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PREFACE 

Rightfully so, the early McGruff crime prevention campaign, as were a 

previous number of similar efforts, was based overall on demands that audiences 

take specifically suggested crime prevention actions on their own. Synoptically, 

the slogan, "Take a Bite Out of Crime" was used in McGruff to persuade 

message recipients to engage in some sixty different behaviors that ostensibly 

would either reduce or eliminate the threat of crime victimization. One 

cannot foresee viable crime prevention media campaigns of the future to be 

anything but action-demanding in their thrust. 

The manifest "logic" behind these particular types of action demands is 

simple enough: 

Many "street crimes" can be prevented. The state cannot be totally 

responsible for the prevention of all crimes. The individual citizen must 

take on the responsibility of protecting himself/herself; his and her loved 

ones; and his and her property. One can accomplish such protection by 

(1) becoming better informed about crime prevention and (2) by carrying out 

the specific actions that "authorities" advocate. 

It turns out, sorry to say, that the latent logic of this kind of syllogism 

is extremely complex, and in this complexity lies a veritable mine field that 

is pockmarked by structural, situational, and psychological barriers that can 

hamper, derai 1 and even anni hi 1 ate the manifest argument to the poi nt of 

virtual ineffectiveness. 

For example, some publics do not believe it is the responsibility of the 

individual to "prevent crimes ll
; others who may actually believe in the doctrine 

of citizen responsibility nevertheless may not believe that they qua individuals 

are capable of carrying out the actions that are advocated, others still may 

i i 

" i 

( 

I 

find from t'.eir situations and personal perspectives that the suggested 

actions they encounter cannot possibly deliver the promised results. 

On another 1 eve 1, some pub 1 i cs already have developed the habi t of 

performing the actions advocated, and they find new media demands to do so to 

be redundant IInaggingll; others find the lIinformation ll presented to them to be 

lIinteresting,1I but they see little or no relation between gaining the information 

and doing something about it; and still others find the same information 

adding to their confusions and anxieties rather than dissipating them. 

All this is not to say that many message recipients will not find the 

crime prevention information they happen to encounter to be reasonable and 

useful and even impelling to action. 

In this study we seek to bring together theories, principles and hypotheses 

as well as primary data that address these issues and that point to their 

possible resolution. We do this in the hope that communications decision-makers 

and practitioners can garner further insights into the problems they face 

along with their possible solutions when they attempt to develop and implement 

mass media campaigns on behalf of crime prevention. For unless they institute 

t~e highest possible degree of control over all asp"'cts of their IIcampaigns ll 

their efforts will suffer from the absence of clear-cut explicit indicators 

of actual IIsuccess. 1I 

We have not attempted to write yet another textbook or scholarly 

dissertation on the subject of mass communications effects; nor have we tried 

to put together a definitive treatise on II crime prevention. II And we certainly 

have not tried to create a lidos and don'ts ll manual for the novice practitioner. 

What we have tried to do is to bring together from a disparate literature 

plus a fresh new data base, a systematic collection of facts, observations, 

insights, and generalizations that go well beyond subjective speculation and 

iii 
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polemic, but as yet have not met the criteria of bona fide theories. We do 

this so that we can build communications strategies and formulate recommendations 

that rest on systematic empiricism rather than on intuition. 

We bel i eve that the II state of the art" as it re 1 ates to the effects of 

mass communications on crime prevention behavior is still in its developmental 

phase, so that building an all-encompassing "model" of these processes is not 

feasible at this particular point in time. We believe, nevertheless, that, 

with the help of analogous paradigms such as the Health Belief Model, we have 

uncovered a number of rather interesting components that ultimately may serve 

as inputs into such a substantive model. If we have accomplished just this, 

we shall consider our efforts in this study to have been much more than worth 

thei r whil e. 

The Authors 
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THE MCGRUFF CAMPAIGN* 

The National Citizens Crime Prevention Campaign is a nationwide public 

education program to enlist citizen action in preventing crime. The campaign 

underscores the fact that citizens--together with law enforcement--can and 

should take action against crime. 

Recent studies have confirmed that the overwhelming majority of Americans 

are concerned about crime. The campaign responds to this concern. It lets 

people know that action is possible by offering practical tips on how to 

reduce the risk of being victimized and by suggesting ways to make neighborhoods 

and communities safer. 

The campaign has four major objectives: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

To change unwarranted feelings about crime and the criminal justice 

system, particularly those feelings of frustration and hopelessness; 

To generate an individual sense of responsibility among citizens; 

To encourage citizens, working within their communities and with 

local law enforcement, to take collective crime prevention action; 

To enhance existing crime prevention programs at local, state and 

national levels. 

WHO'S BEHIND IT? 

The campaign is sponsored by the Crime Prevention Coalition--a group of 

37 national non-profit membership organizations and 11 Federal agencies. The 

*This description of the McGruff campaign objectives, and results has been 
provided by Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics (OJARS). 
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Coalition1s role is to provide overall guidance to the campaign and to help 

promote it nationwide. 

The Coalition represents a partnership of business, labor, law enforcement, 

government and citizen groups in a common effort to prevent crime. It includes 

groups such as the National Association of Attorneys General, the American 

Association of Retired Persons, the National Association of Counties, and the 

Insurance Information Institute. 

The Office of Justice Assistance, Research and Statistics (OJARS) of the 

Department of Justice is the convenor of the Coalition, coordinates the 

overa 11 effort and is the pri nci pa 1 source of funds. Under a grant from 

OJARS, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) provides Secretariat 

services to the Coalition. 

The media portion of the campaign is under the auspices of The Adver

tising Council, Inc., a private, non-profit organization which conducts public 

service advertising in the public interest. Other Ad Council campaigns include 

the American Red Cross, the United Negro College Fund, the JOBS program of the 

National Alliance of Businessmen, and the Smokey the Bear forest fire prevention 

program of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. All Ad Council Campaigns are 

non-partisan politically, non-sectarian and non-commercial. 

DEVELOPMENT 

Initial impetus for a national campaign came from discussions beginning 

in late 1977 between the Federal Bureau of Investigation (under the leadership 

of then director Clarence Kelly) and The Advertising Council. These discussions 

soon expanded to include the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, The 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency and the AFL-CIO. 
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LEAA (now OJARS) submitted a formal proposal to The Advertising Council 

in March of 1978, asking the Council to take on a major national media campaign 

on crime prevention. This proposal spelled out the basic strategy: high 

quality public service advertising complemented by a comprehensive fulfillment 

effort of written materials, training and technical assistance. From the 

outset, it was clear that advertising alone would not be enough. Increased 

awareness would have to be matched by assistance to translate awareness into 

action. 

Another basic element of the strategy was that the Campaign would be a 

cooperati ve undertaki ng, sponsored by nati ona 1 organi zat ions committed to 

crime prevention and wanting to participate. LEAA would provide the bulk of 

the funding, matched in part by funds donated by NCCD. 

The Advertising Council, after rigorous screening, accepted the proposal 

in the Fall of 1978. Over the next 12 months major effort was committed to 

developing campaign themes, objectives and materials. Two groups were formed 

to help with this process: a Response Management Group composed of represen-

tatives of such organizations as the International Association of Chiefs of 

Police, the American Association of Retired Persons and the General Federation 

of Women1s Clubs, and a Technical Working Group composed of state and local 

crime prevention practitioners. In addition, the volunteer advertising 

agency conducted field research. 

The campaign was officially launched in early 1980, with the release of 

the first phase of public service advertising. The centerpiece of the campaign 

is a nationwide, multi-media effort that features a trench-coated, animated dog 

named McGruff (see sample artwork in Appendix 1). 

3 
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FUNDING 

The campaign depends heavily on volunteer resources. All creative work 

is donated by the volunteer ad agency (Dancer Fitzgerald Sample). All time 

and space are contributed as a public service by the media. Much of the promo

tional effort is through the volunteer work of criminal justice professionals 

and citizen and community leaders alike. 

Federal funds have been used to pay for out-of-pocket production costs, 

development and distribution of booklets, and training and technical assistance 

support. Total annual Federal costs run about $1 million. 

The study reported here was conducted duri ng the fi rst phase of the 

campaign which focused on offering audiences tips about protecting homes and 

property. Later phases of the campaign which, at this writing, are still 

underway, were designed to emphasize th.e importance of observing and reporting 

suspected criminal behavior and organizing neighborhood and local groups in 

support of various community crime prevention activities. 
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INTRODUCTION 

To a very significant degree, the success of any public communications 

effort on behalf of crime prevention depends directly on the kinds and amounts 

of control that communicators can institute and carry out directly vis-a-vis 

explications of: (1) objectives and goals, (2) themes, (3) appeals, (4) targets, 

(5) media, and (6) timing of dissemination. The fewer are the components 

over which communicators can exercise direct control, the more likely will 

thei r dependence be on serendipi ty, random chance, and coi nci dence, and 

audience self-selection for the achievement of "effects." Under these 

circumstances "effects" will be difficult to identify; oftentimes they will 

be inconsistent and even contradictory; and most importantly, such "effects" 

will be variable rather than singular or monotonic. 

Research in mass communications informs us that in those instances where 

communicator control is neither exclusive nor persistent, we can expect some 

effects to occur in each of three audi ence II response" doma i ns-- i n the i r 

levels of information; in their beliefs, attitudes and opinions; and in their 

actions. 

For adherents of "Hi erarchy of Effects" (HOE) theory, changes in one 

domain must take place prior to those that may follow, so that before an 

individual can be judged as having been "affected" by a message, the recipient 

first must have learned something.* What has been learned influences salient 

"attitudes," and the combl'ned II' f t' . II d II • ln orma lon galn an attltude change" together 

*The HOE model has received a recent revival by M. I. Ray (1973). Variations 
of HOE t~eory have been appeari ng over the past years in the works of 
psy~holo~lsts ~loyd.Allport, .Jerome S. Bruner, and William McGuire; in the 
soc~o~oglcal d.lffuslon theorles of Everett Rogers and in the consumer
declslon paradlgms of Franco Nicosia. 
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ultimately impel the message -recipient into acting in accordance with that 

particular message. Here lIeffectsli are viewed as the end products of information 

gain plus attitude change in a step-by-step IIprogressionli from IIsimple li to 

Ilcomplexll message responses. 

The challenges to the thought that III earni ngll or cogni ti ve response must 

always precede affective responses, and that the two together must always 

precede conative or action responses are simply too numerous to cite here in 

any detail.* Suffice it to point out at this time that the merit of HOE 

theory lies not so much in its substantive interpretation of psychological 

reality as it does in its suggestion of several critical criteria for evaluating 

the lI effects,1I for example, of a crime prevention public communication campaign 

such as McGruff. 

Us i ng HOE theory as gui dance, we can begi n to exami ne the range of 

effects that can or might be produced by such a crime prevention advertising 

campaign ... regardless of whether or not such "effects" occur in any given 

sequence or IIhierarchy.1I 

Realizing that any purposive mass media campaign can produce a variety 

of lIeffectsll among varying message recipients, we would seek indications of 

the extents to which a given crime prevention campaign such as McGruff: 

1. Informed the uni nformed and mi s informed as well as the extent to 

which it may have broadened the range of information already acquired 

by the IIknowledgeablell : 

2. Changed pertinent IIwrongll beliefs, attitudes and values and reinforced 

the IIcorrect ll ones already held by various publics; 

*Ray argues that the majority of possible audien~e re.sponse modes ~a~ be 
classified into one of three orders: The Learnlng hlerarchy (Cognltlon ~ 
Affect ~ Conation); Dissonance-Attribution hierarchy (Conation ~ Affect ~ 
Cognition); Low-Involvement hierarchy (Cognition ~ Conation ~ Affect). 
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3. Motivated targets to consider (i.e. IItry out ll at least via IIskull 

practice") the actions that were recommended; 

4. Actually impelled targets to act according to suggestion. 

Mass communications research teaches us not to expect equal "effectivenessll 

in all four areas across the board for anyone campaign or series of campaigns. 

By now we know that purposive mass campaigns become less effective as 

they proceed from attempting to create awareness and knowledge to trying to 

alter beliefs, attitudes, and values to triggering motivation. The task for 

media campaigns becomes almost impossible at the ultimate point of trying to 

impel action-taking, for here the countervailing forces of situation and 

structure are usually far more powerful in affecting and controlling individual 

behaviors that are passing exposures to message IIdemands" alone. 

Given these conditions plus the self-selectivity of mass media audiences 

it is hardly likely that anyone IIcampaign" can accomplish uniform IIhierarchies 

of effectsll across the board for each and every i ndivi dua 1 it happens to 

touch. Nor would it be realistic or fair to assess the success of a given 

campaign (or series of campaigns) solely on the basis of whether it (they) 

successfully accomplished the exact progressions called for by the HOE paradigm 

in each and every single case. 

In the real world, purposive mass media efforts can be expected to 

accomplish a good deal in the general areas of raising awareness and interest 

levels among various publics; somewhat less in the areas of attitude change 

and motivation; and just a discouragingly limited degree of success in generating 

recommended action-taking. Still, even where the prospects for affecting 

large-scale behavioral changes are severely limited, it is essential that 

control of purposive mass communications on behalf of crime prevention be 

grounded in as much empiricism as possible in order to accomplish any of 

7 
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the four HOE effects among any of the sub-groups that may make up a given 

audience. The questions we must ask in assessing a given campaign are multiple: 

How much awareness did the campaign generate and among whom? How much belief, 

attitude, and value formation and/or change did it produce and among whom? 

How much motivation did it stimulate and among whom? How much behavioral 

change did it induce, and among whom? HO~I much reinforcement did it accomplish, 

and among whom? 

Precisely, these are the questions we addressed in the evaluation of the 

early phases of the McGruff adIVertising campaign. 

In this particular evaluation we were concerned mainly with finding out 

what happens when a major nation-wide mass media effort is made on behalf of 

crime prevention under conditions of minimal control by LEAA regarding the 

detailed specifics of the.targets to be addressed, appeals and messages to be 

formed and disseminated; and most import~ntly, with no contrql whatever over 

whel."e the advertisements were to be ,E.laeoed 0),: when they would appear.* A 

substantial portion of this report then is devoted to evaluating the initial 

phase ~1cGruff campaign effort not in order to sit in judgment of its successes 

or failures; but rather, to learn from this particular undertaking--how to do 

it even better in the future. 

"Doing it (:~ven better in the future!! requirl9s an aggre!gate investigative 

efFort that fa 11 s under the general rubY'i c of meta- resea.rch, a research 

method that has been receiving increasing attention from mass communications 

researchers specifically, as well as from social scienc(:! researchers in 

gf~nera 1. 

*Because Federal 1 aw prohi bits agenci es of the government to purchase medi a 
space and time, the McGruff campaign had to rely on the voluntary placements 
of the ads as "public service announcements II (PSi\s) 'in various media across 
the USA. 
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The presidential address observations of diffusion theorist Everett M. 

Rogers to the 1981 conference of the International Communication Association 

are particularly important to note: 

An essential activity for any scientific field is to 

generalize from empirical data to higher levels of 

abstracti on. Every sci enti st performs a type of such 

generalization when a theoretical hypothesis is tested 

with empirical evidence. But a further type of generali

zation is also necessary for a research field to advance 

through the systematic accumUlation of tested hypotheses: 

Drawing generalizations, principles, and laws from a 

number of researches that have been conducted on a 

particular topic ... Most of us want more than one study 

to provide confirmatory evidence about a research finding. 

Meta research is an essential step in the application 

of research results to practical problems. (Emphasis 

ours. ) Only rarely can the knowl edge provi ded by a 

single study lead directly to solving some social problems; 

even in such a rare case, we would wish to compare tre 

results from our single study with the conclusions from 

other pr~vious researches, so as to better judge their 

truth claims. 

Clearly, if future mass media efforts on behalf of crime prevention are 

to come under increasing communicator controls that are to be empirically 

based, they must rely on more than a single study for guidance. 

As a consequence, for guidance in this particular investigation we have 

turned mainly to the literatures on salient aspects of public behavior vis-a-vis 
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crime and its prevention and on the effects of purposive mass communi~ations 

on behalf of self-protection and analogous efforts in social amelioration 

such as health. Abetting the findings from these secondary sources are our 

own primary data, principally data on certain effects of the initial McGruff 

campaign. 

Because a good proportion of the McGruff data are lIevaluative ll in nature, 

we have been pressed by various sources at times to pronounce the initial 

campaign effort either a IIsuccess ll or a IIfailure. 1I 

This we cannot do for two major reasons. First, it had never been our 

intent to focus research efforts mainly on "evaluatingll the early McGruff 

campaign effort. Our reasons for including what limited evaluative measures 

we eventually did include were to gather what Rogers labels II confirmator/' 

data vis-a-vis our secondary source review. Secondly, because any mass media 

campaign that is not strictly controlled in each and everyone of its aspects 

is bound to be highly variable in the multiplicity of wide-ranging lIeffectsll 

it may generate, it is impossibl e to make categori cal across-the-board 

assessments of IIsuccesses ll or "failures" that are objective. These kinds of 

categorical valuatlve jUdgments can be made subjectively by the reader if the 

reader so desires. But one must realize that readers who do so are merely 

exercising their personal standards of judgments in arguing (but not necessarily 

proving) the merits of anyone finding or series of findings. As one case in 

point, consider a datum from this study indicating that "30 percent of the 

national sample reported having seen at least one of the McGruff advertise

ments." The judgment that this by itself is a "goodll or "bad" effect will 

depend solely on one's subjective notion of whether "30 percentll in this 

instance is well above or well below some imagined norm--a mythical standard-

that in fact does not exist. In the absence of long-term trend data and salient 
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benchmarks there literally is no way to tell whether 30 percent awareness in 

this one particular instance is a "good" effect or not. Certainly one may 

guess that under the circumstances this particular finding probably is more a 

favorable than an unfavorable indicator of success. But a guess is just that. 

It is not a fact. 

Although changes in audiences' knowledge, beliefs, and behaviors may be 

what sponsors of ameliorative campaigns may be seeking, such a totality of 

outcomes generally is most difficult to come by. The prudent course is to 

examine the multiplicity of outcomes mass media campaigns usually produce 

without placing opinion valuations on which are to be considered "good ll and 

which are not. 

The reader may encounter a number of instances of seeming IIsuccess" and 

"failure" indicators in the course of this report. In reporting such data-

without suitable benchmarks--the authors have consciously attempted to refrain 

from making categorical judgments of a good-bad nature. Some readers may 

find fault with the absence of such categorical jUdgments. In such instances 

readers are reminded once again that our purpose in these studies was primarily 

to learn from the early McGruff campaign what w~ can do about ~he problems 

such efforts are bound to encounter. The hope is that by studying the issues 

and problems that appear to have affected various publics' reactions to the 

McGruff campaign from its earliest appearances we will be able to recommend 

means for either mitigating or eliminating them in future undertakings of 

this sort. In other words, we will not be satisfied with simply insisting 

that communicators institute as much control over all aspects of a "campaignll 

as is possible. We intend to point up in some detail what exercising such 

control is likely to entail. In pointing up particular problems and issues, 

we do not imply that their coming to the fore in any way suggests "failure" 
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on the part of the beginning McGruff campaign. Nor do we imply negligence or 

ineffectiveness on the part of the campaign in those instances where the 

McGruff efforts did not readily resolve certain issues that we have come to 

consider as highly important. 

Again in the real world given the limitations of resources that the 

McGruff kinds of efforts must ordinarily make do with, no one campaign can 

possibly be expected to accomplish all the results that we might expect from 

ideal efforts operating under ideal conditions. We can only try to approach 

the ideal by recogni zi ng those important problems that do ex; st, and by 

making conscious efforts to resolve them as best as resolution is possible. 

In this report we raise problems and issues that from the primary and 

secondary source research we conducted appear to call for particular attention 

at this time. Undoubtedly, there will be additional issues and pr.oblems that 

the reader will recognize as important--ones which the authors have either 

downplayed or neglected to acknowledge at all. Just as no one media campaign 

can possibly accomplish all the communications objectives that can be considered 

ideal, no one research effort can possibly contend with all the pertinent 

issues and problems that are inherent in the outcomes of that research. 

Consequently, we have selected problem and issue areas for focused presentation, 

discussion and consideration. 

This report is organized mainly around five major issues and problems, 

and their possible resolutions: 

1. What structural/situational issues must any public communication 

crime prevention effort accept as "givens"? 

2. What happens when various publics with varying experiences are 

directed to take specifically advocated "crime prevention" actions? 
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How is crime prevention action-taking related to and/or 

influenced by: 

a. Demographic characteristics; 

b. The nature of the advocated actions; 

c. Beliefs regarding responsibility for crime prevention; beliefs 

about self-competence; beliefs regarding the efficacy of 

individual action-taking in reducing victimization; 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Victimization experience and perception of vulnerability; 

Information about and interest in crime and crime prevention; 

Opinion leadership and participation in community organizations? 

What happens when crime prevention advertisements are produced and 

di ssemi nated excl usively a~ "pub 1 i c servi ce adverti sements"--PSAs? 

What are PSAs; what are their functions; who are their audiences; 

what are thei r effects? What are the strengths of PSAs; thei r 

weaknesses? 

What were citizens' reactions to the initial McGruff campaign? 

a. 

b. 

Who was exposed to it? 

What effects among whom did exposure to McGruff advertisements 

appear to generate vis-a-vis changes in: 

(1) Awareness and information gain; 

(2) Attitude-belief changes; 

(3) Action-taking? 

Other than the placement and timing of advertisements, what additional 

components of public communications should all those interested in 

exercising maximum control over crime prevention public communications 

be aware of? 
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a. De 1 i neati ng targets on attri butes other than demographi c 

characteristics; 

b. Risk-efficacy beliefs and action-taking, information and 

action-taking; 

c. Fear appeals; 

d. Source credibility. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

PROCEDURES AND METHODOLOGY 

PROCEDURE 

This study seeks to answer three questions: 

o Can mass communications contribute to motivating the general public 

to participate in advocated crime prevention activities? 

o If so, what scientifically empirical bases are there on which to 

forge control strategies for effective public communications on 

behalf of crime prevention? 

o What specifi c cont ro 1 strategi es regardi ng themes, appeals, and 

message targets evolve from an evaluation of pertinent theories, 

principles, and data in these regards? 

