
address two somewhat different concerns. The first issue deals 
with th~ "opportuIfity structure" or availability of prevention 
strateg~es: That ~s, how does the cost and time involved the 
proximity of services or the "trouble" encountered to be' 
pre~a~t~ous impact on p~ople's willingness to engage in these 
act~v~t~es? The second ~ssue focuses on contextual considerations: 
What in the immediate situation serves as a cue or what kind 
of environment (primarily social) supports and encourages 
precaution? 

The question of "opportunity structure" is more pertinent 
to health maintenance than to seat belt usage and, perhaps, fire 
prevention. All later model automobiles (mid-1960s and newer) come 
equipped with seat belts for front-seat occupants. In a similar 
mode, buildings and materials must meet certain fire-equipped 
or -resistant specifications before their use by consumers is 
permitted. Within the three prevention areas reviewed here 
the influence of opportunity structure variables may be considered 
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a major issue only for health maintenance .. In general, the more· 
convenient, simple and i1'lexpensive the medical procedure, the 
more likely an individual is to participate in the activity. 
Similar examination of the role played by the cost and effort. 
necessary to install a smoke detector or extinguisher has not 
been undertaken in the fire literature. 

The contextual factors have been approached from two 
·viewpoints. Research in seat belt usage has concentrated on the 
apparent "effect" of the immediate traffic environment on prevention 
behavior. Traffic conditions have been found to playa significant 
role in the incid~:ri\;:e of seat belt usage. In general, belt use 
tends to be grea:t~'r"in highway than city traffic> travel for 
longer distances, at higher speeds, in bad weather and at night. 
The individual's decision to travel by highway appears to have 
some potency as a cue to "buckle up." However, more of the 
variance in belt usage is explained by personal factors than is 
explained by situational factors. 

A more global perspective on the meaning of "environment" 
or "setting" has been adopted in studying health maintenance. 
Here, an individual's context is seen to include a wide range of 
life-style influences and moves beyond th~ irm:~=diate health
decision situation (a flu epidemic, for example). Childhood 
socialization practices, the values, beliefs and number of an 
individual's p.eer groups, community size and character and 
religious affiliation help to shape the person's past and current 
socio-psychological environment. The available research supports 
the important role that social life circumstances play in the 
person's prevention orientation. These contextual factors are 
interpreted as defining the kind and .amount of information and 
role models to which the individual is exposed. 

Recent interest in social-information networks marks an 
attempt to expand our knowledge of "who" the participator is 
from the demographic sense. He/she may be described not only 
in terms of age and income, but also the kinds of life(experiences 
he/she is likely to have had. The kind of questions impprtant 
to this issue center on the personal and social incenti\\res and 
barriers associated with prevention activities. The psy§hological 
and contextualcorrelate~ .of precaution are sugge.sti-v'e(~a.nd promising, 
but relatively undeveloped. What is the instrumental value of 
exercising control over the environment? How do social groups 
operate to influence the individual? Do they merely provide 
information (a proper "knowledge 'context") or set into motion 
more pO'Vlerful forces· such as pressure and. approval for 
conforming to certain norms? How do personal dispositions and 
social forces interact? Identifying the components of a pre-
vention motivatiQn is the core to an adequate knowledge bank in 
deve.loping public police. The ability to specify the benefits 
and costs of precaution (the "why") provides the basis from which 
effective programs may be devised. Further attention to the issue 
is unquestionably necessary. 
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,1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

BEGIN CARD 02 

AM 
Time interview began, ____________ ~PM 

"')1 

The first few q.uestions are about /t:he area where you now live. 

What city, suburb, or town do you live in? 

Chicago • • . . • . • 001 
Other (Specify suburb/town) _______ _ 

Don't Know. 997 

Refused .. . . . . . 998 

Row nice a place is (your present neighborhood/suburb) to live in? Would you 

say it's 

Very nice, . 4 

Nice, . . . 3 

Just okay, or . 2 

Not a nice place? . 1 

Don't Know. . ", . . 7 

How many years haVe you lived in (your present neighborhood/suburb)? 

'::';, '\ 
___ ...... years O;;f 1 yea';!' or Ze,s'P.> Skip to Q.5) 

Don't Know .... 97 

,~, 0 
Overal'l, in the past two years, would you say (your neighbornood/suburb) has 
become a better place to live, has gotten w~r~~e, or has it stayed aboll,l: the 

same? 

• '" I, 

3 Better 

Worse • • • • 2 

About the sam£~ • . . 1 

Don't KnoW . • 7 

4-7 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

-2- CARD 02 

Where did you last live before you moved to your present neighborhood? 

___________ -:--___ ,(record exact speUing; if out 

of Illinois record city and state) 

Lived here aU my Ufe (Skip to Q. 9). . . . 996 

Don't Knou.' (Skip to Q. 8). 

Refu.sed (Skip to Q.8) 

997 

998 

Would you think pack to (AnsUJer to Q.5) 
problem each of the f 11 and tell me how much of a 
you moved? 0 owing was for people in your household at the time 

First, 

Big Some Almost no Don't R was 
Problem, Problem, or Problem? Know child ---

a. the quality of public 
schools? Was that a .•• 3 2 1 7 9 

!( 

b. the kind of people who 
(Skip 
Q.9) 

lived 'there? Was that a 3 2 1 ? 

c. the convenience to work? 3 2 1 ? 

d. crime and safety in the 
neighborhood? 3 2 1 ? 

When you left that area were many people time or moving out of the co 't were you one of the few leaving? mmun~ y at that 

" , 

Many moving 

One of few 

Don't KnoUJ 

1 

• •• 2 

• . • • . ? 

~ 

., 
); 

U 

~ 
19 

tf to 

I, 20 

21 

22 

23 

\ 

, 
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Now I would like to ask about the neighborhood where you p-rcsently live. 
When YOll decided to move here how important to you was .•• 

a. the quality of public 
schools? Has 

1,' 
it ••• 

b ... the kind of people who 
lived here? Was it ••• 

c • the convenience to work? 

d. crime and safety in the 
neighborhood? 

Very 
Important~ 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Somewhat Not 
Important, or l .. mportant? 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

Don't 
Know -

7 

7 

7 

7 

In the past couple o'f years has the amount of crime in your neighborhood in
creased) decreased, or stayed about the same? 

Increased . . . . • 3 

Decreased • • 1 

Stayed about the same 2 

Don't KnOW. . . . • • 7 

How likely is it that you will move out of your neighborhood in the next 2 
years? Will you ••• 

Definitely move, • • 

Probably move, • • 

Probably not move, or .• 

5 

. 4 

• 2 

Definitely not move? • • 1 

Fifty-fifty ahance • J 

WouZd "like to move, but can't . 6 

Don't Know . . . . . . . . . . 7 

.-

n 
n J. 

R \! 

0 
24 

B 1. 
i 

25 

26 0 
27 D 

E II 

B 
28 

R 
D 
n 
H 

29 

n F 
! 

fi 
U 
q I. 'J, 

fj " 

I · .... ___ n~~'· 

j(J 
I 

o 
o 
n 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

-4- CARD 02 

All things considered, what do you think (your ncighborhoud/auvul'b) will be 
like 2 years from now? Will it be a better place to live, will It have gotten 
worse, or will it be about the same as it is now? 

Better 3 

Worse I 

About the same • 2 

Don't Know • . . 7 

About how many families in your neighborhood uo you know well enough to ask a 
favor of? 

_______ families 

Don't Know .•••..• 97 

Nowadays, where do you usually ..• 

In your (elsewhere) (elsewhere) 
neighbor- in in th;:! An- Not 
hood/subUl'b, Chicago, or suburbs? over ~. 

a. go grocery shopping? 
Is it ••• I 2 3 4 9 

b. eat out at rest-
aurants? 1 2 3 4 9 

How safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone in your neighborhood at 
night? Would you feel ••• 

,. 
'. 

Very safe,.·, • . • • • • • 4 

Somewhat safe,. 3 

S,)mewhat unsafe, or 2 

Very unsafe? 

Don't Know 

1 

? 

30 

31-32 

fl 
1\ 
fj 

I:i 
11 

Ij 

33 1 
1 
I , 

34 

35 

, 
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l5a. How often do you wear a seat belt while driving or riding in a car? Would you 
say~ •. 

Always, 

Most of the time, 

Sometimes,. or ••• 

Never? (Skip to Q.16) 

Don't Know (Bkip to Q.16) 

••• 4 

• • 3 

• • 2 

1 

• • '1 

Never trave l. by aal' (Skip to Q. 16) • 9 

b. What is the main reason that you wear a seat belt? 

Saljgty/proteation . . • . . . • • 1 

Buzzer won't go off/aal' won't start. . 2 
Other (Speaify __________ --') 3 

j Now I'd like to ask about some other things people do to protect themselves. 
i '" { 
! 

,I 

.. ' . 1 

16. In (your neighborhood/subUl'b)~ ••• 

Most 
of the Some- Don't 

Always, Time, times,or Never? !irE!!!.. 
;\ 

a. How often do you avoid 
being outside alone at 
night because of crime? 
Would you say ••• 

q,~ tlow often do you avoid 
walking near certain 
types of strangers? 

c. How often do you avoid 

4 3 

4 3 

carrying a lot of cash 4 3 
on you, because of 
crime? ~ 

---,,-----!'"--~ '. 

