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INTRODUCTION

As with many great social problems, concern with crime waxes
_and wanes over time. At present we are in the midst of a public pre-
occupation with crime due to apparently burgeoning levels of criminal
activity, especially those crimes regarded as most serious (Time, June
30, 1975 ana statements by President Ford, May 19, 1975).l In in-
creasing numberéA Américans are alarmed about their safety, angry
that established iﬁéfitutions do not appear to be stemming the crime
increase, and concerned that current trends will continue. Urban
dwellers responding to a Gallup Opinion Poll regarded crime as the
number one social probleﬁ facing their community (Gallup Opinion Index,
1975), and to some extent these feelings seem to to be justified. Statistics
recently released by the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports indicate that 1974
had the largest yearly increase in serioué crime since th; Uniform
Crime Reporting system was instituted. Thié &as an increase of over
17% over the preceding year. The latest statistics also present a grim
picture. The first quarter of 1975 indicated an 18% increase as
compared to the same period in 1974,

Among the many solutions proposed to alleviate thé crime pro-

blem, the concept of returning seme responsibility to citizens for

‘their own safety and the safety of their neighbors has been sug-

gested. Citizen crime-reporting programs (CCRPs) are one major

1

Whether or not crime is actually or the rise or if fear of
crime is aggravated by media and law enforcement announcements are
valid questions if one is to place current crime statistins in con-
text. We deal with these questions in later sections.
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way citizens can assume some responsibility to help fight crime.
These programs serve to direct the public's concern with crime by

edqgating the public to be alert to criminal activities and to re-

«;ﬁbrt them to the police.

CCRPs are considered to be additional eyes and ears of the
police. They promote the concept of citizen responsibility to re-
port suspected crime and provide clear information on how to do
so. There are several hundred of such programs throughout the country
today, sponsored by police, civic or business organizations, govern-
mental agencies, or groups of concerned ci:izens. Some programs
simply use the media to heighten citizen awareness of the importance
of reporting crimes while others may form neighborhood groups.
Whatever their approach, the main goal of CCRPs is to increase surveil-
lance and the reporting of a crime when it is observed. Some programs
also attempt to further a sense of community involvement. It is
anticipated that all of these practices will eventually lead to a
decrease in crime.

This paper, the first of six products required by the National
Evaluation Program, will outline the issues involved in the planning

and execution of citizen crime reporting programs. The issues will

be developed from general knowledge and past findings in the area. It

will include background material, past research, historical develop-
ment, and views of experts in the crime reporting and crime prevention
areas. Developmgnt of a broad perspective on the key issues involved
in the topic area will be of primary interest, and it should serve to
estahlish the context in which citizen crime-reporting programs

will be further studied during this Phase I project.
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The Universe of Programs

Not all types of activities that could lead to increased crime
reporting are represented in this Phase I study. The unilverse of
projects encompasses formally designated programs in existence since
June, 1974, that are organized (with a name and a staff) to encourage
citizen crime reporting and the logically and functionally related
activity of surveillance. Many programs combine these two components.
Observational activities (e.g., being alert for suspicious events)
are necessary for crime detection and hence crime reporting.

The focus of the present study will be on programs aimed at
increasing the reporting of crimes against persons or personal
property and programs dealing with both crime-specific and general
categories of crime. Programs aimed at crimes against commercial
establishments will not be considered. With the exception of Com-
munity Radio Watch programs, which are directed at citizens who
already have access to two-way radios, programs will not be included
that requiré citizens to obtain or use costly equipment (e.g.,
burglar alarms) for the purpose of crime reporting.

Because the present focus is on programs encouraging surveil-

lance and awareness as the expected citizen response, citizen security

programs emphasizing the techniques and devices designed to physically

harden targets against burglaries will not be considered. Information
campaigns of such programs are aimed at encouraging a concrete, one
time action (e.g., installing locks and extiza lighting) rather than
constant surveillance and awareness. Moreover, this area of inves-
tigation is the responsibility of another National Evaluation Program

grant.
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Also, not included in the universe programs under consideration
are citizen patrois. These programs are aimed at involving citizens
in definite, organized and scheduled actions (e.g., guarding and
monitoring building entrances) rather than in pervasive surveillance
at all times. An additional reason for exclusion is that patrols are
being studied by another National Evaluation Program investigator.

This study will necessarily also be limited in the number of crime-
reporting programs that it will encompass, but it will include programs
that are representative of the various types of programs and that are
representative in other relevant respects such as geographic location.
A Larger Perspective

The goal of increasing citizen participation in crime prevention
and crime control can be viewed in the larger context of the citizen's
relationship to the government. In this bicentennial anniversary of
the United States, a thoughtful reexamination of this fundamental question
is called for. In such founding documents as the Declaration of
Independence and the Constitution, a certain philosophy was expressed
about the proper relationship between the individual citizen and
government and the responsibilities of each in securing idealistic
human goals.

In practice, however, it can readily be seen over the past 200

" years the government and other social institutions have undertaken

an increasingly larger share of responsibility in problem areas
such as the economy, health, transportation, crime, and education,
while the role of the individual citizen has declined. Although
there has been some change in the proposed solutions, the problems

have remained, and in some areas increased. It now appears unlikely
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that any social problem can be solved unless citizens play some part
in working toward a solution.

A primary issue in this paper involves the responsibilities of
individual citizens in the area of crime prevention in general, and

the act of crime reporting in particular. Directly assoclated with

this issue is the question of how the activities of geovernment encourage

or discourage citizen involvement in solving the crime problem.

Recent events indicate that the government is making attempts to pro-
mote such involvement. Eeveral reports by national commissions
(Eisenhower, 1969; Kerner, 1968; National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 1973) and numerous government
officials have emphasized the necessity of increased citizen parti-
cipation in crime prevention. At the practical level, the government,
through the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration has been pro-
viding financial support to various types of community-based crime
prevention programs. There also exist numerous community groups that
are pressuring the government to share some of its law enforce-
ment power. Such events augur a return of responsibility to the
citizen for at least some aspects of the crime problem.

Citizen involvement in dealing with crime has expanded in recent
years. The public has been active in volunteer programs in the courts
énd corrections areas, but only a small segment of the population
participate in these programs. In contrast, CCRPs offer an excellent
opportunity for a greater number of our citizens to become involved
in and regponsible for dealing with crimé. This sense of involvement,
as discussed in the following section, can be viewed as a return to

some of the responsibilities citizens have held in the past.
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Historical Context

Fundamental to an understanding of CCRPs is the historical develop-
ment of the citizen's role in responding to crime. Although crime
hés been a concern in communities throughout history, the citizens
role in dealing with crime has undergone several stages of development.
The earliest, most rudimentary responses to crimes were revenge-
oriented, self-help, or physical withdrawal from an area where
victimization was likely. As communities stabilized, the response
to crime was negotiation between the offender, the victim, and their
kin, with restitution as the most common outcome (Schwartz & Miller,
1964; Spitzer, 1975).

With the development of state came the frequent use of criminal
punishments and the establishment of specialized personnel to deal with
law enforcement. Crime reporting itself did not become a problem
until specialized law enforcement personnel were designated and the
procedure established that all criminal behavior should be reported
to them.

Citizens 1n our society may be reluctant to report crimes be-

cause it may lead to further involvemert with the criminal justice

system. However, in a historical perspective, the contemporary

degree of involvement for the citizen who reports a crime is far less
than was expected in less complex socleties, where apprehension of
offenders. and participation in legal proceedings were generally
inseparable from reporting.

With the further development of police forces, the citizens

role in responding to crime required even less involvement. Early
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police forces were instituted in the nineteenth century to control

urban mobs (Silver, 1968). Similar to other governmental agenciles, the

police law enforcement responsibilities increased with time while
~citizens relinquished many of their former responsibilities in dealing
with the crime problem. The police function expanded to include
all types of crime, and the number of crimes officially known to them
grew. A part of the rise in crime statistics in the twentieth
century is undoubtedly due to the increasing jurisdiction of the
police.

Increased formality in police record keeping, reporting, and
the way the police handle reported crimes has also contributed to
an increase in reported crime statistics. When police patrol was
primarily conducted on foot, police were better acquainted with the
people on their beats and more iikeiy to hear of crimes through

informal, indirect means. In less urban settings where police know

the people with whom they interacted, many crimes could be handled
informally. An informal solution would generally not lead to an
official record being madg of the incident. The contemporary use of
patrol cars with short wave radios and the removal of police from
permanent beats have created situations in which knowledge of a crime
is more likely to lead to an official report being filed. Although
police still attempt to handle many incidents such as domestic quar-
rels informally, the fact that the citizen report has typically come
to the policeman from a call to police headquarters means a record
has alréady been started. Therefore, decreased likelihood that the

policeman today knows the people involved leads to a situation

in which a citizen report is most 1ike1y to be recorded as a crime.
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In contrast to the dimished degree of citizen involvement in
responding to crime is the fact that crime reporting today is pro-
bably easier than ever. Accessibility to the police has been greatly
improved by telephones, patrol cars, short-wave radios and other
recent advances in communications technology. There is no evidence
to deny that citizens were ever more likely to report crimes than
they are today.

The current role of the citizen in responding to crime can
be seen as a development from one of high-involvement and high-
difficulty to low-involvement and low-difficulty. The typical
response to crime is one which avoids personal involvement, but is
perhaps more active than ever. In shaping the framework of their
programs, implementers of CCRPs should consider the current response
of citizens toward crime situations, and rélate them to the potential

desired outcomes of their programs.
The CCRP Concept

Implementers of CCRPs assume that if citizens are informed
about crime prevention, know how to recognize and report potential crimes
as well as crimes in progress, and are quickly assisted by law en-

forcement officers when they do report, there will be less criminal

activity. The criminal should become aware of the increased likelihood

. that his activity would be reported and that he faces a greater probabil-

ity of apprehension and prosecution. If this series of related assump-
tions is correct, CCRPs may be an important factor in reducing the inci-

dencé of crime and would be easy to implement in a currently aroused
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and fearful citizenry. This series of activities and impacts are
illustrated in Figure 1 and are given a more complete explanation
in the text that follows.

CCRPs should be able to have a direct impact on a number of
factors. One of these is increasing awareness of the crime problem in
the community through publicity campaigns and personal contacts with
citizens. Sensitivity to suspicious events is another potential
effect of CCRPs. This enables the police to encounter criminals
before they are given time to act if these behaviors are reported.
Responsibility for reporting criminal and suspicious activities is
encouraged and emphatically stressed by CCRPs.

CCRPs provide new methods for reporting, enlarging the range
of responses citizens can make to the threat of victimization. In
addition to their direct impact on crime-reporting behavior, CCRPs
may precipitate other positive side effects. Fear of crime may be
reduced in the community, better police~community relations may ensue,
and citizens may cooperate to a greater degree with the criminal
justice syStem. ~Citizen cooperation with the criminal jﬁstice system
could have a positive effect on persons' willingness to be witnesses
in court, This increased cooperation, however, is outside the focus
of most CCRPs.

Changes invcrime-reporting behavior, as mentioned above, 1is

the most direct impact of CCRPs. Citizen crime-reporting programs may

increase reporting of crimes which previously went unreported. The

quality of reporting could be improved by educating the citizenry to
the facts of more accurate and detailed reporting. Faster reporting

of events by citizens to the police 1s also encouraged.

L
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in the community

Character police ( .
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Citizen ~Provide new methods for reporting

cooperation
with C. J. system

CCRP's ...

~Promote awareness of the crime problem
-Promote sensitivity to suspicious events

-Promote responsibility for reporting

\’

N/

Citizens

willingness to be ~quality

witnesses in court

-speed

-increase quantity
(more unreported crime reported)

(crimes reported quicker)

Crime Reporting Behavior ...

(more accurate reporting, e.g., better descriptions)

¥

‘ Police Response

o

v

accuracy of statistics]

aid to the victim

Conviction

rate Apprehension rate \

Prevention of potential
criminal act

¥ \

Y
/

Deterrence

v

Crime Incidence

Figure 1 Flow Diagram of Activities and Potential Positive Effects

of CCRP's.
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Improved crime-reporting behavior should be an impact on other
behaviors and events, which are outside the direct responsibility
of CCRPs. Police response to citizen reports may be more satisfactory.
One result of this might be more accurate crime statistics, another
would be rapid aid to victims of crimes. A quicker response by
the police, coupled with more and better information from citizens, could
lead to better crime prevention and increased apprehension of crim-
inals. |
Increased apprehension could lead, in turn, to increased con-
? viction of criminals. This is supplemented by the impact of citizens'
willingness to be witnesses in court or increased convictions. Higher
apprehension rates, better crime prevention, and ﬁore convictions

could lead to increased deterrence. As the criminal becomes aware

R

that he will be stopped and possibl convicted, he should be more
likely to displace or cease his criminal activity. Ultimately, the

positive potential effect desired--decreased crime incidence--should

I J— et

occur through increased deterrence.

4

This section has dealt with the general structure of CCRPs

.

and the positive impacts they can make if they are successful.

'

In the next section a more detailed examination of CCRPs is‘pre—
sented and a preliminary overview of the types of programs and

& their activities is discussed.

A Tentative Typology

J

Our study of CCRPs across the country has resulted in a pre-

liminary overview of defining characteristics. It is important to
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note here that this overview is an attempt to provide an initial or-
ganizing structure with which to clarify the phenomenon of citizen
crime-reporting programs. We regard this structure as tentative

and far from definitive,

In the universe of projects with which we dealt, there were
several important dimensions along which CCRPs might be grouped.
Programs that are similar to others in a given dimension can be
thought of as constituting a family of CCRPs. One dimension, for
example, is the type of assumptions program originators hold about
the reasons why people do not report criminal activity, another is
the kind of crime to which the program is directed, and still
another is the type of sponsoring group that originates the program.
Although there are many dimensions which differentiate among program
types, the most useful one for the purposes of this paper is the
operational nature or activities of a CCRP.

Two basic questions determine what the operational activities
of CCRPs are: what does a given implementer of a CCRP do, and what is
expected of citizen participants, if the program is functioning properly.
In grouping programs into similar types of families along operational
dimensions, we begin to develop an idea of the nature of CCRPs.2
Program organization

The activities program administrators perform are directed
toward publicizing the program, encouraging citizen participation,

and actually delivering the program to the recipients. These goals

2

"There is no doubt that such a snapshot presentation of citizen
crime reporting lacks analytic sophistication, but given the dearth
of primary information in this area, such a basic analysis is necessary.
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may be accomplished in a variety of ways. The most far-reaching

promnotional technique is media usage. Many CCRPs take advantage

of television and radio public service messages to inform citizens
‘about the importance of crime reporting. Some programs place

advertisements in newspapers, put messages on bill boards, and/or
pass out materials such as pamphlets, bumperstitkers or key chains.
Person-to-person contact is also an important technique used by
CCRPs to further their goals. This approach allows the program
personnel to emphasize the interpersonal and social aspects of

crime reporting--citizens helping society and society helping
citizens. Many CCRPs send project personnel to citizen group
meetings like the Kiwanis or PTAs. With this approach, not only

can the program reach many citizens at the same time, but the CCRP

is often able to enlist the group's backing for their crime-reporting
efforts.