Phase One of the study focused on the initial McGruff public service 

advertising campaign, and it was designed to both provide evaluative data 

about .the "Take A Bite Out Of Crime" campaign and to serve as an input for 

meta-ana lys is. In the 1 atter regard data gathered in Phase One provi ded a 

primary empirical basis for developing effective crime prevention promotion 

strategies for the future. The data from the two Phase One National Surveys 

are presented and discussed in Chapters Three, Four and Five of this report. 

Phase Two of the study was made up of four components: 

o A critical review of social and behavioral science as well as 

communications, education, and market research literature; 

o A content ana lys i s of recent and current mass medi a efforts on 

behalf of crime prevention; 
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A survey of experts and specialists in crime prevention, mass 

communications, advertising and community organizations; 

A critical review and analysis of selected mass communications 

effects studies, particularly those that concentrated on health as 

well as on public service advertising. 

The content analysis and expert survey results have been presented 

elsewhere in working papers. The critical literature review has resulted in 

a separate Bibliography. The results of that review and of the analysis of 

the theoretical and empirical literature is embodied mainly in the discussions 

in Chapters Two, Three and Six. 

Chapter One provides a description of the methodology and analysis plan 

employed in the two national surveys. 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

As Principal Investigator, Dr. Harold Mendelsohn was responsible for all 

phases of this study in their entirety--from conceptualization and planning 

through implementation to ultimate analysis, interpretation, and write-up. 

Additionally, the Principal Investigator contr,·buted th . e lntroductory sections 
plus Chapters Two, Three, and Six of this report. 

He is the principal author of the Executive Summary as well. 

Dr. Garrett 0
1 
Keefe served as Project Director for the evaluation surveys, 

with responsibility for their design, execution and analysis, working in 

collaboration with Dr. Mendelsohn and assisted by Jenny Liu, Research Analyst. 

Dr. O'Keefe specifically prepared Chapters Four and Five, in addition to the 

methodological overview. 
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Dr. Harry Spetnagel, Research Associate, served as general project 

coordinator and made several contributions to the thinking included herein. 

Research Associates Donna Wilson and Michael Wirth carried out the early 

stages of inquiry into existing crime prevention campaign techniques across 

the country, and Kathaleen Nash assisted in the final data processing and 

analysis. 

Caroline Venglar assisted in bibliography development and providing 

excellent secretarial support were Betty Whitmore and Millie Van Wyke. 

METHODOLOGICAL OVERVIEW 

The nature of the "Take a Bite Out of Crime" campaign presents several. 

obstacles to well-controlled evaluation of its effects on citizens. The 

campaign was initially disseminated largely via mass media under public 

service advertising formats. Hence placement of specific ads in specific 

locales over the country tended to be quite haphazard and dependent upon the 

willingness of media outlets to incorporate them as space and time permit. 

Moreover, the desi gn of the campai gn made no all owance for attempted 

dissemination in particular communities while withholding the messages from 

others, rendering classic "treatment versus contr,ol community" field experiment 

controls impossible. Consequently, the primary research efforts discussed in 

this report are based on the "next best" designs available--utilization of 

probability samples of citizens which are ·largely, but not exclusively, 

dependent upon self-report measures of both exposure to the campaign and 

response to it. 

Such designs are of course somewhat flawed in their ability to remove 

many commonplace "threats" to internal validity, e,g. history and maturation 

17 



I 
I 
f 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

f 
( 

I' 
I 
I' 
I' 
'( 

( 

I 
I 

- ~----

(Campbell and Stanley, 1963; Cook and Campbell, 1979), as well as external, 

e.g. testing interaction, when used in research aimed at rigorous testing of 

hypotheses. However, they can be qui te appropri ate in poi nt i ng to general 

trends insofar as campai gn reach and effecti veness are concerned. More 

importantly for the purposes here, the insights and inferences derived from 

the findings of such research, when combined with reasoned models and hypotheses 

concerning campaign effects, offer sUbstantial evidence for developing guidelines 

and strategies for subsequent crime prevention campaign efforts. 

Two separate surveys were used to both evaluate the impact of the first 

stage of the "Take a Bite Out of Crime" public service advertising campaign 

and gather other appropriate information concerning prevention. One survey, 

conducted approximately six months after the start of the campaign, was based 

on a national sample of adults and had the primary purpose of describing the 

scope of public exposure to the campaign and reactions to it by various 

groups. The other survey entailed use of a two-stage panel design with a 

smaller and less generalizable sample, with interviews being conducted both 

prior to and several months after the campaign's onset. The main goal of the 

panel study was to obtain more objective and exacting measures of campaign 

exposure patterns and effects under at least a somewhat controlled situation. 

The National Sample Survey 

The overall design called for personal interviews to be completed with a 

national probability sample of 1,500 persons over age 17. On the basis of 

previous experience, reliability of performance and cost effectiveness, the 

Roper Organization was contracted to perform the sampling and field work, 

utilizing a questionnaire instrument developed by the Center for Mass 

Communi cati on Research and Pol icy (CMCRP) staff. Study Di rector for the 

Roper Organization was Dr. Irving Crespi. 
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Questionnaire Development. QuestionnaiY'e items were developed by the 

authors on the basis of their meeting the research goals envisioned for the 

national sample study, and their compatibility with the concurrent panel 

survey study. Initial drafts of the questionnaire were reviewed by the LEAA 

project monitors. The final draft was submitted to the Roper Organization in 

late February 1980 for final editing and pretesting. 

Pretesting was conducted during the period March 7-10th in the greater 

New York metropolitan areas. Fi ve pretest i ntervi ewers conducted fi ve 

interviews each, for a total of 25. The use of five interviewers provided a 

diversity in interviewing experience which enhanced the productivity of the 

pretest. The interviewers were personally debriefed by Dr. Crespi, and some 

further relatively minor modifications were made in the questionnaire, upon 

consultation with CMCRP staff. 

Sampling. The population examined included national civilian non

institutional u.s. residents aged 18 and older. A one call quasi-probability 

sample design was employed, based upon the Roper Organization's master national 

probability sample of interviewing areas. The sample goal was 1,500 completed 

interviews. 

At the fi rst se 1 ect i on stage, 100 counties were chosen at random 

proportionate to population after all the counties in the nation had been 

stratified by population size within geographic region. At the second stage, 

cities and towns within the sQmple counties were drawn at random proportionate 

to population. Four blocks or segments were then drawn within each location. 

Where block statistics were available, blocks were drawn within the cities 

and towns at random proportionate to population. Where no block statistics 

were available, blocks or rural route segments were drawn at random. 
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A specified method of proceeding from the starting household was pre

scribed at the block (or route) level. Quotas for sex and age levels, as 

well as for employed women, were imposed in order to assure proper 

representation for employment. 

Interviewing Recruitment and Supervision. Interviewing was conducted by 

the Roper Organization's national staff of regularly employed personnel. The 

interviewers had extensive experience in administering both attitudinal and 

behavioral questions on a wide range of topics, including social issues and 

communication behavior. Their work was consistently monitored by the home 

office staff and regional monitors. In addition, a sample of their work was 

systematically validated by an outside organization. 

An interviewer's manual was prepared reviewing sampling procedures and 

providing special instructions where needed for the proper administration of 

the questionnaire. Regional supervisors maintained close telephone contact 

to resolve any sampling or interviewing problems that arose in the course of 

the survey. Supervisors also provided weekly reports on field progress and 

completion rates. 

Field Work. Interviewing was conducted during the period April 12th-May 5th, 

with the bulk of the work completed by April 19th. A total of 1502 interviews 

were completed. The average time per interview was approximately 50 minutes. 

A demographic breakdown of the sample appears in Table 1.1. 

The Panel Sample Survey 

The design called for a two-wave panel survey consisting of personal 

interviews conducted at two time points with an initial probability sample of 

1,050 persons over age 17 drawn proportionately from three U.S. metropolitan 

areas. On t~e basis of previous experience, reliability of performance and 

cost effectiveness, Research Services, Inc. was contracted to perform the 
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sampling and field work, utilizing a questionnaire developed by the CMCRP 

staff. Study Director for Research Services was John Emery, president of 

the organization, assisted by Ruby Standage as Field Director. 

Questionnaire Development. Questionnaire items were developed by the 

authors according to the criteria of their assisting in meeting the research 

goals envisioned for the panel survey phase of the study; their compatibility 

with the concurrent national sample study; and their comparability with 

previous crime prevention-related survey efforts. Initial drafts of the 

questionnaire were reviewed by the LEAA project monitors. The final draft of 

the first wave survey questionnaire was pretested by Research Services in 

Denver during the first week of September 1979. Three experienced interviewers 

conducted ten pretest interviews each, for a total of 30. The interviewers 

were debriefed by Research Services and CMCRP staff members, and some further 

relatively minor modifications were made in the instrument. The same procedure 

was followed for the second wave survey questionnaire, which was pretested 

during the final week of March 1980. 

Sampling. The population examined included civilian non-institutional 

persons aged 18 and over, residing in the Buffalo, Denver and Milwaukee 

metropolitan areas. The three locales were chosen to provide diversity in 

regional characteristics and crime rate profiles, while assuring an adequate 

media mix for a least potentially moderate distribution of the initial McGruff 

campaign materials. (It should be noted that at the time of site selection , 

and indeed throughout the project, there was no way of determining which 

locales across the country might have greater or lesser access to the campaign, 

because of the reliance upon grat~ placement public service advertisements. 

It was also impossible to determine precisely when the campaign might have 

peak play periods in various parts of the country.) 
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A goal was to have a final sample size of 650-750, with each respondent 

having been interviewed in September and again the following April. In order 

to accomplish that, while allowing fOir mortality within the panel, a sample 

size of 1,050 was specified for the first wave of interviews, including 350 

completed interviews in eac.h of the three communities. Sampling points 

within eac.h community were determined. by drawing addresses from the telephone 

directory by a systematic random sampling procedure, offering a representative 

cross section of each community approximately proportionate to population 

density. At each so-desilgnated sampling point, interviewel's were instructed 

to start next door to thf! address listed and mOVIE! clockwise around the block 

or area until one interview was completed. Interviewing hours were ~aried to 

help achieve proper representation of employed and unemployed men and women. 

Intarviewing Recr~itment and Sueervision. Interviewing was conducted by 

Research Servi ces i own trai ned i ntervi ewi ng staff in Denver and by the 

experi enced staffs of affi 1 i ated sLly'vey research fi rms in Buffalo and 

Milwaukee. Each interviewer received written instructions for potential 

pr'oblem areas, and participated in an extensive pre-field work training 

session. The training sessions in Denver were held a few days prior to those 

in the other locales, and were attended by the CMCRP Project Director to help 

assure clarity of inst.ructions. Interviewers· work in each community was 

consistently monitored by field supervisors, and Research Services and CMCRP 

staff maintained close telephone contact with all field supervisors to resolve 

any sampling or interviewing problems that arose during the course of the 

survey. A validation check was made on ten percent of the completed interviews. 

Field Work. Interviewing for the first wave of the survey was conducted 

in respondents· homes during September 7-23, 1979, with the prevention campaign 

having been projected to begin September 24th. A total of 1,049 usable 
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interviews were completed. Interviews were attempted at 1,477 households, 

yielding a response rate of 71 percent. The first wave sample is described 

demographically in Table 1.2. 

The second wave of i ntervi ews was conducted duri ng the month of 

April 1980, with a few carrying over into early May. At each household, the 

interviewer asked by name for the person who had been interviewed previously, 

ascertained that the respondent recalled having been interviewed, and further 

identified the respondent as being in the correct age and sex range. 

It had been anti ci pated, based upon previ ous experi ences wi th panel 

surveys spanning several months, that the attrition rate between the two 

waves would run between 30 and 40 percent. Unfortunately, only 51.7 percent 

of the initial 1,049 respondents were recovered on the second round of 

interviews, despite almost monumental efforts on the part of the Research 

Services staff. Reasons for. attrit'ion are summarized in Table 1.3. In 

debriefing of interviewers, it appeared that at least in some cases refusals 

resulted from what respondents saw as the IItouchy ll subject area of the initial 

interview, and not wanting to repeat the experi~nce. 

Given the 48 percent mortality rate, it was gratifying to find no obvious 

sources of at least demographic bias in those reinterviewed versus those not. 

In fact, the composition of the full panel group compared quite closely with 

that of the initial sample (Table 1.2). 

Analysis Preparation and Statistical Technigues 

Following the field work stages of the surveys, the raw data in key

punched card and tape form, as well as preliminary tabulations of marginals, 

were submitted by the contracted agencies to the CMCRP staff. The data were 

processed on the University of Denver Computing Center· s Burroughs 6800 

computer, and minor editing procedures were carried out to assure maximum 
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utilization of the data. All analyses were carried out by the CMCRP staff, 

typicallY using standard Statistical Package for the Social Sciences library 

programs. 

A variety of analytic procedures were used, depending upon the particular 

task at hand. Most of the national sample analyses tend to be based upon 

more descriptive cross-tabulations, for example, while mean score analyses 

were used more often for panel analyses to take more advantage of the two-wave 

quasi-experimental design for inference-building purposes. In many instances, 

multivariate correlational analyses were incorporated for purposes of either 

analyzing several sets of variables in terms of their relative impacts upon 

specific dependent variables, or to provide more stringent control procedures 

in delineating campaign effects. The appropriateness of such techniques, 

including multiple regression analysis, given the limitations of the data, 

has been the source of some debate. Our view generally follows that of many 

social researchers who argue that the advantages in exploratory power and 

efficiency to be gained by the use of such techniques override the theoretical 

risks involved of not always meeting some of the more stringent mathematical 

assumptions of the models. In any case we used the techniques here more to 

address relative power of prediction of given independent variables than to 

build and test multivariate equations per se. We then relied upon cross

tabulation and mean score analyses to more specifically test relationships 

suggested by the multivariate methods. 

General Plan for Analysis 

The overall strategy for the national sample involved first identifying 

specific indicators of public reaction to the campaign, including simple 

measures of exposure and respondent self-reports of campaign effects based 

upon the Mendelsohn Active Response Test measures. Specific indices used 
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appear in the appendix. Then, emphasis turned to identifying the make-up of 

the exposed audi ences in terms of thei r medi a patterns, demographi cs, 

psychological attributes, crime orientations and other relevant factors. The 

characteristics of individuals reporting having been affected by the campaign 

were then identified. Once the campaign audience had been analyzed, more 

general profiles concerning crime prevention-related communication behaviors 

were examined. 

The advantages of the IIbefore-after ll field design util ized in the panel 

sample were first put to use in examining respondent dispositions prior to 

the campaign which were most associated with subsequent campaign exposure, 

and then mainly relying upon pre-to-post measure change scores as relatively 

objective indicators of campaign effects. Respondents I self-reports as to 

whether they recalled having been exposed to the advertisements served as the 

basis for separating the sample into an experimental group (those exposed) 

and a control group (those unexposed). After the investigation of selectivity 

factors in exposure to the ad, potential effects of that exposure in terms of 

changes in crime prevention, crime, and general psychological orientations 

were studied by means of both simple group comparison tests and more stringent 

mul ti vari ate control procedures. Thereafter, analyses focused on specifi c 

types of campaign effects within various kinds of audiences, with an eye 

toward subsequently integrating the respondent typologies identified here 

with those noted in the national sample, and arriving at reasoned commu

nication strategies for targeting crime prevention information to the public. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

ISSUES AND QUESTIONS IN CRIME PREVENTION AND PUBLIC COMMUNICATION 

Purposive public communications on behalf of crime prevention are specially 

designed communications constructed for the purpose of persuading various 

publics to take approved crime prevention actions voluntarily. Purposive 

public communications on behalf of crime pY'evention are disseminated primarily 

via the media of mass communication, allowing all who desire such, equal 

access to them. 

As we shall SOOII see, the crime prevention actions that are purposively 

advocated via the media usually are concerned both with the individual qua 

individual as well as with collective/community actions. Ordinarily, such 

action messages are disseminated via films, pamphlets and brochures, newspapers, 

radio, television, and magazines. They are produced solely for the purpose 

of persuasion, despite the sometimes euphemistic claims of communicators that 

their objective simply is to "inform" or to "educate" the public. Generally, 

purposive public communications messages on behalf of crime prevention are 

produced and disseminated by non-profit public service groups, organizations 

and agencies which claim expertise in crime prevention, but which generally 

exhibit no particular expertise in mass communications. A surprisingly large 

~umber of organizations, agencies and groups from government, law enfo~cement, 

the bar and judiciary, and social service, as well as those whose interests 

lOCUS on criminology and penology, public affairs, public administration, and 

civic improvement generally, are engaged in the production and dissemination 

of purposive public communications on behalf of crime prevention. It is to 
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the public communications outputs of such sources that the present study is 

addressed exclusively. 

Excluded from consideration in this study are crime prevention messages 

that are exchanged privately; didactic messages that are designed mainly for 

formal instructional activities; and advertising messages that are designed 

to sell products such as burglar alarms, door and window locks, firearms and 

such. Additionally, technical reports, straight news and commentary, and 

fiction and drama which may touch on crime prevention are excluded as well. 

Ostensibly, public communications are viewed by many authorities as 

viable instrumentalities for abetting crime prevention and crime contY'ol 

efforts overall, despite the lack of systematic objective evidence that they 

either are or are not effective in these regards. At this point in time, it 

is simply assumed (at least by one principal school of thought that is 

Skinnerian in nature) that individuals can in fact be "taught" to bet-lave in 

advocated ways (i. e. to take recommended crime preventi on acti ons) vi a 

formalized "educational" efforts. 

The mass media are viewed as educational "tools" from this perspective, 

tools that can be used to "fix" such "problems" as public ignorance, apathy, 

irresponsibility, fear, obstinacy and lack of motivation--all of which are 

considered to hobble "crime prevention" behavior overall. This is an "opti

mistic" perspective--optimistic in the sense that it considers the individual 

as the principal vehicle through which solutions to complex psycho-social 

problems like "crime" can be implemented, and that "education"--or "communi

cation"--in the present case--can actually persuade significant numbers of 

individuals to lido what is right." Reinforcing the optimistic perspective 

are perceptions that for various reasons look upon mankind as being essentially 
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weak, while again in this case, the media are viewed as being overwhelmingly 

powerful. 

Taking their cues from the sociologistic theories of Durkheim, W. I. 

Thomas and the more recent phenomenological theories of Lewin and Schutz, 

contemporary critics of individualistic solutions for social problems posit 

the need to view crime prevention basically as requiring large-scale social 

engineering. Here, the political, economic, legal, and servic~ institutions 

of soci ety are seen as havi ng to be mobil i zed in order to guarc.ntee sat i sfac

tory nutrition, housing, education, a sense of community, and :.he like to all 

citizens equally--the provision of which will prevent crime sim"ly by removing 

its "causes ll to begin with. These "situationalists" reflect a pessimistic 

orientation to reliance on education or communication as primary and effective 

means for achieving social control. They regard the media as essent.ially 

representing just one input into an interactive ameliorative system of enormous 

complexity--and a relatively unimportant input at that. The situationalists, 

or functionalists as they are labeled in mass communications research, view 

mankind as all-powerful, and the media as essentially weak. 

For the most part, public communications policy makers and practitioners 

tend to fall into the more optimistic effect-is-equated-with-exposure hopper. 

In either view, the positions that will be taken on effective public communi

cations will be extreme and unrealistic. If one is an optimist one will wish 

simply to offer more and more intellectual information to more and more 

people. In contrast, the more pessimistic. among us will elect mainly to put 

their efforts into IIcommunity organization" and "political action" rather 

than concentrating on education and persuasion. 

Contemporary communications decision-makers who are not schooled in 

contemporary social psychological thought generally rely on one or two major 
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traditional images of mankind for guidance. Most often these guidelines are 

deri ved more from precedent, from personal experi ence and from hear- say 

knowledge than they are from any formal systematic body of psychological 

knowl edge. The resulti ng "communi cati ons Jl that emanate from these sources 

often lack specificity, appeal and persuasive power. 

In prominence here are those images of mankind that equate him and her 

with some simple mechanical or electronic stimulus-receptor system. Here it 

is argued that informational stimuli presented in psychologically rewarding 

circumstances and repeated over time can quite automatically produce cognitive 

"learningJl and even imitative affective "social learningJl directly--learning 

that will result not only in information gain, but more importantly, learning 

that will cause Cl~\;;iges in attitude and behavior as well (Bandura, 1963). 

The obverse image is somewhat more flattering to mankind. Rather than 

asserting the robot, Homo Mechanicus nature of mankind, many public communi

cations practitioners prefer to be directed in their work by the overwhelmingly 

IIrational Jl image of the IIthinking personll--Homo Sapiens. Here we encounter 

the Cartesian assertion that the human organism exists primarily because it 

can reason. Consequently, if we are to persuade mankind to take, say, advo-

cated crime prevention actions, we must give him/her all the information they 

"need" in order to make cognitive judgments regarding the most rational and 

logical courses of action to follow. 

Where in the first instance communl'cators . 1 f press slmp y or as much gross 

"exposure" as they can manage to . 1 manlpu ate, practitioners in the Homo Sapiens 

tradition seek to develop more and mOIne "educational opportunityJl for audiences 

to Jllearn" as much about crime prevention as they, the communicators, can 

possibly "teach." 
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Overall, the track ~eccrds for either orientation in significant social 

problem areas that call for strong ameliorative public actions generally have 

been rather poor--despite the mi 11 ions of dollars for "campaigns" that have 

been expended or donated over time. For example, what "evaluations ll we have 

had to guide us indicate that we have not had too much success so far with 

our mass mediated purposive public communications efforts in traffic safety, 

race and ethnic relations, smoking cessation, opportunities for the handicapped, 

substance abuse, registration and voting, exposure to hazardous chemicals and 

carcinogenic agents, equal rights for women, energy conservation--to name 

just a few. "Crime prevention" is no exception. 