2 1 '1 

2 1 '1 

2 1 '1 

Don't; 
go 

Refused Out 

8 9 

8 9 

8 9 

n 
n 
0 

36 ti' 
0 
0 
0 

37 0 
G 

E 
D r 

D 
0 

38 

8 
39 

40 

I 

I, 
I 

, , 

'\ 

-6- CARD 02 

17a. Are there any places in the ChIcago Metropolitan Area you avoid specifically 
because of crime? 

b. Which ones? 

(1) 

Yes •••. 

No (Skip to Q.18) 

Don't Know (Skip to Q.18) 

Refused (Skip to Q.18). 

(reaord exaat spel.l.ing) 

1 

0 

. . . . '1 

8 

(2) ________________________________ ----------

(3) -----------------------------------------------
When you are away from home for at least a couple of days, how often do you ••• 

.,a. Use a timer on in
I door ligh ts or a 
radio? Would you say ••• 

b. Have a neighbor watch 
your home? Would you 
say ••• 

Always, 

4 

4 

Most 
of the 
Time, 

3 

3 

Some-
times, or Never? 

2 1 

2 1 

Don't, 
Don't Re- Go 
Know fused Away 

'1 

'1 

8 

8 

9 
(Skip to 
Q.19) 

19. Do any of your neighbors ask you or someone else in your household to watch 
their home when they are away for at least a couple of days? 

20. 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

Refused .• 

1 

• • • • 0 

• • • • ? 

8 

Don't go away 9 

Does your home have a smoke detector installed inside of it? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Kno1JJ. .. 

1 

o 
• '1 

~.'''(. .. " 
I. _ 

41 

42 

43 

44 

1 
r\ 
II 
1 J 

If 

[I 
" 

, 
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21. Have you planned an esc~pe route from your home in case of fire? 

Yes 1 

No 0 

Don't Know • 7 

22a. Do you have an insurance policy which covers 
household property against loss from theft 
or vandalism? 

b. Have you installed any special outdoor lights 
to make it easier to see what's going on out-
side your home? . 

c. Have you installed an alarm system, window 
bars, or spec!a1 locks to help prevent 
break-ins at. your home? 

d. Do you have a hand gun at home at least 
in part for protection? 

e. Have you engraved any of your valuables to 
help recover them in case they are stolen? 

f. Is theTe anything (else) you h~ve done at 
home to protect against burglary? 

Specify: (1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Yes 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Don't' 
No Know Refused 

o 7 8 

o 7 8 

o 7 8 

o 7 8 

o 7 8 

o 7 8 

(If aU NOs, 
Skip to Q.24) 

23. Have you done this /these because you or someone in your household have been a 
victim of crim~or to avoid becnmin~ a victim of crime? 

Have been victim • . . 

Avoid becoming victim 
. 1 

2 

Other (Speci!,y: ____________________ ~) .. 3 

Don't Know 

Refused . . . . . . . . 

.-

• • • • . ? 

. 8 

H 'I 

n 
I. (, 0 

E 
n ~ 

47 

n 
48 0 l! 

49 n 
50 G 
51 G 
52 H 

e 
G 

53 G ,jj 

U 
~ 

~ 

~ 

~ -; 

'<.~""-~-~ 
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Now I'd like to ask you some questions about your participation in voluntary 
organizations (i.e., bZoak cZubs, corrurrunity, civic and church groups). 

24a. Would you generally describe yourself as a "joiner," that is someone who 
likes to join together with groups of people for some specific purpose? 

Yes • . . • • . 
No (Skip to Q.24c) ...• 
Don't Know (Skip to Q.25a). 

1 
o 
7 

b. Is that because you really enjoy group activities, or is it that you feel 
the group approach is the best way to get things done? 

Enjoy group 
Group approach best 
Both .•••. 
Other (Specify) 
,Don't Know. . . . • . . 

(SKIP TO Q.2.'ia) 

· 1 
• '2 

3 
4 
7 

c. Is that because you really don't enjoy group activities, or is it that you 
don't feel the group approach is the best way to get things done? 

Don't enjoy group · 1 
Group approach not best • • • 2 
Both . . . . .. ... .. ;) 

Don't have time • • • 4 
5 

• • • • • '1 
Other (Specify) __________________ _ 
Don't Know 

25a. Are you currently a member of ••• Don't 
Know 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

(4) 

a g'T.'OUp at your church or synagogue? 
a PTA or local school council? 
a block club or neighborhood-based 
connnunity group? 
any other kind of group? 

Yes 
1 
1 

1 
1 

No 
0 
0 

0 
0 

-7-

7 

7 
? 

(IF ALL NOs, SKIP TO Q.26a) 

b. Approximately how many hours p'er month do you usually spend in activities 
related to this/these group(s)? t-lou1d you say ••• 

None, • • • • • • • • 0 
1-4 hrs, • 1 
5-10 hrs., or •••• 2 
More than 10 hrs? • • 3 
Don't Know. . .. 7 

54 

55 

56 

57 
58 

59 

50 

61 

, 
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-, 26a. Ha.ve you heard or read about any of the following kinds of activities taking place in your neighborhood in the past couple of years? 

f i" 

.:./ 
(A~K A FOR 1-'l~ BEFORE ASKING B) (IF YES :no "A") ::>- (ASK liE". IF NO 'l'0 "0") 

-:::' 
"\ 

'f 

r:::J 

'. 

Jes !!!? 
(1) a neighborhood crime 1 

prevention meeting? 

(2) a citizen's patrol of 1 
your neighborhood? 

(3) an escort program In 1 
your neighborhood? 

(4) a blockwdtch or 1 
neighborhood watch 
program? 

(S) a Beat Rep~esent.- 1 
' tive program? 

(6) a WhistleSrOP 
program? 

I 

I 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

1 .. (7) any other crime 
prevention 
prograDl in your 
,nf~~ ,'borhood1 

'",..,.' (IF ALL NOs, 
SKIP TO WHITE) 

c;;;::j !::::3 c:::J c:::l t::3 

Was (this) to ~eep 
crime from becoming 
a problem or was it 
that crime had already 
become a problem in 
your neighborhood? 

Keep 
~ 

Don't 
Alreadl !!!JE:!.. 

c. Were you given an 
opportunity to 
attend/take part? 
Did anl(one as~ YOIl. 
or did you see a 
notice or poster? 

ill .!i2 
1 2 'I 15 1 o '16 

1 2 '1 18 I o 19 

1 2 '1 21 1 o 22 

1 2 '1 2 .. 1 o 25 

1 2 'I 27 1 o 28 

1 2 '1 30 1 o 31 

I 2 'I 33 1 o 3 .. 

t:::l r::::l ~ t= =-~ =:l ----.--.c-.---____ ,.,-
.1 ------:---- ._._---._-

d. Did you attend/ 
take part in 
(this)? 

~ No 

(1) I o 
(ASK PZlIK) 

(2) I o 
.: (ASK BLUE) 

(3)1 o 
(ASK BLUE) 

(4) I o 
(ASj( BLUE) 

(S) 1 o 
(ASK BLUE) 

(6) 1 o 
(SKIP m Jo!HITE) 

(7) 1 0 

(SKIP TO WHITE) 

17 

20 

23 

26 

29 

32 

35 

~I ~ i=._~ 

e. Why didn't you a t tend! 
take part in (this)? 

(1) _____ _ 

(2) _____ _ 

(3) ______ _ 

(4) _____ _ 

(S) 

(6) _--,-___ _ 

(7) ______ _ 

C':!;'I =:1 t!:::l ~-;J 
-o.--.-----~-_________ __.J 

\ , 
~~!S!!iW~'!_!,~5'ie t.-; !f!:!,e~~~~l!:~~~:..~"lL.:1:.~A~:::::r, . 'c,: .~~:,-- .. ~..:~,~ ~!~~~~~~~~~_:.~~.:: ~~"~~~~~'~~~~~~;~~~~r::~~:.-~: .. ~ 
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28a. Is crime prevention a main purpose of this organized grou~? 
1/ 

Yes . 1 
No • • • • • • • 0 
Don't KnOlA] .? 

b. Were you given an opportunity to become a member of tHis organization? 
) 

Yes 
No .• 
Don't KnolA] 

1 
o 
7 

c. Are you currently a member of this organization? 

Yes (Skip to Q.28g) 1 
No • • • • • • • 0 
Don't KnOlA] • • • • " 7 

d. Were you ever a member? 

Yes (Skip to .Q.28f) 1 
No • • • • • • • 0 
Don't KnOlA] • • • • 7 

e. Why didn't you join? _______________________________ _ 

(Skip pest of PINK) 

f. Why are you no longer a member? 

g. HoW long (have you been) (were you) a member? 