CCRPs may also organize people by blocks or neighborhoods.
Implementers may use already existing block organizations, cr they
may initiate block organizations themselves. This requires more
initial administrative investment, but once established such groups
may constitute an involved citizenry and are more likely to devote
fu;l organizational time to the project than existing groups which have
a range of purposes and goals. For example, Neighborhood Watch
and Blockwatchers often direct their efforts toward organizing
groups of neighbors on a block basis or within apartment complexes.
Other CCRPs direct their efforts toward the individual citizen

and reward citizens for their participation. Most CCRPs simply
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reinforce citizens who do participate by stressing the importance
of crime reporting. Some programs award a citizen for an especially
important crime report, others, such as TIP and Silent Observer,
actually pay money to deserving citizens once a conviction has been
made. Finally, administrators may hold a crime education meeting
to publicize their program and other crime-prevention activities or
offer special hot lines which citizens may use to call in relevent
information to the police. TIP programs, for example, have special
hot-lines for citizen use.
Citizen activity

CCRPs vary in the sorts of activities they expect citizen
participants to perform. We iden;ified seven distinct activities,
none of which are mutualli.exclﬁéive. Perhaps the most basic
activity is to learn about crime. Such 1earning‘involveé knowledge
abdut'the extent of crime in a community, situations that are likely
to témpt potential criminaig énd general crime awareﬁess. Closely
associated with crime awareness is the idea of suspicious activity.
Progr;ms frequently ask citizené to report unusual or unexplainable
behavior even if the citizen is unsure whether the behavior is
criminal. The moving van at a vacationing neighbor's house is onme
classié example. An alerted law enforcement agency can then in-
vestigate and determine whether the situation calls for further
action.' Citizens are also asked to learn how to make a full and
accurate report. Because many people are unaware of which details
the police consider important, programs deliniate specific points
of information citizens éhould include if they intend to call the

police.
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In addition to learning about crime, suspicious activity, and
accurate reporting, the public may be asked to publicly show member-
ship in the CCRP. A citizen participant may be asked to carry a
card, to put a bumpersticker on her or his car, or to place a symbol
in a visible place at his or her place of residence. This extends
the program in two ways; it broadens the range of publicity and pro-
vides a way in which a citizen can demonstrate committment to the
program's goals. Citizens also participate in some CCRPs by
actively and habitually maintaining surveillance within their
neighborhood or community. In addition, some programs request
citizens to carry some device such as a whistle (WhistleSTOP) to
call for help or to alert others in the community to a crime.

Some '"device programs", for example, Community Radio Watch, encourage
citizens who normally work in vehicles with two-way radios to call
their dispatcher when they observe a suspicious or criminal incident.k
In a surveillance capacity and as a reporting device user, the
citizen crime reporter truly moves into an area that may be described
as the additional eyes and ears of the police. Participating in

a neighborhood organization and furthéring the CCRP's suppoft base

in thé community ig yet another activity citizens are sometimes re-
quested to perform. Activities performed by a citizen block captain,
for example, tend to deepen the citizen's involvement in the program
as well as to extend the crime—réporcing and prevention net to other
citizens. |

To.summarize, the results of our survey of CCRPs across the
country and disqussions with experts in the field may be analyzed in

several different ways. For the present, the most salient description
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of programs in our sample is along the dimension of operatiocnal
activities. While thgre are other similarities that may be re-
garded as operational in nature and which also distinguish program
families from each other, the following activities are judged to

be most basic. Among program activities administrators typically

perform are:

Use. of the media: Administrators publicize the program

in newspapers, T.V. spots and/or radio. The media are also
used to publicize program successes and to provide feedback
to citizens. 1In addition brochures are sometimes used to
publicize programs.

Organizing blocks or neighborhoods: Administrators
establish small neighborhood or geographical units and
execute programs through each of these smaller units.
Frequently, the administrator has home presentations on
crime prevention in residents' homes.

Offering monetary rewards: Administrators give monetary
reward in exchange for information concerning criminal
acts. Disbursement of reward money is usually subject to
the discretion of a citizen reward committee, and reward
1s usually given if a conviction results from the infor-
mation.

Offering anonymity: Administrators offer anonymity to
callers who report crimes as an incentive for
reporting.

Using existing organizations: Administrators promote

CCRP through already existing citizen, civic,business,
community or special interest organizations and clubs, e.g.
school PTA, block clubs, ham radio clubs, home owners
assoclations.

Conduct crime information meetings: Administrators give
presentations on crime prevention, target-~hardening, how
to report crimes, and similar information at regularly
scheduled meetings of civic organizations, business
groups, schools, community organizations, etc.

Conduct training sessions: Administrators formally
educate citizens on crime prevention and crime

reporting in structured information sessions. Typically,
training manuals are used in training citizens in how

to report crimes, what 1s suspicious activity, etc.
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Educating law enforcement and other agencies: Admin-
istrators alert personnel directly involved with CCRPs

to their role in citizen involvement and dealing with
] increased reporting of crimes.

Offering contact phone number: Administrators offer
special number manned by agency personnel for citizens
to use in reporting criminal acts or suspicious incidents.

Perform other crime-prevention activities: Administrators
conduct other crime-prevention programs beyond the CCRP,
e.g. Operation I.D., security checks, commercial and armed
- robbery protection, target-hardening information.

Among activities citizen participants are requested to perform are:

Learn about crime: Citizens learn the importance of the crime
problem (awareness) and as a consequence learn the importance
of reporting suspicious or criminal acts.

Citizens learn what
types of activity are criminal.

Ix ¢ : : N ‘
[ |

Learn about suspicious activity: Citizens learn what types
of activity are suspicious and may possibly be criminal
activities that should be reported to police.

lr ¥
L {

Learn how to report crimes and describe suspects: Citizens
learn from printed materijal or presentations what to tell

the police about an incident, a suspect or a suspicious activity
when reporting a crime.

s

Maintain surveillance: Citizens as a practice become
more alert to suspicious events around them and watch
out for their neighbor and their neighbor's property.

Publicly show membership: Citizen exhibits home window
stickers, carries wallet card denoting membership, pub-

licly displays symbol of program or formally "joins"
CCRP group and attends meetings.

=
[ W [N R U [ v D S—

Use a device for reporting: Citizen uses a device during
3! the chain of events which occur between the suspicious or
L criminal act and the time he informs the authority about
it. Included in this category are Community Radio Watch
f?‘-] programs, WhistleSTOP programs and hotline programs.

Participate in block organizations: Citizen becomes

acquainted with his neighbors and participates in the CCRP
with members.

The foliowing table indicates the activities performed by

administrators and citizens in a range of CCRP families.
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ol e (o > > Publically show membership
P > S e > maintain surveillance
a > s ol Ro use a device
ol (o > > > learn about crimes
learn how to report crimes,
> > P oo > suspect, ident., etc.
b b A 5 learn what is suspicious
participate in neighborhood
> organizations
R P R P I R T T b use of media
z organize blocks and/or
3 neighborhoods
> > offer monetary rewards
» ol B P offer anonymity
>
> s o use of existing organizations
e
s | 5 VI EVE b conduct crime information
meetings
pd conduct training sessions
e educate law enforcement
agencies
ol ie ol Ko offer special contact number
> se 1o | VN < perform other C-P activities
Table 1
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The above operational activities best characterize program
families in our universe.3 There are, however, some additional
operational factors which vary from program to program and which,
may differentiate CCRPs from other organizations concerned with
crime and crime prevention. Sponsorship, funding, and type of
staff are among these factors and deserve mention here.

Sponsorship

For a CCRP to exist it needs someone to initiate and help
sustain it. Most programs are connected in some way with the
local police or sheriff's organization. CCRPs directly sponsored
by the police have both the advantages and disadvaﬁtages of being
intimately associated with the actual law enforcement personnel.
Programs that are primarily sponsored by non-police groups (e.g.,
Silent Observer) work indirectly with the police, since the police
are the "proper authorities'" to which suspicious and criminal activities
are reported. The degree of cooperation between the non-police or-
ganization and the local police varies from program to program and
is possibly an important dimension of program effectiveness. All

CCRPs that we have contacted do ultimately rely on the police to

follow up the information their programs' efforts stimulate,

.Funding

CCRPs receive their funds from various sources. An atyplcal

example is WhistleSTOP, which supports itself almost entirely

3

The names of the types of programs in Table 1 are tentative.
We are aware, for example, that not all Neighborhood Watch programs
organize neighborhoods. As more information concerning the actual
operation of programs is received we will be able to develop more
accurate representations of program types.
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through its sale of whistles. Many CCRPs receive indirect funding
from LEAA as part of a larger crime-prevention effort. Some, like,
National Neighborhood Watch are directly funded from outside agencies.
Other CCRPs are supported by business and citizen groups, and some
even exist without any fiscal budget.
Type of Staff

The sopurce of program funds influences the type and number
of persons that the program can employ. Some CCRPs have full-time
pald staff members who devote their total working efforts to program-
related activities. Many other CCRPs, especially those connected with
police crime prevention units, have full-time personnel paid by
some larger organization who devote only part of their effort to
the program, Many programs also have volunteers who give various
amounts of time to help programs function. Some of these volunteers,
such as those in the St. Louis Women's Crusade-Against Crime, devote
a full-time effort to the CCRP.

No matter the size of the staff or budget, all CCRPs must
attempt to overcome a major obstacle--—nonreporting. The im-
plements of CCRPs should consider the reasons why people do or do
not report crimes, and develop their programs to stimulate or inhibit

these factors,

WHY PEOPLE DO OR DO NOT REPORT CRIMES

Deciding to report a crime can be viewed as the result of two
sets of countervailing forces: Factors encouraging crime reporting

and reasons against such action. Any analysis of crime-reporting programs
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must not only determine the nature and potency of these factors,
but, more importantly, should also assess the extent to which CCRPs
attempt to take advantage of the facilitating factors and overcome
the inhibiting ones.

Generally there are two types of persons who may report crimes:
those who are actual victims of crime, and bystanders who witness
a crime or who have some other indirect knowledge of a crime.
There are several reasons for considering these two types of people
separately. First, it is already clear that while some programs
focus on victims, the majority of CCRPs focus on witnesses. Second,
while it may be the case that some determinants are the same for

all types of potential reporters, there may also be unique determi-

.nants for each. Third, as noted, different research methods have

4

been used in studying victims and witnesses.

4

An examination of the research literature of many disciplines
reveals that three different research strategies have emerged in
studying why people do or do not report crimes. 1. Studies of
crime victims typically take the form of victimization surveys
(e.g., Ennis, 1967; Skogan, 1975; U.S. Dept. of Justice, 1974) which
employ comparatively large samples of respondents representative
of various significant social groups (e.g., race, sex, and age).
These respondents generally provide three types of information:
a) self-reports of criminal victimization; b) self-reports of the
reasons why the incident was or was not reported to the police;
¢) demographic and attitudinal data. There are several possible sources
of error in research of this type, e.g., people may forget an

"incident or the reasons for reporting or nonreporting, they may have

misinterpreted an event, or they may be unaware of the actual

reasons for their reporting behavior, or they may give responses

or rationalizations for their actions that sound socially acceptable
or otherwise apparently satisfying to the interviewer. 2. 1In
contrast t¢ the survey information about crime victims, the bulk of
our knowledge about why witneésses {e:gwy-Hutson & Korte, 1975; Bickman,
1975; Latané & Darley, 1970) either directly intervene in or

report suspicious events to authorities comes from field and labor-

atory experiments in social. psychology in which persons are exposed
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Crime Reporting by Witnesses

Social scientists have only recently been concerned with why
witnesses do or do not report 'crimes'. Rather than limit discussion
to this small body of research, we shall include a larger body of
research dealing with "helping behavior'. This research describes
conditions under which witnesses come to the aid of others. The
aid given usually requires the direct involvement of the bystander
with the victim. While there are major differences between helping
situations and crime situations (e.g., the presence of a criminal),
it will be assumed in the present paper that research findings
dealing with witnesses to non-criminal incidents where someone needs
assistance are generalizable to criminal incidents.

There is a fairly large research literature concerned with witness

or bystander intervention. A book by Latand and Darley (1970),

an edited work of original articles, (Macaulay & Berkowitz, 1970),

an entire issue of a journal (Wispe, 1972) a number of review articles
(Berkowitz, 1972, 1973; Bryan & London, 1970; Krebs, 1970; Midlarsky,

1968; Staub, 1974) all deal with altruistic behavior. It should be

to contrived. crime incidents. The witnesses involved in these studies
are typically few in number and are not necessarily representative of

significant subgroups of the general population. Moreover, it is

not known whether the situations studied and the variables manipulated
are representative of real life. But, by observing actual behavior

'in response to different experimental conditions experimenters can infer

causal relationships between variables. 3. A third methodology
that has been used to discover reasons for reporting (e.g., Hackler,
et. al., 1974) involves presenting persons with a description of a
hypothetical event and asking how they would respond and/or how they
think other people would respond in the situation. This type of role
playing may provide some insight into the reasons for reporting sus-
plcious events. However, what people say they would do is a notor-
iously weak predictor of actual behavior (e.g., Deutscher, 1974;
Liska, 1974), and responses to hypothetical situations have been
shown to be considerably affected by slight variations in how the
situations are described (Edwards & Tomino, 1974).
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noted here that almost all of the researchers agree that nonresponsive
bystanders are not uncaring or apathic but, for a variety of reasons,

are unable to act. Most researchers note that the usual explanations that
people are apathetic or do not want to get involved are not truly explanations
but labels attached to certain behaviors. The focus of effort of re-
searchers in this area is to provide a causal explanation for

intervention and non-intervention rather than to pronounce moral

judgments or label the behavior.

The chsracteristics of the witness. Witness intervention may, in

part, be determined by the stable personal characteristics of the
witness. If personal qualities are important then programs should
be directed at attempts to educate children through the use of
parental socialization processes, mass media, and the schools.

Most research in which situational and personality variables
were investigated generally has found no impact due to personal
characteristics. Huston and Korte (1975), however, note that there
are a small number of experiments that do provide a consistent picture
of the type of person they charactefized as the "Good Samaritén."
They describe this person as an individual who has "a strong sense
of moral and social responsibility, a sﬁirit of adventurousness and‘

unconventiality, sympathy for others, and a tendency to reduce his

“or her own distress by social actions designed to reduce the dis-

tress of another (p. 35)."

Research dealing specifically with witnesses to crimes has
generally found inconsistent relétionships between demographic
characteristics and reporting. For example, Gelfand et al. (1973)
Latané and Darley (1970) and Bickman and Green (1975a) found that

intervention was more likely 1f the individual grew up in a small
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town rather than a large one. However this relationship has not
been replicated in most other research (Schwartz & Claﬁsen, 1970;
Bickman, in press; Bickman, 1974; Bickman & Green, 1974 ). Other
demographic variables such as age, sex, income, education, etc. also
yield inconsistent results. A study by Brenner and Levin (1973),
ﬁowever, did indicate that off duty policemen offered aid more
frequently than theology students. But this study had some meth-
odological flaws which qualify this finding.

The only crime witness study known to the authors that used
personality measures was conducted by Denner in 1968. He found
that witnesses to a theft who had high need for information and high
concern for distinction between reality and unreality were more
likely to delay the reporting of a theft.

In summary, there appear to be minor relationships between
personality characteristics of witnesses and reporting or helping.
Although these results suggest certain directions that CCRPs could
take in extending their efforts to children so as to have an impact
early in the socialization'process, it does not appear that Fhe
research findings are consistent enough to provide strong evidence
for the development of programs in this area.

Situational influences. An alternative way to conceptualize

. factors which impact on reporting behavior is to examine the

characteristics of the immediate physical and social environment.
These characteristics, if related to reporting, should be more
susceptable to change than personal characteristics. There are a
number of factors that could be presented in this section. We

shall review research that appears to have the most practical




—ard

I

I

] i

!

|

-  =25-

implications for the success of CCRPs.

(8) The behavior of other bystanders. One of the most con-
sistent findings in the research literature is that a witness is
more likely to intervene if he believes that he alone witnessed
the incident than if he believes others also saw it occur (Darley
& Latané, 1968; Latané & Rodin, 1969; Smith, Smythe & Lien, 1972).
This phenomenon has been interpreted as the diffusion of respon-
sibility. Basically, witnesses assume that when there are others
present someone else will provide aid. This hypothesis has been
comfirmed by other research in which the responsibility for acting
is focused on a particular individual even though others are present
(Bickman, 1971; Korte, 1971). Thus, it would seem critical that
CCRPs recognize the diffusion of responsibility phenomenon in their
program and attempt to educate people about its impact on their

behavior. Fostering a sense of personal responsibility should also
. ,

prove to be effective,
Other witnesses may also influence each other by what they
say to each other when the incident occurs. They may define both the
situation and what they consider to be the appropriate reaction
to the situation. Verbal definitions of this type have had an

impact on witnesses in non-criminal emergency situations (Bickman, 1972;

Staub, 1972a,b). 1In a series of studies dealing with reactions to

a staged shoplifting (Bickman, 1974, 1975) it was found that

when subjects were told by another shopper (actually an experimental
accomplice) not to report the crime only 327 reported it compared

to 72% who reported when urged to do so. Further laboratory and
field research indicated that the power of other bystanders to in-

fluence others was not dependent upon whether the confederate had
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seen the crime occur nor whether she remained at the scene

to observe the subject's subsequent behavior. These findings

may indicate that interpersonal influence is a very effective

way to elicit witness reporting. The formation of neighborhood
organizations and public meetings may be one place in which inter-
personal influence could operate. As noted in the typology section,
some CCRPs attempt to organize neighborhoods and most conduct some
type of public meet{ﬁg. Educating citizens about the ways in which
otherg behavior affects both the definition they may give to an in-
cident and the definition of the appropriate action should also prove
helpful. The following two cartoons illustrate how others can

affect bystander behavior.
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(b) Reward and costs. One of the major ways of conceptualizing

why witnesses do or do not aid others is to take into account the
relative costs and rewards associated with each behavior. Simply, i1f
the costs of reporting outweigh the rewards then it is predictable
that reporting would be less likely to occur.