Of course there are many, many reasons for the apparent difficulties 

these purposive publ ic communications efforts have encountered. But what 

stands out clearly is that efforts at public communication for ameliorative 

purposes cannot afford to rest on either extreme not i on--either that for 

every external stimulus there must be an appropriate response; or that mankind 

behaves principally on the basis of exposure to intellectual "information" 

alone. 

Contemporarily, a third construct has been emerging as a potentially 

useful base on which to build ameliorative public communications policies and 

programs. Here the view is that all human action is a function of motivation. 

The predominant image is that of Homo Volens--interacting mankind who behaves 

only because there is reason to and not because his or her physiology or 

intellect forces them to. 

Whether we turn to the inconsistency/dissonance models of Heider, Fes

tinger, Abelson; or to the two-step flow personal influence paradigm of Katz 

and Lazarsfeld; or to the cognitive learning models of the Hovland, May, 

Lumsdaine, McGuire, Yale tradition; or to the health belief paradigms variously 
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offered by Hochbaum, Rosenstock, Becker or to the most recent PRECEDE social 

action model put forth by Green and his associates--no matter what the model-

we readily note that underlying each is a theory of human behavior. In turn, 

each human behavi or theory is based upon a uni que i mage of manki nd. The 

images of mankind communicators hold necessarily shape what they wish to say, 

how they will say it, to whom, and with what effect. 

At least four behavioral theories are simultaneously in vogue at the 

present time as possible guideposts to communicators on behalf of crime 

prevention. Because they are so disparate, these theoretical undergirdings 

of today's prevention promotion efforts often have been more confusing than 

enl i ghteni ng, and seri ous research efforts in the mass communi cat ions of 

persuas i on have focused more often on reconcil i ng thei r differences in 

methodologies and findings than on the resolution of ~ubstantive social 

problems per se. 

The four theories assert that: 

1. Behavior is a function of biology; that is, of physiology; 

2. Behavior is a function of environment; 

3. Behavior is a function of physiology/environment; 

4. Behavior is a function of motivation. 

Much unproductive effort in mass communications has been expended under 

the first three rubrics. 

With the possible exception of consumer advertising--not too much energy 

has been directed to mass communications that grow out from the motivation 

paradigm. The one major exception is reflected in the development of the 

Health Belief Model that we shall be turning to on occasion in this report. 

In contrast to the deterministic instinct psychologies of the past which 

viewed man as purely a mechanical passive reactor to external stimuli like 
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information--contemporary motivational paradigms view behavior as being 

fundamentally active and purposive. 

II ... The behaver (and thi sis as true of the animal as of the human) is 

an active agent in the universe," writes Isidor Chein (1972). "He is not 

merely a passive medium for the interplay of constitution and environment; 

his own activities affect that interplay" (p. 29). 

As motivated organisms we not only can select courses of action according 

to our needs and beliefs--these selections being labeled "decisionsll--but we 

can anticipate the consequences of our decisions as well. As a result, we 

process i nformati on not necessari ly in accordance with the intent of the 

communicator; but rather with regard to how we, the audience, see the world 

as fitting in with our per?onal needs, values, expectancies, aspirations, 

concerns, experiences, and motivations. 

Communications do not create motives. Motives come into being from the 

profound complex interactions that take place between physiology, personality 

and environment that turn us into acting human beings. At best, communicati~ns 

can stir up or trigger motives that may be dormant, and they can try to 

channel them into specific outcomes. It can be argued, for example, that all 

human beings are IImotivated" to avoid the experience of harm. Crime prevention 

messages can attempt to direct that motivation into specific actions that may 

result in the avoidance of harm resulting from the commission of a specific 

crime. To a great extent, however, probably more so than many practitioners 

might care to admit, what purposive communicators on behalf of crime prevention 

put into their messages as IImotivation li may not necessarily be what their 

recipients get out of them. After all, the means available to humans for 

avoiding harm theoretically are as numerous and varied as are the experiences 

themselves. 
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In its application to public communications for crime prevention, the 

motivation paradigm admonishes practitioners that only audiences who have (or 

are offered) IIgood reasons to," wi 11 (1) pay ,my attenti on to communi cators I 

messages and/or (2) will take the actions advocated. 

In a sense then, the prime, and perhaps sole, objective of all purposive 

crime prevention communications is to motivate message recipients to act on 

the specific recommendations offered. 

This sounds easy enough, but in actuality persuading large heterogeneous 

publics to take any sort of ameliorative action voluntarily is extremely 

difficult and frustrating. For one, the processes of audience self-selection 

generally are far more powerful in determining "effectsll than are the IImessages" 

that a communicator may disseminate. 

Consider just one basic hurdle to overcome--getting people1s attention; 

a necessary, although not sufficient condition for persuasion to take place. 

A veritable tidal wave of IImessages li engulfs us daily from some 95,000 

governmenta 1 units; from 2,500,000 busi ness fi rms; from 125,000 different 

schools, colleges and educational organizations; from 350,000 churches and 

religious organizations; and from SOrlIe 15,000 rational trade, fraternal and 

professional associations. 

As a consequence, the amount of serious attention we possibly can give 

to any ~ crime prevention message in the media at anyone time can be 

likened to the amount of serious attention we can give to anyone particular 

frame from a three-hour motion picture. How then can we possibly expect the 

media to just bowl the "masses ll over into ameliorative behaviors by virtue of 

exposure alone? Unfortunately, the potential distributive power of the media 

is overestimated by many decision makers. Equally problematic is the tendency 
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to equate the potential distributive power of the media with assumed power to 

affect audiences in consequential ways. 

As yet, we have very little to rely on as authoritative guideposts to· 

achieving large-scale public motivation and action in regard to crime preven-

ti on. We have no II kitchen· .. tested ll recipes; no II up-to-date ll road maps; no 

"handyl' references. As a matter of fact, we have but few facts on the IIwhysll 

of crime prevention behavior itself; let alone on the "effects" of propaganda 

on such behaviors. 

How then are we to build sound strategies for effective public communi-

cations on behalf of crime prevention? 

We can begin by turning to the growing literature in mass communications, 

criminology, social psychology, and health as analog sources of theories, 

insights, and principles for guidance. 

A number of national and local surveys regarding public attitudes about 

and reactions to crime--including those initiated at the University of Denver 

for this study--provide some essential social marketing facts, but hardly all 

that are needed. The state of the art at this time simply is not advanced. 

All in all, the strategies to be developed in this study will of necessity 

be based often on piece-meal scraps of actual knowledge. Where possible, the 

groundings for our recommendations will be scientifically empirical. Other

wise, they will, of necessity, be qualitative and even speculative at times. 

Our evaluative techniques for making judgements will not be arbitrary to the 

degree that "arbitariness" can be fully controlled in an exercise such as the 

one undertaken. 

To avoid dogmatism a~d polemic as much as possible, we have adopted an 

evaluation of available evaluations as one method of investigation. That is 

to say, whenever possible as grounding for our judgements, we have been 
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rigorously examining pertinent summaries and evaluations of a variety of 

theories, hypotheses, findings, arguments, criticisms, and public policy 

positions in a very wide range of empirical endeavors on such seemingly 

disparate issues as the role of fear in crime prevention behaviors; source 

credibility; reasons for delay in seeking health help; social structure and 

anomie; the dynamics of beliefs formation and changes; persoral influence; 

the diffusion of innovations; "social learning" and so on. 

We have sought answers to a few problems by launching our own primary 

research invest i gat ions. As part of these efforts we have tested pub 1 i c 

reactions to a rather large-scale public communications crime prevention 

effort, the beginning McGruff campaign. 

Our purpose was not to produce another text on mass communications that 

simply would catalogue these issues and note areas of scholarly agreement and 

disagreement regarding their substance. The reader no doubt is familiar with 

such texts, and no practical objective would be served either in repeating 

what already is available or in producing an unneeded additional one. 

In seeking organizing principles that can bring together the important 

thinking from all this material so that new paradigms pertinent to public 

crime pr0.vention communication can be developed eventually, we have essentially 

performed what we consi der to be a rather extensi ve "meta-analysi S" (Rogel's, 

1981) . 

Interestingly, the core organizing principles that h~ve emerged from this 

meta-analysis stem from a health motivation-action "val ue expectancy" paradigm 

that has been receiving rigorous empirical attention over two decades now--

the Health Belief Model (HBM). Research on the HBM has been concentrating on 

the same kinds of "prevention" problems that are the concerns of those of us 

who are interested in crime prevention: HBM research offers much to guide us 
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with regard to why various publics either comply with or reject advocated 

preventive actions designed to protect individuals from personal hazards. By 

now a sizeable literature has been accumulated on how to persuade children to 

brush their teeth and visit a dentist periodically; how to persuade mothers 

to take their infants to pediatric clinics; how to persuade smokers to cease 

or to cut down; how to persuade women to have periodic mammographies and pap 

tests. 

Essentially, HBM asserts that we take advocated preventive actions (in 

health) as a consequence mainly of two interacting beliefs: 

1. 

2. 

Vulnerability beliefs--perceived likelihood of victimization plus 

perceived seriousness of the consequences of such victimization; 

Net benefit beliefs--perceived benefits from complying wi~h advocated 

action minus perceived barriers to carrying out the actions advocated. 

It is altogether possible that individuals will take advocated crime 

prevention actions on similar grounds; namely, on the bases of their beliefs 

regarding vulnerability and net benefit. 

Before proceeding further, it is essential to point to a number of 

fundamental issues that call for resolution if serious effort is to be put 

into effective public communications on behalf of crime prevention. 

Additional issues will be discussed as we proceed, and those that now 

come to the fore will be alluded to further on as well. 

Above all, what appears to be needed is a clear-cut, explicit policy 

statement regarding the efficacy of individualized crime prevention activity 

generally, and of the specific functions to be served in particular by mass 

communications in promoting citizen participation in crime prevention. 

Notes Paul J. Lavrakas and his colleagues (Product II, April 1980): 
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The critical role that the American Public qua citizens play in 
controlling the level of crime in our nation, and thereby directly and 
indirectly contributing to their own safety and security, has long 
been talked about. The Presidential Commission of 1967 explicitly noted 
the need for an active and involved citizenry, both in improving the 
performance of the Criminal Justice System, and in reducing the c~rcum
stances and situations in which crimes are most likely to be commltted. 

Yet from the perspective of the U.S. public laws that were subse
quently written to address law enforcement and criminal justice needs, 
it is not at all clear, in specific terms, what official policy exists 
on the proper role of the citizenry in crime prevention. What is clear 
is a continued, if ambiguous, reference to the importance of the involve
ment of II citizens and the community. II 

Of principal concern is the apparent lack of consensus among experts as 

to whether or not. the individual qua individual is primarily responsible for 

protecting himself/herself against IIstreet crime. II 

From the 1967 President1s Commission forward the 1I 0 fficial il Federal 

thy'ust has been to support the individualistic theme in a community context. 

That is to say, national policy since the mid-1960s has been focusing on 

persuading individual citizens to get together with their fellows in concerted 

neighborhood crime prevention activity. Downplayed have been policies that 

may have resulted in individuals taking indiv'idualized II pr ivate-minded ll 

actions. The focus from Washington, D.C. has been on generating IIpublic

minded ll crime fJrevention behaviors mainly (Schneider and Schneider, 1978). 

Of course, the lack of consensus regarding precisely what II cr ime preven

tion ll is supposed to accomplish and whether II crime prevention ll is to be 

achieved mostly via private or via public citizen actions creates considerable 

difficulty in developing a single, explicit one-theme thrust for purposive 

II cr ime prevention ll communications. Unlike the advertiser whose only objective 

is to sell consumers a particular product or service, the public communicator 

in crime prevention must try to resolve the issue of whom to address about 

what mostly on his or her own. Often, practitioners play it safe and demand 
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both "pri vate ll and IIpub 1 i cll behavi ors from thei r audi ences si multaneous ly. 

And in doi ng so, they may 1 i ke 1 y serve to confuse and irritate the very 

publics they try to persuade. 

Proponents of the individualistic school of thought argue that there can 

never be a II po liceman on every street corner. II Consequently, the individual 

citizen has the IIresponsibility" not only to "protectll his/her person, family 

and property, but to contribute to the collective protection of the IIcommunityll 

as well. Underlying all this oftentimes is the inference that citizens who 

de not believe in the efficacy of individual'istic action-taking are somehow 

lIirresponsible. 1I 

Critics point to the error of IIplacing the blamell for the failure of 

society to protect its members on the IIvictims ll of such failure. Only II soc ietyll 

can do away with the dangers of crime, it is asserted, because power and the 

instruments for social control are built into the institutional fabric of 

society, not in individuals. Society alone can IIpreventll crime by eliminati,ng 

the soci eta 1 II causes ll of cri me--poverty, bad hous i ng, 1 ack of opportunity, 

ma 1 nouri shment and the 1 ike. The i ndi vi dua 1 is powerl ess to eli mi nate the 

social roots of crime, therefore requiring individuals to take what appears 

to be mi nor ri tua 1 i st i c actions that do not address II causes, II wi 11 do very 

little or nothing to reduce or eliminate the realities of crime. Social 

control is not at all an individual IIresponsibil ity.1I 

Instead of expendi ng energy and funds on attempts to lIeducate ll the 

public either individually or collectively to take IIprecautions,1I it is argued 

that those energies should be focused on eliminating IIsocial disorganization" 

to begin with. For, it is pointed out, communications directing the public to 

take precautions simply serve to remind them that social disorganization 

continues to exist, and that society continues to fail in its obligations to 
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both individual and community. Rather than contributing to social well-being, 

then, public crime prevention communications can only exacerbate the public's 

sense of malaise vis-a-vis crime and what is to be done about it. In this 

regard, Stinchcombe and his co-authors claim that, IIPreventive actions not only 

lower the quality of life, but also serve as constant reminders of the reasons 

for their existence ll (p. 137). 

An additional critical point of view regarding what is to be done to 

prevent crime--one that is more popul ar than schol arly--i s fundamentally 

ideological, and reflects popular frustration among certain segments of 

American society with the perceived growth of crime in the United States. 

Here th II cau " f· 1 . e ses 0 crl me are al d at the II wea knesses ll of vari ous soci 0-

political institutions (other than the police) to mete out severe deterring 

punishments to perpetrators. Cause and solution are perceived from one and 

the same frame of reference. Tre t .. 1 d h a cr1mlna s an t ose suspected to be 

criminals harshly. Harsh t t t· th rea men 1S e way to crime prevention, not 

public communications or education. 

Clearly, the public has at the very least three main streams of informa

tion to draw from (there are innumerable minor sources as well) for guidance 

on how best to IIpreventll crime. The three are in total disagreement about 

what must be done. If there are ambiguities and a lack of consensus regarding 

both the causes of crime and the hest ways to prevent it, it follows that the 

lIinformation ll th~t is directed to the general public from a multitude of 

sources oftentimes will also be inconsistent, contradictory and polemically 

unreliable. 

Rather than enlightening and motivating the general public via sober 

persuasive instruction, the argumentative, unsubstantiated, and contradictory 

messages about crime prevention that ordinarily reach the public these days, 
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must surely contribute to their confusion, as well as perhaps to their 

anxi eti es about crime. More often than not confusi on and fear wi 11 1 ead to 

inaction on the part of message recipients--not to compliance with advocated 

behaviors. 

We must give serious consideration to the possibility that unthinking 

. . t· on behalf of crl·me prevention can actually contribute purposlve communlca lons 

to public immobility on this matter. This can occur not only because the 

public may be receiving an over-abundance of contradictory instructions 

regarding how best to eliminate the risks of victimization; but they may be 

expe~iencing difficulties with the sheer proliferation of sources of such 

i nformati on as we 'Il--government, the medi a, 1 aw enforcement agenci es, pub 1 i c 

officials, criminologists, social workers, business organizations, psychologists, 

religious bodies, judges, penologists and even our neighbors, acquaintances, 

co-workers, friends and relatives. Each source "pushing" its own unique 

variations on the themes of causality, prevention and control of crime. 

We cannot believe all of them equally, for, as we have noted, what they 

propose often can be quite misleading and contradictory. Moreover, who among 

all the sources disseminating messages really is the most authoritative on 

the subject of crime prevention? 

As illustration, note that for many of us the "police" are the most 

authoritative sources of crime prevention information and persuasion by 

virtue of their concern, training, and professional experience in regard to 

crime. For others among us, the police are the very last people on earth to 

be considered as authorities on crime prevention. "After all ," these skeptics 

poi nt out, II had the pol ice been as effective as they are supposed to be, 

there would be no reason for 'crime prevention' campaigns in the first place." 
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Given the lack of consensus regarding the causes of crime, how then can 

we recommend assured ways and means to prevent it? Here we must note that 

there is no such generic phenomenon as "crime." Instead, there is a variety 

of "crimes," each of which is defined quite differently; each of which is 

probably "caused" differentially; and each of which most likely requires 

quite different behaviors on the part of individuals if they are to "prevent" 

its occurrence. Certainly one must act quite differently in "preventing" a 

rape as compared to what one is requi red to do in order to "prevent" a bur

glary. What specific actions then are to be advocated; by whom; to whom? 

There is still another matter. In arguing the case regarding responsi

bility on the issue of whose job is it to prevent crime, those policy makers 

who come down on the side of "individual" responsibility set up a peculiarly 

difficult task for communications practitioners in the field. By insisting 

on "individual responsibility" in prevention, policy makers often quite 

unwittingly undermine the very institutions that are best equipped to provide 

protection (e.g. the .community's responsibility to provide satisfactory 

street lighting) to the detriment of everyone's well being. An interesting 

case in point comes to us from the health field with regard to immunization. 

Throughout the nation, individual parental "responsibilityl' has become so lax 

in regard to having young offspring immunized that schools now require 

immunization certificates before allowing first-time attenders into class. 

Where individual responsibility fails, oftentimes community actions must take 

up the slack. It very well can be that by over-stressing citizen responsibility 

as a substitute for societal responsibility for crime prevention, communicators 

may destroy needed citizen support for governmental and law enforcement 

prevention programs that cannot possibly be carried out by individual citizens-

no matter how motivated they may be as individuals. 
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Secondly, insisting that individuals take "voluntary" actions to prevent 

crimes simply ignores the fact that the taking of any "voluntari' social-minded 

action by individuals requires a considerable sense of self and power that 

significantly large numbers of Americans simply do not possess. It is 

meani ngl ess to requi re persons who consi der themsel ves powerl ess to take 

voluntary social-minded actions. On the matter of crime the very sense of 

personal powerlessness that many publics manifest stems to a large extent 

from society!s apparent failures (and seeming lack of power) to accomplish 

those very results that powerless individuals are often asked to achieve on 

thei r own-·-results 1 i ke the "preventi on" of crime, for instance. 

Of course, the communications practitioner cannot be expected to resolve 

these issues alone--nor can anyone particular group be assigned total 

responsibility for this task. 

What is important here is that responsible public communications decision-

makers realize some of the more difficult structural/situational barriers 

that are deeply in place well before they launch their "campaigns"--barriers 

that provoke sober pessimism, rather than enthusiastic optimism, about what 

can and cannot possibly be accomplished by public communications alone in the 

matter of inducing overall public compliance with advocated crime prevention 

actions. 

Fundamentally, communicators must realize that public communications on 

behalf of crime prevention are quite limited in what they possibly can 

accomplish. Nevertheless, the limited successes that can be the media's are 

by no means to be thought of as unimportant. The point is that in crime 

prevention, what public communications can do must be done with a high sense 

of humility, and it must be done extremely well indeed. 
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ACTING ON RECOMMENDATION - FURTHER ISSUES 

Much of what we humans learn very early on from family, friends, at 

school, from the neighborhoods we live in, from the media, from the protective 

agencies is how to deal with risks. In snowy weather, our parents admonish 

us to wear hats and galoshes, and regardless of climate, they teach us to 

avoi d strangers at all costs. Traffi c offi cers who address school chi 1 dren 

tell us how to minimize the risks of crossing city streets. Health educators, 

by a variety of means, teach us about nutrition, about brushing our teeth, 

about the hazards of alcohol, drugs, and cigarettes. By the time a person 

reaches young adulthood in this society, he or she has learned to avoid some 

of the more immediately hazardous risks--walking in front of buses or crossing 

against the red light; becoming obese; and protecting valuables from theft. 

Adults who smoke, or who do not practice good dental care, or who leave their 

keys in the ignition after parking their vehicles generally have received 

considerable "information" about the risks involved in these activities 

during their maturation. Lack of information ,is not their real problem. 

What is bothersome is that in many situations involving risk we refuse to 

believe that we as individuals actually are in danger. Or else we believe 

certain hazards are so minute in their possible influence on our perceived 

well-being that they do not warrant compliance with recommended behaviors. 

Or, we refuse to acknowledge that specified advocated actions can really be 

effective in warding off specifically identified dangers. 

Unless we find ourselves in a coercive situation where our independence 

of behavior is taken away, we human beings seldom will comply with a recom-

mended action simply and only because it is recommended by an "authoritative" 

source. Nor do we comply simply because we happen just to know something 

about the issues at hand. 

43 

~'" 

• 



r-

__ ~-~T~--- --------------- -~ ~~y------------

( 

r .'" 
[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

Certainly, information helps; but how a person handles information is a 

function not only of the accuracy of that information, but it also is a 

function of individual experience. How many of us who have been brought up 

in a neat well-organized and supportive middle-class small town neighborhood 

ever encountered a crime when we were in the fifth grade? Why then should we 

be overly-concerned about IIpreventingll crime if we continue to live in a 

neat, well-organized and supportive middle-class small town? Why should we 

act on suggestions from external anonymous sources about II cr ime preventionll-

suggestions that are perceived to be irrelevant to our circumstances? 