__________ yeaps 

Don't KnOlAJ •••• 97 

h. Approximately how many hours do (did) you spe~4 per month in activities related 
to this organization? Would you say... '. '~I 

None; • 0 
1-4 hrs,. 1 
5-10 hrs, or. 2 
more than 10 hrs? .0, 3 
Don't KnOlAJ. , • • 7 

i. How is (was) most of this time spent? (ReaoX'd up '1;0 3 aativi ties) 

(l) ______________________________________ ~!~----------------------

(2)------------------------------~t--------------~----------
'~"''Ycll 

(3)~---------------------------------------------------------

.. ., 

~ -.. ~---.......------------------
\( 
"~, 

43 G 
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45 B ,'\ 
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ASK FOR FIRST "YES"~ Q.25d. (2) - (5)" 

29a. How many times have you done this? 

times ------
Don'tKiT.o7JJ • 9'1 

b. About how many other persons have participated? 

_______________ pepsons 

Don't KnOlA] 

c. Was a law enforcement officer involved? 

Yes. 

No • 

Don't KnOlA] 

d. What did you do as part of this (activity) (program)? 

• 997 

1 

o 
? 

CARD 03 

e. Since participating in this, is there anything different you now do or have 
dcn~ for crime prevention reasons? 

Yes ••• . . . . . . . 1 

No (Skip to Q.29g) • . 0 

Don't KnOlA] (Skip to Q.29g) 7 

f. What have you done? _________________________________ _ 

g. Was this (activity) (program) connected with an organized neighborhood or 
community group? 

Yes 

No (Skip pest of BLUE) 

Don't KnOlA] (Skip pest of BLUE) 

1 

o 
7 

50-51 

52-54 

55 

56 

57 

", ~.! 

<] 
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, ! 

11 

Ii ,i 
j J 
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!1 
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30a. Is crime prevention a main purpose of this organization? 

Yes ••• '. 
No • • • • . . 
Don't Kr.ot.J 

1 
. 0 
• 7 

b. Were you given an opportunity to ':become a member of this organization? 

Yes 1 
No • • • • 0 

'Don'tKnObJ 7 

c. Are you ctirrent1y a member of this organization? 

Yes (SKip to Q.30g) •• 1 
No. . • • . . . • 0 
Don't KnOIJJ •••••• 1 

d. Were you ever a member? 

Yes (Skip to Q.30f) 1 
No •• ' ... • • • 0 
Don't KnoW . . 7 

e. lnly didn't you join? ______ ....:.=-____________________________ _ 

J<-'" 

--------~---:., ., . ..;:: ..... -------------'--------
(SKIP RES!! OF BLUE) 

frn What is the main reason you are no longer'a member of this group? 

g. How long (have you been) (were you) a member? 

____________ ~_years 

Don't KnOIJJ • • 97 

h. Approximately how many hours' do (did) you spenci" per morith in activities related 
to. th~s org~ization? Would you say ••• 

None, • • • • • • • • 0 
1-4 hra,. • .,. • 1 
5-10 hrs, or. • 2 
more than 10 hrs? 3 

i. How is (was) most of. this time spent? (Reaord up to 3 aativititls) 
(1) _____________________________________________ __ 

(2)_ .. ___ --..;. ____________ ~ ___ _!._ ________ _ 

(3)_; ________________ ~._··.~~ ____ ~_'~'-~~~ .. ~.~.' __ ·~.~~.'~'~'~' ____ • ___ .~~_·_i_._,~_:_ •. ~.~ ________________ _ 

_._ .. __ . -~.- y-, 
'.' 
~ .. ' 

~. : 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62-63 

64 
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o 

D 
., 
d G' 

D 
D 

o 
o 
fl 

o 

" 

. " 

.' . 

::..<¢cx,===---...-.. 

u 
o 

Il '. 

31. 
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Think about all the thing!> you do to bl! Hafl' from 
fluenced by what you have learned from ... 

crime. 

BEGIN CARD 04 

How much are you in-

Some, or 
Not at 
all? 

Don't 
Know 

a. your parents or oth~r relatives? 3 2 1 ? 
Would you say .•. 

b. newspapers or magazines? 3 2 1 7 
Would you say .•. 

c. television? 3 2 1 ? 

d. your friends or neighbors? 3 2 1 ? 

32. Now please tell me how likely you think it is that the following things might 
happen to you in the next couple of years. 

First, 

a. having a fire in your kitchen? 
Is that ••. 

b. having a stranger rob you on 
the street? Is that .•. 

c. having a minor car accident? 

d. having your home burglarized 
when no one is home? 

e. developing heart trouble? 

f. having a stranger attack 
you? 

Very 
likely, 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Somewhat 
likely, 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Somewhat Very 
unlikely, or unlikely? 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

Don't 
Know 

? 

? 

7 

? 

? 

'~···~#f·~-e::9 

/, 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

i
"··~;· 

.' i 
I }c) 
! '1 

I
',! 
J 

IJ 

[1 

11 
d 

r 
I 
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33, No!~ I'd like to Ilsk you how serious these things would be if ~hey happened ·I!o you 

right now in your life. Ho,,, about. •• 

a. developing heart trouble? 
Would that be ••• 

b. having your home bur
glarized when no one is 
home? Would that be ••• 

c. having a fire in your 
kitchen? 

d. having a stranger 
attack you? 

e. having a minor car 
accident? 

f. having a stranger rob 
you on the street? 

Very 
~~. 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 ' 

Not 
Not too at all Don't; 

SPot' JOIIS. Serious .• or Seriolls? ~ 

3 2 1 '1 

3 2 1 '1 

3 2 1 7 

3 2 1 7 

3 2 1 '1 

3 2 1 7 

34. Now I'd like your opinion on how helpful some things are that people do to protect 
themselves. 

a. How helpful is regular 
exercise in preventing 

Very 
Helpful. 

heart trouble? Is it... 4 

b. How helpful are alarm 
systems. window bars, or 
special locks in pro
t~cting homes from bur-
glary? Are they... 4 

c. How helpful are seat 
belts in preventing 
traffic injuries? 4 

d. How about avoiding cer
tain places and people? 
How helpful is that in 
protecting against rob-
bery or assaults? 4 

e. How helpful are smoke 
detectors in preventing 
injuries from fires? 4 

f. How about asking a neigh
bor to watch your home 
when you'~e away? How 
helpful is that in pro-
tecting agaInSt burglary? 4 

g. How about people patrol
ling their own neighbor
hoods? How helpful is 
that in preventing 
crime? 4 

." 
',' 

Helpful. 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Not too 
Helpful. o? 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Not 
at all 
Helpful? 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

Don't 
!f!!£!:!.. 

7 

'1 

7 

7 

7 

'1 

'1 

" ---~~. 
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Is the brightness of street lighting in front of your home at night ••• 

Very bright ••. 

Somewhat bright. 

Somewhat dark, or 

Very dark? 

Don't Know • 

Refused 

4 

• • 3 

• 2 

1 

• • 7 

. • . . 8 

During weekday evenings, between 7 an~. 10. is the street you live on 
usually ••• 

Pretty busy, or •• 

Almost deserted? 

In the middZe • 

Don't Know 

Refused • •• 

• 3 

1 

• • • • • 2 

7 

. • 8 

In your neighborhood do people try to help each other out, or do people 
mostly go their own ways? 

Help out 

Go own way 

In the middZe 

Don't; Know 

3 

· . . . . 1 

2 

• • • • . ? 

If young people .in your neighborhood were involved in some minor destruction 
of property, would ~ people try to do something about it, or would they 
not get involved? 

Do something 

Not get involved 

In the middZe • 

Don't Know 

3 

1 

2 

• • • • • ? 

,~~, __ ~~.",~'K-"~' 

~ .,;. 

31 

32 

33 

34 
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39. Now I'd like you to tell me whether each of the following is a big problem, 
some problem, or almost no problem in your neighborhood. 

a. Buildings or storefronts 
sitting abandoned or burned 
out? Is this a ••• 

b. How about fires being set 
on purpose in your neighbor
hood? Is this a ••• 

c. Vandalism, (like kids breaking 
windows or writing on walZs 
or things Zike that.) 

d. People breaking in or 
sneaking in to homes to 
steal something? 

e. Groups of teenagers hanging 
out on the streets. Is this 
a ••. 

f. People being robb~d or having 
their purses or wallets taken 
on the street? 

g. People being attacked or 
beaten up by strangers? 

Big 
Problem, 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Some Almost no 
Problem, or Problem? 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

Don't 
Know 

? 

7 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

40. When it comes to the -prevention of criminal behavior in a neighborhood, do 
you feel that it's more the responsibility of the residents, or more the 
responsibility of the police? 

'"' .. r, 

Residents 

Police 

Both 

Other (Specify: _________ ). 

Don't Know . . . . . , . . . . 

1 

o 
3 

4 

. 7 

--..... -~-

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

o 
n 
u 

n 
u 
n 
o 
n 

fr1 U 
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n 
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4la. In the past year or so have you contacted the police to make a complaInt 
or to request some kind of help? 

Yes •• 

No (Skip. to Q.42a). 

Don't Know (Skip to Q.42a). 

Refused (Skip to Q.42a) .. 

1 

o 
? 

8 

b. Was this to report a crime or some suspicious activity? 

Yes • 

No 

Don't Know 

Refused 

. . '. . . 1 

•• 0 

? 

• 8 

42a. In the past couple of years has your home been broken into or has anyone 
tried to break-in? 

Yes • • • • • • ,f • 1 

No (Skip to Q. 43a). 

Don't Know (Skip to Q.43a) 

Refused (Skip to Q.43a) .. 