One theoretical perspective on why people help uses cost
reduction as the major motivating force (Filiavin, Rodin & Piliavin,
1969; Piliavin & Piliavin, 1972). This perspective assumes that
people help others so as to reduce an uncomfortable negative state
which they experience when they see someone in need of help. Some
research has been conducted which indicates that as costs rise, the
probability of intervention declines. Investigators have shown
this to be true for financial costs (Bickman & Kamzan, 1973;

Wagner & Wheeler, 1969; Schaps, 1972); effort (Darley & Latdne,
1970; Suedfeld, Bochner & Wnek, 1972) threat of physical danger
(Allen, 1972) and time pressures (Darley & Batson, 1973). Most

of the above research involved non-emergency helping situations and
not crimes. Thus some caution 1s needed in generalizing these
results to crime situations. They do indicate, however, that
reducing the immediate costs of reporting should have an impact.

Thus, programs which reduce fear of reprisals (if such fear exists)

Vor provide easy methods for reporting should prove effective. As

noted earlier, programs such as Community Radio Watch and WhistleSTOP
offer new means of communication and a number of programs (e.g., Crime
Check, Silent Observer) do a great deal to perserve anonymity.

The effect of reducing long-term . costs such as number of court appear-

ances is much more difficult to predict. But the impact of such
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modifications would probably be greatest with those who have had
experience with the criminal justice system. Moreover, the time
perspective of witnesses is usually limited to perceptions of the
immediate situation (Bickman, 1975).

Surprisingly, there has been only one studyAwhich has ex-
amined the effects of monetary rewards on heiping or bystander
intervention (Bickman & Bowman, 1974). In this study shoppers
were told that they could receive a reward for reporting a shop-
lifting. This had no impact on their behavior. In additicn, the
majority of persons were not in favor of offering rewards for
reporting a shoplifter. People tended to view this behavior as
their duty rathér than something for which they shquld receive a
reward; Othér social psychological research indicates that reWafds,
in the long run, may produce negative effects (Zimbardo, 1974).

The widespread use of monetary rewards in programs such as Silent
Observer and Turn in a Pusher should be very carefully examined
in the light of this research.

Research using social reinforcement to motivate helping
behavior Has aléo been fairly infrequent. There appears to be some
evidence to support the usefulness of this variable in eliciting

helping behavior (Goodstadt, 1971; Feldman, 1968), but social

" science research in this important area is very sparse and further

work is needed before any confident conclusions can be drawn.

The usefulness of rewards in eliciting helping behavior seems to

be commonly accepted by the public as the cartoon below illustrates.




L e A B

i
I
o
AR

. ' —

Sttt ‘,.

“Are you all right, Nisier? Ve there

e
“Young wan, you're the anty oue eho Jutherol
anyihing 1 can dot"

wstopt Dt o mullionire and geing 1o prve
o - you fve thousumd dollarst* =

..-VA- »-:4;}

o

{

The victim.

The bystander's relationship with and evaluation of the victim

{'_’;LEILL';

could be an important determinant of reporting. An examination of

the helping behavior literature indicates that in non-emergency

than strangers (Latane & Darley, 1970), persons whom they like
(Goodstadt, 1971) persons who are similar to themselves in either
nationality (Feldman, 1968) political attitudes (Suedfeld, Bochner
& Wnek, 1972) or style of dress (Emswiller, Deaux, & Willits,
1971). Generally, persons who are perceived to be dependent are

helped more frequently (Daniels & Berkowitz, 1963). Recent research

A situations persons tend to help persons whom they have met rather
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(Sole, Morton & Hornstein, K 1975) indicates that helping behavior
is not affected by attraction itself but by a categorization of
others into "we" or '"they" groups. It can be concluded vhat re~
search findings of the above nature would suggest that CCRPs at-
tempting to get individuals to know each other, (e.g., Neighborhood
Watch, Crime Blocks) and which develop a sense of community or
togetherness, would lead to innreased helping within that group.
These data, however are based on non-emergency and non-crime si-
tuations.
Other social psychological research indicates that under some
circumstances bystanders tend to derogate victims or minimize
their suffering (Lerner, 1970). It appears, however, that reactions
of this type are more frequent when the witness feels powerless
to help the victim (Lincoln & Levinger, 1972). An implication of
‘these studies is that CCRPs developing a sense competency in by-
étanders should not only increase helping but also should reduce

the tendency to justify the victim's plight.

The criminal

The research literature relating to the characteristics of

the criminal is extremely limited. Desire on the part of the

witness or victim to seek retribution or revenge has often been

cited as a reason for reporting a criminal; In addition,‘simulated
jury research (Landy & Aronson, 1969) indicates that harsher
penalities are more often meted out to negatively evaluated defen-
dents. »Gelfand, Walder, Hértmann and Page (1973), in é study
dealing with reporting of shoplifting in a natural setting, found

that reporting rate was not affected by the appearance of the




L

~31-

thief (whether she was conventionally dressed or in hippie garb)
even though the customers disliked the hippie more. In a study

by Bickman and Green (1975) a "thief" interacted with shoppers in

a friendly or rude manner. She then shoplifted in full view of

the shopper. Although shoppers expressed strong dislike for the
rude shoplifter there was no effect on reporting. These findings
suggest that the act of reporting a crime may not be related to
the feelings one has towards the criminal. It should be recognized
that the research cited did not test the limits of these feelings.
A more powerful manipulation may produce effects similar to these
found in jury research (Landy & Aronson, 1969; Efran, 1974). Tt
would appear, however, that campaigns aimed at denigrating cri-
minals may not achieve the desired effect of increasing crime re-
porting.

Research dealing with other characteristics of the criminal
from the bystander's perspective is even rarer. Allen's (1972)
research, however, is relevant. He found that bystanders were
less likely to correct misinformation given by a "threatening"
looking individual than by the same person when he did not appear

threatening. However, Moriarty (1975) did not €ind that a muscular

thief affected direct intervention. A violent criminal might very

~ well inhibit bystanders from even indirect intervention, although

this remains to be studied. 1In summary, it appears that the char—l
acteristics of and the relationship between the criminal and wit-
ness appears not to be strongly related to reporting of the criminal.
The limits of this finding, has not been fully explored. However,

as neted in the typology section, there do not appear to be

R
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any CCRPs which focus on the witness-criminal relationship.

Attitude toward the police and ether authorities

Citizen attitude toward the police has long been assumed to
be important in determining whether a crime would be reported.
Biderman and Reiss (1967) suggested that an improvement in police-
‘community relations could lead to an increase in reported crime
because of more favorable citizen attitudes. Hahn (1971) examined
Detroit ghetto residents' willingness to cooperate with the police
by asking them how they would react to five hypothetical incidents.
There was no significant relationship between estimated cooperation
and the respondengg approval of police behavior. Hawkins (1973)
found a similar lack of any correlation between victim@‘reported
attitudes toward the police and whether they reported the crime.
Bickman (in press), conducted both laboratory and field experiments
in which witnesses' attitudes towards the authority to whom they
could report was experimentally manipulated. Although the bystanders'
attitudes were affected rather dramatically, these attitudes had
no overall effect on reporting. While the amount of research is
limited, the consistent finding is noteworthy. Attempts to in-
crease crime reporting by increasing positive attitudes toward
police would not appear to be a successful approach.

We know of no CCRP that directly attempts to increase re-
porting by improving community attitudes towards the police. 1In
fact, the opposite appears to be true. CCRPs are often used as

a vehicle to improve police-community relations. Increased re-

porting may even be a secondary goal to improved police community

relations 1in some CCRPs.
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The Mass Media

As noted in Table 1,all CCRPs except one use mass media to

publicize and motivate citizens and some use this approach exclusively.

The widespread reliance on mass media indicates faith in their
usefulness for conveying information and affecting behavior. Some
experimental research on media effectiveness in changing behavior
questions this faith (e.g., Robertson, Kelley, 0'Neill, Wixom,
Eiswirth & Haldon, 1975).

There have been, to our knowledge, only two studies which have
attempted to increase bystander reporting of a crime (shoplifting)
using the media. A study assessing the effect of a month long mass
media campaign found some changes in knowledge and attitudes but
no change in reporting behavior (Bickman, in press). A more care-
fully controlled study (Bickman & Green, 1974) examined the effects
of signs describing how to report a shoplifting in two separate
experiments. The results of this research indicated that the signs
had no effect. 1In all of the above studies the slgns were at or
near the scene of the theft. It is likely that similar communications
encountered in situations further removed from the crime scene
would also fail to influence reporting.

Commitment

Many CCRPs attempt to get individuals to commit fhemselves in
advance to reporting a crime. They may ask citizens to sign pledges
and/or carry cards indicating such commitment. Moriarty (1975)
conducted the only research we are aware of that 1is relevant to this
variable. In two field experiments he found that 1if the potential

victim simply asked a bystander to watch his belongings the bystander
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almost always directly intervened and stopped sonmeone attempting &&
steal them. As Moriarty notes, it is not known how long this com-
mitment would last, under what conditions people would commit them-
selves, and whether this type of commitment would be effective

when institutions are victims. As table one indicates, a number

of CCRPs do try to obtain some form of commitment and furthermore
suggest that citizens publicly display their commitment to the

program,

Anonymity

The promise of anonymity is another major inducement CCRPs employ to

motivate reporting. Anonymity has been studied mainly as a factor
involved in antisocial behavior (Zimbardo, 1969). Such research

has not been conducted in the area of helping behavior. Other re-
search (Ziller, 1964; Maslach, 1974) indicates that reporting of

a crime may be a behavior for which a person would prefer to be
identified if the environment is perceived as supportive. For

example, CCRPs often offer public rewards or awards for meritorious
citizen behavior. The assumption of many CCRPs (e.g., TIP, Crime Check)
however, seems to be that the social environment is threatening for

some reporters. Thus it is assumed that an individual would prefer
anonymity as opposed to publicity.

Two unpublished studies @ickman & Bowman, 1974; Bickman, 1974)

varied the degree of anorymity and found no impact on reporting.
These results may be related to the fact that the type of staged

crime was not fear arousing. If retaliation is feared, then anon-

ymity may be important.
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Ambiguity

1
L A situational factor that could affect reporting is the degree
~] of ambiguity associated with the crime incident. Many crimes are
I not reported by witnesses simply because they do not recognize the
] incident as a crime. Although ambiguity 1is a difficult concept to
define and operationalize, a few studies have indicated that the

less ambiguous (and more serious) an emergency the more likely

help is to be given (Clark & Word, 1972; 1974). Based on this re-

search, it would seem that programs which teach citizens the defining
characteristics of crimes should increase reporting behavior.

Unfortunately, as noted in the section dealing with program typology,

only a few types of programs attempt to teach citizens how to define

a suspicious event.

Severity of Crime

There is only one unpublished study known to the authors in

which the severity of the crime was varied (Bickman, Hicks & Stumpf,

an assault as opposed to a ron-violent theft., For some witnesses,

—1 1 i | 1 !

however, the greater need of the victim may be offset by the greater

danger of involvement. For thefts, the severity as measured by

—

the price of the item may not be important. For example, in none of
- the studies conducted by Bickmgn (1975) did the price of the item
shoplifted correlate with reporting. The policy implications fop
CCRPs is not at all clear from this reseérch. Changing witnesses'
‘pergeptions.of severity of crimes may not be advisable.

The Nature of the Community

The characteristics of the community in which CCRPs operate

1. jl 1975). This study found significantly more witnesses reported.
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may promote or hinder the effectiveness of a CCRP. For example,
Milgram (1970) found that residents of suburban communities as
compared to urban residents were more likely to help a stranger.
Hackler et al. (1974) posed a hypothetical situation to residents

of 12 areas at Edmonton, Alberta and found that increased interaction
within a community was related to residents' willingness to inter-
vene. This pattern, however, was different in stable and unstable
communities. These findings suggest that CCRPs should be knowledge-
able about the characteristics of the communities in which they
operate. As noted earlier, certain programs may be appropriate

to specified communities. The delinieation of these characteristics,

however, is still needed.

Other characteristics. Beyond personal and situational variables

are other factors which could influence the effectiveness of CCRPs.
Included in this section are legal considerations and the operatio
of social norms. Two norms have been hypothesized to affect helping

others.

(a) The social responsibility norm. This norm specifies that

a person should help others simply because they need help i.e.,
it is the right and proper thing to do. When people are reminded

of this norm they should -be more willing to help. Expectations of

- reward or material benefit is not involved in helping motivated

by this norm.

There is some evidence that people do aid others regardless
of the potential for reward (Berkowitz & baniels, 1963; Berkowitz,
Klanderman & Harris, 1964; London, 1970). However, it has been

demonstrated that too much pressure to help or dependency created
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by the victim's own behavior may result in providing even less help
(Berkowitz, 1973). 1In addition, research on exhorting children to
help has found little impact on social responsibility (Bryan, 1972).
One area of research that is supportive of the impdct of the
social responsibility norm is research dealing with models (Bryan
& Test, 1967; Macaulay, 1970; Hornstein, Fisch & Holmes, 1967). Typically,
persons cobserving a helping or non-helping model tend to imitate the
model's behavior. Middlebrook (1974) notes four explanations for
the model's effect; (1) the social responsibility norm is made more
salient; (2) the model provides information concerning the appro-
priateness of behavior; (3) the model provides information about
consequences of various actions, and (4) the model reduces constraints

against helping. Media programs might want to use these findings to

(b) Norm of reciprocity. Another norm which appears to have

an impact on social behavior is the norm of reciprocity. This norm
indicates that people should treat others as they have been treated.
If someone helps you then you are obligated to assist them. Re-
ciprocity has been demonstrated in a number of non-emergency helping
sifuatioﬁs (Goranson & Berkowitz, 1966; Kahn & Tice, 1973).

The conditions under which the norm of reciprocity operates
"have been investigated. Inappropriate favors (Schopler & Thompson,
1968), '"binding favors" (Brehm & Cole, 1966), expectation about
receiving help (Morse, 1972), and social class (Berkowitz & Freedman,
1967) all affect the operation of this norm. It seems clear that

programs, especially ones that organize neighbors, could use the

%_ " I their advantage.
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existence of this norm productively,
A word of caution concerning both norms should be introduced
here. Norms are very general and may not be important in specific

’
situations (Latane & Darley, 1970). For example the norm of social

responsibility specifies that you should report crimes and aid people.

But other norms, such as minding your business and not being a fink,
may conflict with this norm. Applying normative concepts in an
ad hoc fashion does not help us explain the behavior. The cartoon

below illustrates the operation of such a conflicting norm.

“My personal Golden Rule is never to interfere
swith what others do unio others
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(c) Legal considerations. Another way of increasing reporting

would be enacting laws which would increase the rewards and de-
crease the costs of reporting a crime (Kaplan, 1972; Ratcliffe,
1966; Huston & Korte, 1975). For example, bystanders could be made
immune from liability suits. Such Good Samaritan laws have been
enacted in a number of states. Moreover, compensation could be
provided for those who are hurt in cases of direct intervention.
As Huston and Korte note, we have no evidence which indicates whether
these laws have any impact on bystander intervention or crime re-
porting.