Before we even consider a recommended action, we must first have a very 

good reason to comply with it. 

One task of the purposive communicator in crime prevention is to provide 

audiences not only with intellectual IIreasons whyll information, but even more 

importantly, with assurance--assurarrce that each recommended acti on wi 11 

indeed be efficacious ~n reducing or eliminating specific crime threats that 

must be believed to be real by message recipients. Such assurances are quite 

difficult to guarantee in advocating specific IIprevention ll actions given the 

lack of hard data regarding what works and what does not. 

We act or else choose not to act for various reasons. Some relate to 

the source of the recommendation; others to the nature of the recommendation , 

its salience, and the ease with which it can be implemented by individuals; 

and still others to the individual socio-psychological makeups of the recipi

ents of the recommendations and to the particular circumstances that apply to 

both the receipt of the recommendation and to its successful implementation. 

Tracing out all the possible influences on our decision to act or not to 

act in accordance with crime recommendations is not feasible in the present 

context. Purposive public communications on behalf of crime prevention have 
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the task of motivating and persuading individuals to voluntarily take those 

approved actions that either will reduce or eliminate the threat of crime 

victimization. 

Of course message recipients may experience IIsecondaryll benefits from 

crime prevention messages-- lI benefits ll such as a lessening of anxiety or even 

fear, or experiencing the feeling that such messages are reflective of the 

authorities actually IIdoing somethingll about the problem of crime--a feeling 

perhaps of reassurance. 

Campaigns that are explicitly designed to afford reassurance and anxiety 

reduction no doubt have a legitimate role to play in crime prevention. But 

the bottom line still remains action, and compliance for the purpose of 

reducing or eliminating threat still must govern what message recipients are 

supposed to do about crime prevention action demands they are likely to 

encounter in the media. 

The actions generally advocated by experts vary in nature and complexity 

as well as in feasibility. Some appear to be quite explicit and to the point 

(e.g. When leaving your residence, lock your doors and windows). Others are 

more obtuse and even questionable in terms of feasibility--as for exampie in 

communications which recommend insurance against burglary and theft to low 

income residents of high crime areas. 

Ordinarily, crime prevention actions that are advocated by the experts 

are relatively more complex than is readily apparent. For example, as 

Furstenberg (1972) points out, most actions requested from the pubiic either 

call for individual or collective effort--or at times, both individual and 

collective behaviors. Additionally, there are demands for "avo"idance" actions 

that require a high degree of purposive isolation behaviors (e.g. staying at 

home at night) as well as for "mobilization" actions that require individuals 

45 



( 

---~~'-;-~---- - --------- -

I 
I; 
I 
I 
( 

[ 

[ 

[ 

( 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

on their own to purchase, install, and maintain a wide array of precautionary 

and protective devices, products and even services. A number call for habit 

and life style changes and for one-time only or for repetitive behaviors. 

The two-by-two array that emerges (Figure 1) illustrates the possible 

IIrecommendations surfeit ll that even i".ttentive audiences may experience as a 

result of the complex and frequentlY inconsistent calls-to-action that 

enthusiastic crime prevention communications may be directing to various 

publics at anyone time. 

Type of action 

Avoidance 

Mobilization 

Figure 1 

Action to be taken by: 
Individual Collective 

Do Not Speak 
to Strangers 

A Good Precaution
ary Device to Buy 
Is a Burglar Alarm 

At Night, Always 
Drive to the 
Shopping Center with 
Someone You Know 

To Protect Your
self and Your 
Neighbor, Join 
or Form a Crime 
Patrol 

Obviously, not all action-demands apply to everyonF! universally. 

Dependi ng on a vari ety of factors--some acti ons wi 11 IImake more sense ll for 

some individuals to pursue than others. Some will be avoided or rejected to 

begin with; others may be att~nded to and then rejected and still others may 

be attended to and implemented. 

Were we as message recipients to concern ourselves with each and every 

crime prevention suggestion equally--there would be no time or energy for 

anything else. For the sake of sanity alone, we must be highly selective 

about the messages we will attend and act upon. In general we disregard far 

more messages we encounter than we implement. 
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One thing is certain--compliance with any old action demands whatever do 

not occur automatically as a consequence of simple exposure alone. Unless 

the actions that are suggested "fit in ll with the socio-psychological dispositions 

of self-selecting audiences, and unless advocated actions are feasible and 

are accompanied by very explicit instructions for their implementation, there 

is very little likelihood that compliance of any sort, not alone universal 

compliance, will be achieved. 

From the literature, we lack definitive knowledge about (1) who the 

crime prevention action compliers are, or (2) what motivates compliers to 

comply. 

Two bodies of interrelated knowledge are particulary pertinent here--one 

relates to fear of crime, and the other to victimization. We shall be referring 

to these data as we proceed. 

Before continuing with the discussion, however, we wish to point out 

that our purpose is not to advance knowledge about the sUbstantive issues of 

the causes of crime; the pr'evention, control and treatment of crime; or what 

constitutes appropriate public policy vis-a-vis crime. Consequently, we shall 

avoid to the degree that we can the detailed intellectual discussions and 

arguments pro and con on a variety of crime issues such as victimization and 

fear that relate to prevention and control--is5ues that we consider as falling 

outside the purview of this study. As a consequence, we shall refer only to 

those aspects of issues, concepts and findings from the literature, and from 

our research, that in our analytic judgment are particularly pertinent to our 

charge--the development of empirically grounded strategies for effective 

public communications on behalf of crime prevention. 

It appears as almost a cliche in the contemporary literature (Boggs, 

Breoks, Furstenberg, Clement and Kleiman) that there is no'nation-wide rampant, 
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hysterical, unfounded fear among the public regarding the possibility of 

becoming a victim of crime. What fears are expressed by various sub-publics 

such as women, Blacks, the poor, and the elderly stem not so much from their 

own actual experiences of victimization, but rather from their more or less 

subjective estimates of risk that they derive vis-a-vis the types of 

neighborhoods they reside in; the informal networks of communications they 

participate in; and possibly from external sources of information (and 

misinformation) like the mass media. 

Whether or not the fears that women, Blacks, the poor and the elderly 

are warranted by the facts regarding the incidence of victimization (they are 

not), the reality remains that large and significant segments of the urban 

population in America believe themselves to be highly vulnerable to crime.* 

For these individuals advocated actions must first be perceived as efficacious 

in reducing or eliminating their fears of possible victimization before they 

can give serious consideration to following through on specifically advocated 

crime prevention actions. W. I. Thomas I observation, regarding the perceptions 

of reality as generators of realistic consequences is most appropriate here. 

At least two points of view dominate the scholarly dialogue regarding 

the motivating force of fear in impelling individuals to take advocated crime 

prevention actions. 

The one poses a curvilinear proposition--namely, that IImoderate ll degrees 

of fear can indeed impel certain actions, but as fear increases to' a point 

that it becomes psychologically overpowering, it is more likely to inhibit 

*~ti~chcombe et al. (1980) point out that,IIVictimization studies which measure 
lncldence of c~ime independent of po~ice accounts suggest that only 1.8 percent 
~f the populatlon over 12 years old ln 1973-74 experienced any violent crime 
ln a glven year (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1976, Table 247). That is, the 
average person could expect to go for fifty years and be raped, robbed, or 
battered only once. 1I (p. 21) 
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action-taking rather than generating it (McGuire). Here it is asserted that 

the more fear that people manifest regarding their perceived vulnerability, 

the less likely are they to be persuaded to act on the basis of exposure to 

purposive demand messages in the media. 

The second point of view suggests that chronic anxiety about vulnerability 

to cri me can be overcome by fo 11 owi ng specifi c i nstrumenta 1 avoi dance 

instructions that can be carried out with relative ease. For example, people 

who are extremely fearful about possible victimization can and do IIl earn ll 

from experience how to evaluate specific environments and situations rapidly 

enough to practice lIavoidance. 1I As a matter of fact, some observers (Balch, 

Baumer and Gardner) claim that by practicing avoidance, women, Blacks, the 

poor, and the elderly are far less likely to experience actual victimization 

than otherwise. In short, avoidance as a crime prevention tactic probably is 

responsible for the diminution of certain types of victimization among these 

population cohorts. It also diminishes the general quality of lif~ when 

carried to extremes. 

Overall, as Skogan concludes, liThe impact of victimization upon fear 

of crime varies from group to group in the population. II It would appear then, 

that females, the elderly, the poor, and Blacks are normally no more vulnerable 

to crime than are other sub-groups (actually women and the elderly experience 

relatively less victimization), but they may believe that they are less able 

to cope with the consequences of particularly the personally threatening types 

of violent crime such as murder, rape, and assault. 

Two considerations deserve notice he~e. 

First, contemporary scholars tend to agree that the experience of 

victimization is not significantly related to fear. 
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Second, neither victimization nor fear alone impels people to take what 

Furstenberg identifies as "mobilization" actions. 

Skogan states it succinctly: 

Most people are not victimized and most people do not suspect 
their neighbors. As a result, it may be difficult to convince 
non-vi ctims (or more appropri ately, the not-yet vi ctimi zed) to 
invest time and money in defensive tactics or to change their life 
styles. Even among victims, defensive tactics are less than 
universally pursued. In the five cities (Los Angeles, New York, 
Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia), 59 percent of the victims of 
personal crime reported they had changed or limited their activities 
due to crime as contrasted with 48 percent of non-victims. (p. 13) 

If victimization experience and fearful anticipation of victimization 

are not significantly correlated with crime prevention behavior, what is? 

The literature is not at all clear on this. We have been able to pose 

two hypotheses from our critical review. Hypothesis 1 is derived from 

Clemente and Kleiman's multi-variate analysis of. six demographic factors that 

are said to be related to fear of crime. These investigators found that sex 

more than any other one variable did most to explain concern about possible 

victimization.* 

In other words, women are apt to fear crime in considerably greater 

proportion than either residents of large cities, older persons, poorer 

persons, Blacks or the least educated. 

Inferentially then, females--particularly those who reside in urban 

"person-oriented" areas-"probably do take precautionary crime actions (i.e. 

avoidance actions mostly) more often than do others. Or, at least they 

appear as very likely targets for communications regarding proper preventive 

person action-taking. 

The second hypothesis is somewhat less direct. Although the two separate 

indicators of "socio-economic status"--income and education that Clemente and 

*Beta values for six demographic variables were: Sex, .39; City size, .24; 
Age, .09; Income, .06; Race, .05; Education, .02. 
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Kleiman analyzed showed relatively weak relationships to fear, had the 

resea1'chers studied the interactions between the two factors plus occupation, 

they might have found thilt a resultant "social class" factor was indeed a 

positive contributor to fear of crime. 

From the standpoint of social stratification theory, it is plausible to 

assume that the higher the social class niches individuals occupy the less 

fearful of crime they will be. It would follow that the higher the social 

class people find themselves in the less is the likelihood that they will 

reside in "neighborhoods" that reflect high degrees of visible "incivility," 

social disorganization, or crime, for that matter. 

Hypothesis 2 then speculates that the higher the social class of 

individuals the less l'ikely are they to take either collective community 

precautionary actions or person-protection actions of any sort. 

A corollary hypothesis anticipates that the higher the social class, the 

more "property-ori ented" wi 11 thei r crime preventi on behavi ors be. 

Put somewhat differently, there is a considerable body of research 

(Stinchcombe) that warrants the conclusion that because residential ecology 

and social class are so interrelated, residential "neighborhood" becomes a 

powerful factor in both the anticipation and actual experience of crime. 

This, of course, is due to neighborhoods being significantly affected by 

social class. Stinchcombe and his associates posit the general proposition 

that as residential proximity to the central core areas of cities increases 

both the likelihood of victimization and fears about it increase.* They 

conclude that: 

, 

*"F d" . . ear-pro u~ln~ :rlmes occur dlsproportionately in large cities dispropor-
tlonately vlctlmlze black people, and disproportionately produc~ arrests of 
black males. Or to put it more succinctly, the most fear-producing crimes 
are all ghetto crimes .... The ne~rer one lives to the ghetto and the more 
alone one is, the more one llVes (or at least walks) in fear." 
(Stinchcombe, pp. 49 and 52) 
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Peoplels levels of fear seem to be determined by their small 
environments--their family and household compositions, their sex, and 
whsther they walk on the streets at night. Except insofar as social 
characteristics determine whether people live in high risk environ
ments, there is very little evidence that fear of crime is part of 
a general world view or cultural tradition. Consequently we must 
analyze fear and victimization with variables that differentiate the 
population according to levels of risk and vulnerability--the 
probabilities that they will be defenseless when confronted with a 
threat of violence and that they will have a lot to lose in that 
encounter. (pp. 138-139) 

Interestingly, these are the very same variables that the Health Belief 

Model encompasses. 

One of the more intensive investigations of crime prevention behavior 

has been conducted by the Center for Urban Affairs of Northwestern University 

under the direction of Dr. Paul J. Lavrakas (1980). 

Overall the investigation concluded, as did previous studies, that the 

taking of preventive actions by individuals is not reflective of a single 

protection-orientation motivation or trait. Rather, precautionary behavior 

varies with circumstance and the psycho-social make-up and disposition of the 

actor. 

II A single profile of the precautious individual does not readily 
emerge,"the investigators report. "However, several factors are 
clearly important. Age and sex are two of them. The data suggest 
that women and older respondents may prefer [crime] prevention 
activities that differ from the alternatives practiced by men and 
younger individuals. There is also a fairly consistent trend for 
the better educated to more often engage in precautious behavior. 
Higher income, being White and married seems to be predictive in 
some cases. Generally, the fi ndi ngs of the present study support 
previous research in health, fire and traffic safety." (p. 115) 

The Lavrakas studyl s conclusion on risk and benefit perceptions also 

point to the potential utility of the Health Belief Model orientation for 

developing at least one or two public communications stY'ategies for effective 

crime prevention. 
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In general, the data support the notion that there are generalized 
responses to hazards (that is, a predisposition to feel at risk, 
to expect serious outcomes, to undertake preventive action and to 
view certain measures as efficacious in their ability to protect 
the individual). Thus, an individualls response to crime probably 
reflects his reactions to threat in general, thus supporting 
simi 1 ar noti ons advanced in research efforts (Normoyl e, 1980; 
Rosenbaum and Bi..Jmer, 1980). As a consequence, perceived risk, 
perceived seriousness, efficacy and precautiousness appear to be 
promising and viable constructs in conceptualizing the way in 
which people respond to and cope with stressors. (p. 131) 

What we learn from the literature early on is that as far as publics who 

may take crime prevention actions are concerned, there is no possibility of 

either reaching a universal IImass ll or of appealing to one with the very same 

particular approach, format, or message. In other words, because crime 

prevention action takers differ from each other, the messages and media 

directed to them must differ accordingly. Segmentalized audiences call for 

the careful targeting of messages to specifically identified publics, a degree 

of control that Federal agencies find most difficult to implement under the 

congressional prohibition against purchasing advertising time and space. 

Because truly IImass ll campaigns that are addressed to a universal audience 

cannot possibly achieve universal compliance on the matter of crime 

prevention, the strategy is one that calls for a rifle rather than a scatter 

gun. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

TAKING CRIME PREVENTION ACTIONS 

·f· protective actions that the experts consider There are many, many speC1 1C 

Further, numerous experts argue, if v1able for the ordinary citizen to take. 

of C1·t1·zens take the prescribed actions, IIcrime ll actually sufficient numbers 

will be reduced. 

. . t Persons who saw M G ff campa1·gn as one case 1n p01n . Consider the c ru 

advert1· sements were i nvi ted by them to II Fi nd out or heard the initial McGruff 

more. Write to Crime Prevention Coalition, Box 6600, Rochelle, Maryland. 1I 

l·nformation, one would receive by return mail a Upon requesting further 

h of which featured 1 1 22-page bookl et, t e cover very attractive, ful -co or, 
. II . t? You could stop a cr1me. McGruff aski ng-- II Got a m1 nu e. 

The contents of the booklet presents a variety of IIti ps ll_-many of which 

. . the original media advertisements. The are repeats of those appear1ng 1n 

. categories, Protect Yourself and Protect Your tips appear under two maJor 

Neighborhood as follow: 

PROTECT YOURSELF 

In Your Home. 

On The Street. 

Against Rape. 

doors l·s only the first step Locking your 

A few reminders about ways to discourage muggers 

Not just for women only 

As A Senior Citizen. Crime prevention hints for older Americans 

Against Fraud. 

Against Arson. 

Signs that point to the most common con games 

How to spot some early warning signs 

As A Small Business Owner. How to protect yourself and your business 

'~~"":::::-:;::::;:':1!;,-;::;---lZr~"'''''''-<";~.- -- -
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PROTECT YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD 

A catalog of crime prevention ideas for you and your neighbors 

For the most part, the crime prevention IIhintsll that are offered--quite 

appropriatelY--are put forth in the form of some 60 separate imperatives or 

action demands. That is to say, readers of this particular booklet are asked 

to perform a substantial number of quite different behaviors, each of which 

it is either implied or averred will serve to protect the actor against a 

particular threat as in the following quotations: 

IITaking a trip. Make sure your home always looks lived-in, especially when you1re not there. II 

IJWalk confidently. Be alert--notice who passes you and who1s behind you. II 

IIWhen you1re outside, there are places where rapists may hide--poorly 
lit streets, doorways or even in passing cars. Stay away from them. If you can, go out with a friend. II 

II If you si gn a contract but 1 ater you have second thoughts don I t be afraid to call it off! II 

IJUrge your housing authorities to close up vacant buildings or tear them 
down before somebody burns them down. II 

IJExchange work and vacation schedules with the neighbors around you so 
you can keep an eye on each other1s homes. That way, if theylre at work but 
the back door is wide open, youlll know something1s wrong and you can call the cops. II 

IIDon
1
t forget the kids! Teach your children about crime prevention. 

While theylre outside playing, they see things that adults may not notice. 
Make sure they know to tell parents or police. With adult supervision, kids 
can form youth patrols, youth escort services, or clean-up crews. 1I 

Obviously, the communicators who prepared these particular materials did 

not expect every reader to engage equally in all 60 actions as a consequence 

of being exposed to them. Rather, the demands that appear in the booklet are 

presented in a sort of a smorgasbord fashion wherein one is invited to pick 

and choose according to one1s tastes and wishes. Targeting here is not in 
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the control of the communicator, but rather, it depends on the self-selectivity 

of audiences. 

Additionally, one notes that the demands presented vary in their 

concreteness; in their complexity; in their calls for either one-time or 

repeated actions; and in the amount of skill and competence they require from 

actors in order to be successfully implemented. 

In short, these particular demands are reflective of a number of general 

issues that confront communicators who are faced with the very difficult 

problem of persuading message recipients to act on the recommendations they, 

the communicators, advocate. Their problems are further complicated by the 

application of the "behavioral change" criterion as a measure of their 

communi cators I II effects. II For after all, where communi cators attempt to 

persuade their message recipients to take specifically recommended action~, 

whether or not audiences do in fact act accordingly becomes the principal 

standard by which the "success" of their communications efforts will be 

judged. 

It is for these reasons that communications decision-makers and 

practitioners ought to give very, very precise and careful attention to the 

action-demands they make or plan to make of their audiences. 

For the most part crime prevention media efforts directed to the public 

have focused on disseminating a wide array of action "tips" and IIhints ll under 

two assumptions: (1) that the public is equally ignorant of all specific 

actions to take on behalf of crime prevention, and (2) that if the public 

actually engaged in the advocated behaviors, they would benefit directly by 

reducing or eliminating the risk of victimization. 

The two images of mankind discussed earlier--Homo Mechanicus and 

Homo Sapiens, serve as the psychological keystones for these kinds of strategies. 
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As previous research has indicated, no one particular reason--be it a 

demographic attribute, fear of crime, ecological situs, a II protection-taking ll 

personality, having been victimized or whatever--governs the crime prevention 

behaviors of individual citizens.* 

IICrime prevention ll behavior is disaggregated and highly variable. The 

University of Denver1s national survey indicates that it is disaggregated in 

a variety of ways depending on the nature of the action itself, the advocates 

of the action, and on the dispositions and experiences of those who are asked 

to take the action. 

Culling previous citizen crime prevention public survey research as well 

as crime prevention propaganda from around the country, twenty-five of the 

most common action-demands that were addressed to the public primarily via 

the mass media were isolated in the Denver survey (Table 111.1). 

Although these crime prevention actions can be classified in various 

,ways, we will, for our purposes, use just two. Our principal break will be 

on the criterion of how frequently the action must be taken--whether it 

requires just a one-time action (e.g. installing a special lock) or whether 

it calls for frequent repetit'ion over t· ( 1 k lme e.g. oc your residence entry 

doors every time you go out). The second classification divides actions into 

two types--those that are primarily oriented to protecting the person (e.g. 

ownership of a tear gas device), and those primarily oriented to protecting 

property (e.g. use a timer device when away from home). 

We learn three important things from Table 111.1: 

First, we see that large majorities of Americans not only IIknow ll about 

the IIfundamentals ll of home protection, but they actually do those things that 

(1) appear to be sensible and (2) appear to be relatively easy to carry out. 

*A very detailed description of crime prevention actions taken by citizens 
residing in local areas in and around Chicago appears in the Lavrakas report. 
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With regard to 

correlated already. 

these actions, II knowi ng" and II doi ng" seem to be hi gh 1 y 

It would appear that future campaigns which stress these 

IIfundamentals" would not only be superfluous, but they very well could bore 

audiences into avoidance of crime prevention messages in general. 

Second, we begin to suspect from Table 111.1 that variability in citizen 

crime prevention/action-taking is due far more to variabilities in their 

social circumstances: their €xpl~riences with crime and the~r beliefs about 

risks, costs, and benefits than they are to their personalities or to their 

disinterest in crime prevention (i.e. so-called apathy). 