• • 0 

• • 7 

. 8 

b. Did this happen in your present neighborhood, elsewhere in your town, 
or outside your town? 

Present neighborhood 

1st 

1 

Elsewhere in town • • • • 2 

Out-of-town • • • •• • 3 

Don't Know. ? 

2nd 

1 

2 

3 

7 

43a. Do you personally know of anyone (else) whose home has been broken into 
in the past couple of years or who has had someone try to break into their 
homes? 

Yes • • • • 

No (Skip to Q.44a) 

Don't Know (Skip to Q.44a). 

Refused (Skip to Q.44a) .• 

1 

o 
? 

8 

h. Did this happen in your present neighborhood, elsewhere in your town or 
outside your town? 

Present neighborhood 
Elsewhere in town 
Out-of-town 
Don't Know 

1st 

1 
2 
3 
? 

2nd 

1 
2 
3 

. ? 

I •. "~-:;;:~~~~v=< 
f / ... 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

I' 
I· 

~ 

; 

II 

I 
! 

11 

II 

i 
II 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 



- -~- - -~------ ---------- ----------------------:' 
-,,~--..,---.~~~::~~\ -~:'" 

.:-:.:\;:", 

", 

-------~---,-~----

-19- CARD 04 

44a. In the past couple of years have you bl'L!1l rubbeti or atti.lch·ti, or hns anyone 
tried to rob or attack you? 

Yes ... 

No (Skip to Q.45a) 

1 

o 
Don't Know (Skip to Q.45a) 7 

Refused (Skip to Q.45a) • ..• 8 

b. Did this happen in your present neighborhood, elsewhere in your town, or out-
0- '~\ side your town? 

1st 2nd 

Present neighborhood . 1 1 

Elsewhere in town . 2 2 

Out-of-town . . . . 3 .3 

Don't Know . . 7 7 

45a. Do. you personally know of anyone (else) who has been robbed or attacked in the 
past couple, of years, or. who has had someone try to rob or attack them? 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

No (S!<.ip to Q.46) 0 

Don't Know (Skip to Q.46) . 7 

Refused (Skip to Q. 46). . 8 

b. Did this happen in your present neighborhood, elsewhere in your town, or out
side your towp? 

1st 2nd 

Present neighborhood 1 1 

Elsewhere in town 2 2 

Out-of-town 3 3 

'.I Don't Know 7 7 

. -. 
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55 

56 
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Now I'd like to finish by asking you some ~ackground questions to help analyze the 
data. 

46. Do you own or rent your home? 

Own (incZudes stiZZ payingj co-op). 

Rellt 
Other (Specify) ______________________ __ 

Don't Know .• 

47a. Is your residence a single family house, a rowhouse, or a bigger building? 

1 

. 2 

. 3 

7 

Single family/rowhouse/townhouse (Skip to Q.49a) • • 1 

Trailer/mobile home (Skip to Q.49a) . . 2 

Bigger building ..••.. 3 

Other (Specify) (Skip to Q.49a) . 4 

b. About how many units are there in your building? 

48. (ASK EITHER "A" OR "E") 

2 to 6 •• 

7 to 21 

· 1 

2 

more than 21 3 

Don't Know . 7 

a. (IF Q. 46 WAS "OWN") Is this a condominium or Co~op? 

Yes 

No .• 

1 

2 

R owns bZdg. 3 

Don't Know. ? 

(SKIP TO Q.49a) 

b. (IF Q.46 WAS "RENT") Do you think your building is likely to become a con
dominium in the next couple of year~? 

Yes 2 

No 0 

Maybe. . · 1 

Don't Know · 7 

c. What will you do if your building does become a condominium? 
buy or probably move? 

Buy 
Move 
Don't Know 

2 
1 

· ? 

Will you probably 

8 

9 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

10 !\ 
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49. Now I'd like you to tell me how well the fol1m"ing statem(!nts describe you. 

Most of 
the 
Time, 

Some- Don't 
Always, times, or Never? Know 

a. I feel responsible for whatever 
happens in my home. Do you feel 
this way ••• 

b. I feel that chance and luck 
play an important role in my 
life. Do you feel this way ••• 

c. I feel that what happens in my 
neighborhood is ~ of my 
business. 

d. I feel I have a strong influence 
over things that happen in my 
life. 

e. I try to keep an "eye on" what's 
going on around me. Do you 
do this ••• 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

50. Some people try hard to take care of their health, while others just don't 
pay much attention to it. In order to keep healthy, do you ••• 

a. get regular exercise? 

b. avoid smoking? 

c. get voluntary medical 
check-ups? 

d. watch your diet? 

c\ 
\ .1 

Yes No 

2 o 

2 o 

2 o 

2 o 

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

Some- Don't Not 
times Know ~ --

1 7 9 

1 7 9 

1 7 9 

1 7 9 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 ru ~ 

21 ru 
22 

ru 

n 
0 
r g 

, . 
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How tall are you? __ ft. inahes 

Don't Know. • .. • • • • 97 

52a. Are you underweight, overweight or is your weight just about right? 

Underweight (Skip to Q.52a) 

Overwe'igh t .. 
Just about right (Skip to Q.53) 
Don't Know (Skip to Q.53) 

Refused (Skip to Q.53) 

b. Are you 20 or more pounds overweight? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

(SKIP TO Q.53) 

1 

o 
7 

c. Are you 10 or more pounds underweight? 

Yes 

No 

Don't Know 

In what year were you born? 

. . • . 1 

• 0 

7 

____________ yeap 

Don't Know •• 997 

1 

3 

2 

7 

8 

What was the highest grade or year of school you have completed? 

None •••• 

Elementary 

High School. 

Some college 

00 

01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 

09 10 11 12 

· 13 
College graduate (BaaheZops) • · 14 
Some graduate school 

Masters degree • 

Doctoral degree 

Don't Know. . • 

· 15 
16 

17 

97 

~-.---~""~~~> 

/ 
/ 
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25 

26 

27 

28-30 

31-32 
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55a. How many people under 19 years old ~ur~ently live in this household? 

#_----
Don't Know •••• 97 

" b. Includi'llg yourself, how. many people 19 years and older, currently live in 
this household? 

# 
Don't Know . •.. 97. 

56a. Are you presently working full or part-time, keeping house, retired, unemployed, 
or some.thing else? 

(SKIP TO Q.57a) 

Working full-time • 

Working part-time • • 

Keeping house • • • 

In School, 

Retired . 

Unemployed 

Disabl,ed ••.. 

. 1 

. . 2 

• • 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Other (Specify: 
("/ 

_____ J.8 

b. Is your (main) place of work in (your nei~hborhood/subul'b), downtown Chicago, 
elsewhere in Chicago, elsewhere in the suburbs, or somewhere else altogether? 

. , ' 

Own neighborhood/suburb • • • 1 

Downtown Chicago • . • • 2 

Elsewhere in Chicago 

Elsewhere in suburbs 

Somewhere else 

• 3 

4 

.. • • • 5 

~ .; 

E 
33-34 

W 

0 
35-36 

~ 
':0 

37 ·0 

n 
n 
u 

38 

(SKIP TO Q.58a) 

-24-

Married, .• . . . . . . 
Living with someone as married, 

Divorced, 

Separated, or • 

Never been married? 

Don't Know . .... . 

CARD 05 

.1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

b, Is your (h~sband) (wife) (person you live with) presently working full.or 
time, keep1ng hou~e, retired, unemployed or something else? part-

Working full-time . 1 

Working part-time 2 

house 3 

(SKIP TO Q.58a) In school . 4 

Retired 5 

Unemployed 6 

DisabZed . 7 

Other (Specify 8 

c. Is their (main) place of work in. (your neighborhood/sub""'b), d 1 h i Chi "'"" own town Chicago, 
e sew ere n . cago, elsewhere in the suburbs, or some-where else altogether? 

Own neighborhood/suburb 1 

Downtown Chicago. . . 2 

Elsewhere in Chicago 3 

Elsewhere in suburbs 4 

Somewhere else. 5 

Don 't Know 7 

3'3 

40 

, 
I 

41 

, 
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S8a. Was your total household income from all sources, before taxes for 1978 ... 

(Rei-!'!r;;./; until "ilo") 

than $ 6,000? No 
than $10,000? No 
than $15,000? No 

(SKIP TO Q.59) than $20,000? No 
than $30,000? No 
than $50,000? No 

Yes 
Don't Know 
Refused 

(IF DON'T KNor.; OR REFUSED) 

h. Could you just tell me if it was above or below $15,000? 

59. What is your racial-ethnic background? 

o 

Above 1 
Below 0 
Don't Know. ? 
Refused. . 8 

Are you ... 

Asian, . 
Black, . 
Latino, 
White~ 
American Indian, or • 

0 
. 1 

2 
. . 3 

4 
5 
6 
? 
8 

Something else (Specify ____ -.-:) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
? 
8 

60a. What street do you live on? 

Don't Know .. 
Refused . ....... . 

DK 
RF 

99? 
998 

h. What street crosses it at-the corner nearest your home? 

c~ What is your zip cod~? 

DK 
RF 

6 

Don't Know 

Refused 

99? 
998 

9.99? 

9998 

-------. .,,-.. ~ T" ..... ----~ ... - .. , .. 