The opposite approach to legally dealing with non-reporting is
to make it a crime not to report a crime. In France (Tunc, 1966)
law requires bystanders to assist others if there is no personal
risk involved. The concept of misprison of felony requiring persons
to report crimes has been suggested as a partial solution to the
growing crime problem (Goldberg, 1966), but it would be a difficult
law to enforce. Legal remedies may not only have a direct influence
on reporting but may also dictate societal support for certain
behaviors. Thus laws supporting intervention and punishing non-
intervention might serve as models for behavior even though enforce-
ment would be difficult. None of the types of programs discussed
earlier attempt to use the law to develop more crime reporting in
their communities.

The following table presents a summary of the findings and

implications for program actions.

B L s
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Table 2

Witness Reporting Summary Table

IMPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

Personality characteristics of
witnesses affect reporting

Mere presence of others inhibits
reporting

Others' verbal behavior affects
definition of situation and action

Social rewards for some crimes
encourage reporting

Ease of reporting encourages
reporting

Similarity or familiarity with
the victim increases reporting

Competency increases reporting
Police-community relationships

have little impact

Attitude toward offender has
little impact on reporting

Mass media campaigns have little
impact on reporting

Exhortations to help have little
impact on helping

Prior commitment increases
reporting

Anonymity may have some impact
on reporting

Ambiguity affects defining and
reporting

SUGGESTED PROGRAM ACTIONS

School and media programs

Educate citizenry conceérning
finding

Hold public meetings where
interpersonal influence can
occur; educate citiznery
concerning finding

Citizen awards

Easily available means for
reporting

Get neighbors to know each
other

Train citizens

Do not depend upon attitude
towards police to affect
reporting

Do not depend upon attitude
towards criminals to affect
reporting.

Do not depend upon mass
media campaigns to affect
reporting

Do not depend upon urging
to affect reporting

Get citizens to commit them-
selves to report

Use anonymity only when
fear of reporting is im-
portant

Train citizens to recognize
crimes
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Table 2 Continued

Norm of social responsibility may
affect reporting

Norm of reciprocity may affect
reporting

Legal considerations may affect
reporting

Make salient

Make salient

Involve state legislators
in program
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Crime Reporting by Victims

As noted previously, most of our present knowledge about why
victims do or do not report crimes comes from victimization surveys.
One type of data provided by these surveys that is relevant to c¢rime

reporting is information from citizeas about what crimes they have

suffered, and whether or not those crimes were reported to the police.
Examining this information reveals that the following factors are

involved in a victim's decision to report.

Type and seriousness of crime. Ennis (1967), in a national sample

of 10,000 households, found that the ratio of estimated to reported

|
— —— — (<] — —

crimes ranged from less than 1.0 for homicide and auto theft to more

than 3.0 for forcible rape and burglary. In a more detailed analysis

of the data on assault, Block (1974) reported that 66% of those
crimes involving weapons were reported tb the police whii» 527 of

those without weapons were not. Similarly, the National Crime Panel

l#
L] [ —

Survey (U.S. Department cof Justice, 1974) revealed wide differences
iu reporting as a function of type of crime, e.g., an average of
about 687 of all robberies with serious injuries were reported where-
as only 317% of attempted robberies with no injury were reported.

e These discrepancies between victimization and reporting demonstrate

that the type of crime is a significent factor in reporting decisions

by victims. This fact has important ramifications for CCRPs. It

1
-
- [ [ [~

méy be that programs aimed at specific crimes may differ in their

- w‘I potential effectiveness due to the size of the gap'between actual

and reported rates of those crimes. A cost/benefit analysis may

- Fpue
-l . reveal that those crimes whose current reporting rates are most
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susceptible to influence due to the interventions of CCRPs ére just
those crimes whose reporting rates are of lesser social concern.

Hard decisions must be made about which crimes should be more fully
reported, and the value basis of these decisions must be carefully

scrutinized.

Characteristics of the victim. Victimization surveys can also

reveal the importance of the victim's personal characteristics as

a determinant of reporting. One general conclusion that seems jus-
tifiable from reports such as those by Skogan (1975) and Block (1974)
is that social characteristics such as race, sex,and income, when
considered individually are not critical factors in crime reporting
although age is related to reporting. Often considered in constellations,
certain types of people may emerge to be quite different in regards

to reporting. The basic issue here involves what types of people

are and should be served by CCRPs. During the present research

project and any subsequent evaluations of CCRPs, careful attention
should be given to the social characteristics of the target populations
of these programs.

Relationship between victim and offender. Victimization surveys

and police reports reveal that victims and offenders are frequently
involved in some sort of continuing personal relationship. Although
Ehe chances of being victimized by someone you know varies from one
type of crime to another, it is clear that in many cases the victim-
offender relationship can affect whether or not an incident is de-
fined as a crime and what action is deemed appropriate, For example,

among married couples. certain incidents might actually constitute

rape or assault, but not be defined as such by the victim, or may
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be regarded as personal matters. Skogan (1975) suggested that the

effect of the velationship on reporting is not as great as might be

expected. For all crimes against persons, the average reporting rates

were 427 for strangers and 34% for non-stranger offenders. However,
these data may just indicate that victims were reluctant to tell

interviewers as well as police about crimes committed by non-strangers

(U.S. Department of Justice, 1974). Two exceptions were rape and
assault-with-theft. These two crimes are more often perpetuated by
strangers and are reported at higher rates to police than other
personal crimes. Similarly, in the NORC data (Block, 1974) the
reporting rates for assault varied from 667 for strangers, to 51%

for acquaintances, to 44% for relatives. Obviously, if people were
encouraged to turn in their relatives, a large proportion of currently

unreported crime could be accounted for. Again, a value judgment is

involved in deciding if this is a desirable consequence of CCRPs.

Compensitions for reporting. There are several types of com-
pensations available to victims, including intangible factors such
as the feeling that an offender will be punished and tangible factors
such as rewards, insurance recovery, and compensatory payments pro=
vided by some states. The importance of these factors is only weakly
indicated by reporting rate data. For example, Ennis (1967) noted
the very high rate of reporting for auto theft and injuries due to
automobile negligence, both of which entaill insurance recovery.
One possible contributien of CCRPs might be to publicize availability

of victim compensation.

Victim's involvement in crime. Another possible determinant of

crime reporting is the extent to which the victim is involved in the
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;] crime. Drug users may be reluctant to turn in their pushers, thieves
.;] do not usually report their fences, and so on. Moreover, as Curtis
(1974) pointed out, a victim's own carelessuness or provocation

might have precipitated a crime, and this might deter reporting.

These problems complicate the task of CCRPs, especially when potentially

important factors in deciding whether or not to report a crime may

- vary as a function of type of crime, and when many of these factors

are probably still unknown. The question becomes whether the global
approach employed by CCRPs can hope to influence these numerous and

idiosyncratic factors. Some assurance of anonymity, which is a

victim is involved in the crime. However, anonymity may not be a
very salient feature of one's decision to report.

Reporting rate data is but one type of informuiion obtainable in
survey research. Another major type of data that is sometimes
gathered is a subjective report by victims of their reasons for
reporting. Following is a list of variables identified by ﬁﬁis

method that may influence victim reporting.

jl central feature of some CCRPs, might facilitate reporting when the

Perceived effectiveness of the police. 1In the NORC survey

(Ennis, 1967) 55% of the non-reporting victims attributed their

1 B .
: ! inaction to their beliefs about the effectiveness of the police.
.lt They felt that the police could not do anything, or would not catch

— the offender, or would not want to be bothered. A similar finding
was obtained in the National Crime Panel data with about 35% saying

that they did not report because nothing could be done because of

{ R
I, lack of proof, and another 97 saying that the police would not want
l to be bothered. Somewhat similarly in a survey of victims who had all

- reported the crime to the police, a total of about 8% gave such
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reasons as police effectiveness or feelings that the police would

be interested in the case or helping the victim as the most important

reason for their reporting (Knudten, et al., 1975).

the comment that CCRPs may be nothing more than a public relations

gambit of the police does not seem so condemnatory. More positive

perceptions concerning police effectiveness might be a very valuable

accomplishment of CCRPs.

out, some of these beliefs about what can be done by police are

correct in some sense. There is a strong negative correlation be-

tween the percentage of victims who say that nothing can be done and

the clearance rate for the crime they have suffered. For example,

in Skogan's data only 19% said that nothing could be done about
assaults, a crime having a fairly high clearance rate of 637%; but

48% said nothing could be done about burglary, a crime having a

clearance rate of only 187, Programs designed to overcome these

perceptions may produce further frustration due to unfulfilled
expectations, if, indeed, nothing can be done about the crime.
Taking a more optimistic outlook, perhaps something can be done if

CCRPs are effective in producing more and better reports on crimes

currently having low clearance rates.

It should be noted that the perception of the effectivenrss of

the police to deal with’q_sg}mg.QQm&guﬁm-se!syu!&ﬂy'fgfﬁfﬁ'fg the

attitudes victims may have toward police., For example, Hawkins

(1973) investigated victimg attitudes toward police in a survey of

Seattle residents. He concluded that the results of the survey

indicated that "when someone needs a cop, they are likely to call

him even 1if they hold negative attitudes toward the police" (p. 439).

Hawkins pointed out that an important policy implication of these

Given these beliefs,

On the other hand, as Skogan (1975) pointed

i s S L
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results 1s that programs designed to improve citizen attitude toward
the police will probably not result in an increase in crime reporting

as Biderman and Reiss (1967) suggested,

Certain incidents are not regarded as police matters. A second

reason given for non-reporting is that the incident was considered

a private matter. In the NORC survey 347 gave this reason, but only
4% mentioned this factor in the National Crime Panel. However, in
the latter survey, about 30% said they failed to report because the
incident was not important enough, a response category not included
in the NORC report. Possibly, private matters are deemed not important
enough to report to the police. Similarly, Knudten, et al., (1975)
also found that only about 4% of victims said that the most important
reason for reporting was the feeling that the incident could not

be handled privately as a personal matter. A related reason for
non-reporting is that incidents are sometimes reported to other
persons or agencies. For example, in the National Crime Panel data
about 107 said this was their reason for not calling the police.

The fact that many criminal events are defined as private matters

and never enter the criminal justice system is interesting as it
relates to the issue of individual versus governmental responsibility.
For instance, government institutions are currently responsible for

a great number of problems, but some matters are still regarded

as personal business. Whether this "personal matter' rationale is

given less frequently in areas where CCRPs are operating would be

Retribution and revenge. As noted earlier, one possible notive
for reporting a crime is the intangible reward of '"getting even" with

the offender. Knudten et al., (1975) found that about 147% of victims
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gave "You wanted the offender to be punished" as the most important
reason for reporting, and another 37 said that the most important
reason was that if the offender were caught he would get the punish-
ment he deserved. Financial rewards, such as insurance, victim
compensation, or direct rewards for reporting, such as those offered
by TIP programs, need further study before any conclusions can be
drawn about their salience in a victim's decision to report. Al-
though the restoration ©f social equity by punishing offenders appears
to carry some weight in a victim's decision to report, little or

no emphasis is given to this idea in the activities of existing CCRPs.

Norms and values. The extent to which victims have incorporated

certain social norms and values may play some role in reporting.

For example, Knudten et al. (1975) found that about 6% of victims
said that each of the following was the most important reason for
reporting: when there's a crime, you call the police; the police
are the ones to whom you should report a crime; and it was your duty
as a citizen to report a crime. Values are involved in another

sense in that people may report because of their concern for the

‘welfare of others. For example, Knudten et al. (1975) found that 13%

said the most important reason for reporting was that they thought
reporting would keep the crime from happening to someone else. The
activities of some CCRPs such as Neighborhood Watch may have some
infiuence on the social norms and values of a community and its
citizens, but the extent of this influence has not been directly

assessed.

Fear of reprisal. Although fear of retaliation or further

difficulties with the offender is regarded by some programoperators

as a factor in non-reporting, present evidence indicates that this
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is not the case. Ennis (1967) found only 2% giving fear of further

physical or economic loss as a reason for non-reporting, fear was
mentioned by about only 1% on the National Crime Panel, and Knudten
et al. (1975) found only 2% who said that fear that the offender
would strike again was their most important reason for reporting.
Similarly Skogan (1975) reports

that only 5% of the National Crime

Panel respondents cited fear of reprisal as a reason for not reporting.

4
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The apparently low relevance of fear of reprisal has important.

¥

implications for CCRPs. TFor example, the guarantee of anonymity

(which presumably helps eliminate this fear) that characterizes some
programs such as TIP, may not be very crucial. However, it is like-

ly that this may depend on the type of crime and the victim-offender

relationships.

Inconvenience.

Calling the police can be only the first step

b
B

in a victim's involvement in the criminal justice system. Report-

-
3
i

ing may begin a chain of activities such as completing forms, appear-~

i

ing in court, etc. that take time away from work activities and

3
3

sometimes result in loss of pay. However, this reason does not

4
¥

Y appear to be very pervasive, In the NORC and the National Crime
-

. Panel only about 5% mentioned these reasons for non-reporting,
QW«L" and in the Knudten et al. (1975) study, 15% said that "getting in-

volved with the law would not take up too much time and effort" was

the major reason for reporting. Although there is nothing that

i CCRPs at present could do about the inconvenience after reporting,
; ‘ many attempt to make reporting itself more convenient.
gg;l: Not knowing what to do. Ennis found that less than 5% of the

~”il2 victims said they failed to report because they did not know whether
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they should call the police or were too confused to do so. Providing
information about what and how to report, which seems to bé an im-
mediate goal of many CCRPs, may not be that crucial since few people
admit ignorance about what'to do. On thé other hand, direct social
influence could be important. For example, 14% of the respbddgnts to
Knudten et al.'s questionnaire said the most important reason for
reporfing was that someone taléed them into it. The imporﬁéﬁ;e of
other people who may help label a situation as criminal and recommend
action is also illustrated in Bickman's research on witnesses dis-
cussed earlier. CCRPs that use indirect influence such as eletronic
media and pamphlets may be less effective than those that feature
direct contact with other people who encourage victims to report.

This review of self-reported reasons for contacting the police
probably does not exhaust all the possibilities, Nevertheless, it
reveals that some important factors such as perceptions of what the
police can do, inconvenience resulting from reporting, or definition
of an incident are not addressed by CCRPs. Some of them, of course,
are currently beyond their scope.

Although victim surveys and data on reasons for non-reporting
are one valuable source of information about the crime problem and
what CCRPs might do to alleviate it, the previously discussed problems
with self-report methods must be kept in mind. Not only must this
kind of data be subjected to validity checks (e.g., by seeing if
incident§ that victims say they reported are recorded in police
files), but this information must also be supplemented by other
methodologies. One alternative method is to observe police-citizen

interactions. Meyer (1974) used this technique in a study of calls
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regarding non-criminal events, but his findings may also pertain to .
crimes as well. By observing calls and police reactions to them,
lieyer identified several reasons why people contact the police:
to maintain a social boundary, e.g., strangers are walking through
the neighborhood; to relieve unpleasant situations, e.g., a noisy
neighbor; to avoid getting into trouble yourself by directing. attention
to someone else; and to obtain some kind of emergency service.
Using this method Meyér also identified three classes of peopie:
those who do hot call the police unless a crime is involved; those
who, perhaps lacking certain interpersonal skills, call the police
under many non-criminal circumstances, and those who do not call
under any circumstances. One implication of Meyer's conclusions
is that programs might engage in a variety of intervention activities
in order to appeal to as many types as possible., A multifacted ap-
proach, taking account of a variety of reasons for reporting such
as Meyer noted, should reach a greater range and number of people.
In addition to surveys and observations, another major way to
study victim reporting is the experimental method. The considerable
practical and ethical problems involved in setting up the proper
experimental conditions (e.g., manipulations of the seriousness of
a crime) may explain why this method has not been used in studying
victims. However, some steps are being made in this direction.
Moriarty (1975) conducted a sefies of studies in which "little
nurders" were perpetﬁated By experimenters to explore reactions to
'lOlatiOAS of individual rights. Using a variety ¢f "offenses"
such as distracting people with loud music or accusing them of

stealing, and employing a variety of types of subjects and experimental
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settings, Moriarty repeatedly found that surprising majorities of

subjects were "willing victims" who failed to defend their rights

or seek help from others. Although these studies did not deal with

reporting, per se, they do demonstrate the feasibility of exper-

imental research on victims.