Third, we see that when imaginative crime prevention innovations are 

introduced to the public it takes more than simply gaining access to the 

media in order to persuade significant numbers of people to comply. It wi 11 

take much more convincing effort over time than ostensibly has been made in 

the past to persuade more than 16 percent of Ameri cans that "IDi ng" personal 

property is beneficial, or to convince more than 8 percent in each instance 

to paste anti-theft stickers on their entrance doors and to have a residential 

"security check-up" made of their homes. 
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SITUATIONAL INFLUENCES ON ::RIME PREVENTION ACTION-TAKING--PLACE OF RESIDENCE 

Among the factors considered to be of particular importance in affecting 

the crime rrevention behaviors of individual citizens are their past experiences 

as victims of crimes as well as their beliefs about their present and future 

vulnerabilities. 

Although the two factors of victimization and perceived vulnerability no 

doubt play important independent roles in affecting crime prevention actions, 

the two factors themselves are quite dependent on other influences as well, 

among which is place of residence. In other words victimization and vulner

ability can be expected to affect crime prevention action-taking both directly 

and indirectly. 

In similar fashion, where people live can be seen to influence crime 

prevention action-taking both directly and otherwise. 

A thesis that appears repeatedly in the popular and research literature 

suggests that residents in very large cities are more apt to experience 

victimization either directly or vicariously, and are more likely to believe 

themselves more vulnerable to crime as compared to residents of smaller 

places. It would follow that as contrasted to others, residents of our major 

urban centers would take crime prevention actions more frequently. 

Data from the University of Denver's national survey bears on these 

issues. 

Tables 111.2 through 111.5 indicate the following: 

o Residents of suburbs surrounding middle-sized cities who were surveyed 

are more likely than the sample as a whole to claim to have experienced a 

relatively high degree of victimization. 
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o Respondents residing in our major urban centers apparently do not believe 

themselves to be particularly vulnerable to crime overall--neither in comparison 

to residents of central cities in the middle-sized range nor in comparison to 

the population as a whole. 

o Middle-sized city inhabitants in the sample, rather than residents of 

the largest urban centers, show a disproportionate interest in crime prevention. 

o Persons who reside within middle-sized cities in the sample are most 

likely to engage in protective actions involving the person. And these 

residents show the most interest in crime prevention to begin with. Why? 

The data are not too clear on this. They offer a clue in that, as compared 

to the adult sample as a whole, central-city and suburban residents of mid-sized 

cities tend to report both a higher degree of victimization and a higher 

degree of felt vulnerability. In general, we note that respondents living in 

the suburbs of our middle-sized cities are considerably more likely to engage 

in advocated crime prevention activity overall than are residents of other 

places. Yet, these survey participants show no greater interest than anyone 

else in cri me prevention overall. What they do manifest is a somewhat 

disproportionately higher reported degree of victimization as well as a 

slightly inflated perception of vulnerability. 

Central-city residents of the largest urban areas sampled are more 

likely to be occasional and IIfairli' fl'equent crime prevention actors. They 

show no disproportionate interest in crime prevention in the abstract. 

Respondents who live in smaller cities ranging between 10,000 and 50,000 

in population tend to be IIfairly frequentll actors. They are not dispropor

tionately interested in crime prevention. Nor do they show disproportionately 

low frequencies of either victimization experiences 'or (ear of possible 

victimization. 

60 
-. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
]. , 
~, .... 

I 
T 
1.. 

I 

If 
'\ I • ..... 

I 

--~------

In summary, with the exception of residing in and around middle-sized 

cities, size of areas where respondents live does not directly affect crime 

prevention activity in any major or consistent fashion. Despite much 

conjecture, residents of our major metropolitan areas are apparently no more 

seriously concerned about crime and crime prevention than are other Americans-

with the exception of course of those who inhabit middle-sized locales. In 

designing future crime prevention campaigns, a variety of situational factors 

must be considered, not the least being the kinds of locales people live in. 

Certainly, the situational contexts that residents of lIinner-cityll ghettoes 

find themselves in will differ considerably in their influences on individualized 

crime prevention action-taking from say the situational contexts that govern 

the crime prevention behaviors of rural villagers. The two targets simply 

cannot be expected to respond inexactly the same way to a 11 the demands of 

prevention communications. And for the most part, they do not respond to 

demands across~the-board in similar fashion. 
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ACTIONS THAT MUST BE REPEATED OVER TIME 

Table 111.6 indicates that sustained repetitious crime prevention behavior 

rarely takes place in more than half the cases in point. As a matter of 

fact, in 12 of the 15 repeat actions studied, sustained compliance occurs in 

less than one-half of the cases; and in 8 of the 15, sustained compliance 

takes place among considerably fewer than a third of all the adults sampled. 

These data have isolated a problem of, considerable importance to public 

communications practitioners--one that has been recognized in the health area 

for some time now. Unless they are constantly reinforced, ameliorative 

actions that require day-in, day-out routine repetitive behaviors will lose 

significant numbers of adherents over time--actions, for example, such as 

tak'i ng prescri bed medi cati ons over extended peri ods or engagi ng safety belts 

in motor vehicles each time one drives (See Robertson). As a consequence, 

the public communications practitioner frequently must give as much attention 

and effort (and perhaps, even more of such) to convincing audiences to continue 

advocated actions over time as they do to convincing audiences to engage in 

the suggested actions to begin with. By now it is a cliche of mass communi

cations theory (Klapper) that reinforcement efforts are considerably more 

likely to succeed than are efforts to change the public's beliefs and behaviors. 

Thus, for example, when we know that 9 of every 10 Americans lock the entry 

doors of their homes upon leaving (at least on occasion), but that no more 

than 58 percent claim always to do so, we can adjust our persuasion efforts 

accordingly. Here the strategy calls for (1) reinforcing the six in ten who 

are now doing the "right thing" and (2) convincing the remaining 3 in 10 to 

increase the freguencies of locking their doors. A very low priority effort 

would be addressed to the 1 in 10 who do not ever lock their doors upon leaving. 
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In this situation we would rest with the principle that total compliance with 

any ameliorative social action probably can never be achieved, and we would 

not nag the compliers to do what they already are doing. 

There are numerous reasons for persons to comply with, or not to comply 

with, advocated crime prevention demands initially as well as repetitively. 

Obviously, there is no guarantee that once individuals are persuaded to take 

a single action initially, that they will continue to act in the suggested 

manner over time--regardless of their needs and experiences vis-a-vis the 

action. 

One fact stands out from the University of Denver's national survey-

different acti ons are i nfl uenced by different attri butes and experi ences. 

This means that cY'ime prevention action taking is very much dependent on both 

the action itself and upon who the actors are (Table 111.7). Here are three 

'exampl es: 

1. 

2. 

Wher~ 49 perce~t of ~he sample as a whole claimed they had installed 
speclal locks ln thelr residences , 

Similarly, 

60 percent of those aged between 55 and 64 reported to 
have done so. 

55 percent of the college graduates in the sample 
57 percent of those who believed their neighborh~ods to 
be particularly dangerous, 
and 61 percent of the respondents who believed themselves 
to be highly vulnerable to crime 

all reported they had availed themselves of special residential 
locks. 

As compared to the 48 percent of the total sample who said they 
were covered by theft insurance, 

. . 67 percent of the co 11 ege graduates who were queri ed 
72 percent of those earning $25,000 or more annually: 
63 percent of the respondents who live in upper class 
relatively "safe" neighborhoods, and ' 
57 percent of those sampled who believed themselves to be 
particularly vulnerable 

all indicated they had insurance against theft protection. 
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3. Where 32 percent of the adults surveyed claimed they owned a watchdog, 
40 percent of the respondents in the 35 to 54 age bracket, 
38 percent of those earning at least $25,000 a year, and 
39 percent of the respondents who perceived their vulner
ability to be high 

all claimed possession of a watchdog. 

Tables II!.7 through III.n indicate how four demographic variables 

(age, sex, education, and income) are related to the 15 crime prevention 

actions that require repetition; the influence of neighborhood danger; plus 

the influence of perceived vulne.rability on the 15 actions. Table II!.7 

presents the significant correlations between these factors and those actions 

that are taken at least lIoccasionally.1I 

Age is related to just four of the fifteen, and these four are person

oriented predominantly. 

Being female is related to just three of the fifteen actions, and these 

are quite different from the actions that are influenced by age in that each 

involves avoidance behavior. 

A third of the actions are influenced by education. All five of these 

are property-oriented. In a similar vein, compliance with fully half of the 

15 actions studied--all of which are property oriented--is highly correlated 

with annual income. 

Overall, living in lIupper class ll neighborhoods is more apt to inhibit 

crime prevention actions of thp. sort that were studied than it is likely to 

facilitate them (Table II!. 12). In particular, residents of lIupper class ll 

neighborhoods are least likely to stop deliveries to the home when away; to 

use IItimersll; to notify the police when traveling; and to ask neighbors to 

keep an eye on res i dences dur" ng thei r absences. 

In sharp contrast, residents of neighborhoods they believe to be parti

cularly dangerous report taking six of the fifteen actions studied--five of 
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whi ch cl early are person rather than property-ori ented. In parti cul ar, 

perceptions of high risk neighborhoods are relatively highly correlated with 

avoidance actions. 

Overall, 29 percent of the sample believed their neighborhoods were livery 

safe" ; 50 percent believed their neighborhoods were fairly safe; and 21 percent 

thought their neighborhoods were very unsafe or dangerous. 

Suburban residents near the largest cities, as compared to the population 

as a whole, were most likely to believe their neighborhoods to be livery safe" 

by a ratio of 41 percent to 29 percent. 

As compared to the total population, residents who reside inside our 

largest cities were most apt to believe their neighborhoods were livery unsafe" 

(37 percent to 21 percent). 

Table III.13 indicates that as compared to the population totally, 

people who view their neighborhoods as dangerous are considerably more persistent 

in taking person precautions that make up a third of the repeat actions 

studi ed. 

Perceived vulnerability affects more actions (8) than does any other 

single variable that was investigated (Table 111.14). In particular, perceived 

vul nerabil i ty appears to i nfl uence avoi dance types of person-protection 

behaviors. 

In sum, we note that demographic, neighborhood, and belief factors 

influence individual crime prevention actions differentially. 

Age (elderly), sex (female), perceived neighborhood danger, and perceived 

vulnerability affect person-protection actions--particularly those that can 

be classed as "avoidance" actions. The findings here are consistent with 

those of Lavrakas. 
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The social class factors of education and income appear to influence 

property action-taking in significant fashion. However, upper-class individuals 

generally tend to manifest a certain lack of interest overall in the 15 types 

of repetitive crime prevention actions that were investigated. 

In terms of deveioping effective public communications strategies, we 

come to realize that we must think of differentiated audiences not only in 

demographic terms, but in regard to their crime-related perceptions and 

beliefs as well. 

Additionally, we must begin to realize that we cannot be capricious 

about choosing beha~ior for everyone to comply with across the board. Despite 

their exposure to the IImass ll media, audiences will select themselves out on a 

variety of dimensions in terms of both paying attention to demands for actions 

and with regard to actual compliance with them. We must begin thinking about 

IItailoringll specific (feasible) demands to very explicitly defined IIsegmentsll 

of the mass audience--not to the IImass audience ll as a whole. For example, it 

would be quite unthinking to concentrate messages about IIstopping deliveries 

to the home when on vacation ll to low-income women who are mostly concerned 

about going out from their homes alone, or to advise the acquisition of a 

"watchdogll for low income residents of apartment buildings where pets are not 

permitted. 

Once again, let us return, in further examination, to those actions that 

require sustained repetitive behavior on the part of actors. 

Table 111.8 shows that in comparison to young adults and to the population 

as a whole, elderly people are considerably more likely always to keep their 

doors locked; always to venture forth at night in the company of others; and 

always to drive (or be driven) to places at night. 
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Women--as compared to men and to the general population--are much more 

apt always to venture forth at night accompanied; always to drive (or be 

driven) to places at night; and always to avoid certain danger spots in their 

neighborhoods (Table 111.9). 

College graduates are far more likely than either the least well-educated 

or the population overall to be consistently protective of their property 

(Table IlI.10). More so than others, they always lock their doors when away 

from their residence; always leave indoor lights on; always have deliveries 

stopped when traveling away from home; always have neighbors check their 

residences when they are gone; and always use timers during extended absences. 

Without exception, the relative influence of upper income is precisely 

the same (Table 111.11). In general, the crime-actions taken by upper socio

economic-status persons with the greatest consistency are exclusively 

property-oriented and involve what is to be done when absenting oneself from 

one l s home. This is as if to say that better-off people tend to be the most 

consistent in efforts to protect their property dut"ing times when they cannot 

physically take care of it themselves. 

Persons who consider their neighborhoods to be particularly dangerous 

are tar more apt than the population overall to consistently engage in 

avoidance-personal protection activity (Table 111.13). 

And fi nally, just as perceived vul nerabil ity affects the gross number of 

protective actions people take, so does it affect the persistence of taking 10 

of the 15 separate actions studied (Table 111.14). Here we note that in each 

of the ten instances, the more vulnerable people believe themselves to be, the 

more likely are they to persist in taking specific crime prevention actions. 

It appears then that if there is one factor above others that seems to 

influence the taking of individual crime prevention actions by the public it 
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is the belief that one is vulnerable to criminal victimization. Yet, the 

relationship between perceived vulnerability and individual prevention 

action-taking is not clear-cut (Table 111.15). The degree of perceived vulner

ability for one thing is of considerable importance here. And bear in mind 

that perceived vulnerability does not correlate to an equal positive degree 

with all possible preventive behaviors. 

Still, vulnerability beliefs appear to be uncommonly powerful correlates 

of prevention action-taking--particularly of those that fall within the 

person-avoidance rubric. And it is a variable of outstanding importance in 

the development of effective public communications strategies on behalf of 

crime prevention. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL PARTICIPATION IN GENERAL AND PARTICIPATION IN FORMAL VOLUNTARY 
CLUBS AND ORGANIZATIONS SPECIFICALLY 

One additional demographic factor was investigated in the University of 

Denver's national study--membership in general and protection-specific clubs 

and organizations. 

Overall, four in every ten respondents (43 percent) reported they belong 

to at least one formal voluntary group. Eighteen percent said they belong to 

just one club or organization; 14 percent to two; 9 percent to three or four 

formal voluntary groups; and 3 percent reported membership in five or more 

clubs and organizations. 

Four in every ten organizations Americans belong to are reported to be 

concerned with public affairs mainly. Additionally, more than a fourth 

(28 percent) of these organizations are said to be oriented to civic and 

neighborhood improvement. 

Interestingly, sheer membership in formal groups is no clear-cut indicator 

of how socially "active" people may be. When asked to indicate how active 

participants in their organizations· efforts they were, 26 percent claimed to 

be livery active"; 46 percent said they were "fairly active"; and 27 percent 

reported themselves to be "rather inactive" overall. 

Are "joiners" more likely than non-joiners to engage in crime prevention 

actions? The data in Table 111.16 show that overall, joiners are more apt to 

be high self-protection actors than are non-joiners. Of interest is the 

finding that members of five or more organizations are most likely to be 

multiple action-takers in regard to protecting themselves from danger (they 

are nearly twice as likely as non-joiners to behave in this way). 

A similar trend exists with regard to protecting property against criminal 

acts. Here we see that the more voluntary clubs and organizations one belongs 
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to the more likely is one to take multiple protective actions in regard to 

property. A reverse pattern is noted with regard to low property protection 

action and membership. 

Further, active participation in voluntary clubs and organizations tends 

to affect multiple actions in regard to both protecting the person and property 

(Tabl e IlL 17) . 

One hundred and fifty-seven adults in the University of Denver's national 

sample--10 percent of the total--claimed that they either have belonged to or 

wel~e about to form a "community group or organi zati on that tri ed to do 

[something] about crime" at one time or another. 

Projecting this datum to the some 76 million persons aged 18 and over in 

the U.S. population we note that thus far an estimated 7.6 million Americans 

have been engaged in one way or another ina formal i zed communi ty cri me 

prevention activity--at least for a short period of time. 

Depending on whether one is an optimist or pessimist one can point to 

this datum as an indicator either of unmitigated success or disappointing 

failure on the part of policy decision-makers who seek to mobilize citizens 

throughout the land in collective neighborhood crime prevention activities. 

Be that as it may, looking into some aspects of membership in these 

neighborhood groups affords insights into the dynamics of joining in such 

activities. 

Nearly nine of every ten persons who ever belonged to a formal neighbor

hood crime protection had joined prior to 1980 when the survey was conducted. 

However, by Spring of 1980 fully a third no longer held such memberships. 

Among the reasons cited for leaving these groups is their relatively 

high perceived "failures" to "reduce crime." In this regard, half the 

sub-group of participants voiced disappointment with their organizations ' 

70 

f 
I 
I 
? 
i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
[ 

l " 

[ i' 
i: 

[ I, 
" 

[ F' 

rr r, 
tL. 

~ 
fI ..... 

r 1 ; 
1.<_ 

~r Uk 

r U[ 

Pi tt 

efforts to lower the threats of crl·me. M th 
ore an four of every ten members 

voiced less than high enthusl'asm about th . 
elr groups' effectiveness in this 

regard. 

Persons who had J'oined neighborhood crl'me protection groups 

We~e most likely to have been residents of their 
nelghborhoods for five years or 10nger--43 percent 
(5 yrs plus); 25 percent (less than a year). 

Were mos~ apt t~ ~n~w the individual members of the 
group prlor to JOlnlng it (57 percent). 

Were most likely to hav~ been invited t~ join (58 percent) 
~a~h~r ~han havlng applled for membership on their own lmtlatlVe. 

At least in a third of the th cases, e formal protective groups in which 

individuals participated were described as offering various social activities 

(e.g. parties, outings) along with their crime prevention programs. Undoubtedly, 

the opportunites for informal social interaction serves as 

for some as well as reasons to depart for others. 
motivation to join 

General concern with regard to crime prevention rather than concern 

about self-protection was cited most f tl 
requen y as a reason for joining--by a 

ratio of 70 percent to 29 percent. 

Particularly worth noting is that a full fourth of the group participants 

claimed that encounters with messages in the media had contributed to their 

decisions to join, but did not necessarily impel them to do so. 

The demographic "profile" of persons (Table IlL18) who become participants 

in communi ty cri me protection groups and . t' h 

more likely to be: 

o Female; 

a 

a 

Between 35-54 years of age; 

High school graduates; 

organlza lons sows that they are 

o 
In the $15,000 to less than $25,000 annual income bracket. 
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Persons who are IIjoinersJl of various clubs and organizations in general 

are far more likely to become involved in community crime protection organi

zations (64 percent) as are IInon-joiners ll (36 percent). 

On this score it is interesting to note that persons who belong to just 

one or two general organizations (20 percent) are nearly twice as likely to 

join formal crime protection groups as are those who belong to 3 or more 

organizations (11 percent). This suggests that "heavy" joiners simply may be 

too busy to add on an additional commitment to their general activities--one 

that focuses heavily on crime protection. The fact that crime protection 

organizations attract proportionately more persons who are "fairli' active 

(46 percent) as compared to those who are "veryJl active (37 percent) in their 

general organizational involvement suggests that crime protection organizations 

so far have been more successful in recruiting the "moderate" rather than the 

"strongll participants in general voluntary civic and fraternal organizations. 

The more neighborhood residents one knows the more likely is an individual 

to join a formal community crime protection organization. In this regard we 

note that 44 percent of the members i ntervi ewed cl aimed they knew "most" of 

their neighbors; 40 percent said they were acquainted with "some"; and just 

15 percent reported knowing "hardly anyone ll in their neighborhoods. 

Clearly most persons are somewhat reticent about joining in with 

"strangers" inmost coll ective activiti es--protecti on agai nst crime i ncl uded. 

Perhaps somewhat surprising is the fact that the majority of participants 

in community crime protection organizations report that they neither have 

experienced much victimization (52 percent) nor that they feel particularly 

vulnerable to victimization (59 percent). 
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Belong to community crime pr'otection organizations (N = 157) 

Victimization EXEerience Perceived Vulnerabilit~ 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Low 82 52 92 59 
Moderate 54 34 51 33 
High 21 13 14 9 

In a somewhat similar vein, residents of what they believe to be "fairly 

safe" neighborhoods (50 percent of those who belong to organizations) are 

considerably more likely to join crime protection organizations than are 

residents who either believe their neighborhoods to be livery safe ll (30 percent) 

or dangerous (20 percent). Here we note that it probably "makes sense" for 

persons in livery safe ll neighborhoods not to overly concern themselves about 

forming or joining "unneeded" community crime protection groups. At the same 

time, persons who perceive their neighborhoods--and neighbors--to be dangerous 

cannot be expecteq to enthusiastically "join inll in what may very well turn 

out to be a hazardous enterprise. 

Diffi culty in generati ng coll ective nei ghborhood ameli orative acti on 

overall appears to inhibit membership in formal community protective groups. 

Six in ten (61 percent) claimed that it would be difficult (24 percent said 

livery di ffi cult") to get thei r nei ghbors to joi n together in efforts to 

protect the community from criminal activity. 

Two important influences on joining community crime protection organi

zations are (1) high interest in crime prevention (69 percent of "joiners ll 

manifest high interest; 27 percent, moderate interest; 3 percent, low interest) 

and (2) strong belief that precautions taken by individuals can in fact 

reduce the risk of crime substantially (51 percent as compared to 45 percent 

who think precautions can affect a moderate reduction and 4 percent who are 

skeptical about the reductions that precautions can produce). 
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Middle ground beliefs--rather than strong or weak beliefs--regarding a 

variety of crime prevention issues mark membership in community crime protection 

organizations. 

Consider the following: 

66 percent of the members believe that citizens have egual 
responsibility with the police on the matter of preventing 
crimes; 36 percent claim ci.tizens have more responsibility; and 
6 percent say citizens have less responsibility. 