(record exact 
speZling) 

(record exact 
speZling) 
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61a. Altogether. how many different telephone .1]~lmhet:":? <In' then' in your household? 

Von't Know 

Refused 

D? 

98 

b. (Are any of these) (Is this number) listed in the current directory? 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

62. Sex of respondent: 

63. Was respondent's English ... 

64. Was respondent ... 

65. Did respondent seem ... 

Yes. 

No . 

. I 

2 

Don't Know ? 

Refused. . 8 

A.M. 
Time ended __________ ~P.M. 

MaZe. 0 
Female 1 

Good... .. . 3 
Fair.. or 2 
Poor? . 1 

Very cooperative ... .. 
Fairly cooperative.. or 
Not very cooperative? 

3 
2 
1 

Ver'?! interested in interview.. . . . . . 3 
Somewhat interested.. 01' • • • • • • • • 2 
Not interested; hard to hold attention?l 

66a. Do you think the information given by r'espondent was ... 

51 

52-55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

Accurate.. 01? 

Inaccurate? 
1 60 

o 
(If inaccurate) 

b. Why? ______________________________________________________________ _ 
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CPCCP INPERSON INTERVIEW 

Date ------------------
Time ------------------
Interviewe:ra ----------------------
O:raganization ____________________________________ ___ 

Contaat Pe:rason Phone 
------------------------------~ ----------~---

Address __________________________________ __ 

Introduction: 

Hello, I am from Center for Urban Affairs (492-3395), 
Northwestern University, in Evanston. We are in the process of studying 
how various community organizations and groups work to solve problems 
and get "the people" involved in their activities. I am going to be 
talking to groups allover the city in the next few months. I am glad to 
be able to interview your organization as a representative of this part of 
the city. I want to assure you that the information you give ~e will remain 
confid.ential, none of our findings will include any organization names. 

6.6.79 
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! 
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CPCCP INPERSON INTERVIEW 

FORMATION AND OTHER INTRODUCTORY QUESTIONS 

A. The Community Organization Leader-Respondent 

I'd like to ask you some questions about yourself and your involvement in 
ORGANIZATION. 

1. How long have you been a. member of ORGANIZATION? 

2. What is your current position in ORGANIZATION? (Or: What office in 
ORGANIZATION do you now hold?) 

3. How long have you held that position (office)? 

B. Origins of the Community Organization 

Now I'd like to ask you some questions about how ORGANIZATION first got 
started. 

4. When was ORGANIZATION originally established? (Or: How many ye,ars 
has ORGANIZA'1.1ION been in exis tence? ) ------------------------

5a. What circumstance prompted or helped to prompt the formation of. 
ORGANIZATICW2 

b. The 'ilork of forming ORGANIZATION was done by: 

____________ local residents themselves 

______ -.;a community organizer(s) working together with local resi
dents 

others (Specify) ------- -------------------------.--------------
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Were there any organizations or individuals (local or nonlocal) who 
helped in any way (e.g. endorsed, gave.:r.esources, provided leaders) 
in the establishment of ORGANIZATION? 

(IF YES) What organizations or individuals? How did they help? 
[Record tuJo] 

a. ~ ____________________________ ~ ______________________ ____ 

b. 

7. 

a. 

At the time ORGANIZATION was established, were there any other com
munity organizations already existing in the area? 

(IF YES) Which ones? 
(IF YES) What stand did they take towards the forming of ORGANIZATION? 

b. ________ ~~ ___ ~ ______________ ~ __________________________ ~ __ __ 

c. ______ ~--------__ -----------------------------------

8. What were the original goals of ORGANIZATION when it was established? 

('££11 to Get Ctea!' Statement fd.. Goats) • 

a. ______________________________________________________ ____ 

b. ___________________________________________________________ _ 

c. 

d. ____________________________________________________________ _ 

e. 

.. _ ... _------------_._---
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9a. What percent of the original officers are still active? % 

b. What percent of the original members are still active? % 

c. Why have the original officers and members become inactive or dropped 
out? (PROBE for up to J "stories", don't get names) 
(1) ______________________________________________ ___ 

(2) --------------------------------------------------------------

(3) ______________________________________________ ___ 

d. Were there any times ORGANIZATION came close to disbanding or did 
disband and then "got going" again? 

Yes No 

(IF YES, ask."e") 

e. What events led to the disbanding stage and how did it become rein
vigorated? 

10. What is the name of the geographic area within which ORGANIZATION 
operates? 

11. Roughly, what are the boundaries (street names) of that area. 
(TRY TO Equate to Squaroe MiZes)",. 
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Operational Structure 

12a. Are there any appointed officers of ORGANIZATION? 

Yes 

[ No (SKIP TO #13) 

CHECK LIST OF APPOINTED OFFICES 
fj 

Members of Executive Board 
---President 
---Vice-President 

Treasurer· 
Secretary 

----Executive Director 
Other (specify) ________________ __ 

b. Who appoints them? ______________________________________________ _ 

c. How long are they appointed for? 

13a. Does ORGANIZATION have elected officers? 

Yes 

[

No (SKIP TO #14) 

CHECK LIST OF ELECTED OFFICES 

Executive Director 
----Members of Executive Board 

President 
----Vice-President 

Treasurer 
Secretary 
Other (specify) ____________________ _ 

b. How long are they elected for? ________________________ _ 

c. Who votes in the elections? __________ ~ _____________________ __ 

, 
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14. Does ORGANIZATION have a board of directors, or similar group? 

No (SKIP TO #19) 

Yes (ASK #15-18) 
of 

15. How many persons serve on this board (group)? 

16. How are they chosen? (PROBE: Is there competition for positions? 
Is there a problem getting people to serve on the boapd) 

17. How often does this body meet? 

18. Thinking back over the last year what percentage of the board members 
attended board meetings on the average? 

% 
--~ 

19. Does ORGANIZATION as a whole hold regular meetings that members can 
attend? 

~ 
I 
I 

I 

I 
4 

'- . ' 

Yes No 

CHECK FREQUENCY 

__ weekly 
bi-weekly 
monthly 
quarterly 
semi-annually 

__ annually 
__ other 

(IF YES) During the past year, what percentage of your 
membership attended these regular meetings? 

% ---

n 
tl 
n I, 
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D. Staff 

20. How many persons are employed full time by ORGANIZATION? 

How many part-time? ___ _ 

How many volunteer workers (e.g. students) do you have?, ___ __ 

. E. Relationship with Other Groups 

21. Is ORGANIZATION part of" a larger group? 

Yes 

C-What group? 

No (SKIP TO #22) 

22. Is ORGANIZATION made up of other organizations, chapters and/or 
block clubs? 

Yes No (S,ZIP TO #23) 

C-Please describe these groups. 

II. MEMBERSHIP 

23a. How many members does ORGANIZATION currently have~ ________ _ 

b. How many of these make up the "active core" of members? __ _ 

24. Who can be a member? (PROBE: Dete~ne if limited by residency~ or 
other demographics). 



-~--------- ~ ~ 
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25. 
. I~·; 

For descriptive purposes, I'd like to get a more detailed picture of 
the kinds of people who currently make up your membership. (Get pough 

. pepcentage estimates) 

a. 
: ,i 

b. 

c. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

age: under 40 40-60 over 60 __ 

sex: male female 
-.Y:-,-

rac.e: White Black Asian -,--

Latino American Indian Other 

PROBE fop the cope (active) membeps. (Get pough pepcentage estimates) 

age: under 40 40-60 over 60 

sex: male female 

race: White __ Black Asian 

Latino American Indian Other-<--

Are there annual membership dues? 

Yes No 

4 How much $ ____ _ 

Are there other membership requirements? That is, things a person 
must do to become and remain a member? 

Does ORGANIZATION actively recruit new members'? 

Yes No 

~ By what strategies? (e.g. doop to doop canvassing?) 

.. ,: IJ I 
UL j 

nl 
n 
n 

i 
t -

lUi 
I~ 

H 
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I·' 

=-------
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'--~'-'-'-'- ."----.,-.-,~--~ .. ' \' 

>'.1 
';·~8:" 

29. Are there any obstacles to increasing your membership? 

___ Yes No 

~ What are these? 

a. 

b. ____________________ ~~ __________________________ _ 

c. ______________________________________________________ ~ __ __ 

30. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

31. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

32. 

Now I'd like to learn what it is about ORGANIZATION that attracts new 
members. Would you think of some specific members and explain why-
they became involved? (PROBE fop up to 3 "stopies"~ don't get names). 

We are also trying to learn why people don't,get involved in groups 
like ORGANIZATION. Would you think about some specific persons that 
haven't become involved in ORa~¥IZATION and explain what kept them 
from joining? (PROBE fop up to 3 "stopies"" Don't get names). 

How does ORGANIZATION's current membership compare in number with a 
year ago? 

__ about the same 
___ increased (PROBE: 

(PROBE: 
__ decreased 

about how many? ) ----about how many? ) 

I 
I 
It 

1
1 1 _ 

II 
1/ 
; 

, 
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33. We know that groups like ORGANIZATION often have to deal with the 
problem of keeping their members involved in organization activities. 
What are some of the things ORGANIZATION does to keep members in
volved. Do you ••• 

a. Contact members by phone or in person to 
discuss ORGANIZATION's activities and 
business? 

b. Send members mailed information about 
ORGANIZATION's activities and ac
complishments? 

c. Organize social events to bring mem
bers together? 

d. Have active members contact those 
members who have become inactive or 
dropped out in order to get them re
involved? 

e. Anything else? 
(SPECIFY) ______________ _ 

f. From your experience which of these ap
proaches have been most effective in 
keeping members active? 