A summary of an appraisal of the existing literature, only some

of which is reported in this paper, leads to the following conclusions
about why victims do or do not report crimes. One factor that con-

sistently appears effective is the seriousness of the crime. Be-

liefs about what the police can do and whether police involvement in
certain matters is deemed legitimate are also important. Other

factors such as demographic characteristics of victims, victim-offender
relationship, victim involvement in the crime, inconvenience, not
knowing what to do, and fear of reprisal are of lesser significance

when examined separately, but may be important when considered in complex

combinations. Our knowledge about victim.reporting is far from complete

for two reasons. First, certain categories of variables of possible

influence (e.g., personality traits and psychological motives of victims)

have not been explored. Second, the full range of research methods has

not been applied to this issue, Despite these deficiences, present

evidence suggests that the activities of CCRPs may not entirely correspond

to many of the factors that seem to determine victim crime reporting.
Although researchers investigating why victims and witnesses report

crimes have used very different approaches, there appears to be a great

deal of similarity in findings. For instance, the seriousness of the

crime, the influence of others and norms appear to affect reporting for

'
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both victims and witnesses, while factors such as personal charactar-

istics, retribution or revenge and attitudes toward police appear to

have little impact. Although there has not been any single study in

which witnesses and victims are compared, the variables affecting

reporting by victims and witnesses may be very similar.

in addition to a consideration of why victims and witnesses as
individuals do or do not report crimes, implementers of CCRPs should
also take into account psychological factors which influence sense of
responsibility and fear of crime at the community level. The next

section outlines many of these faators that influence the response

of the community as a whole to crime.

v COMMUNITY - COHESIVENESS AND FEAR

One assumption held by many CCRP implementers .is that it is a
sense of community responsibility itself that may begin to make a

difference in the psychological effects of crime. Proportedly, CCRPs

will serve to modify citizens typical responses to the crime problem.

]

If a CCRP is functioning successfully, proponents believe that citizen

behavior should change. Rather than being fearful, isolated and non-

. Intervention prone, citizens should become more knowledgable about

crime prevention, aware of their community, and more willing to give

assistance. According to some experts, such a modification is nothing

less than a restructuring of what the appropriate role of the citizen
should be(Muehleisen, 1975; Newberg, 1972).
Developing citizens' willingness to assist in protecting them-

selves and their fellow citizens from victimization would be welcomed
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by almost all segments of our society, but the force of a positive and

widely accepted potential outcome should not obscure the fact that

this outcome remains to be demonstrated. There are several questions

which are appropriate here. Do CCRPs actually serve to facilitate

a restructuring of the citizen role? Does that restructuring help to

create a cohesive and aware community? Are citizens less fearful of

crime in such a community? Or, conversely, is it the degree of cohesive-

ness in a community which makes the difference between success or
failure for a CCRP? Could the police, for example, start a CCRP in
a diverse--perhaps fractionated--urban community and expect it to
succeed? Are positive attitudes toward CCRPs and/or their sponsors
a necessity, or are levels of fear at such heights that most citizens
would be eager to participate in any programs fighting crime?

The limited amount of research and evaluation of CCRPs to date

does not provide an information base from which to draw comprehen-

sive answers to questions like these. Some of these questions may be

answerable only in the specific situation and community, if not the
specific CCRP. Others may be analyzed by examining the findings of
sommunity organizers and community action groups. And some may be

partially answered by drawing conclusions from relevant literature

in other fields.

Do CCRPs facilitate restructuring of citizen role?

1f a non-intervention public mentality does exist, it is certainly
a relevant area in which CCRPs may direct their efforts as change agents.
It may be simplistic, however, to assume that it will be easy to change
the responsibility of the individual citizen to the community, despite
the levels of fear and concern about crime. If non-intervention is

the mode of operation in the modern world--and it is important to note




i “}—+{“mzlrj

E ! :' l J !

-t

SRR I R R N T
el bl el el el e e

‘el o

~55-

that some experts say it is not (Freedman, 1966; Seeman, 1971)--it

is the result of a complicated interaction between societal conditions
5

and problems and individuals' reactions to them.  Conklin (1975)

notes that '"Crime generates fear, suspicion, and distrust and this

diminishes social interaction. As a community is atomized, solidarity

weakens and informal social controls dissipate." (p. 131).

If CCRPs are to counter the non-intervention phenomenon by
restructuring the legitimate citizen role, they must function as far
more than police-community relations groups (Block, 1974). One way
to do so is to appeal to the citizen's self-interest. If individuals
feel it is in their self-interest to phone the police promptly when they
suspect some criminal activity, and feel so because it is in the self-

interest of everyone to do so, they are more likely to actually do so.

(Newberg, 1972; Halverson, 1973; Schelling, 1968; Peterson, 1967).

.Furthermore, if the effort to involve citizens is seen to be part of -

a wider effort to combat other problems in our law enforcement and
6

criminal justice systems, it is likely that CCRPs can contribute

to a restructuring of the citizen role. A comprehensive attempt to

restructure the citizen role would lead citizens and authorities alike

to believe that crime prevention and awareness are legitimate duties of

a private citizen and not soley those of the police.

5

Some social scientists interpret the non-assistance-rendering

.disposition to be a reaction to the isolation, psychic overload, and

feelings of vulnerability fostered by contemporary living. (Conklin,

1975; Alexander, 1972; Alinsky, 1971; Milgram, 1969; Gusfield, 1966;

Gordon, 1965; and Mead, 1965). Others describe the growing emphasis on

individual role specialization as a factor in the reduction of re-

sponsibility individuals are willing to take in amgibuous situations

(Barth, 1966; Schwartz & Clausen, 1970; Parsons, 1961; and Durkheim, 1933).
6 o
" The list of these problems would be both diverse and lengthy and

are discussed in the section concerned with the impact of CCRPs.
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Does the resturcturing of the citizen role form a cohesive community?

The proponents of CCRPs frequently believe these programs will
reawaken citizens to the community in which they live and combat some
of the isolation and psychological stress of modern life. This would
happen because individuals would perceive, as discussed above, that
it was their legitimate duty to be involved and helpful. We have
found no empirical evidence that this would create a more cohesive
community. But we are already aware of the existence of community
groups, whose purposes are much wider than crime prevention or crime
reporting using CCRPs as an organizing tool. Community groups can
get at many issues under the CCRP rubric. Organizations that hope to
attréct a wide support base in a given community can use the law and

7

order issue tc bolster their publicity and membership. This is not

to say that they do not also work as other CCRPs do.

= Whether CCRPs,functioning only as CCRPs, can mold a community toward
cohesiveness may be dependent upon the kind of CCRP and/or local leaders. -
Block Watch has a neighborhood perspective of communi?y——while Citizen
Alert calls for a larger sense of community. In either case, a citizen
might phone the police concerning a suspicious circpmstancé even

though he or she is not any more likely to be invélved in the community

beyoﬁd the law and order issues level that is central to CCRPs.

Do CCRPs eliminate or reduce fear of crime because of community cohesiveness?

There are many statements in the criminology literature that
refer to the disruption of modern life by the increasing probability of

victimization.(Roundtree, 1974; Furstenberg, 1973; Conklin, 1975;

7

Existing groups which might use CCRPs for these secondary purposes.,
as well as for the :he primary ones, include the police, minority '
organizations, political groups and special interest groups.
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Madison, 1973). According to this concept, citizens have had to alter
their normal patterns of living and behave in ways calculated to in-
crease their safety. Because they have been isolated, these behaviors
have tended to further their isolation and perhaps even be crime
facilitating. If most people do not venture out after dark, the
streets are deserted and victimization may be a more likely occurence.
Conversely, if people feel that they are in a community which is
responsive and active they are more likely to feel safe and modify
their behavior less (AFL~CIO American Federationalist, 1971; Trojanowicz,
1975; Halverson, 1973; Fellin & Litvak, 1963).

The lack of community cohesiveiizzs may be only one aspect of
citizens' fear of crime. Other considerations mentioned in previous
sections, such as sensational media coverage, perceptions of local
police services and even the location of the community may affect
citizens sense of safety. The urban resident, for example, may have
a very different outlook on and reaction to crime from the suburban
or rural resident. Residents of urban areas are faced with what
Milgram (1970) called "overload". That is, urban residents may be
unable to process inputs from the environment because there are too
many inputs for them to cope with. The person adjusts to the over-
load with adaptive reéponses that essentially are responses of hon~
involvement, superficiality, and anonymity. Investigating this idea,
Altman, Levine, Nadien, and Villina (1969) compared city and small
town dwellers in their willingness to allow strangers to enter theirv
homes to use the telephopne. There was a sharp increase in the pro-
portion of entries gained by investigators when they moved from the

city to a small town. The experimenters felt that the lower level of
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helpfulness by city dwellers was due in part to their recognition of

the dangers of big city living, rather than to coldness or indifference.

Nevertheless, it is still unclear whether community cohesiveness con-

tributes to a reduction of citizens' fears about crimes.

In a recent study Fowler and Mangione (1974) found that perception
8

of police efficiency and neighborhood cohesiveness had little to do

with citizens' fear of crime. Their report suggested that other things,

such as programs that stress increased surveillance by neighbors of

each other's property, might help to reduce the fear of crime. Re-

ducing the perceived likelihood of success of a burglary or robbery
attempt might also have some impact, as would minimizing economic loss.

Nevertheless, all of these factors, even when taken together, do not

seem to account for a great deal of the variance in fear, and none

have been measured for actual impact.

What Fowler and Magnione's study does indicate, however, is that
people in high crime areas are more fearful about crime because they

have been victimized or know someone who had been victimized. In

other words, their fears are realistic. CCRPs can reduce fear of

crime only if they actually do reduce crime. Their contribution to

a sense of community by itself does not appear to be sufficient to

reduce that fear. It follows that any evaluation of citizen crime-

reporting programs that employs reduction in fear of crime as an in-

direct measure of success, might not be accurate.

8

Their use of census tract boundaries to define community is
somewhat artificial. The methodological problems of obtaining a
commdnity not to be denied, census tract boundaries take little ac-
count of ethnic groupings, historical changes and other factors
which are usually included in definitiouns of community.
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Can CCRPs work only when a given community is cohesive or are levels

of fear at such heights that most citizens would be eager to participate?

There 1s no definite answer to this question., It is undoubtedly
easier to reach members of a community who have worked together on
other issues when effecting a change in crime-reporting behavior. A
great deal depends, however, on the degree to which program proponents
successfully involve community leaders. Initiating a police-sponsored
CCRP in an inner city area having a high level of citizen and community
involvement in civil rights may provoke residents unless the program
is carefully and honestly presented. If program administrators under-
stand the community they hope to reach, they have a better chance of
developing a program which best fits the community's needs. Furstenberg,
(1971), for example, found that it is primarily lower class individuals
living in high crime areas who show the greatest fear of crime.
Middle-class persons living in low crime areas, on the other hand,
express the greatest corncern about crime. Furstenberg suggested that
the lower class' fear stems from personal victimization experiences.
The middle class, however, encounters crime primarily in a vicarious
manner via the media, thereby»deVeloping a concern about crime. Thus,.
types of experience with crime seens to affect attitﬁdes toward it.

If persons are fearful, a characteristic of citizens in high
crime areas, they may be léSS likely to intervene and report crimes.
These people may be less trusting 6f the police,agd may want. to avoid
contact with them. Also, they may not know Qhat to do or how to reF
port. Fear of reprisal and fear of contact with the police could loom
as a greater problem for these citizens.

Attempts to motivate citizens to participate in the criminal
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Justice system should take into account the diverse orientations the

citizenry may have in relating to the crime problem. Citizen crime-

reporting programs successful in motivating the citizen who 1is con-

cerned about crime may be less efficient when directed toward a citizen

who is afraid of crime. Citizen crime-reporting programs might also

expect a differential reaction to their general efforts from different

types of citizens,

Block (1971) suggests that a police crime prevention unit should
expect very little increase in citizen support simply because there is
a corresponding increase in fear of crime within a community. He

recommends that unless the police are seen as deserving of increased

support, it should not be expected. An increase in concern for crime,

on the other hand, may be more direétly linked to increased cooperation

with police activities.

If persons are too fearful or not concerned enough, this could
pose a problem for citizen crime-reporting programs. Not all persons

react to crime in the same way. Some are more likely to intervene than

others. Fear may cause some people to hestitate or weigh all the

costs before making an anonymous call to the police. Lack of concern

would tend to prevent some citizens from developing a community co-

hesiveness or even learning what to do in the event of witnessing a

crime. The success of a citizen crime-reporting program, then, depends

upon the ability of administrators to provide a CCRP which best fits

the particular community's needs. The levels of fear or concern about

crime and the degree of community cohesiveness are factors that effect

program success. They should be carefully analyzed by program imple-

menters.




-61-

Other major considerations of CCRP implementers in determining
what type program is most suitable for their community should be the

potential positive and negative effects of the CCRP for the community.

These considerations are discussed in the folliszing section,

8 5 ,wnm? r,_,.a;:?
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POTENTIAL POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF CCRPS

Citizen crime reporting programs could result in a multitude of
effects, both positive and negative. If a program is carefully planned
and executed, it would presumably have a number of positive effects.
Yet, even a well planned program could have some negapive consequences.
The potential effects of CCRPs given here are speculative and may or

may not result from a given program. Some may take a presently unknown

‘amount of time to emerge, rather than appearing immediately. These

effects may not be common to all types of programs and to all degrees
of implementation of these programs. This listing is preliminary and
will be expanded or refined as more information is gathered. Many of
the effects have already been presented in Figure 1 on page 10.

Positive effects of programs

Quantity of reports. CCRPs make a direct impact on crime reporting

behavior. Citizen crime reporting programs frequently décrease the
quantity of unreported crimes. This effect results in more accurate
crime statistics. By making citizens more aware of the crime problem
in the community and more sensitive to suspicicus events, they are more
likely to call the police. Citizens are educated to recognize those
events that are potentially criminal,

Quality of reports. Besides the numerical increase of reports, the

quality of reporting may also be improved. More accurate reports include
better descriptiohs of suspects, cars or activities. Citizens taught
how to give,a‘report, what facts to look for and remember, and who to
call, ére more likely to report such details should the need to report

occur.




-63~-

Speed of reports. Reducing citizen response time is also a possible

effect of CCRPs. Decreasing the time between observing an event and
calling it in to the police may allow the police to arrive on the scene

at a more opportune time.

Direct deterrence. Educating citizens to be aware of suspicious

activities may bring them to report these suspicious events more quickly.
Police should therefore be able to arrive on the scene in time to inves-—
tigate and question any persons reported to be involved in the suspicious
activities. As a result of such citizen reporting, offenders could be
directly deterred, and crimes could be prevented before they occurred.

Apprehensions. Besides preventing crime from occurring, CCRPs

may also enable the police to catch criminals "in the act." With more
and better information at an earlier time, the police should be able
to react more satisfactorily. A quicker response on the part of the
police, coupled with good information from observers; could lead to
increased ability to apprehend criminéls.

Deterrence. Increased apprehensions could lead to iﬁcreased con-
victions of criminals, possibly supplemented by the impact of citizens'
willingness to be witnesses in court. The increase in apprehensions,
prevention of potential criminal acts and convictions could produce

more deterrence in general. As the criminal becomes aware that he will be

‘stopped quickly and possibly convicted, he should be more likely to cease

his criminal activity in a particular area. Thus, the probability of
victimization is likely to be reduced.

More accurate statistics. An obvious impact of encouraging citizens

to report crimihal activity may be making crime rate statistics reflect

more accurately the actual victimization rate. The present gap between

s A
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the victimization rate and the crime rate is a result of the attrition

that occurs at each step in the chain from the occurrence of a crime

to recording the crime. CCRPs may have an impact on this attrition

chain in a variety of ways. The attrition chain can be illustrated

in the following way:

Stage 1

Stage 1I Stage III

Did someone notice __) Did someone lable the __) Were the police

the activity?