59 percent believe themselves as concerned about crime prevention 
as everyone else; 6 percent v;ev; themselves as being more con
cerned; and 36 percent consider themselves to be less-concerned 
than others. --

56 percent believe themselves to be somewhat knowledgeable 
about crime prevention; 40 percent see themselves to be very 
knowledgeable; 10 percent view themselves as relatively 
untutored with regard to crime prevention. 

50 percent manifest moderate confidence in their personal 
ability to preve~t crime; 43 percent exhibit high confidence; 
and 8 percent reflect a lack of confidence in their ability 
to protect themselves. 

Finally, and quite importantly, the national survey found that belonging 

to formal crime prevention groups is related positively to high individual 

protective action-taking in regard to both person and property. Here, 

48 percent of the respondents who belonged to formal protective groups were 

high person action-takers, and 54 percent were high property action-takers. 

In contr3.st, 18 percent were low action-takers regarding the person, and 

9 percent, in regard to low property protection action-taking. 

Unfortunately, the data do not indicate whether participation in formal 

protection groups lIeducates li members into high crime prevention behaviors, or 

whether hi gh preventi on actors more often become affil i ated with formal 

protection groups to begin with. 
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To sum up, people act to form or join community protect.ion organizations 

for a variety of reasons ranging from fear of victimization to simply seeking 

out the opportunity for social contact and interaction in fairly safe 

environments. 

What stands out with regard to membership in these organizations is the 

II moderation ll that relates to its members I activities and beliefs. II Extremists ll 

on either the IIhigh-strong li or IIlow-weakli end of various continua are charac-

teristically less feat,ured in the high-membership profile than are the 

"middle-grounders. 1I Joiners of community crime protection organizations 

appear to be quite lI ordinary people ll indeed. 

It is unlikely that without prior social mechanisms such as high familiarity 

with one l s neighbors and general membership in generic clubs, groups and 

organizations already in place, that mass mediated messages by themselves can 

persuade the "public ll to form or to join IInew li artificially imposed community 

crime prev,ention org":mizations simply by demanding they do. 

Two strategic possibilities for public communications present themselves. 

Clearly, persuading publics to initiate collective community protective 

actions with II strangers" from scratch--as it were--will encounte'r resistance 

from message recipients. A more promising strategy is envisioned which is 

ori ented to persuadi ng on-goi ng community organi zati ons to incorporate 

substantial crime prevention actions into their current agendas. Hel'e public 

communications can be built around IIhow toll information that instl'ucts generic 

organizations in the techniques of melding in.protective activities as integral 

components of their overall programs. Such communications could take advantage 

of the IInatural affinityll needs that are now in place in most locales around 

the country, rather than being thwarted by them. 

75 



( 

( 

[ 

[ 

[ 
,[ 

[ 

[ 

I[ 

I 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

I
', 
'. 

Here messages directed to individuals could instruct them regarding 

generic groups and organizations in the community that offer, among others, 

protective activities. Additionally, specific instructions regarding how 

best to access those groups and organizations can be offered as part of such 

public communications efforts. 
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THE INFLUENCES OF CRIME PREVENTION BELIEFS ON CRIME PREVENTION ACTIONS 

Respondents in the University of Denver l s national survey were asked 

three major belief questions: 

IIWhen it comes to helping prevent crimes in a neighborhood like this, do 

you believe that individual citizens have more responsibility than the police, 

less responsibility, or equal responsibility with the police?1I 

Responses to this question were: 

More 

Less 

Equal 

No opinion 

21 percent 

11 percent 

63 percent 

5 percent 

IIMany people think that the crime rate can be reduced if ordinary 

citizens take more precautions to protect themselves, such as securing their 

homes against intruders. Others say that such precautions make little 

difference in reducing crime. What do you think? Do you think precautions 

taken by ordinary citizens can reduce the crime rate a great deal, somewhat, 

or hardly at a 11?1I 

The distribution of replies was: 

A great deal 

Somewhat 

Har'dly at all 

No opinion 

43 percent 

45 percent 

8 percent 

4 percent 

II How confi dent do you feel that you as an i ndi vi dua 1 can do thi ngs to 

he 1 p protect yourse 1 f from cri me--do you feel very confi dent, somewhat 

confident, or not very confident at al1?11 
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Respondents I answers: 

Very confident 30 percent 

Somewhat confident - 50 percent 

Not very confident 15 percent 

No opinion 5 percent 

The gross responses to the questions posed indicate that the American 

public remains relatively indecisive about (1) who is the most responsible 

for crime prevention, (2) the clear-cut efficacy of individualized crime 

prevention activity in reducing the crime rate, and (3) their own abilities 

vis-a-vis their personal protection. In each instance, belief manifestations 

are indeed equivocal. 

The absence of unqualified beliefs here poses serious prob12ms to public 

communications practitioners l attempts to persuade the public into voluntarily 

ti:iki ng specifi c advocated acti ons. Basi cally, how can pub 1 i cs who refl ect 

1 ess than categori cal bel i efs t'egardi ng responsi bi 1 ity, effi cacy, and competence 

vis-a-vis individualized crime prevention action be expected to act--merely 

on demand? Before they can act must not their ambivalences and indecisiveness 

be cleared away? In other words, we cannot expect persons who are unclear 

about their crime-prevention responsibilities and competences to voluntarily 

act in recommended ways before their uncertainties are satisfactorily resolved. 

Nor can we anticipate compliance with advocated actions that are believed not 

to be of benefit in reducing risk--when evidence of actual benefit is lacking 

to begin with. 

Here the obvious question relates to whether these three sets of beliefs 

affected the personal/property protective actions of the persons in the 

University of Denverl'S'" national sample. 
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Overall, beliefs regarding responsibility for crime prevention affected 

neither protective person or property actions. There was one exception--persons 

who claimed that individual citizens were less responsible for crime prevention 

(41 percent) were somewhat more inclined to be inactive in regard to actions 

protecting the person--as compared to the total (32 percent) and particularly 

as compared to respondents who believed individual citizens had even more 

responsibility than did the police (21 percent). 

Inter'estingly, belief in one1s ability to protect oneself does not 

affect actions to protect the person, but it does influence actions involving 

the protection of property. Table 111.19 reveals that the more competent 

people believe themselves to be, the more apt are they to take multiple 

protective actions in regard to their propertl ' and the less likely are they 

to take such actions infrequently. 

Because it is so important a factor in determining whether crime prevention 

message receivers can actually take advocated actions, confidence in one1s 

ability deserves a bit more exposition. 

are 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Table 111.20 shows that men are far more li/(G.:?ly than women 
to reflect high confidence in their ability to protect 
themselves against crime. 

Younger persons tend to be somewhat more self-confident; 
seniors over 55 are proportionately less confident of 
their protective capabilities. 

Persons who lack self-confidence are those who have had 
the least education. 

Similarly, on a proportionate basis, low confidence 
individuals are most apt to be earning between $10,000 
and $15,000. 

Of additional interest is the finding that feelings of self-confidence 

directly related to the perceived safety of the neighborhoods in which 
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people reside (Table 111.21). The safer the neighborhood is seen to be, the 

greater is the self-confidence. 

These data present a problem for planners of public communications 

efforts that direct audiences to specific prevention actions--particu~arly to 

older, less affluent, less well-educated, (female) persons who live in 

dangerous neighborhoods. In order to be persuaded to behave in recommended 

\'Iays such persons must fi rst be gi ven a feel i ng of confi dence that they 

actually can do things that will implement those actions. 

But how do we go about building up self-confidence among the aged, the 

weak, the less well-off, and among those who live in dangerous environments? 

Table 111.22 shows that powerful influence is wielded by belief in the 

efficacy of individual preventive actions to reduce the crime rate. The 

patterns are cl ear. The fi rmer the effi ca.cy bel i ef, the greater are the 

number of personal and property protective actions taken. Obversely, the 

weaker the efficacy belief, the fewer are the personal protective actions 

taken. 

The national survey data indicate that efficacy beliefs impact rather 

strongly on self-confidence vis-a-vis protective action-taking. Table 111.23 

~eveals that the more people believe in the efficacy of individualized crime 

prevention actions, the more self-confidence will they reflect. This is 

particularly dramatic in the reverse--the lower the beliefs regarding efficacy, 

the lower is the self-confidence that is expressed. 

We see similar rp.lationships between beliefs about the responsibility 

that citizens have with regard to preventing crim8s and the feelings of 

self-confidence that they manifest (Table 111.24). In general, the stronger 

are people's beliefs regarding citizen responsibility, the more self-confident 
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they feel. Obversely, the weaker are the public's beliefs about citizen 

responsibility, the less self-confident they feel. 

• Finally, and of considerable significance, is the highly positive corre-

1 at; on that exi sts between cl aimed knowl edge about crime preventi on and 

self-confidence. Table III.25 shows in dramatic fashion that the more 

information about crime prevention people claim to acquire, the more confident 

in their ability to protect themselves and their property do they become. 

This means that one important function for public communications crime 

prevention information is not so much the conveying of intellectual information 

per se, but rather, the reinforcement of those who are self-confident to 

begin with as well as the building up of self-confidence among those who lack 

it. 

Additional beliefs regarding the performance of various local institutions 

vis-a-vis crime prevention were investigated with the following results: 

Performance Rating 
Very good/good Fair/Poor No Opinion 

Local police 
Neighbors 
Local media 
Local volunteer organizations 
Local elected officials 
Local courts 

58% 
46 
45 
31 
24 
23 

39% 
35 
43 
32 
57 
60 

3% 
19 
12 
27 
19 
17 

Again we note a lack of clear-cut belief consensus in either direction-

this time regarding the efficacy of various local institutions in preventing 

crime. Closest to a consensus of sorts are the propor-tionately high negative 

beliefs voiced roughly by 6 of every 10 respondents in regard to the performance 

of local elected officials and local courts. 

A reverse favol"able belief pattern is discernible in regard to the 

performance of local police. However, an important fact to ~ote here is that 
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4 of every 10 Americans sampled believe that their local police are doing 

less than a "good job" in regard to protecting them from crimes. 

That Americans who were surveyed are less than fully enthusiastic about 

the performance of the police is further reflected in the following data: 

o 

o 

63 percent believe that the police protection in their neighborhoods 
is "just adequate"; 14 percent think it is "more than adequate"; and 
18 percent opine it is "hardly adequate at all." 

23 pe~cent of the sample reported that they had contacted the 
police at one time or another during the year preceding 
the interview. 

Of the 348 individuals who asked the police for 
help in the previous year 

45 percent said they were livery satisfied" with the 
responses and outcomes. 
24 percent reported they were satisfied IIsomewhat." 
27 percent indicated they were relatively dissatisfied 
with the responses and outcomes. 
4 percent voiced no opinion. 

o Finally, response to the question "How much of the time do 
you think you can trust local police officers here to act 
honestly and fairly?1I 

18 percent replied lIalways." 
47 percent said, "most of the time." 
26 percent answered, "just some of the time." 
and 9 percent claimed the police could be expected to 
behave honestly and fairly "hat'dly any time at all. II 

To return to the public1s beliefs about crime prevention,-worth noting 

is that next to the hi gh performance rating accorded po 1 ice is the one 

respondents pi ace on thei r nei ghbors. Put another way., the pub 1 i c holds 

relatively favorable beliefs about both the police and their neighbors as 

agents of crime prevention. 

Respondents manifested cons i derab 1 e i ndeci s i on wi th regard to the 

performances of local media and voluntary organizations vis-a-vis crime 

prevention. 
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These findings have considerable bearing on the kinds of sources one 

uses to lend credibility to crime prevention messages. Surely, one must give 

careful consideration to relying on local judges and politicians as sources 

of crime prevention information that is directed to the public. At the same 

time one must remember that even the use of police as crime prevention sources 

will not automatically be met with universal public acceptance. 

Do the various beliefs about the crime prevention performances of local 

institutions affect the crime prevention actions that citizens take? Overall, 

they do not. In other words, the actions that citizens take to protect their 

persons and property are relatively unaffected by how they regard the perfor-

mances of local institutions to protect them from crime. Note these examples: 

Take freguent actions to protect: 
The Person Property 

Rate local police: Very good/Good 34 percent 36 percent 
Fair/Poor 31 percent 34 percent 

Rate neighbors: Very good/Good 36 percent 38 percent 
Fair/Poor 31 percent 33 percent 

Rate local media: Very good/Good 36 percent 34 percent 
Fair/Poor 32 percent 39 ·percent 

Rate local courts: Very good/Good 35 percent 34 percent 
Fair/Poor 32 percent 37 percent 
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CRIME PREVENTION OPINION LEADERSHIP 

Seeded throughout the adult population of the United States are persons 

who, by virtue of their perceived characteristics, knowledge and expertise, 

are more likely than others to be sought out for their ideas and guidance 

regarding what to do about crime prevention. These individuals are crime 

prevention opinion leaders. Opinion leaders serve as links between the more 

formalized sources of crime prevention information such as the mass media and 

the people who look to them as reliable personal sources of ideas and guidance. 

In doing so, crime prevention opinion leaders are informal gatekeepers of 

crime prevention information who disseminate their own personal versions of 

such information by word of mouth through the informal networks of communi

cation that exist in every group and community. 

Depending on who they are and how they function, crime prevention opinion 

leaders can either facilitate or hamper purposive public communications 

efforts on behalf of crime prevention. 

Respondents in the University of Denver1s national sample were asked, 

IIWhich happens most often--people come to you for your ideas and advice about 

things to do to prevent crimes or do you go to others for ideas and advice 

about things to do to prevent crimes?1I 

o 19 percent replied that IIpeople come to themll--the crime prevention 
oP'j ni 011 1 eaders. 

o 32 percent sai d they go to others--the cri me prevention opi ni on 
followers. 

The remaining half replied that they could not classify themselves in 

either rubric. 

The fact that a fifth of the adults sampled claim they serve as viable 

informal sources of crime prevention ideas and advice to another third of all 

American adults is somewhat startling. 
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One cannot help but wonder--who are these opinion 'leaders; from where do 

they g~t their ideas; what precisely are they passing on by way of information 

and advice? 

From the 'national survey Table III.26 profiles both the opinion leaders 

and the opinion followers in regard to crime prevention ideas and counsel. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Crime prevention opinion leaders are most apt to be men; 
followers, women. 

Crime prevention opinion leaders are most apt to be aged 
35-54· they are least likely to be younger persons--less 
than 25 years old. Followers cluster in the 25-34 age 
bracket; they are least likely to be senior citizens. 

Both leaders and followers cluster in the high school 
graduate category. 

A plurality of crime prevention oplnlon leaders report 
annual earnings between $15,000 and $25,000. Followers 
cluster in the $10,000 ~ $25,000 ranges. 

As might be expected, crime prevention opinion leaders (to be referred 

to as CPOLs from here on) are'considerably more likely to IIget around ll more 

in the community generally as compared to followers (CPOFs). Here we note 

that 51 percent of the CPOLs as compared to 41 percent of the CPOFs report 

that they belong to general community organizations and clubs. In the former 

instance, 6 percent belong to five or more clubs and organizations; in the 

latter, 1 percent belong to five or more clubs and organizations. 

Again, 31 percent of the CPOLs as compared to 23 percent of the CPOFs 

consider themselves to be livery active ll in their organizations and clubs. 

Another indication of the greater community social mobility of the 

CPOLs--where 48 percent of the CPOLs claim they know IImost ll of their neighbors, 

33 percent of the CPOFs offer the same response. 

Not only do opinion leaders get around more, but they talk about crime 

prevention more, almost twice as often as do followers. On this, 18 percent 
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of the opinion leaders as compared to 10 percent of the opinion followers 

reported that they talk about crime prevention livery frequentli' with those 

persons with whom they ordinarily come into contact. 

Data from the national survey suggests that opinion leadership is to an 

important degree a derived rather than a substantive status in its own right. 

Here, six of every ten crime prevention opinion leaders claimed to be opinion 

leaders in neighborhood matters overall, while nearly two-thirds (64 percent) 

of the crime prevention opinion followers report that they follow the direction 

of others in regard to general neighborhood concern as well. 

We can assume that where neighborhood opinion leaders function as highly 

localized sources of id~as, advice and ultimately, persuasion in regard to 

the neighborhood generally, most of these same individuals will also become 

respected sources of crime prevention information and counsel. The challenge 

here is to persuade the remaining minorities of neighborhood opinion leaders 

to serve in similar capacities. 

Of particular interest is the finding that a substantial majority of 

CPOLs (56 percent) report membership in formal community protection organi

zations at one time or another. By way of comparison, 43 percent of the 

CPOFs claim similar memberships. 

Data from the survey show that neither vulnerability beliefs nor 

victimization experience affect crime prevention opinion leadership. That is 

to say, leaders do not necessarily derive thllir status from having experienced 

victimization nor does the fear of possible victimization necessarily impel 

people to become seekers of informally transmitted crime prevention information 

and guidance. 

Four factors other than vulnerability perception and victimization 

experience appear to be particularly influential in the determination of 
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crime prevention opinion leadership. They are: (1) greater interest in 

crime preventi on (Tabl e III. 27); (2) bei ng better informed about crime 

prevention (Table III. 28); (3) believ'ing strongly in the efficacy of individual 

crime prevention action-taking (Table III.29); and (4) manifesting high 

confidence in one's ability to protect one's self (Table 111.30). 

Overall then, as compared to CPOFs, CPOLs are considerably more likely 

to be both interested in and knowledgeable about crime prevention, and they 

are more apt to believe in the ability and efficacy of individuals to take 

protective actions. In short, CPOLs are turned to for advice and information 

mostly because they are seen to be "expert," sincere and confidently enthu

siastic. These qualities not only make for perceived opinion leadership, but 

as we shall see, they are the very qualities that contribute to source 

credibility as well. 
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BEING AND BECOMING INFORMED ABOUT CRIME PREVENTION 

When asked, IIHow much do you think you know about how to make yourself 

and your home less likely to be victimized by criminals?lI, 

26 percent thought they knew lIa great deal ll ; 

61 percent averred they had II some Jl knowledge; 

13 percent replied that they IIdonlt know much Jl or else 
could not tell how informed they are about protection 
against crime. 

In other words, most Americans in the sample believe themselves to be 

fairly to well-informed about crime prevention at this time, at least according 

to their self-reports. 

Experience with victimization affects the sense of being informed 

positively (Table III. 31). As experience with victimization increases so 

does the self-perception of being knowledgeable about crime prevention, and 

vice versa. Of course it is quite possible that as a consequence of the 

victimization experience people do learn more about prevention directly from 

the agencies involved--particularly from the police. At least these persons 

believe they have JllearnedJl something about protection from those experiences. 

Believing one is well-informed about crime prevention affects perceptions 

regarding both vulnerability to crime and taking protective actions. 

Table 111.32 indicates that for majorities of respondents lack of knowledge 

often is related to actually feeling more optimistic about risk. 

Table 111.33 shows that the more informed people believe they are about 

cri me prevention, the more prevention actions in regard to both se If and 

property are they likely to take. 

What is important to note from these data is the lack of high positive 

correlation between the sense of IIknowledgeabilityll and either vulnerability 

beliefs or action taking. 
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On the matter of action-taking we witness a clear refutation of the 

Homo Sapiens school of thought. Knowledge does not Jlcausell advocated action 

to happen across the board. In actuality, we note that no more than four in 

ten II hi gh ly i nformed ll i ndi vi dua 1 s take II very frequent ll protective person 

actions. The majority do not. In the same vein, nearly half of those who 

consider themselves to be \'!ell-informed are not persistent in their property 

protection actions. Turning it around, we note that fully a fourth of the 

persons who classify themselves as being relatively lIignorant ll about crime 

prevention nevertheless are the most persistent in IIdoing the right thingsll 

in regard to person protection, while more than a fifth of the ill-informed 

are the most persistent in regard to property protection. 

With regard to the influence of knowleage on perceptions of risk, we 

have evidence on the possibility that lIignorancell may indeed be a precursor 

to IIbliss.1I The problem posed here focuses on the possibility that the 

acquisition of that lIinformationll regarding crime IIpreventionll actually 

produces more fear abqut the possibility of victimization than would be the 

case in the absence of such information. This is precisely the case with 

regard to cancer prevention information that people acquire. The more informed 

people become about the serious consequences of cancer and the limitations of 

efforts to IIpreventll it, the more fearful of cancer they become, and as a 

consequence, the more resistance to information they generate. The same may 

be true of encounters with crime prevention information. 
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INTEREST IN CRIME PREVENTION 

Before publics will either pay attention to or comply with action demands 

that appear in the media, they must first be interested in crime prevention. 

At least that is what mass communications effects theory might lead us to 

expect. 

The University of Denver1s national survey found that overall, just a 

slim majority (52 percent) of Americans are II very ll interested in the prevention 

of crime; 38 percent, are just mildly interested; and one in every ten is 

IIhardlyll or not at all interested in crime prevention generally. 

When asked whether their interest in crime prevention had grown or 

diminished over the twelve months preceding the interview, 44 percent of the 

sample reported an increase in interest; 3 percent a decrease; and the remaining 

51 percent replied that their interest in crime prevention had remained 

static. 

Asked to indicate what specifically had contributed to their increased 

interest in crime prevention over the period of a year, respondents offered 

the fo 11 owi ng: 

News stJries respondents have seen or 
heard about crimes or crime prevention 

Crime prevention public service ads 
tha~ ','espondents have seen on TV, radi 0, 

or l~ newspapers and magazines 

Actual crimes that have been committed 
against respondents or against people 
they know 

Cri~e or crime prevention talks 
respondents have had with other 
people 

Fictional works that respondents have 
seen in the media about crime 
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20 percent 

19 percent 

18 percent 

11 percent 

3 percent 
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Other influences 2 percent 

No particular influence 3 percent 

Clearly, media news, purposive crime prevention communications, and the 

fact of victimization each played fairly important roles in generating 

increased public interest in crime prevention. 

The datum regarding exposure to public service advertisements about 

crime prevention is encouraging, for if they can do anything, IIPSAs,1I as they 

are called, can generate interest in protection. 

Interest in crime prevention and action are correlated, although not in 

an absolute fashion. 