YES NO 

YES NO 

YES NO 

YES NO 

YES NO 

34. What are 
pate? 

the activities of ORGANIZATION in which members can partici-

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 
'i 

.' .. ' 

~ II " 
~ )1, 

.-

I] 
Ii I 11 

n 
~ 

~ 

D 
n 
fi 
U 
n 
fl 
t" 

U 
0 
U 
n 

35. 

a. 

I 
b. 

i c. 

d. 

36. 

I 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

37. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

38. 

a. 

", 
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Thinking about your own participation with ORGANIZATION over the last 
year, what are the major 'benefits or satisfactions ~u have received 
here. (PROBE up to 4) -

Now would you think of some of your most active members. What keeps 
these persons active? (PROBE for satisfaations and benefits that 
members e~erienae. Don't get names). 

------------------.--------------~.~~.-------------------------------

Thinking back about your own exp~riences with ORGANIZATION what have 
been you major frustrations or dissatisfactions (PROBE up to 4) 

Now would you think of some specific members who have become inactive 
or have dropped out. What led to their nonparticipation? (PROBE for 
dissatisfaations~ aompZaints and frustrations that members e~erienae; 
Don't get names). 

(aontinue on page 11) 
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(38 continued) 

b. 

c. 

d. 

CURRENT GOALS AND PROBLEM RESOLUTION 

39a. Before I asked you about ORGANIZATION's original goals. 
your current goals. 

Are these 

No Yes 

(IF N03 ask "b") 

b. What brought about the change in goals? What are current goals? 

40. What are the specific problems/issues ORGANIZATION is trying currently 
to do something about? (Differ-entiatefr-om "gener-aZ" goals) 

a. 

b, 

c. 

41. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

---------------------------------------------------------

-------------------'---------------------------~-----------
How were these problems/issues picked? (PROBE: fVhose decision was it 
to pick these pr-oblems. How was it deter-mined that these ar-e pr-ior-ity 
pr-ob tems? ) 

-----------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------

'-

-'I n 
-12-

42. What has ORGANIZATION done or is doing to solve these problems/issues? 
What have the outcomes been? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

43. (SKIP IF ANTI-CRIME EFFORT HAS BEEN DISCUSSED IN DETAIL). 

a. How much of a problem is crime in this neighborhood. 

__ Big problem 

_, ___ Moderate problem 

____ Slight problem 

__ No problem 

DK 

b. Has ORGANIZATION done (or is doing) anything to try to prevent crime? 

Yes __ No (IF CRIME PROBLEM3 ASK WHY NOT?) 

(1) What has been done? (Get descr-iptio'n of anti-crime 
effor-ts 3 specifically what member-s 
have done?) 

. '.~ 

-- ---,-----~" --;-::--. "~,",; 

•. <' 0..-. c..- ~. 
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43. aontinued 

(2) What was the outcome? 

44. Has ORGANIZATION ever tried to influence some government poliC!y? 

_____ yes ____ No 

4 Would you describe 
about your effort? 

what the issue was and how you went 
vlhat was the outcome? ---

BUDGET/FUNDRAISING 

We're trying to get some idea about how community organizations receive 
funding and how they appropriate these funds. The questions I have about 
budget and funding will be used to get an overall idea about community or
ganization funding. Specific questions that I have here will be used only. 
to get a composite of all organizations in the city. 

45. Approximately what is your current annual budget to operate ORGANIZATION 
and its programs? $ -------

46. What are the mainways ORGANIZATION gets funds for this budget? (Rank) 

(Try for %) 

a. 
% -----

b. 
% 

----" 

c. 
% -----.,; 

47. What are the major ways your funds are spent? (Try for %) 

a. 
% 

---" 

b. _______________________________________________________ % 

c %. . ~-----~----~--------------------------~ 

n 
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COMMUNICATIONS 

48. a) Does ORGANIZATION use any of the following means of communication with 
its members? 

49. 

How about: Prequenay of distribution 

a. organizational newspaper or newsletter 

b. periodic mailings of information 

c. flyers, leaflets for handout 

d. annual reports 

b) Do you have a mailing list? Yes ___ , No 

It's possible that we may want to interview some of ORGANIZATION's orig
nal members. Could you give me the names of some of the original/past 
long-time members who you think would be willing to be interviewed. 
(Get at 'least one inaative) (IF UNWILLING, ASK TO CALL BACK AFTER HEI 
SHE HAS CHECKED WITH SOME PEOPLE) 

Phone II 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

50. Finally, I'd like to ask you if you'd summarize for me "what is important 
about ORGANIZATION", in case I've missed it in my specific questioning. 

51. Thanks. Is there any literature, or reports from ORGANIZATION I might 
take with me. Ask for: 

--- Brochures, Newsletters 

--- Annual Reports 

--- Bylaws/Constitution 

--- Membership List 

• 

, 
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Description of P)1ysical Setting. 

Description of Behavioral Activity Level ({Fs of peo]ple 
doing what?). 

Assessment of Respondent-Interviewer rapport. 

Other Comments. ______________________________________ __ 

~ ,-" 

IH mentioned? Yes' No ---- ----

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

n 
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ni 
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CARD 01 

(1-3) 

(4) 

(5-6) 

(7) 

(8-9) 

(10-11) 

(12-13) 

CPCCP' 'INPERSON INTERVIEW CODING FORM 

I.D. 

Interviewer 

l=Jason 
2=Lieberman 
3=Moore 
4=Garfinkel 
5=Ollman 
6=Stout 

Ql. Length of membership in years 

OO=less than 6 mos. 
99=lifetime or as wish 

Q2 Current position 

l=director 
2=officer 
3=other staff 

Q3Len.gth of position in years 

OO=less than 6 mos. 
99=lifetime or as wish 

Q4. when ORG established in-years 
OO=less than 6 mos. 
99=99 years or more 

Q5a. What prompted ORG formation (CODE UP 
TO 3 RESPONSES) 

Ol=specific criminal incidents 
02=provide needed services 
03=social cohesion/integration 
04=maintain NBHD-physical 
05=maintain/cope with NBHD-demographic 
06=improve NBHD-physical 
07=expansion/encroa.chment of gov't 

programs or other establishments 
08=youth problems 
09=ideological/political motivations 
10=availability of funding 
ll=social incivility problems 
l2=formed as umbrella/become part 

of coalition 
l3=other 
l4=don't know (SKIP TO Q6) 

---:--
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(18) 

(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 

(23) 

(24) 

(25) 

. ,. '", 

If 
I: 

Q5b. 

Q6. 

Q7. 
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Who helped form ORG (CODE UP TO 
3 RESPONSES) 

.1=local residents 
2=community organizer 
3=churches . 
4=businesses 
5=other community groups 
6=gov' t agenc:t~~1 
7=other individuals 
8=don't know 

ORG get help in any way 

O=no (SKIP TO Q7) 
l=yes . 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q7) 

How did others help ORG (CODE UP TO 
2 WAYS) 

l=money 
2=space 
3=technical assistance 
4=other 

Other ORG's already existed 

O=no (SKIP TO Q8) 
l=yes 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q8) 

Stand toward ORG formation 

l=oppose 
2=indifferert 
3=suppdrt 
4=mixed 

---- ---------

B~ i. 

-' 

n 
n 

,. I ~ . 
r.~'lt : ... U i . 

.. - ......... ~ ...... --.. -~,.."--,,--~~---_~. __ .I~ 

(26-27) 

(28-29) 

,,(30-31) 

(32-33) 

(34-35) 

(36) 

(37) 

(38) 

Q8. 

Q9a. 
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Original goals of ORG (CODE UP TO 
5 GOALS) 

Ol=prevent crime 
02=provide needed services 
03=social cohesion/integration 
04=maintain NBHD-physical 
05=maintain/cope with NBHD-

demographic 
06=improve NBHD-physical 
07=expansion/encroachment of 

gov't programs or other 
establishments 

08=youth problems 
09=ideological/political motivations 
10=availability of funding 
ll=prevent social incivilities 
12=attain political power 
l3=to act as umbrella/be part of 

coalition 
l4=other 
l5=don't know (SKIP TO Q9) 

Overall spe.cificity of goals 

l=vague 
2=mixed 
3=specific 

% original officers still active 

l=few or none (0=25%) 
2~some (26-50%) 
3=most or all (51-100%) 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q9b) 
9=NA, no officers 

Q9b. % original members still active 

l=few or none (0=25%) 
2=some (26-50%) 
3=most or all (51-100%) 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q9d) 
9=NA, no members 

I 

~ 

I I 
I 

, 
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I " (39) 
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Q~c. 

1 (40) i 
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(41) 

(42) 

(43) Q9d. 

(44) Qge. 

(45) 

I. 
I 

I 

(46) 

,'. 

(47-79) Qll. 

(50) Q12a. 