Stage VI

activity to be criminal? notified?

Stage V Stage IV

What crime was the ‘s Did the police call <E_— Did the police

incident labeled? it a crime?

follow it up?

Stage I: Citizens must recognize that some unusual activity

Stage

Stage

Stage

Stage

II:

has occurred. CCRPs, by encouraging citizens to
to be alert to potential criminal activity, hope
to minimize the number of occasions when crime
occurs unnoticed.

Once a criminal activity is noticed, it must be la-
beled as such. By educating the citizenry to accu-
rately define criminal behavior, CCRPs hope to min-
imize the loss at this stage.

III: Onée a criminal act is noticed, and defined as crim-

IV:

inal, the citizens must take steps to notify the author-
ities. It is at this stage that CCRPs have their greatest
potential impact. By encouraging the reporting of crimes,
educating the citizenry as to why it is important to
report crime, and reassuring them of the positive ben-
efits to be accrued, CCRPs hope to lessen the attrition

at this stage. '

By helping citizens learn to make more intelligible
reports, CCRPs hope to minimize the number of crim-
inal reports the police consider unworhty of inves-
tigation. CCRPs can also exert pressure on the
police not to lightly reject incoming ciltizen crime
reports asnot meriting police attention,

: This stage concerns the police decision to label the

followed-up incident as an actual crime. Here again,
CCRPs may exert indirect influence on the police not

to casually filter out incidents.
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Stage VI: At this point a decision must be made as to which
crime statistic the criminal incident becomes part

of. The dimensions of attrition at this stage are

unknown, yet it is easy to imagine the temptation

to manipulate crime statistics. CCRPs can indirectly

minimize this mislabeling of crimes by educating the

citizenry to the relative nature of current crime

statistics, thereby easing the pressure on the police
to illegitimately reduce the crime rate.

Community spirit. As noted in the previous section dealing with

the community, the cooperation and organizing necessary to some CCRPs

could lead to several indirect benefits. Community spirit or community

cohesion is a potential effect of CCRPs. Becoming familiar with neigh-

bors and their habits is often the basis for many citizen crime-repor-

ting programs, and thus individual citizens may feel less alienated

or alone.

Reducing fear and increasing concern. By developing this sense of

community, CCRPs could also work to reduce fear of crime and increase

citizen concern about the crime problem. CCRP organizers feel that

providing the support for symbolic as well as actual duties citizens
can perform helps to alleviate some of their fears, adding to the
range of responses they can make to the threat of victimization.

Not only do they act in ways that contribute to their safety, but they
also perceive themselves to be safer, Fear may.be rgduced in the com-

munity as citizens band together to protect themselves and one another.

.They may feel that they can personally do something to combat crime

and preserve their property and well-being. Once the citizens of a

community are involved in a CCRP and their concern for crime is raised,

it may lead to their joining or participating in other crime prevention °

programs.

Police~community relations. Better police-community relations are
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another positive potential side effect of CCRPs. To implement a program,
cooperation between the police and the citizenry is implicit. The
police are usually the ones that encourage awareness, sensitivity to
suspicious events and the citizen's responsibility for reporting. They
are the primary educators of the citizens in this respect. In a like
manner, police who participate in CCRPs should become more sensitive
to the community's needs and attitudes. Thus, changes in both the
behavior and attitudes of citizens and police may be a positive, although

indirect, result of the successful operation of a CCRP.

Cooperation with criminal justice system. Cooperation of citizens

with the criminal justice system is a possible indirect benefit of crime
reporting programs., Citzens may become more involved in the system by
providing information for it to act upon. Often simple cooperation in
reporting is extended to the citizen's increased willingness to be a
witness in court, This'behavior, however, 1s beyond the immediate focus
of CCRPs.

Costs. The preservation of citizens' physical and mental weli;being
is difficult to convert into dollar terms, but it may illustrate the
costs of crime to society, and conversely, the savings that can be realized
through CCRPs. Aside from these savings, CCRPs are considered to be

relatively inexpensive to initiate and operate. They provide new and

" diversified methods of reporting crime to the authorities in a readily

available and inexpensive way. Some programs, for example, use media
public service spots and rely upon volunteer community members as
workers. Finally, it is conceivable that with better reportigﬁ. at more

appropriate times, the rate of recovery for stolen property could be

improved.
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Negative consequences of CCRPs

The positive effects of CCRPs are certainly desirable. These same

programs, however, may have potentially deleterious effects for soclety.

Apparent increase in crime. Better reporting should lead tc more
accurate crime statistics. Though, in the long run, this may be a
positive effect. Ipn the short run, crime rates may appear to skyrocket.
The surge in apparent crime rates may cause alarm and panic in the cit-
izens, especially if these statistics are misused by individuals and
the media,

Crime statistics may be easily misunderstood as well as misused.
For example, the FBI Uniform Crime Report for 1973-1974 reported
Portland, Oregon, to have a dramatic 26 per cent increase in burglaries.
A survey of Portland residents conducted by the Oregon Research Insti-
tute showed that contrary to official statistics, the victimization
rate for burglaries had declined. The Oregon Research Institute
concluded that the increase in the official statistics for burglaries
in Portland was not due to any crime wave, but resulted in part from
the fact that a greater proportion of people were reporting burglaries
to the police.

It may be difficult to disentangle increarn-1 reporting, however,

from increased inciderce. There may be a rise in crime rates and it

may be impossible to say whether it reflects the incidence of crime

or increased reporting. Ambiguous statistics can preseat a false pic-
ture of the "state of danger" to the public. This false perception may
lead citizens to leave residential areas, to arm themselves with weapons,
to become mistrusting and to isolate themselves from others. It may
induce them to abandon crime programs altogether.

Displacement. Over a long period of time it may be that CCRPs will

do nothing to reduce the incidence of crime or victimization becauge
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displacement of crime may occur as a result of such programs. Persons
involved in criminal activities may turn to other tactics and targets.
This could be a positive, desirable effect for those in the area with
an effective CCRP, but it would be a negative consequence for residents
in areas not involved in a similar program, Reducing crime in the city,
for example, may cause displacement to occur by moving a crime to the
comparatively easy suburban and rural targets (Evaluation Of Crime Con-
trol Programs, U.S. Department of Justice, LEAA, 1972).

Paranoia. Instituting a CCRP may increase fear, rather than reduce
it. Community members may feel that if they implemented a crime-re-
porting program it would announce that they have a crime problem that
must be handled by special means. Encouraging the watching of neighbors'
property and the reporting of suspicious events may induce a sense of
paranoia in the citizenry. This paranoia may cultivate mutual distrust
among citizens. Such an interventionist mentality could end in an at-
mosphere of constant surveillance by everyone. Ray Bradbury's Farenheit
451 offers an extreme ficitional example of a society organized so that
everyone spied on friends and relatives. Under the guilse of law and
order, this sort of atmosphere also appeared in Nazi Germany and in the
USSR in the 1930's purge.

Where is the line drawn between being a helpful and concerned citi-

- zen and being a nuisance or an informant? If this demarcation is not

clearly defined or if moderation is not encouraged in deciding whether
an activity or situation is criminal or not, an interventionist atmos-
phere may become a new problem and a burden. Instead of a means to

solve the problem of crime, it could develop a police state atmosphere

violating citizens' privacy and civil rights.
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The difficulty in clearly defining the limits of suspicion is unintention-
ally illustrated on the froit cover of a booklet, shown below, distributed by a
police department. Although the police certainly intended that citizens report
the apparant peeping tom, an alternative interpretation of the meaning of the
cover is that citizens should spy on their neighbors. The booklet otherwise

provides an excellent description of suspicious circumstances and the possible

crime involved.
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Vigilantism. Citizen involvement in the fight against crime may
be beneficial, but it has the potential to become citizen vigilantism.

One Tucson, Arigona, newspaver expressed this concern (New Times, March,

1975). Residents in a Neighborhood Watch program, for examplé; are told

to " ... Keep an eye out for suspicious characters." The effects of
citizen cooperation and awareness could become one of citizens taking
the law into their own hands.

Rather than calling the police, persons might try to capture
offenders themselves or substitute themselves as law enforcers, or
even judges. Conklin (1975) gave several examples of criminals who took
refuge with the police because they had been harmed or feared they would
be hafmed by the persons whe apprehend them and were holding them for

the police.

Overload for police and the criminal justice system. Would increased

reportihg%cause,overload for the police? If reporting is encouraged,
something must be done with the increasiﬁg nuumber of reports. The effect
of heavier inflow into the police departments has not been fdlly assessed,
even though some officers interviewed by the project staff thought
their departments are beginning to feel the impact of the citizen
reporting programs. As mentioned préviously, one positive effect of
increased input could be higher apprehension rates.

Even if more criminals are apprehended, will the courts be able
to handle the increased load? Better reporting may overload the criminal
justice system as it presently stands. The chain of events put into
motion by increased citizen crime reporting could have ramifications
on case disposition. Would more criminalé be released And returned to

their environment? Will these environments be ignored or allowed to
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remain the same? The question of whether our laws, prisons and courts
are equipped to deal with increased reporting must be raised.

Unfulfilled expectations. With an emphasis and increase in

reporting, citizens' expectations regarding what the police can do
in response to a call may rise unrealistically. Bitterness, indignation

and the withdrawal of citizen cooperation could result. if the criminal
justice system's capabilities and limitations are not made clear to cit~

1zens.

Police resentment. Police officers may resent the increased

contibutions to their work by citizens. They may feel that citizens

are encroaching upon an area that has been considered exclusively theirs
for decades. Law enforcement personnel have functioned to detect crimes
and apprehend criminals, as well as to prevent the occurrence of crime.
As citizens assume more responsibility for these duties énd contribute
to the final outcome, police may feel that their role in the community
is threatened.

Undesirable increase in criminalization. Roles of the citizen, as

well as the police, could be threatened by urging citizens to report
crimes. There may be personal reasons why a citizen does not want to
report. Urging the reporting of any and all criminal behaviors may

bring harm to members of the citizen's family or to friends. Laws may

’not bé legitimate or the citizen may appropriately define a given beha-

vior as non-criminal in a given circumstance. A problem also may occur

with so-called victimless crimes where a citiéen is aware that some

specific act - prostitution, for example - is illegal but personally
does not consider it criminal. CCRPs should be sensitive to these

types of crimes.
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Cost-effectiveness of police investigation. Encouraging citizens

to report all suspicious events and crimes could affect the apparent
rational decision-making process that usually precedes the reporting
of a crime. Often a person decides whether it would be worthwhile to
report a crime or a suspicious event. Many times reporting a crime and
having the police come to investigate it 1s a costly waste of money

and time. This is especially true when a case such as burglary is re-
ported long after the criminal is gone. Hundreds of dollars may be
spent in visiting the scene of the crime, taking fingerprints, inter-
viewing people, and looking for other clues, when the clearance rate

for these kinds of cases is very low.

Reducing alternatives. Besides affecting rational thinking, CCRPs
could promote a feeling that citizens should rely on the police and should
define more activities as criminal. This could lead to the weakening
of alternative, non-criminal means for dealing with problems, such as
neighbors helping each other with domestic problems. CCRPs could
lead instead to criminalization of ambiguous situations such as nQisy
or unusual behavior. |

These potential positive and negative effects should be considered
for evaluation. The following section discusses the general issues of

evaluation; however, the detailed methodologies needed to evaluate pos-

"itive and negative effects of CCRPs will be presented in other products.
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EVALUATION OF CCRPS e

Do CCRPs need to be evaluated?
Extensive evaluations have been conducted on expensive social
programs that often die after federal funding is withdrawn and are too
complex to be feasibly institQted in many locations. In contrast, CCRPs,
which are relatively simple and inexpensive to implement, have not been
thoroughly evaluated. It is conceivable that evaluations of CCRPs might
be more expensive than the operation of CCRPs themselveg: but the expense
of initial evaluations would be more than justified if it is judged
that CCRPs are effective. Steps could easily be taken to institute in-~
expensive programs of proven effectiveness widely. Thus, it is impor-
tant to understand the actual impact of CCRPs. Both program operators
and funding agencies also need information evaluation can provide for
assessing current practices, giving feedback to the public and facili-

tating future planning.

Do CCRP operators want to be evaluated?

It is uncertain why so few CCRP evaluations have been performed.
The questionaire our project staff has sent to CCRPs requests informa-
tion concerning evaluation. Responses should provide a better understan-
ding of the number and type of evaluations which have been conducted.
Most CCRPs directly affiliated with police departments have operators
who appear cognizant of the need for evaluation. It is uncertain whether
they understand this need exists because they know evaluation can be
helpful in planning, or because they know that evaluation, i.e., accounta-
bility, is a reality of our times. Non-police affiliated CCRPs, on the
other hand, appear less concerned with the need for a planned evalgation.

These operators seem to believe that their own intuition or professional
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Judgment about the CCRP's impact is all the evaluation necessary.

Who should evaluate CCRPs?

If evaluations are to be of use, they themselves must be compe-
tently planned and implemented. A basic decision must be made as to
whether there will be an "outside" and/or a "within-house" evaluation
(Weiss, 1972). An outside evaluator should find it easier to be ob-
Jjective about the impact of a CCRP but might not be familiar enough with
the workings of a program to take all relevant variables into account.
Program operators must be assured that outside evaluators are not only
experts in evaluation, but also knowledgeable in the functioning and
purposes of CCRPs. Only in this way will cooperation, which is necessary

to any adequate evaluation, develop between CCRP staff and evaluation

personnel. A within-house evaluation has the advantage of using per-
.“} sonnel that are already well acquainted with the workings of the CCRP.
]a Using CCRP personnel for evaluation would also be a less potentially
]} threatening approach in the eyes of program operators. People close

| to the program, however, may find it difficult to be completely ob-
jective about its evalutation. Careful consideration should go into
v any decision to choose evaluators of CCRPs.

How might CCRPs be evaluated?

An evaluation of CCRPs would focus un two types of effectiveness
_measures, external and internal (Maltz, 1973). The external measures
would relate to the success of the CCRP in attaining its proposed impact,

e.g.,deterring crime in a target area, while internal effectiveness

measures .would concern process variables, 1.e., primarily descriptive
measures of what the CCRP is doing to. achieve its impact. While internal
measures should, in most instances, be easily collected and analyzed,

Bt the external measures, being of an inferential nature, will prove more
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difficult to validate. Of special interest in any CCRP evaluation should
be an assessment of unintended effects such as increased citizen fear

of crime and displacement of crime. The detailed questionaire our
project has sent to approximately 100 CCRPs will provide much informa-
tion pertin;nt to the issue of what can be and what cannot be done in

a Phase II evaluation of CCRPs.

What prcblems might be encountered in evaluation of CCRPs?

The purpose of evaluation research is to measure the extent to
which a program's goals are achieved. In a good evaluation there is
also the expectation that controls are set. up so that the researcher
can tell whether it was the program that led to the achievement of
goals rather than any outside factors. ~

One of the most important problems in conducting a good evaluation
is planning the evaluation at the same time the program is being planned.
If this is done, careful planning of evaluation measures that fit program
goals and activities can be accomplished. Also, certain variables can
be measured befor a program is implemented for comparison purpos¢s later.
A comparison group can also be designated, and the program can be
planned carefully so that the comparison group will not be exposed to
the program. If an evaluation is conducted post hoc, however, none of
these actions can be taken, and effects that occur cannot, with a
strong degree of confidence, be directly attributable to the program.

There are many spurious factors that can influence the impact of
a program, For instance, CCRPs are especially susceptible to regression,
the phenomenon in which a fluctuating indice naturally falls to a lower
level aféer reaching a high point, regardless of any intervention. A
program instituted when the crime rate is at a peak could be subject

to regression. The CCRP could claim misleadingly that the crime rate

D —
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dropped dﬁé to its efforts, when the crime rate , in fact, would have
declined anyway. Such an example highlights the need for an evaluation
that can control for this type of artifact. Using crime rate statistics
from a comparable control group could indicate whether the drop in crime
Yate was similar for both groups.