Table 111.34 shows that interest in crime prevention is far more likely 

to be related to taking property protection action than it is to influence 

person protection action. 

Secondly, we note that with regard to both person and property protection, 

the more interested in crime prevention that people are the more protective 

actions they take. The rever",~ holds with regard to the relationship between 

tepid interest and infrequent action-taking. 
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EXPOSURE TO CRIME PREVENTION INFORMATION 

The majority of Americans (60 percent) surveyed encounter information 

about crime prevention quite haphazardly--on occasion mostly. Relatively few 

adults (20 percent) come across such information "often," while an additional 

fi fth "never" come into contact wi th cri me prevention at all (or cannot 

recall doing so). 

Persons with high victimization experience are more apt to have had 

frequent exposures to crime preventi on i nformati on, whi 1 e persons low in 

victimization experience more often will hardly ever encounter such infor-

mation at all (Table 111.35). However, one must bear in mind that no more 

than a third of those individuals with high victimization experience are 

likely to be frequent seekers of information about crime prevention, indicating 

that vi~timization experience alone does not automatically motivate people to 

seek out i nformati on regardi ng the preventi on of crime withpersi stence. 

Perceived vulnerability appears as a somewhat stronger motivator here 

(Table 111.36). Nearly half the people who report frequent exposure to crime 

prevention information also claim to be highly fearful about possible 

victimization. The greater the sense of vulnerability, the more frequent is 

exposure to prevention information. 

Again we must ask ourselves, "Does frequent exposure to crime prevention 

information increase the fear of risk, or does fear of risk generate frequent 

exposure to crime prevention information?" We cannot tell from the data in 

hand. 

Suffice it to say that by now we have seen enough interactions between 

fear and information to suggest further exploration. 
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Sheer frequency of exposure to crime prevention information apparently 

does not affect action-taking vis-a-vis the person positively, but is related 

to the taking of protective actions on behalf of property (Table III.37). 

Here we witness a relationship in which the more frequently individuals have 

contact with protection information, the greater is their property protective 

action. 

Of particular interest is the fact that much of the crime prevention 

information that the public appears to garner comes from public service 

advertisements they see or hear in the media. 

All in all, more than four in ten (43 percent) persons interviewed in 

the national sample averred that they pay "a lot of attention" to public 

service advertisements that focus on the prevention of crimes (Table III.38). 

As a matter of fact, attention given to crime prevention ranks third below 

the public's attention to personal health/medical PSAs and to PSAs about 

keeping fit and energy conservation. One of the principal reasons for devoting 

considerable attention to crime prevention PSAs that respondents cited was 

their "believabilityll and persuasiveness. On this score eight of every ten 

respondents surveyed found the PSAs they paid attention to to be "convincing" 

(18 percent considered them to be livery convincing"). 

By far, television news and information about crime is considered to be 

the most accurate. Newspapers rank a distant second to television here. 

Note these findings: 

Asked which version of several conflicting crime news reports they would 

believe most, 

o 

o 

48 percent of the persons interviewed indicated the version on 
television; 

26 percent pointed to the newpaper account; 
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o 6 percent cited the magazine story; 

o and 5 percent, the radio version. 

Apparently, because they believe television is quite credible with 

regard to crime news reporting, the great majority of adults (61 percent) 

claim they give most of their attention to PSAs that are presented to the 

public via that particular medium. 

o 16 percent claimed they devoted most of their attention to PSAs 
that are published in newspap~rs. 

o 8 percent each say they give their greatest attention to 
magazine and radio PSAs. 

Table 111.39 indicates that the amount of attention respondents claim 

they give to PSAs about crime prevention does relate to their actions in a 

positive, even linear fashion. That is to say, the more attention people say 

they pay to crime prevention public service advertisements the likelier they 

are to engage themselves heavily in protecting both their persons and their 

property. 

This looks very promising indeed. However, before tossing our caps to 

the heavens, we should note several sobering caveats. 

First, the majority of the high attenders do not engage in the highest 

degrees of actions. Perhaps thi sis so because the IImaj ori tyll here may not 

need to engage in heavy action-taking. 

Second, consi der the fact that substantial proporti ons of attenders 

nevertheless are engaging in heavy protective action-taking vis-a-vis both 

the person (17 percent) and their property (29 percent). 

Finally, we encounter a IIchicken-eggll problem here once again. Is 

action-taking a l~esult of attention to PSAs, or are heavy action-takers more 

likely to be heavy PSA attenders? 
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THE INFLUF.NCES OF EXPOSURE TO NEWS AND DRAMAS ABOUT CRIME 

Table 111.40 shows no direct relationship either between the experience 

of victimization and attention to crime news or between attention to crime 

news and the perception of vulnerability. In other words, whatever relationships 

exist reflect small IItendencies ll rather than substantive interactions. 

Table 111.41 indicates that residents of neighborhoods they believe to 

be livery safell are the least likely to pay much attention to television cl'ime 

news. There is no sUbstantive relationship between belief in citizens' respon

sibilities in preventing crime and attention to crime news either in the 

press or on television (Table 111.42). 

Essentially, whether people believe themselves able to prevent crime is 

unrelated to the attention they give to crime news in the press and on television 

(Table 111.43). Interest in crime prevention does appear to be positively 

related to attentive exposure to both televised and print press reports of 

crime in general (Table 111.44). 

Here we note that with regard to both television and newspaper news about 

crime, persons who are most attentive also are most interested in crime 

prevention. The reverse is evident in that those who are the least attentive 

in both instances are also the least interested in preventing crimes. 

Finally and most important to note, Table III.45 t'eports no substantive 

correlation between attentive exposure to crime news and the taking of crime 

prevention actions by citizens. 

An exception worth noting here indicates a minute positive relationship 

between high attention to crime news and action-taking with regard to the 

person. What is important to bear in mind is that we have no substantive 

confirmation of the Skogan and Maxfield "vicarious victimization" hypothesis. 
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This hypothesis suggests that exposure to "news ll about crime unduly may 

affect the public·s concerns about it as well as their orientations to what 

ought to be done about crime. Nor is there evidence from our data with regard 

to the reverse hypothesis bearing on the possible influences of victimizations 

and fear on undue attention to crime news. It would appear that the public·s 

concern about crime and the taking of protective actions by individuals are 

the consequences of situations and experiences that appear to be quite removed 

from attentive exposure to crime news in the media. 

The vicarious victimization hypothesis suggests additionally that exposure 

to television drama affects the public·s orientations to crime and to crime 

prevent ion in generally II negat i veil ways. 

Data from the University of Denver large-scale study again offer no 

substantiation for hypotheses that posit strong causal relationships between 

victimization experience and frequent exposure (Table 111.46), between frequent 

exposure and perceived vulnerability (Table III. 47) , and between frequent 

exposure and individualized crime prevention action-taking (Table 111.48). 

One small relationship worth noting is reported in Table 111.49. Here 

we see that where 19 percent of the sample as a whole manifests a high degree of 

interest in crime prevention, 26 percent of those who are frequent viewers of 

television crime dramas claim to be highly interested in such protection. 

Whether exposure affects interest or whether interest affects exposure 

cannot be ascertained from the data. In fact, mass communications research 

suggests that perhaps a factor "X" not studied in this particular investigation 

affects both phenomena simultaneously. Suffice it to note that there is a 

relationship here that may be helpful in shaping strategy. For example, it 

might not be a bad idea at all to consider placing (or persuading broadcasters 

to place) crime prevention PSAs in and around popular television crime dramas. 
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Finally, the II vicarious victimization" hypothesis suggests that 

II i naccuraci es
ll 

in crime dramas produce unreal i sti c fears among vi ewers, and 

in turn these fears may inhibit individualized crime prevention action-taking. 

Again, the national survey undertaken by the University of Denver gives 

no SUbstantive support for these speCUlations across the board. 

Overall, just one in ten viewers believe that television crime dramas are 

livery accurate. II Tables III.50-53 indicate that viewers who consider televised 

crime dramas to be very realistic are somewhat less inclined to have experienced 

much victimization. They are somewhat more inclined to (1) believe themselves 

highly vulnerable; (2) to be interested in crime prevention; and (3) to take 

person-protection actions consistently. 

Again, the directions of these relationships are unknown. What does 

deserve attention is the possibility that crime prevention messages that may 

be inserted in television crime dramas (either as PSAs or as components of the 

dramas) might serve to enhance viewers· interest in crime prevention overall. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

THE USES OF PUBLIC SERVICE ADVERTISEMENTS IN CRIME PREVENTION 

Given the above, we turn to one particular crime prevention campaign, 

based upon public service advertisements, as an evaluative case study. We 

will be concerned largely with who was exposed to the campaign, and the kind 

of effects it had on them, and why. The campaign to be considered is the 

Advertising Council's initial "Take a Bite Out of Crime" program, featuring 

the now somewhat famil i ar McGruff cartoon character. The campaign was 

launched in January 1980, and has received considerable play in the nation's 

media since. Our concern is with the campaign's first four-month phase, 

based almost completely on public service advertisements running as television 

and radio spots and newspaper and magazine display ads. In brief, the ads in 

one form or another depi cted the McGruff cartoon dog character i nvit i ng 

citizens to help "Take a Bite Out of Crime" by doing such things as locking 

up thei r homes, keepi ng a watch out in thei r nei ghborhoods, and the 1 ike. 

, 

In order to place the campaign and our evaluation of it into a more 

generalizable and productive context, we first need to consider the broader 

purview of information campaigns based on public service advertisements. 

PUBLIC SERVICE ADVERTISING: AN OVERVIEW 

Public service advertisements are promotional materials which address 

problems assumed to be of general concern to citizens at large. PSAs typically 

attempt to increase public awareness of such problems and their possible 

solutions, and in many instances also try to affect public beliefs, attitudes, 
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os s emana e from non-profit motivations and behaviors concern,·ng them. M t PSA t 

or governmental organizations, and these usually receive gratis placement in 

broadcast and print media. The Advertising Council serves as something of a 

clearing house for many national public service ad campaigns, and enlists the 

services of major advertising companies to produce and distribute the ads 

while charging sponsoring groups for production costs only. 

Those PSAs warranting free media placement are ordinarily relegated to 

status behind regular paid ads and are apt to appear only as space or time 

become available. Most televised PSAs, for example, run during the least 

watched viewing periods, while newspaper PSAs are rarely seen on the more 

heavily traveled pages. Competition between PSA spons~rs for media placement 

is, heavy, and many of the ads fa; 1 to be di ssemi nated at all. 

The ads, of course, reflect the individual concerns of their sponsors. 

Content analyses of televised PSAs in the early 1970s indicated that nearly 

half of them dealt with health or personal safety topics, including alcohol 

and drug abuse, medical check-ups and care, traffic safety, nutrition and the 

like (Hanneman, McEwen and Coyne, 1973; Paletz, Pearson and Willis, 1977). 

Other ads were distributed over such subject areas as environmental concerns, 

community servi ces, educati ona 1 and occupational opportuniti es, consumer 

issues, volunteer recruitment, general humanitarian concerns, and crime 

prevention. While most ads offered informative and in some cases somewhat 

persuasive messages, others were funding appeals from the sponsoring organi

zations, the majority of which were non-profit national service groups. 

Government agencies were responsible for only about a quarter of the ads. 

Sixty-s'econd spots outnumbered shorter ones, and nearly two-thi rds of a 11 

PSA-devoted time was between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays. While 

comparable data on PSA placement on radio and in newspapers and magazines are 
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. l·t 1 t suspect sl·zeable differences in their unavailable, there lS 1 t e reason 0 

content, distribution or sponsorship. 

Considering the 

both their producers 

enormous financial and time commitments given PSAs by 

and exhibitors, surprisingly little is known about who 

attends to them and even 1 ess concerni ng thei r poss i b 1 e i nfl uences. In 

perhaps the only documented field study of PSA audiences per se, Paletz et al 

(1977) found that nearly half of the adults interviewed in a limited 200-person 

sample could recall having seen televised PSAs. Health and environmentally 

related ads received the most individual mentions. Over a third of the 

sample said they had been somehow lIaffected ll by what they saw on PSAs, and 15 

percent had been prompted by PSA exposure to give money to a cause or organi

zation. Five percent had written for further information on the basis of 

something they had heard about via PSAs. 

Audience evaluations of television PSAs in experimental laboratory 

situations have been found to be influenced to some extent by source, message 

and receiver characteristics. Ads with Advertising Council source identifi

cation, for example, tended to elicit more positive evaluations than those 

identified as emanating from other non-commercial or commercial groups (Lynn, 

Wyatt, Gai nes, Pearce and Vanden Bergh, 1978). Furthermore, the type of 

appeal or persuasive argument used was more predictive of variance in PSA 

evaluations than was the issue or topic dealt with. Emotional appeals were 

1 t · (L 1974) Whl·le receiver likelier to generate positive eva ua 10ns ynn, - . 

characteristics were generally 'less predictive of PSA evaluations (perhaps in 

part due to the limited samples used), there was some tendency for higher 

socio-economic status individuals and those scoring high in fatalism to rate 

PSAs more positively (Lynn et al, 1978). Older and less educated persons, 

however, were likelier to be aware of sources of the PSAs (Lynn, 1973). 
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Well-planned and executed public information campaigns including PSAs as 

a main component often seem capable of triggering responses from at least 

some members of their target audiences. Two traditional indicators of such 

responses have been the volume of requests received for more information 

concerning an issue and the increase in financial contributions to sponsoring 

groups. Several successful national campaigns over the years based largely 

upon television PSAs have generated information requests numbering in the 

thousands per week over the short run, and even local campaign efforts can 

result in hundreds of such requests weekly. Of course, whether the recipients 

of that information are making use of it in any meaningful way is a largely 

unanswered question. However, the few ri gorous empi ri ca 1 eva 1 uati ons that 

have been carried out of the more consequential effects of such campaigns 

suggest minimal influences due to media components by themselves. It appears 

parti cul arly diffi cult to affect change in such deep-rooted behavi ora 1 

patterns as alcohol and drug abuse and cigarette smoking (Hanneman and McEwen, 

1973; Schmeling and Wotring, 1976; OiKeefe, 1971; Atkin, 1979). Campaigns 

may enjoy more limited success in terms of increasing knowledge about some 

topics (Salcedo, Read, Evans and Kong, 1974) and attitude change may result 

under some conditions (Mendelsohn, 1973), particularly if non-media supports 

such as interpersonal communication channels are operative (Douglas, Westley 

and Chaffee, 1970; Maccoby and Alexander, 1979). 

It also may be that given their pervasiveness in media channels PSAs 

serve systemically important functions. If consumer advertising can be said 

to reinforce basic dispositions of the public toward capitalism, free enter

prise and materialism, then perhaps PSAs to some extent bolster their audiences i 

feelings toward such expressed ideals as fellowship, humanitarianism, charity, 

cooperation, democracy, and governmental benevolence. Paletz et al go further 
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in arguing that the social and political import of televised PSAs goes beyond 

their explicit contents in terms of lithe values they contain, the images they 

collectively propound of authority and American institutions, their portrayals 

of the nature and causes of societal problems, and the solutions they designate 

for those problems ... public service advertising should be considered as one 

way in which the American public is imbued with the values and attitudes that 

contribute to the current functioning and stBbility of the American political 

system ll (p. 74). 

Their abbreviated content analysis of television PSAs revealed that most 

of them included depictions of cooperation among citizens as an overriding 

theme. Moreover, cooperation, including increased individual awareness and 

concern as well as collective action, was often shown as a basis for solving 

many societal problems. Paletz et al found little if any PSA content indi-

cating social conflict as either a cause of, or possible solution to, the 

ills described. Controversy was generally avoided, as was mention of citizen 

participation through political channels as a means of problem attack. The 

authors note that the content also gave a consistently positive view of 

governmental agencies; health, religious and charitable organizations; and 

traditional American institutions overall. While many PSAs urged some form 

of citizen action, Paletz et al suggest that most of it constituted "pseudo

participation ll in the form of donating money or time, or seeking more 

information, as opposed to potentially more meaningful activities, including 

political ones, which might provide decision-making input into the sponsoring 

groups. The authors point to possible dangers in PSAs serving propagandistic 

functions which could simply reinforce status quo social and political rela

tionships while at the same time giving the appearance of promoting action 

and change. 
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Similar claims, of course, have been made over the years about possible 

influences of many forms of media content, including news, on audiences. 

However, consistent data supporting or refuting these arguments have been 

di ffi cult to come by. It has generally proved far easier for concerned 

investigators to read both socially damaging and socially beneficial portents 

into media messages than to trace their ultimate impacts on their audiences. 

A critical element neglected in the above examinations of PSAs has been 

a most basic component in any audience research undertaking: Who makes up 

the aud-j ence for PSAs? Wh t k' d f 1 a ln s 0 peop e actually attend to them? How 

are PSAs perceived by the public at large? It is questions of this order 

which must be broached before considering the scale of possible influences of 

the messages on the public, and the societal ramifications of those influences. 

While the paucity of previous data and theory addressing PSA audiences 

renders this investigation exploratory, some tentative propositions can be 

posed to guide the research. First, one might expect that persons more aware 

of and attentive to PSAs within each medium--television, radio, newspapers 

and magazines--would have higher exposure rates overall within each medium. 

People watching more television are likely to at least run into more tele-

vised PSAs, and perhaps attend to them more. M . ore lmportantly, it was our 

strategy to seek out some of the more motivationally based components of 

media usage and relate those to public service ad attendance. It was expected 

that individuals using each medium more for purposes of seeking information, 

as opposed to entertainment, would pay greater attention to PSAs. And, the 

more attentive persons were to PSAs , the more credible and helpful they would 

be perceived as being. Further, it was predicted that persons paying more 

attention to commercial advertising within each medium would be heavier 

attenders to PSAs as well. While the characteristics of people payin9 attention 
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to commercial ads are beyond our scope here, it was felt that at a minimum 

such persons are more keyed to heeding content appearing in media space and 

time formats associated with advertising overall. 

Linking traditional demographic descriptors of audiences to PSA attendance 

is somewhat more speculative. While one can argue that many PSAs are employed 

as fund-raising devices and as such may be aimed at higher income groups, 

many others aim at disseminating information and advice to socially and 

economically disadvantaged segments. Since distinctions between PSA contents 

were not possible here, the most that could be done was to determine if 

overa 11 profi 1 es of PSA users could be achi eved. One mi ght expect, for 

examp 1 e, that because most tel evi sed PSAs appear duri ng daytime vi ewi ng 

hours, women working at home would be more available as an ~udience. 

In line with Paletz et al1s reasoning and the ambiance of PSAs overall, 

it was expected that individuals more attentive toward PSAs would exhibit 

greater trust in government institutions as well as in other people, and 

would feel less alienated from society. The same should hold for persons 

seeing PSAs as more credible and helpful in social problem solving. Presumably, 

to the extent that the ads were having broader-based social influences, their 

emphasis on themes of fellowship and cooperation would be associated with 

increased i nterpersona 1 trust among thei r audi ences. Moreover, one woul d 

expect greater trust in the source of so many PSAs--governmental agencies. 

The positive and optimistic views of social problem solving and human behavior 

in general depicted in PSAs would seem related to decreased alienation among 

audiences. 

One research issue more generally addressed here is the extent to which 

people attending to PSAs do so out of specific concern with PSA content, as 

opposed to paying attention to them more as a function of regular media use 
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habits. If the attention stems from specific concern with PSAs, we would 

expect similar non-media variables to predict PSA attendance acrCJss all 

media, assuming that proper controls are inserted for within-media orientations. 

If, on the other hand, PSA attendance derives more from regular use habits 

pertinent to each medium, we would expect differences across media in the 

ability of various non-media indicators to predict PSA attendance. 

More important, of course, for the present research effort is the identi

fication of citizen orientations toward crime and examination of the extent 

to which those might be associated with citizen use of public service ads. 

This is especially critical since no previous research could be located 

specifically associating citizens l beliefs, attitudes and behaviors concerning 

crim~ ~revention with their uses of public service advertisements. Since ads 

pertaining to crime prevention compose an insignificant fraction of all PSAs, 

there is no reason to suspect that citizens regularly depend on them for 

prevention information and advice. On the other hand, one might argue that 

people concerned about crime prevention are apt to have other concerns related 

to social and physical well-being, and as such may be more drawn to PSAs for 

the range of content they provide on topical problems overall. This might 

apply to both persons who perceive crime and its prevention as personal 

pl~oblems to be coped with within their immediate environs as well as to 

persons who might perceive the problem as a more abstract societal concern 

but needing attention nonetheless. 

Our focus at this juncture was on determining simply the extent to which 

various ciUzen orientations toward crime prevention are related to PSA 

attendance, credibility and perceived helpfulness. Crime orientations assumed 

most pertinent for the purposes here included citizens l levels of interest 

in felt responsibility, confidence, knowledge, and perceived effectiveness 
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vis-a vis crime prevention techniques, and their perceived need for crime 

preventi on information. Ptn overall objective was to i nvesti gate whether 

these citizen crime prevention orientations per se were associated with usage 

of public service advertising, regardless of regular media use characteristics 

and other demographic and socio-psychological factors. 

THE AUDIENCES FOR PUBLIC SERVICE ADVERTISING 

Data pertinent to the above issues were primarily gathered in the first 

wave of the panel survey, which had numerous items focusing on usage of PSAs 

in general. 

Pub 1 i c servi ce advertisements were descri bed to respondents as bei ng 

those which differ from product-type ads in that they IItell people about how 

they can stay healthy, what they can do to help themselves, where they can go 

for help at social service agencies, and so forth ... they tell about things 

like traffic safety, cancer prevention, help with alcohol and drug problems, 

crime prevention and so on. II Respondents were then asked whether they usually 

paid lIa lot of attention, some attention, or hardly any attention at a11 11 to 

PSAs on each medium--television, radio, newspapers and magazines respectively. 