~----- --- - -------------~ \"r 
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Why become inactive or drop out (CODE 
UP TO 4 REASONS) (SKIP IS NO OFFICERS 
OR NO MEMBERS) 

O=none inacti.ve 
l=died/old age/ill health 
2=moved away/transient NBRD 

population 
3=conflicting obligations 
4=apathy 
5=burnt out 
6=personal disagreements 
7=policy disagreements 
8=other 
9=dol}:,t know (SKIP TO Q9d) 

ORG close to or did disband 

O=no (SKIP TO Qll) 
l=yes 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q11) 

What lead to disbanding (CODE UP 
TO 2 REASONS) 

l=administrative/leadership problems 
2=;funding problems 
3=po1icy differences 
4=issues died out 
5=lack of interest 
6=inf1uence/conf1ict with other ORGS 
7=other 

.Did ORG get going again 

O=no 
l=yes 

Area in square miles (USE MAP TO 
ESTIMATE) 

000=b1ock club size 
88.8=business areas 
99.8=large area of city 
99.9=city wide 

ORG has, appointed officers 

O=no (SKIP TO Q13A) 
l=yes 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q13a) 
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(51) 

(52-53) 

(54) 

(55-56) 

(57) 

(58) 

(59-60) 

Q12b. 

Q12c. 

Q13a. 

Q13b. 

Q13c. 
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Who appoints officers 

l=board 
2=president 

Length of appointment in years 

OO=less than 6 mos. 
99=lifetime or as wish 

ORG has elected officers 

O=no(SKIP TO Q14) 
l=yes 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q14) 

Row long elected in years 

OO=less than 6 mos. 
99=lifetime or as wish 

Who votes in elections 

1=A11 members 
2=representatives of member groups 
3=board members 
4=rea11y self appointed 

Q14. ORG has Board of Directors 

O=no (SKIP TO Q19) 
l=yes 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q19) 

Q15. Number persons on board 

-----,-~':""--'" -":;:-.;;-'">, 
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(61) 

(62) 

(63) 

(64) 

(65) 

(66) 

(67 -6S) 

(69) 

Q16. 

Q17. 

QlS. 
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How board is chosen 

l=elected 
2=mixed 
3=appointed 

By membership? 

O=no 
l=yes 

By representatives from member groups? 

O=no 
l=yes 

By board itself? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Competition for position? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Problem getting people to serve? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Frequency of board meetings per year 

% board members attend board meetings 

l=few or none (0=25%) 
2=some (26-50%) 
3=most or all (51-100%) 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q 19) 
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(70) 

(71) 

(72) 

(73-75) 

(76-7S) 

(SO) 

CARD 02 

(1-3) 

(4-6) 

(7) 

_1_ 

Q19. 

Q20. 

I.D. 

Q20. 

Q21. 
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Does ORG hold regular meetings 

O=no (SKIP TO Q20) 
l=yes 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q20) 
9=NA, no members (SKIP TO Q20) 

Frequency of meetings 

l=weekly 
2=biweekly . 
3=monthly 
4=quarterly 
5=semi-annually 
6=annually 
7=other 

% of membership attended regular 
meetings 

l=few or none (0-25%) 
2=some (26-50%) 
3=most of all .(51-100%) 

ifF people ORG employs full-time 

ifF part-time 

ifF volunteers 

ORG part of larger group 

O=no 
l=yes 
2=don't know 
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(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(15-17) 

(18-20) 

(21) 

.' ' 
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Q22. Is ORG an "umbrella" group 

Q23a. 

Q23b. 

O=no (SKIP TO Q2.3) 
l=yes 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q23) 

Block clubs? 

O=no 
.l=yes 

Churches? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Businesses? 

O=no 
l=yes 

"I' Service institutions? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Other NBHD institutions? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Other community ORGs? 

O=no 
l=yes 

ifF of members (IF NO MEMBERS SKIP 
TO Q35 AND Q37, THEN GO TO Q39a) 

999=999 or more members 

# members in active core 
999=999 or wore members 

Q24. vlho can be a member 

.-

l=Individuals «e. g., .residents, 
CI property owners, businessmen) 

2=Mixed 
3=Groups (includes member group 

representatives 
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(23) 

(24) 

(25) 

(26) 

(27 -29) $ 

(30) 

.00 

Q25. 

Q25a. 

Q25b. 

Q25c. 

Q26. 

Q27. 
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Racial make-up of total membership 

l=Somewhat hetero; 15-25% minority 
2=Heterogeneous; more than 25% 

minority 
3=Homogeneous white (over 85%) 
4=Homogeneous black (over 85%) 
5=Homogeneous Latino (over 85%) 
6=Homogeneous asian (over 85%) 
7=Homogeneous other (over 85%) 
8=don' t know 

Age-Active members (mostly=70% or more) 

l=mostly under 40 
2=mostly 40-60 
3=mostly over 60 
4=mixed 
7=don't know 

Sex-Active members (mostly=70% or more) 

l=mostly male 
2=mostly female 
3=mixed 
7=don't know 

Race-Active Members 

l=Somewhat hetero; 15=25% minority 
2=Heterogeneous; more than 25% 

minority 
3=Homogeneous white (over 85%) 
4=Homogeneous black (over 85%) 
5=Homogeneous latino (over 85%) 
6=Homogeneous asian (over 85%) 
7=Homogeneous other (over 85%) 
8=don' t know 

Are there annual dues 

O=nb (SKIP TO Q27) 
l=yes 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q27) 

How much dues 

Other membership requirements 

O=no 
l=ye~ 
7=don't know 
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Does ORG actively recruit 

O=no (SKIP TO Q29) 
l=yes < 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q29) 

Canvassing/informal personal contact? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Mailings? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Telephoning? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Formal mas,s solicitation/nonpersonal? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Social Events? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Meetings? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Other? 

O<=no 
l=yes 

-----~ ---------------~ 
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(40) 
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(42) 

(43) 
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Obstacles to increase membership 

O=no (SKIP TO Q30) 
l=yes 
7=don't knO't17 (SKIP TO Q30) 

Inadequate resources (facilities, money, 
etc.)? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Apathy? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Intergroup conflict? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Interpersonal/intragroup conflicts? 

O=no 
l""yes 

Image of ORG? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Language/cultural barriers? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Too few active members (inadequate 
person-power)? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Other? 

O=no 
l=yes 
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(50-51) 
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What attracts new members (CODE UP 
TO 4 ATTRACTIONS) 

Ol=specific crime issues 
02=general crime issue 
03=threats to physical nature of 

NBHD 
04=threats to social/demographic 

nature of NBHD 
05=threats by expansion/encroach

ment of gov't programs/other 
est~blishments 

06=interest in youth problems 
07=image of ORG-problem solving 

or representational 
08=committment to community 
09=committment to involvement/ 

altruism 
10=to receive services provided 
ll=status and power 
l2=personal skill development 
l3=social affiliation 
l4=education and information 
l5=enhance political knowledge 
l6=to solve own problem/self interest 

or issues 
l7=other 
97=don't know 

Why don't people get involved (CODE 
UP TO 4 RESPONSES) 

OO=unaware of ORG 
Ol=l~ck of time/conflicting obliga

t~ons 

02=no perceived need/lack of issues 
03=apathy/lack of interest in 

joining groups/selfishness 
04=mistrust/suspicious of neighbors 
05=language and cultural barriers 
06=racial tensions 
07=image of ORG/ORGs in general 
08=personalityclashes-internal 

conflict 
09=oppose ORGs stand on issues 

(policy conflict) 
lO=other 

II 
I~ 

E'··' ! 
1. 

r • 

(64) 

(65) 

(66) 

(67) 

(68) 

(69) 

(70) 

~~ .. ----------~---
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Q32. Change in ORG's membership in 

Q33a. 

Q33b. 

Q33c. 

Q33d. 

Q33e. 

Q33f. 

past year 

O=decreased 
l=about the same 
2=increased 
7=don't know 

Contact members by phone or in person 
to discuss ORG's activities and 
business? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Send members mailed information 
about ORG's activities and 
accomplishments? 

Organize social events to bring 
members together? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Have active members contact those 
members who have become inactive 
or dropped out in order to get 
them reinvolved? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Use mass media? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Use other technique? 

O=no 
l=yes 

11 
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(80) 
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(1-3) 

(4) 

(S) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 
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I.D. 

Q34. 

-14-

From your experience which. of these 
approaches have been most effective 
in keeping members active? 
(USE a THRU f ABOVE) 

l=a 
2=b 
3=c 
4=d 
S=e 
6=f 
7=don't know 

Activities of ORG 

Social events? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Att~nd ORG meetings. 

O=no 
l=yes 

Political activities? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Serve on s'tanding committees? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Work on publications? 

O=no 
l=yes 

II 

Take part in crime activity? 

O=.no, 
l=yes 
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(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

(IS) 
) 

I 

Ii 
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Take part in youth. activity? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Take part in housing activity? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Recruit members/block or NBHD organizing? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Take part in health care and 
social service delivery? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Take part in seminars/workshops 
(education)? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Take part in other activity? 

O=no 
l=yes 

; ! 
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Ii 
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(16-17) 

(18-19) 

(20-21) 

(22-23) 

Q35. 