Using a control group also eliminates other threats to the validity
of the effects of a program. History is a threat when an observed effect
might be due to some event that took place during the life of a program
but had nothing to do with the program. Thus, if better lighting were
installed throughout a city and the crime rate went down for the pro-
gram area and a control area in that city, it would be clear that the
lighting and not the program was responsible. If there were no control
group, however, the program might claim that the reduced crime rate occurred
as a result of its effectiveness. One way to minimize these problems
in evaluaiton research is to use true experimental desigas (Riecken &
Boruch,>1974).

External validity, or being able to generalize from one evaluated
program to others in different settings at different times and invol-
ving different people and methods, is‘also a problem tbat must be dealt
with i» conducting CCRP evaluations (Cook & Campbell, in press). Eval-

uations must be undertaken in different communities with different types

. of programs to draw definite conclusions about general effectiveness.

Have any CCRPs been evaluated?

In the initial screening interviews of the CCRPs selected for our
project's questionaire, 51 program operators indicated that some form
of evaluation of their program had been conducted. At present, our files
contain documentation of 21 of these evaluation reports. The quality

and séope of these reports vary. In general, those conducted by outside
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evaluators are more thorough and sophisticated than those conducted by
CCRP personnel. Most reports are positive and optimistic in their
conclusions, although the results used to substantiate these conclusions
are not as clear cut as the evaluators seem to think they are. Below
are descriptive rather than critical paragraphs describing each of the
evaluations received to date. These descriptions are divided into three
categories. First, programs having statistical information but no for-
mal evaluation will be described. Second, programs having evaluation
information presented in progress reports will be discussed. Third,
programs having a formal evaluation report will be discussed.

Statistics only.

The Neighborhood Security Unit of the Nassau County, New York
Police Department keeps records of statistics relevant to process
measures. The program enrolled over 30,000 families in 1974, and mem-
bers of the ynpit made 183 speeches. An evaluation of the program was
conducted a few years ago, but we are unéble at this time to obtain
a copy of it. Similar statistics are also kept on the Community Radio
Watch program. For example, there are a total of 8170 vehicles involved
in the program.

The Crime Alert Program in Chattanooga, Tennessee, keeps careful

records of calls made to the program, which run about 1,000 per month.

. Records on resulting arrests are also kept (e.g., total arrests in

June 1975 reached 61).

The Golden Valley, Minnesota Police Department cites comparative
crime reporting statistics for 1973 and 1974. On the whole, the number
of crimes reported for the two years were rather equivalent; 11,922‘for

1973, and 11, 972 for.1974. The police department has also conducted
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a community survey on general attitudes toward social problems and
government services. One important result of the survey was an assess-
ment of the community's likelihood to report a specific event, e.g.,
marijuana smoking, (477 would report); loud party, (15% would report);
shoplifters, (552 would report); etc.

The Silent Observer program in Battle Creek, Michigan has received
over 500 clues since its inception in 1971. Rewards totaling $21,871
have been paid out on the 86 calls that led to convictions. 1In the
words of the program's founder, Battle Creek businessman, Ken Sholes,
"more crime has been solved by buying this information than would have
been possible by instituting more conventional police methods with the
same amount of money."

The We TIP program of Pomona, California keeps a running count on
statistics related to the program. They received 5,589 tips resulting

in 640 arrests and 186 convictions. The worth of illegal drugs seized

* due to We TIP information is in excess of $4 million. On the basis of

these figures, the operators to the program have deemed it an un-
qualified success.

In the last year, the Salinas,-California Police Department has
received 384 calls on their Crime Tip line. These calls led to 20

arrests. Since the equipment needed to operate this CCRP cost less than

* $300 a year, the police concluded that they "can think of no other

single tool returning so much information for so little cost."

Block Watch in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, has been evaluated infor-
mally by its implementers, who cite a 25% reduction in burglary in the
last yea; to support their assertion that the program is successful.

They also indicate that participation in Block Watchers organizations
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that have been formed is close to 100%.

Progress report evaluations.

The Neighborhood Alert Program of St. Petersburg, Florida, keeps
track of process variables such as number of meetings held, number of
home security inspections, and number of citizens receiving information.
These figures are published in monthly reports. So far there seem to
be no direct measurements of impacts, but a victimization survey has
been conducted recently by another agency in the city showing that crime
reporting 1s higher (e.g., 74% for breaking and entering) in St. Peters-
burg than is the case nationally (e.g., 50% for breaking and entering).
The survey also produced information on feelings of safety, with 51%
of the respondents indicating that they would feel unsafe walking alone
in their neighborhoods at night, and 9% feeling unsafe during the day.

The Impact Awareness Project of Cleveland, Ohio, is evaluated in
terms of process measures in the final report of the program. The mater-
ials distributed and the media campaign conducted by implementers of
the program were carefully documented. For example, 24 billboards were
displayed, awareness literature was randomly sent to 150,000 Cleveland
homes, etc. No impact measures were tapped, however, so it is not known
how the program was received by the public.

The Crime Check program, a division of the crime prevention unit
of the Warren, Michigan police department, files quarterly reports that
contain certain process measures, such as the number of presentations,
(49 in first quarter, 1975) attendance at the presentation (3,500 in
first quarter of 1975) number of people viewing a van display (10,000
in firgt.quarter of 1975), etc. The program also has access to crime
statistics compilied by the department.

The Crime Prevention Program in Waco, Texas, which implements
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Friends for a Safe Neighborhood, compiles quarterly progress reports
in which comparative crime statistics and figures concerning number
of persons contacted, number of advertisements, etc., are listed. No
inferences were drawn to suggest that the program's activities, e.g.,
contacting approximately 5000 citizens at public meetings, are related
to the changing crime statistics.

<SREenCr e Stop program in San Antonioe=rexas has been linked by
the police to the city's reduction in crimes of robbery, burglary, auto
theft,and other thefts. Police records show that in 1971, approximately
22,000 calls were logged over the Crime Stop telephone line. This figure
is compared to 3,300 calls in 1966 when an earlier version of Crime
Stop was tried. 1In 1971, 546 persons were arrested due to Crime Stop
calls. This figure increased to 778 arrests due.to Crime Stop calls
in 1972.

The Crime Prevention Program operated by the Stockton, California,
police department has yearly reports completed by an evaluation team
at the University of the Pacific. The evaluation report cites a decrease
in major crimes by 16% during the second project year. It does net
attribute this decrease to any specific part of the crime prevention

effort, but crime reporting calls were found to have increased during

the second year by 38% over the project's first year.

In its fifth quarterly report since the inception of Crime Confi-
dential, the San Jose, California, police department concludes‘that its
advertising campaign has made the citizenry aware of the Crime-Confidential
hot-line. During this quarter the polige recelved 1’7 CC calls, and

the progress report cites examples of eight major cases which were solved
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or assisted by information from Crime Confidential. For example, three
persons were arrested with 700 pounds of marijuana.

Formal evaluation reports.

The lengthy evaluation of the National Neighborhood Watch Program
by the Midwest Research Institute takes a descriptive approach  focusing
on the perceptions of NW by participating law enforcement agencies rather
than its impact on crime reduction or public responses to the program,
The study focuses on process variables (1,545 cases of literature have
been distributed, 659 law enforcement agencies are participating) rather
than on measures of impact, except for opinions of participating law
enforcement officials, who overall felt positive about the program's
success (e.g., average rating of suitability of materials was 8.8 out
of a possible 11 points).

The Burglary Reduction Project in Seattle, Washington, set a sta-
tistically significant increase in the number of burglary-in-progress
calls as one of its goals. This increase was expected to occur 1if the
Seattle programs were effective in increasing the number of citizen
reports of burglaries and suspicious activities. To test this increase
the evaluators proposed to look at the increase in proportion of burglary-
in-progress calls to total burglary calls. Unfortunately, data collection
was interrupted and this goal will have to wait to be evaluated in the
second year final evaluation report,

The evaluation of the Portland, Oregon, Neighborhood-Based Anti -
Burglary Program by the Oregon Research Institute is an example of
what an evaluation can and should be. The purpose of this evaluation
was to assess the impact of the program on burglary reduction and to

examine other program consequences, e.g., lncreased crime reporting.
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It was found in a victimization survey that 80% of citizens who had
participated in the program's activities and were burglarized reported
it, while only 68% of those who did not participate in the CCRP and
were burglarized reported the burglary.

An article on Home Alert of Oakland, California, with a section
on evaluation of the program, was published in the July, 1974 issue of

Crime Prevention Review. The program was deemed resoundingly successful

based on the downward trend in the indexes of serious crimes since 1970
when the program was instituted. Other impact measures did not appear
to have been employed, though some process measures were referred to
(e.g., number of Home Alert groups presently functioning).

The Public Information Education Program for All Neighborhoods
(PIEPAN) of Manteca, California, recen;ly underwent an evaluation of
first year productivity and results by an outside researcher. The goals
of the program were outlined and four objectives leading to the goals
were specified. The activities of the program in relation to these
objectives were examined and quantified, and suggestions for future
activities were made. Most notably, requests for police service (inclu-
ding crime reporting) increased 40%, and it was suggested that 1if a

victimization survey had been undertaken it may have resulted in an

adjusted crime index, which would also have indicated a reduction in

burglary.

The Multncmah County Crime Prevention Unit in Oregon has a formal
evaluation report containing both process and impact measurements. For
example, nearly 40,000 people were contacted by the program in the last
year through block meetings, a display center, a property identification

program, or premise surveys. The program keeps careful records of publicity
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meetings and other records of project activities. Impact measures
included a follow-up questionaire to citizens attending block meetings
which indicated that the recommendations from the meetings were being
followed, and that 81% of the citizens felt more secure after attending
a meeting. Burglary statistics before and after the program was started
were also used in evaluating the program. The burglary rate dropped
14.9% in a test area of the county, while it dropped 9.9% county-wide.

The Neighborhood Alert program in Fresno, California has a number
of measures of both process and impact variables, some of which have
been written up in a yearly report for 1974 and in a justification for
continuation of the program. The yearly report lists process variables
such as number of home security inspections, number of péople viewing
the mobile display unit, number of presentations made to groups, number
of Neighborhood Watch groups formed, and types of publicity the program
has received. Impact variables included an increased number of burglary
arrests and clearance rates over pagt years and the fact that one out
of six homes that were not inspected by the program were burglarized,
compared with one out of 100 for inspected homes. A recent survey of
citizen awareness of the program also showed that 89% of fhe citizens
surveyed were awaré of the program.

How would CCRP evaluation results be used?

- Program operators could best use results to modify their present pro-

cedures for greater effectiveness. Positive results could also be used
as concrete evidence of the success of a program; Such evidence 3s in-
creasingly being demanded by funding agencies and the public. Outside
agencies should find evaluation results helpful in making decisions

concerning financing, setting up new programs, stopping programs with
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unintended negative effects, etc. Ultimately, evaluations of CCRPs

could indicate whether CCRPs are a viable approach to crime prevention.



i

- - P I . ¥

i

W SR mmd el

eT——

~85-

References

Alexander, C. The city as a mechanism for sustaining human cevcact.

In W. R. Ewald (Ed.), Envircument for Man. Bloomington: Indiana

University Press, 1972,

Alinsky, S. Rules for Radicals. New York: Vantage Books, 1972.

Allen, H. Bystander Intervention and Helping on the Subway. In
L. Bickman & T. Henchy (Eds.), Beyond the laboratory: Field

Research in Social Psychology. New York: McGraw Hill Co.,

1972,
Altman, D., Levine, M., Nadien, M., & Villina, J. Trust of the
stranger in the city and the small town. In L. S. Wrightsman

& J. C. Brigham (Eds.), Contemporary Issues In Social Psychology,

(2nd ed.). Belmont, California: Wadsworth, 1973.
Barth, A. The Vanishing Samaritan. In J. M. Ratcliffe (Ed.),

The Good Samaritan and the Law. Garden City, New York:

Doubleday & Co., Inc., 1966.

Berkowitz, L. Reactance and the unwillingness to help. Psychological

Bulletin, 1973, 79, 310-317.

!
Berkowitz, L. Soctal norms, feelings, and other factors affecting

lielping and altruism. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.,), Advances in

Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 6). New York: Academic

Press, 1972,

Berkowitz, L. & Daniels, L. Responsibility and Dependency. Journal

of American Social Psychology, 1963, 66(5), 429-436.



s ——i N

-86~

Berkowitz, L., & Friedman, P. Some soclal class differences in

helping behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

1967, 5, 217-225.
Berkowitz, L., Klanderman, S. B. & Harris, R. Effects of experimenter
awareness and sex of subject and experimenter on Reactions
to Dependency Relationships. Sociometry, 1964, 27, 327-337.
Bickman, L. The effect of another bystander's ability to help on

bystander intervention in an emergency. Journal of Experimental

Social Psychology, 1971, 7, 367-379.

Bickman, L. Social influence and diffusion of responsibility in an

emergency. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 1972,

8, 438-445,

Bickman, L. Definitional and behavicral consequences of social

influence on crime reporting. Paper presented at the Midwestern

Psychological Association, Chicago, 1974.

Bickman, L. Bystander intervention in a crime. Paper presented

at International Advanced Study Institute on Victimology and the
Needs of Contemporary Society, Bellagio, Italy, 1975.
Bickman, L. Bystander intervention in a crime: The effect of a

mass media campaign. Journal of Applied Social Psychology,

in press.
Bickman, L. Attitude toward an authority and the reporting of a
crime. Sociometry, in press.

Bickman, L. & Bowman, H. The impact of anonymity and monetary reward

on crime reporting. Unpublished manuscript, 1974.




R & N S

-87-

Bickman, L. & Green, S. Situational cues and crime reporting: Do

signs make a difference. Manuscript submitted for publication, 1974.

Bickman, L. & Green, S. Is revenge sweet? The effect of attitude

toward a thief on crime reporting. Criminal Justice and

Behavior, 1975, 2, 101-112.

Bickman, L., Hicks, G., & Stumpf, P, Interpersonal influence,

severity and the reporting of a crime. Manuscript subhitted

for publication, 1975.
Bickman L. & Kamzan, M. The effect of race and need on helping be-

havior. Journal of Social Psychology, 1973, 89, 73-77.

Biderman, A. D. & Reiss, A. J., Jr. On Exploring the 'Dark Figure' of

Crime.  Annals of American Academy of Political and Social

Science, November 1967, 374, 1-15.

Block, R. TFear of crime and fear of the police. Soclal Problens,
1971, 19, 91-106.

Block, R. Why notify the police. Criminology, February 1974, 2,
555—569.

Brehm, J. W. & Cole, A. M. Effect of a favor which reduces freedom.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1966, 3, 420-426.

Brenner, A. R., & Levin, J. M. Off-duty policeman and bystander

'apathy'. Journal of Police Science and Administration, 1973,

1, 61-64.

Bryan, J. H. Why children help: A review. Journal of Social

Issues, 1972, 28, 87-104.

Bryan, J. H. & London P. Altrustic behavior by children. Psychological

Bulletin, 1970, 73, 200-211.



S ———

-88-

Bryan, J. H. & Test, M, A. Models and helping: Naturalistic studies

in aiding behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

1967, 400-407.
Clark, R. D. III, & Word L. E. Why don't bystanders help? Because

of ambiguity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

1972, 24, 392-400.

Y

Conklin, J. The Impact of Crime. New York: MacMillan Publishing

Co., Inc., 1975.

Cook, T. & Campbell, D. The design and conduct of quasi-experiments

in field settings. Rand McNally, in press.

The Crime Wave. Time, June 30, 1975, pp. 7-24.

Curtis, L. A. Victim precipitation and violent crime. Social
Problems, 1974, 21, 594-605.

Daniels, L. R, & Berkowitz, L. Liking and response to dependency

relationships. Human Relatioms, 1963, 16, 141-148.

Darley, J. M. & Batson, C. D. From Jerusalem to Jericho : A study
of situational and dispositional variables in helping behavior.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1973, 27, 100-108.

Darley, J. M, & Latane, B. Bystander intervention in emergencies:

Diffusion of responsibility. Journal of Personality and Socilal

Psychology, 1968, 8(4), 377-383.
Darley, J. & Latane, B. Norms and normative behavior: Field studies
of social interdependence. In J. Macaulay and L. Berkowitz (Eds.),

Altruism and Helping Behavior: Social psychological studies of

some antecedents and consequences, New York: Academic Press,

1970.



. - n + ¥ v

et eition

-89-

Denner, B. Did a crime occur? Should I inform anyone? A study

of deception. Journal of Personality, 1968, 36, 454-465.

Deutscher, I. Why do they say one thing, do another? Morristown,

New Jersey: General Learning Press, 1973.

Durkheim, E. Division of Labor in Society. Glencoe, New York:

Free Press of Glencoe, 1933.

Edwards, J. D. & Tomino, C. A. Talk is cheap; analysis and salience

of roleplaying as a research method. Paper presented at the

meeting of the Midwestern Psychological Association, Chicago,
1974.

Efran, M. The effect of physical appearance on the judgment of guilt,
interpersonal attraction, and severity of recommended punishment

in a simulated jury task. Journal of Research in Personality, 1974,

8, 45-54.
Eisenhower, D.D. To establish justice, to dnsure domestic tranquility.

Final Report of the National Commissions on the Causes and

Prevention of Violence, 1969, 142-145.
Emswiller, T., Deaux, K. & Willits, J. E. Similarity, sex, and requests

for small favors. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 1971,

Ennis, P. H. Criminal victimization in the United States: A report

of a National Survey, U.S. President's Commission on Law Enforce-

ment and Administration of Criminal Justice. Washington, D.C.:

U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967,
Feelin, P. & Litwak, E. Neighborhood cohesion under conditions,

of mobility. American Soclological Review, 1963, 28, 364-376.




Feldman, B.E.  Response to compatriot and foreigners who seek

aglotance.  Jourasl of Personaliry and Social Pgychology, 1968,

10(3), 202-214,

Pord, C. R. Mesgage to Congress: June 19, 1975. Law Enforcement

Aaniatancs Administfﬂcion Newsletter, June-July 1975, 5(1).

Freedman, L. 2, No respense to the cry for help. In J. M. Ratcliffe

(¥d.), The Good Samaritan and The Law. CGarden City, New York:

Doubleday & Co,, Ine., 1966.
Purstenborg, ¥. Y., Jr. Public Reaction to Crime on the Streets.

Amerdean Scholar, 1971 40(4), 601610,

Furstenboerp, ¥. ¥, Jr, Pear of Crime and Lts effects on citizen

bebavior.  ¥n A. D. Biderwan (Bd.), Crime and Justice: A

Symponfum. New York: Hewbury Publishing Co., 1973.

Gallup Opindon Survey, 1975. |

Cedfond, D. My, Hoareman, D. P., Walker, P. and Page, B. Who
TEPOT LS éhmpliftﬁrﬂ? A field experimental study.  Journal

of Pergsonnlity nnd $oeinl Psychology, 1973, 25, 276-285.

GL11dn, T & Hollonder, N. Uptown. Evanston: Harper & Row, 1970.

Goldberg, G. #isprison of felony: An old concept in a new context.

Aerican Bar Aspociation Jourval, 1966 52(2), 148-150.
oyden, M. Sick CGivles. Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1965.
Goodntadt, M. Helping and refusal to help: A test of balance and

reactance cheories. Journal of Experimental and Social Psychology,

1971, 7, 610-622.
Covanaon, R; E. & Berkowitz, L. Reciprocity and responsiﬁiiiCy. Reactions

vo prior help. Journal of Personality and Social Fsychology,

1966, 3(2), 227-232.




S—

G

RS

Gusfield, T. Social sources of Levites and Samaritang. In J. M.

Ratcliffe (Ed.), The Good Samaritan and The Law. Garden City,

New York: Anchor Books, 1966,

Hackler, J. C., Kwai~¥iu Ho, Trquhart-Ross, C. The willingness to
intervene!: Differing community characteristics. Social Problems,

1974, 21(3)-

Hahn, H. Chetto assessments of police protection and authority.

Law and Society Review, 1971, 6, 183-194.

Safe gtreets! Boston: One

Halverson, G. Solugigg§‘gg>§§ght.
Christian geientist Pub 1ghing Society, 1973.

0. Who called the cops? Decisions to teport criminal

Law and Society Review,

Hawkins, R.
1973, 1, 427-bhb .

victimization.
Home Alert of Oakland, Ccalifornia. Crime Prevention Review, July 1974.
Fische, E., & Holmes, M. Influence of a model's

Hornstein, H. A.,
mparison on

is relevance as a co

Journal gﬁ_Personaliti

feelings about his behavior and b

rver's helpiﬁg behavior.

other obse
and Social Psycholog¥s 1967, 6, 400-407.
The responsive b

Y, Morality: Avhandbook gﬁ_moral development

ystandex: Why he helps.

Huston, T. 1., & Korte, C.

In T. Lickona (Ed.
ggg'behaVior. New York: folt, Rinehart & Winston, in press:
Kahn, 4. & Tice, T. Returning 2 gavor and retaliating harm: The
effects of stated {ntentions and actual behavior. EQBEEEl‘Eﬁ
snd Social Beychotosy, 1974 2 43-56.

EEEEEEEEEEEl
what can happen

A legal look at ehavior:

pEOsocial b

Kaplan, J.
£or'failing t g to help someone. Journal‘gg

Serporeryin

gocial Issues, 1972, 28, 219-226.

;h-},{a, ; L ' . ¥ 4. o .
‘ e Bt IR S r ern
»

Citdzen

Victimizacic
crimization as a Characterd

stice
of the Crime and the Criminal

Justice Syatem

Uﬂ"pﬂbli’dhfd lanugeript v
:fLE ma ger: 2
N - pt, Marquette Uni ersity,

, p

on help-piving
ielp-glving in an emergency. Hu
» ; " 3
man Relations, 1971, 24,

149-159.

§ (- y * s - -
% 2 L ot X A I)

of llhtf. Liltarat ¢hio B
] il rature., Py el Qglca ull b! April 1970 304
1 }idy‘ hol gi ‘»‘ 1 1let N, A pr 73( )
: L ’ 2L.4), PP. 258-302.

Landy, D. &
iy, D. & Arons . T
nson B. The dnfluence of the character of
and hds viast: nt e
fatim on the decisions of simulated jur
jurors. Journal

,(;)!’ EY.’) & wis §2 1] ‘ ;
of Experimental Soeial Psychology, 1969, 5, 141-152
y = $ L= .

BAER ’ * '\‘»JV! LI » e 2 g \‘\ o > . J
wh
1

oA =1 v} C) * YAt LOv 43 iy C‘EO i CS 5 l O .
[} $ L \(-)ﬂai,‘ [} ‘J ‘A‘ ,)ai‘dy n d 8 ,QS‘S H 3 h | n e :
l'.",‘. ]j : f‘ Cxar ¢ 1 Q y llda) ’. TVEN | | .
‘ [ gYads ] d f,\ b h urna Of‘

Experimental Sneinl Psychology, 1969, 5, 198-20
y ~202.

Lo 43 B 3 te : it - Cti
» . n

SOCiE&l TRVE e . . .
? 4.4, AU chalomy N :
b LAY, ological studies of some antecendents and co

- el nsequences.

N@\J ?nl’k} At'ﬂd(:mic P:QSS, l970a

AV LT NS 5 auiiﬂi 'L’fc G‘- Ob*aﬁ( VT 54 ! \V j h

snd the att .
he attacker in an aggressive incldent. Journal of

Pargonality and Sociel Psychology, 1972, 22, 202-210

Aska, A '&. The Consistency Controversy. Cembridge, Ma
. ’ Ly §§.:

Schknkmaﬁ, 1975,




~93-

L

London, P, The Tescuers: Motivational hypotheses about Christians who

saved the Jews fronm the Nazis, 1n J, Macaulay and I,, Bexrkowitz

(Eds.), Altriusm and Helping Behavior. New York: Academic
Press, 1970.

Macaulay, J, R, A shill for charity, 1In J. Macaulay and L. Berkowitz

(Ede.), Altruism and Helping Behavior. New York: Academic Press,

1970.

Macaulay, J. R, & Berkowitz, L. (Eds.), Altruism and Helping Behavior.

et e

New York: Academic Press, 1970.
Macoby, E. E., Johnson, T. P., Church, R. M. Community integration ;
and the social control of juvenile delinquency. Journal of

Social Issues, 1958, 14, 38-51.

Madison, Arnold. Vigilantism in America. WNew York: Seabury Press,

1973.

Maltz, M. Evaluation of Crime control Programs. Washington, D. C.:

U.S. Departwent of Justice, 1972Z.
Mangione, T. W. & Fowler, F. J. Correlates of fear: A prelude to

a field experiment. Proceedings of the 82nd Annual Convention

of the American Psychological Assoclation, 1974, 9, 371-373.

{Summary)

Social and personal bases of individuation. Journal of

Maslach, C.
Personality and Social Psychology, 1974, 29, 411-425,

Mead, M. Our right io privacy. Redbook, April 1965. V

;3 Meyer, J. C. Jr. Patterns of reporting non-ctiminal incidents to

the police. Criminology, 1974, 12, 70-83.
Pevechology and Modern Life. New York:

Middlebrook, P. N. Sncial

j} Alfred A. Knopt, 1974.




3
&

ARt

e B

Wbt

-94~ ,

Midlarsky, E. Alding responses An analysds and review. Merrill

Palmar_Quarterly, 1968, 14, 229-260.

Milgram, S, The experience of living in cities. Paper presented at

the 77th annual meeting of the American Psychological Association,
Washington, D.C., September 1969.

Milgram, S. The experience of living in cities. Science, 1970,
167, 1461-1468,

Mordarty, T. Crime, comnitment, and the responsive bystander:

two fileld experiments. Journal of Personality and Social

Psycholopy, 1975, 31, 370-376.

Morlarty, 7T. A nation of willing victims. Psychology Today,

1975, 8, 43-53.
Morse, S. Help, likeability, and social influence. Journal of

Applied Socisl Psychology, 1972, 2, 34-46.

Muchledsen, Gene, S. Citizen involvement in crime prevention.

Crime Frevention Review, January 1975, 2, 1-4.

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals.

Commuynity Ciime Prevention. Washington, D. C.: Author, 1973.

Neighborhood Vigilantes? New Times, March 5, 1975.

Newburg, H. B. Bullding 1ocal citizen alllances to reduce crime
and create s fairer and more effective criminal justice system.
ggggggl;g§~gugggljggi, 1972, 49, 443-483.

Parsons, T. An outline of the social system. In T. Parsonms,

% Ihalé;ﬁﬂ.’Nayele & J. Pitts, (Eds.), Theories of Society

(Vol. 1). Free Press of Glenco, 1961.
Patiergon, V. W. Citizen responsibility in law enforcement. In

S. A. Yefsky (Ed.), Law Enforcement Science and Technology.

'wnﬁhiﬂsﬁénv D. C.: Thompson Book & Co., 1967.




Piliavin, I, M., Redin, J. & Piliavin, J. A, Good Samaritanism:

An underground phenomenon. Journal of Personality and Soclal

Psychology, 1969, 13(4), 289-299,

Piliavin, J. & Piliavin, I, Effects of blood on reactions to a

victim. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1972, 23,353-361.

Ratcliffe, J. M. (Ed.). The Good Samaritan and the Law. New York:

Anchor Books, Doubleday & Co., Inc., 1966.
Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders
(Kerner Report), New York: E. P. Dutton & Co., Inc.,

April 1968.

Riecken, H. & Baruch, R. Social Experimentation. New York: Academic

Press, 1974.
Robertson, L. S., Kelly, A. B., 0'Neill, B. 0., Wixom, C. W.,

Eiswirth, R. S., & Haldon, W. A controlled study of the effect

f television messages on safety belt use. Washington, D. C.:

Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, 1973,

Equipment Systems Iumprovement Program: Survey and

Roundtree, R. C.

Concept Definition for an Improved Citizen Alarm System.

El Segundo, California: The Airospace Corporation, 1974,

Journal of Personality

Schaps, £. Cost, dependency and helping.

and Social Psychology, 1872, 21, 74-78.

"Schelling, T. C. The life you save may be your own. In S. B,

Chase, Jr. (Ed.), Problems in Public Expenditure Analysis.
'Y . . [rosuiny

Washington, D. C.: ‘Brooking Institution, 1968.

Schopler‘ J. & Thompson, V. Role of attribution processes in
, .

mediating amount of reciprocity for a favor. Journal of

Personaiity and Social Psychology, 1968, 10(3), 243-250.

’




==

-96-

T B
Lehwwartz, 5. H. & Clausen, G, T. Responsibility, norms and helping

in an eémergency. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

1970, 16(2), 299-315.

Geeman, M. Thé urban alienations: Some dubious theses from Marx

to Marcuse. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
197, 19(2), 135-143.

Shaping safer cldtdes. AFL-CIO American Federationist, April 1971.

Skopar, W, G. Citizen Reporting of Crime: Some National Panel Data.

Unpubldshed manugeript, 1975.
Smith, R. B., Smythe, L. & Lien, D. Inhibition of helping behavior by
a sdmilar or dissimilar nonreactive fellow bystander. Journal

of Personality and Social Psychology, 1972, 23, 414-419.

$ole, K., Marton, §., & Hornstein, H. Opinion similarity and
helping: Threc field cxperiments investigating the bases of

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,

promotive tensilon.

1975, 11, 1-13.
gtaub, E. TInstigation to gooduess: The role of social norms and

Journal of Social Isgyues, 1972a, 28, 131-

interpersonal influence.

150,

Seaub, E. Interpersonal influcnces on helping in an emergency.

paper presented at the meeting of the Eastern Psychological

Association, Boston, April 1972b. e v e b

Staub, E. lelping o distressed person: Social, personslity, and

stimulus determinants. In L. Berkowitz (Ed,)  Advances in

New York: Academic

Experimental Social Egychclqu, Vol. 7.

Pross, 1974.




-97-~

Suedfeld, P., Bochner, S., & Wnek, D. Helper-sufferer similarity

+ _ anda spe. ‘ , _ ‘
SRR 1:and alspec%fic request for help: Bystander intervention during

a peace demonstration. Journal of Applied Social Psychology,

1972, 2, 17-23.

Trojanowicz, R. C.,, Trojanowicz, J. M., & Moss, F. M, Communi ty
Based Crime. Pacific Palisadeé, Calif.: Goodyear Publishing . %‘
Co., Inc., 1975. o

Tunc, A. The volunteer and. the good Samaritan and the law. In e

o o T N

J. Ratcliffe (Ed.), The Good Samaritan and the Law. New York:
Doubleday Anchor, 1966. ;
U.S. Department of Justice. Crimes and Victims. Washington, D. C.: 5
Author, 1974. ,2
U.S. Department of Justice. OCriminal Victimization in the United ‘1%
States. Washington, D. C.: Author, Novemher 1974. .;5
U.S. Department of Justice. Evaluation of Crime Control Programs. "»é
Washington, U. C.: Author, 1972. ;';
?

Wagner, C. & Wheeler, L. Model, need, and cost effects in helping

behavior. Journgilgﬁ_Personaligz_and Social Psychology, 1969, 12,

111-116.

Weiss, C. Evaluation Research, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:

Prentice-Hall, 1972.

PR ST )

o ﬁispe L. (Ed.) Positive forms of social behavior. Journal of ‘ P
’ . L] L]

Social Issues, 1972, 28(3)

Ziller, R. C. Individuation and socialization. Human Relations,
’ L] .

1964, 7, 341-360.

Zimbardo, P. The human choice: Individuation, reason and order bersus
’ L]

deindividuation, impulse, and chaos. In W. Arnold & D. Levine

(Eds.), Nebraska Symposium on Motivatiom, 1969, 17, 237-307.

]




|

ey

.

Fy

.

SRR PR Y
, a

2

e

.

ty

oy

b

wo f1f

(. Introduction to Toext,
o atred Vbt Tite,

e

viltl.

W York:

fn Middlebrook (Hd.), Soclal

Alfved A, Fuopl,

B

- ® -

LY il Y

BN 2 -

.