Q36. 
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What are personal satisfactions? (CODE 
UP TO 4 RESPONSES) 

OO=none, no satisfactions 
Ol=challenge/excitement 
02=personal recognition/exposure 
03=self development and education 
04=solve problems of their own 
05=sense of personal accomplishment 
06=personal influence/political 

power 
07=social outlet· 
08=actualizing beliefs and ideology 
09=feel needed 
10=pride in ORG's effectiveness 
ll=committment to community 
l2=committment to involvement 
l3=cooperation or support from 

community 
l4=other 

Why do members remain active? (CODE 
UP TO 4 RESPONSES) 

OO=none are active 
Ol=challenge/excitement 
02=personal recognition/exposure 
03=self development and education 
04=solve problems of their own/ 

self interest or issues 
05=sense of personal accomplishment 
06=personal influence or status/ 

political power 
07=social outlet 
08=actualizing beliefs and ideology 
09=feel needed 
10=pride in ORG's effectiveness 
ll=commi.ttment to community 
l2=committment to involvement/altruism 
l3=enhance political knowledge 
l4=other 
97=don't know 
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(32-33) 

(34-35) 

(36-37) 

(38-39) 

(40-41) 

(42-43) 

(44-45) 

(46-47) 

Q37. 

Q38. 

" 
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What are personal frustrations? 
(CODE UP TO 4 RESPONSES) 

.OO=none, no frustrations 
Ol=inadequate money 
02=inadequate member committments/ 

numbers 
03=policy'conflict within ORG 
04=interpersonal conflict (intra-

group) 
05=administrative/leadership problems 
06=dea·ling with public bureaucracy 
07=lack of success-no tangible 

accomplishments 
08=inter-group conflict 
09=too time consuming 
10=lack of cooperation/support 

from community 
ll=other 

Why do members become inactive/drop
out? (CODE UP TO 4 RESPONSES) 

OO=none inactive 
Ol=die, old age, ill health 
02=move out 
03=burn out 
04=conflicting obligations 
05=accomplished what set out to do 
06=10ss of interest 
07=intergroup conflict 
08=interpersonal conflict (intra=group) 
09=policy conflict 
10=lack of success 
ll=discouragement over funding prob

lems 
l2=not re-elected/appointed/not 

asked to renew position or member
ship 

l3=other 
97=don't ktlOW 
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(48) 

(49) 

(50) 

(51-52) 

(53-54) 

(55-56) 

(57-58) 
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Q39a. 

Q39b. 

----------------
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Are ORG's original goals the 
current goals? 

O=no 
l=yes (SKIP TO Q40) 
2=yes but expanded/additional goals 
3=don't know (SKIP TO Q39b 

second part) 

What brought about the change? 
(CODE UP TO 2 RESPONSES) 

l=change in interest 
2=expand interest 
3=funding available 
4=other 

What are new current goals? (CODE 
UP TO 4 RESPONSES) 

Ol=prevent crime 11 
02=provide needed services ~ 
03=social cohesion/integration 
04=maintain NBHD-physical e 
05=maintain/cope with NBHD-demographic It\ 
06=improve NBHD-physical 
07=expansion/encroachment of 

gov't programs or other establish
ment 

08=youth problems 
09==ideological/political motivations 
10=availability of funding 
ll=prevent social incivilities 
l2=attain politi~~al power 
13=to act as umbrella/be part of 

coalition 
l4=other 

(\ /~ 
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(59-60 

(61-62) 

(63-64) 

(65-66) 

(67-68) 

(69-70) 

(71) 

(72) 

(73) 

(80) 

Q40. 

Q41. 
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What are current issues? (CODE UP 
6 RESPONSES) 

Ol=zoning 
02=crime 
03=youth 
04=housing 
05=physical maintenance 
06=education 
07=city services 
08=unemployment 
09=redlining . 
10=establishment/gov't encroachment 
ll=demographic changes 
l2=senior services 
l3=recreation 
l4=political issues 
l5=drugs 
I6=trying to get funds 
l7=publicity 
l8=traffic and parking 
19=support other groups/form 

~oalition or umbrella 
20=physical or mental health care 

(also referrals) 
2l=organize neighborhood in general 
22=other 

How were issues picked (CODE UP TO 
.3 RESPONSES) 

l=board 
2=problems brought by resident 
3=problems brought by block clubs/ 

other groups 
4=consensus=clearly apparent 

problems 
5=decided by membership/colIlIllittees 
6=funding incentive 
7=suggestions by staff 
8=other 
9=don't know 
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.---------------------------------------------------------

I.D. 

Q42. What',oRG is doing/has done to solve 
problems (CODE UP TO 4 RESPONSES) 

Q43a. 

Q43b. 

OO'=nothing is /has been done 
OV=compile and distribute information 
02'=start programs/services (e.g., 

youth, senior, drugs) 
03=participate in physical maintenance 
04=political/gov't pressure activities 
05=pressure private institutions 
Q6=attend ORG meetings 
07~committee work 
08=joined coalitions 
09=apply for money. 
10=arrange social events 
ll=organize neighborhood in general 
l2=other 

Extent of NBHD crime problems 

4=Big problem 
5=Moderate problem 
6=Slight problem 
7=No problem 
8=Don't know 

Has ORG done anything to prevent crime? 

O=no (SKIP TO Q44.) 
l=yes (IF DISCUSSED ELSEWHERE REREAD 

AND CODE FOLLOWING) 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q44) 

(Q43b(1) on next page) 
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Q43b (1) What has been done? (CODE UP TO 
4 RESPONSES) 

OO=nothing is/has been done 
Ol=operation I.D. 
02=patrols-walking or radio 
03=block TJ1atches 
04=block clubs 
05=WhistleSTOP 
06=BEAT REP 
07=CLASP 
08=SAFE 
09=target hardening 
10=request more from police 
ll=control police 
l2=senior citizen escorts 
l3=lighting 
l4=hire private police 
l5=meetings 
l6=indirect effort (e.g., youth 

programs or services) 
l7=promote police/community relations 
l8=other 

Q43b (2)What was outcome? 

O=negative 
l=no change 
2=positive 
3=too soon to 
4=mixed 
7=don't know 

tell 

-------- ... - .-;.,.;--;"., . 
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Has ORG tried to inf]}~en-e gov't 
'policy? 

O=no (SKIP TO Q45) 
l=yes 
7=don't know (SKIP TO Q45) 

How did ORG try to influence gov't 
poli~y? 

Pressure agencies? 

O=no 
l=yes 

act as watchdogs? 

O=no 
l=ye~ 

',/' 

attend meetings/hearings? 

O=no 
l=yes 

lobby & write letters? 

O=no 
l=yes 

pressure thru the media? 

O=no 
l=yes 

draft or sponsor legislative 
recommendations? 

C":l, 

O=no 
l=yes 

other? 

O=no 
l=yes 
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(31-37) 

(38) 

(39) 

(40) 

(41) 

(42) 

(43) 

$' , .00 Q45. 

Q46. 

Q47. 
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Approximate annual bu?get of ORG 

Main ways ORG gets funds (RANK 
ORDER FIRST 3 BY PERCENT INFORMATION) 

l=goy't funds 
2=private foundations/institutions 
3=membership dues 
4=contributions from private 

individuals 
5=business donations 
6=local fund raising" 
7=other 
8=don't know 
9=refused 

Major ways funds are spent (RANK 
ORDER FIRST 3 BY PERCENT INFORMATION) 

l=staff salaries 
2=ORG overhead/maintenance 
3=service programs 
4=social a~tivities/niceties 
5=publications 
6=mailings 
7=other 

o 8=don 't know 
9:::refused 

Q48. ORG's means of communication 
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(44) Q48aa. 

(45) 

(46) Q48ab. 

(47 ) (i 

(48) Q48ac. 

(49) 

(50) Q48ad. 

(51) 

1) 
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ORG new~paperlnews.letter? 

O=no (SKIP -TO Q48ab) 
l=yes 

how often? 

l=weekly '.' 
2=bi-weekly 
3=monthly 
4=quarterly 
5=semi-annually 
6=annually 
7=other or as needed 

mailings of j.nformation 

O=no (SKIP TO Q48ac:) 
l=yes 

how often? (USE CODES 1-7 FROM 
Q48aa "HOW OFTEN") 

Handout flyers/leaflets? 

O=no (SKIP TO Q48ac) 
l=yes 

how often? (USE CODES 1-7 FROM 
Q48aa "HOW OFTEN") 

Annual reports? 

O=no (SKIP TO Q48b) 
l=yes 

how often (USE CODES 1-7 FROM 
Q48aa "HOW OFTEN") 

I 
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(52) Q48b . 

(53) Q51. 

(54) 

(55) 

(56); 

(80) 
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Does ORG have mailing list? 

O=no 
l=yes 

Did ORG provide literature/reports? 

0=110 
l=yes 

Type of ORG 
'::j 

l=block club 
2=community organization 
3=coalition/umbrella group 
4=problem specific agency 
5=settlement house 
6=business organizaton 
7=other 

Who coded interview? 

l=I..ieberman 
2=Benben 
3=Bester 
4=H~):'z 

Estimated SES of membership/NBHD 

l=lower class 
2=working class 
3=middle class 
4=upper or upper middle class 
5=mixed 
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