They were also asked whether they found PSAs overall to be livery believable, 

sr.aewhat believable, or hardly believable at al1. 11 As indicators of how 

helpful PSAs were perceived as being, respondents were asked whether they 

found them to be livery helpful, somewhat helpful, or hardly helpful at a1111 

first in making people lIaware of problems that may affect their we11-being ll 

and second in IIhelping people solve problems they may have. 1I 

With respect to more general media orientations, items ascertained how 

much time respondents spent daily each with television, radio and newspapers, 

106 

:r / 

1" 

I 
I 
I 

D I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I',' " 

I 
I 
I 
I 

and how many magazines they read over a month1s time. For each medium, th~y 

were also asked it they attended to it ma-inly as a source of information and 

news, or mainly as a source of entertainment. Lastly, amount of attention 

paid by respondents to advertisements on each medium for II products and other 

things to buyll was measured. 

Specific crime prevention orientation measures used in the present 

analyses included how concerned respondents thought they were compared to 

most other people about protecting themselves from crime, and the extent of 

responsibility t~ey though citizens had for helping prevent crime. 

Additionally, respondents were queried as to t~eir level of confidence in 

pl'otect i ng themse 1 ves from cri me and how much they thought they knew about 

crime prevention techniques. Another series of questions ascertained whether 

prevention techniques employed by ordinary citizens could help rp.duce crime, 

if respondents thought that their taking more preventive steps would reduce 

their risk in becoming a victim, and the likelihood that they would take more 

preventive steps. And, they were asked how much of a need they saw 

themselves as having for crime prevention information. 

Other indices included the Michigan Survey Reseatch Center IItrust in 

people ll scale and the Srole anomia scale. Trust in government was indexed by 

two items ascertaining how much of the time respondents thought their local 

government and the federal government coul d be trusted to lido what is best 

for the people. II Typical demographic indicators were also used. 

General Indicators of PSA Orientations 

As might be expected, the most attended-to PSAs were those appearing on 

television, with 40 percent of the respondents saying they paid lIa lot ll of 

attention to them and only 16 percent reporting paying IIhardly anyll attention. 

Twenty-two percent said they paid a lot of attention to radio PSAs, followed 
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by 14 percent for newspapers and eight percent for magazines. Over half the 

respondents also named televised PSAs as being the type they paid the most 

attention to. Forty percent of the sample also said they found PSAs to be 

very believable, and nearly a third saw them as very helpful in both making 

people aware of problems and in helping people solve them (Table IV.1). 

Not only were the respondents by-and-large attentive to the ads, but 55 

percent could describe a particular one they had recently seen, and nearly 

half of the sample reported they had learned something from the ad that they 

hadnlt known before and had discussed the PSA with at least one other person. 

A fifth of the group said they had written or phoned for more information 

concerning something they had heard about in a PSA. Thus the messages appear 

to be remembered by sizeable proportions of the public, and are capable of 

prompting action among a .significant minority. 

Turni ng to descriptors of what ki'nds of people are most attuned to 

public service ads, it is clear that cp.rtain media orientations are highly 

associated with PSA attendance (Tables IV.3,4). Respondents spending more 

time with television and newspapers were significantly more likely to pay 

PSA .' those medl'a The relationship was greater attention to s appearlng ln . 

considerably weaker in the cases of radio and magazines. However, only in 

the instance of radio was higher PSA attention significantly associated with 

the use of a medium for informational purposes. This suggests that different 

degrees of motivation may be important in predicting attention, depending 

upon the medium being considered. It is interesting to note that information 

seeking was negatively correlated with time spent with both broadcast media, 

but positively associated with newspaper time and number of magazines read. 

The strongest predictor of PSA attention across all media was attention 

to product ads. The relationship was particularly salient for print media. 
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The distinct possibility is thus raised of an audience type more oriented 

toward advertising in general, regardless of source, content or type of 

appeal. 

Table IV.4 also depicts the efficacy of the demographic and psycho

logical variables as predictors of PSA attention, with the media orientations 

controlled for. While it is apparent from these results that the non-media 

indicators do have direct impact on PSA attendance, it is difficult to make a 

case for audiences attending to the ads per se across all media channels. 

Rather, different audience types seem particularly attentive to PSAs within 

specific media. 

Thus sex is the key discriminator only in the case of televised PSAs, 

with women significantly more attentive. That the majority of PSAs are on 

television during daytime hours when they are more available to many women 

could well be a factor here, even though actual time spent with television 

has been partial led out. 

Older and more educated respondents wer~ also somewhat more attentive to 

television PSAs, albeit nonsignificantly so. On the other hand, heavier 

radio PSA attenders were most marked by a higher degree of anomie, along with 

higher education and a tendency to place greater trust in government 

institutions. Of a different cut yet were persons paying greater attention 

to newspaper public service ads, with older age the strongest indicator, 

followed by trust in government. The only significant non-media predictor of 

magazine PSA attendance was marital status, with those married more attentive. 

In spite of the statistical strengths of the above differences, there 

were more subtle similarities across all media which deserve mention. For 

one, women, older persons, and the more educated consistently reported greater 

attendance, regardless of medium. While the coefficients in some cases are 
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slight, the trend is noteworthy. Also, a curious juxtapositioning occurs 

between anomie and trust in government with respect to PSA attendance. When 

the zero-order correlation between anomie and PSA attention is positive, as 

in the case of newspapers and radio, the association between trust in government 

and PSA attention is likewise positive. Given the moderately negative 

zero-order coeffi ci ent between anomi e and trust (-.21), the poss i bil ity 

exi sts that among some more al i enated persons PSAs serve a functi on of 

establishing or, more likely, reinforcing a higher degree of institutional 

trust. Nonetheless, there appears to be litt']e overall support here for 

Paletz et al's contention that PSAs reinforce particular dispositions toward 

government. 

Variation in credibility accorded PSAs by the respondents was largely a 

function of degree of attention paid to both televised and radio broadcast 

ads. This replicates the consistent finding in studies of other media 

content areas that greater attention or exposure to a particular message type 

is positively associated with increased credibility, with the causal path 

quite likely a reciprocating one. Presented with these expectedly high 

associations between PSA attention and credibility, as well as perceived 

helpfulness, we found it appropriate to control for PSA attention levels 

across all media in our examination of non-media predictors of these 

evaluative components (Table IV.5). 

Among the demographic and psychological audience factors, only anomie 

appeared as a strong, but nonsignificant, predictor of credibility of the ads 

when attention levels were controlled. That the more alienated found PSAs 

less credible parallels previous suggestions that such individuals ascribe 

less believability to media sources per se (McLeod, Ward and Tancill, 1965). 

It should be pointed out that sex was a significant indicator of credibility 
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However, 

sex can 

insertion of the controls for attention, with women scoring higher. 

it seems that much of the variance in credibility accounted for by 

be accounted for by the hi gher attenti on pai d to PSAs by women. 

There was a slight tendency for both older and higher income respondents 

to perceive PSAs as credible, but somewhat surprisingly trust in government 

and in other people were essentlally unrelated to credibility. This leads to 

speculation that perhaps the credibility attached to PSAs jerives more from 

the "expertise" component of that attribute than the trust component (Hovland 

and Weiss, 1951). 

Credibility correlated moderately with perceptions of PSAs as being 

helpful in making people aware of problems (.34) and in solving problems 

(.26). However, sex proved to be the only significant predictor of both 

helpfulness dimensions, with or without controlling for PSA attention levels. 

Women were thus not only generally more attentive to PSAs but saw them as 

providing greater help to persons as well. Younger respondents were somewhat 

1 ike 1 i er to vi ew the ads as i ncreas i ng audi ence awareness, but not 

necessarily as facilitating problem solving. 

Crime Prevention and PSA Orientations 

Table IV.6 depicts the beta weights denoting the relative predictive 

power of each crime prevention orientation on attention to PSAs within each 

medium, controlling for the block effects of other media orientations and the 

demographic/socio-psychological characteristics discussed above. While 

significant effects are few and difficult to interpret, the prevention 

orientations overall add considerably to the variance explained by the 

previous characteristics, suggesting that the prevention orientations per se 

can serve as important indicators of PSA usage. The general picture across 

all media suggests that more "positive" orientations toward crime prevention 

111 



-~~-~.'--

I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 

[ 

[
' 

. , 

( 

I
:· 
, 

I 

are associated with greater attention to PSAs. The associations were 

particularly strong for concern over crime, confidence regarding prevention, 

likelihood of taking preventive measures and need for information. A 

tentative conclusion is that those persons apt to be more interested in and 

receptive toward crime prevention information are likewise more attentive to 

the main vehicle being utilized in the present campaign. 

Table IV.7 shows the associations between crime prevention orientations 

and evaluations of PSAs in terms of their credibility and perceived 

helpfulness. While the beta weights were again appreciably low, positive 

prevention orientations tended to be related with favorable evaluations of 

PSAs. This was particulary true in the case of perceived effectiveness of 

prevention measures. However, greater need for prevention information was 

negatively, albeit slightly, predictive of PSA credibility and h2lpfulness, 

perhaps suggesting that the information need felt was for more detailed or 

extensive knowledge. Respondents more concerned about crime apparently not 

only tend to be more alienated and distrustful of other people, but may carry 

some of that suspicion over to PSAs as well. They were significantly less 

likely to see PSAs as credible, and slightly less likely to perceive them as 

helpful. 
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SUMMARY 

More detailed analyses are needed to examine the extent to which women 

are more interested in prevention as a function of household roles versus 

se 1 f-protecti on. Subsequent 1 th ana yses on e impacts of the Advertising 

Council crime prevention campaign will take advantage of these findings by 

tracing the exposure to and uses made of campaign materials by respondent 

subgroups val"ying in their dispositions toward PSAs overall and crime 

prevention. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CITIZEN RESPONSE TO THE MCGRUFF CAMPAIGN 

We now turn to exami n,i ng ci t i zen reactions to the i ni t i a 1 McGruff 

campaign itself. In turn, we will consider what kinds of people the campaign 

reached, those persons' self-evaluations of the campaign's efficacy, and more 

objective over-time measures of how they may have been affected or influenced 

by the campaign. An overview of the methodology and analysis plan appears in 

Chapter One. 

EXPOSURE TO THE CAMPAIGN 

SUMMARY: Thirty percent of the national sample reported having seen at 

least one of the "Take a Bite Out of CrimeJl advertisements. Most saw it on 

television. Those exposed to the campaign were generally heavier users of 

mass media and paid particular attention to public service announcements 

overall. They were decidedly younger, and likelier to be male and in middle 

to lower social class strata. The elderly were conspicuously low in exposure. 

The more altruistic and distrustful of others te~ded more to have been exposed 

to the advertisements. Persons more concerned about crime and in perceived 

need of prevention-related information were likelier to recall the advertise

ment. Those already having more positive dispositions toward prevention were 

no more likely than others to recall it. 

Simple exposure to campaign stimuli was measured in terms of respondents' 

ability to recall having seen any of the McGruff advertisements in any of the 

media. Respondents were classified as having been 8xposed if they either: 
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(1) mentioned the Advertising Council "Take a Bite Out of Crime" ad when 

they were asked to describe anyone particular recent pUblic service ad that 

stood out in their memory; or (2) indicated recognition of the ads when they 

were shown to them by the interviewer. 

The national sample data that provide the more definitive overview of 

what ki nds of peop 1 e were exposed to the campaign, or at 1 east reca 11 ed 

having been, in terms of demographic and other more objective indicators. 

Only six respondents in the national sample mentioned the ad without 

interviewer aid, and 441 said they recognized the ad when prompted by the 

interviewer. Both groups together constituted 29.7 percent of the sample. 

Of those exposed: 

--66 percent said they saw it on television; 

--Seven percent heard it over the radio; 

--Seven percent saw it in a magazine; 

--Seven percent saw it on a billboard; 

--Six percent saw it in a newspaper; 

--Five percent saw it on a poster; 

--Two percent saw it on a "car card" in a public transportation vehicle. 

GENERAL DETERMINANTS OF CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE 

Several sets of variables were considered important as possible 

predictors, or at least correlates of, exposure to the campaign in the 

national sample analysis. These included general orientations toward the 

mass media, demographic characteristics, various psychological attributes, 

interpersonal activities, and orientations toward crime and its prevention. 

Indices were constructed within each of the above sets to reflect the most 
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meaningful categories of variables for overview purposes, and the makeup of 

these is described in Appendix A. In the analyses which follow, many of the 

individual items comprising the indices are also presented for purposes of 

elaboration. 

Exposure and Mass Media Orientations 

One woul d expect that a primary predi ctor of exposure to the IITake a 

Bite Out of Crimell advertisements would be simply the amount of overall 

exposure to mass media. The more time spent with media, generally, the more 

opportunity for incidental exposure to an ad, motivational considerations 

aside. The national survey findings summarized in Table V.l bear this out, 

with only 21 percent of the low general media exposure group recalling the ad 

as compared to 34 percent of the high ~eneral media exposure group. Further

more, the finding holds for specific amounts of time spent with television 

and with radio overall (Table V.2). No significant differences were obtained 

with respect to print media, perhaps in part a function of the lower rates 

of exposure to the ads in newspapers and magazines overall. 

It might also be expected that individuals more inclined to use mass 

media for purposes of obtaining information, as opposed to entertainment, 

would have greater recall of the informationally based advertisements under 

study. Thi s too was borne out by the overall resul ts, with i nformati on

seeking media users likelier to recall exposure to the IITake a Bite Out of 

Crime'; materials than were entertainment-seeking media users. However, the 

differences did not prove to be significant within each of the media examined 

(T ab 1 e V. 3) . 

Our previous examination of audiences for public service advertising 

suggested that many persons were somewhat more attentive to PSAs overall, 

regardless of their content, and that these persons appeared to be more 
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attentive to media advertising content per se, regardless of their total 

medi a exposure patterns. The present results i ndi cate that respondents' 

degree of sensitivity to PSAs (including attentiveness and other attributes 

of involvement with PSAs) was a primary predictor of exposure to the crime 

prevention PSAs. Thirty-eight percent of the respondents classified as 

"highll in general PSA sensitivity recalled the ad. Upon closer inspection 

(Table V.4), persons more exposed were likelier to see themselves more 

lIinfluencedll by advertising content in general, to be more attentive to PSAs 

appearing in all media, to view PSAs as more helpful and credible, and to 

have sought out further information about topics as a consequence of PSA 

exposure. 

Yet another consideration concerning media content which might affect 

exposure to the campaign concerns interest in and attention to crime-related 

content. Specificially, audience members more attuned to crime-oriented 

entertainment programs and news accounts of crime might have their attention 

triggered by the crime-related subject matter of the ad, and perhaps also by 

the similarity of the cartoon dog character to various prototype fictional 

detectives. Indeed, a positive and significant association was found between 

exposure to the McGruff advertisements and media crime attention overall. 

More specifically, those exposed tended to watch more televised crime programs 

and to pay greater attention to news about crime in all media (Table V.S). 

Th.e regression analysis presented in Table V.6 compares the relative 

predictability of ad exposure by overall media exposure, media functions, PSA 

sensitivity and media crime attention. The strongest predictor of exposure 

remained to be general PSA sensitivity, with media crime attention also 

proving significant. Thus, audiences' more content-specific media exposure 

preferences appear more indicative of ad exposure than does simple overall 
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amount of time spent with mass media. Moreover, we appear to have one segment 

of individuals exposed more on the basis of interest in PSAs overall, another 

group exposed to McGruff more on the basis of attention to crime content (and 

perhaps morc interested in crime overall); and likely a third group sharing 

both characteristics. It should be noted that while these descriptive insights 

are helpful, the total variance explained by these factors alone was only 

three percent. 

Exposure and Demographic Characteristics 

Broadly speaking, respondents recalling having seen or heard the "Take a 

Bite Out of Crime" advertisements were likelier to be younger, male, employed 

full time, and residing in households with children (Table V.7). They also 

tended to 1 i ve in 1 ess affl uent nei ghborhoods, to be located in small er 

cities and towns, and to be less satisfied with their neighborhoods as places 

to 1 ive. 

The characteristic most graphically separating those exposed from those 

who were not was age. Nearly half of all the respondents aged 18 to 24 could 

recall the ads, while no more than a fifth of those over 54 could. About 30 

percent of th~ respondents in the middle age groups were exposed. Nearly a 

third of all male respondents recalled the ads, as compared to 27 percent of 

the women. Members of racial minority groups were somewhat more likely to 

have encountered the ads. 

While no significant differences were found among social status charac

teristics, there was a greater tendency for middle-income persons and those 

seeing themselves occupying the middle and working classes to have been 

exposed. Ad recall was lowest within the bottom income and perceived social 

class strata. Exposure was about equal over most education levels, the 

exception being that 24 percent of college graduates recalled having seen or 
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heard the advertisements. More full-time employed persons than those working 

part-time or unemployed recalled the ad. These results probably are a function 

of heavier male attendance to the ads. Essentially, no differences were 

found between occupational categories, nor were welfare recipients likelier 

to have been aware of the ads. 

Marital status was unrelated to advertisement recall, but proportionately 

more respondents with children in the household had seen or heard the ads. 

Whether or not respondents owned their residences, and type of residence 

occupied, were unrelated to recall. However, higher exposure rates were 

found among respondents who live in lower working class neighborhoods, and 

among persons i ndi cati ng 1 esser sati sfacti on with thei r nei ghborhoods as 

living environments. Length of residence in a particular neighborhood made 

no difference in terms of ad recall. 

Media placement and accessibility of media to respondents may have 

interacted to bring about the divergence in exposure rates across geographic 

regions and among different sizes and types of communities. The greatest 

degree of exposure to early "Take A Bite Out of Crime" ads was reported in 

the South Atlantic and western Mountain states, while the lowest degree of 

exposure occurred in the Eastern North Centra1 and Pacific Coast regions. 

This may reflect varying availability of the McGruff messages to the public 

in these areas, for as yet unknown re~sons. On the other hand, residents of 

suburban areas reported less exposure than did persons living in central city 

areas, but small city and town residents exhibited the highest recall. 

Putting citizens· interest in the ad content aside at this point, one partial 

explanation may be that urban dwellers have more opportunity to see and hear 

a diverse media array carrying the ads than do suburban residers, while media 

outlets in more rural areas are apt to carry more public service advertising 

overall, including this particular campaign. 
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Taken at face value, these somewhat gross demographic indicators suggest 

that at least two social groups who, given their heightened perceived vulner

ability to crime, may have been highly appropriate targets for the Advertising 

Council prevention campaign were among the lowest in exposure to it. Women 

and, to some extent, lowest income level individuals appear likeliest to have 

bypassed the ads. However, it should be noted that the campaign1s audience 

did include sizeable proportions of all demographic subgroups. For example, 

the subgroup lowest in exposure--the elderly--still included 20 percent 

recalling the ad. 

The descriptive account presented thus far does not allow inferences 

concerning the relative predictive power of each demographic attribute 

separately, when others are controlled for. Nor does it take into account 

variations in media orientations within demographic segments which might 

account for some of'the associations between demographic groups and exposure. 

The regression analysis depicted in Table v.a attempts to clarify some of 

these relationships. Only the major demographic indicators are included, and 

the beta weights reflect the relative influence of each media and demographic 

variable controlling for all others. Age emerges as the most powerful predictor, 

with sex and education, as well as general media exposure and PSA sensitivity, 

becoming significa~t. Several interrelationships deserve further exploration. 

For one, among the media orientations overall media exposure replaces 

media crime attention in significance. It appears that the association 

between media crime attention and ad exposure was primarily an artifact of 

higher crime attention and greater ad exposure among the young, and particularly 

within the 18- to 24-year-old subset. Age and media crime attention had a 

negative correlation of .11, while age and media exposure have a correlation 
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coeffi ci ent of nearly zero. Furthermore, whi 1 e 24 percent of the 18- to 

24-year-olds were in the low crime attention group, 47 percent of them were 

in the high crime attention cohort. And, within the youngest age group ad 

exposure remained nearly constant across levels of media crime attention. 

Thus, the association between crime attention and ad exposure is sharply 

attenuated when age is controlled for, and for the sample as a whole general 

media exposure becomes a significant independent predictor of campaign exposure. 

The predomi nance of age in these ana lyses is further i ndi cated in 

comparisons with other demographic variables. Table V.9 clearly shows that 

men and women in the youngest age group were almost equal in ad recall. 

Older men were proportionately more likely to have encountered the McGruff 

PSA than were older women, with the difference markedly great in the age 55 

and older cohort. No more than 16 percent of the women over age 64--a group 

particularly high in their concerns about vulnerability to crime--recalled 

seeing or hearing the ad. The strength of age is somewhat diminished when it 

is compared against the presence of children in the household (Table V.10). 

Fifty-two percent of respondents under age 25 with children in the home 

recalled the ad, as compared to 36 percent of same-aged respondents without 

children. While children do appear to make a sizeable difference in exposure 

for that one age group, the overall pattern of diminished exposure with 

increasing age holds regardless of the presence of children. 

Nor do education, income or neighborhood type attenuate the pattern of 

age1s influence on exposure (Table V.l1). Younger respondents were the 

most exposed across all education, income and neighborhood type categories, 

and the elderly were generally the least exposed. Moreover, women had lower 

recall rates than men did across all of these categories. A general profile 

thus emerges of the youngest respondents being the most exposed regardless of 
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other characteri st i cs, wi th those over age 54 1 east exposed. Among the 

elderly, recall rates tended to be lower for females, those earning under 

$10,000 in annual income, and residing in lower working class neighborhoods. 

The less educated were significantly more likely to see and hear the 

advertisements, even when controlling for their relatively higher general 

media exposure rates (primarily accounted for by television). However, that 

ci rcumstance may be 1 arge ly due to the drop in exposure among co 11 ege 

graduates rather than a progressive decline through the lower educational 

categori es. 

Exposure and Psychological Characteristics 

Four basic psychological characteristics were measured in the study: 

(1) altruism, or concern with helping others as opposed to greater selfish

ness; (2) alienation or sense of powerlessness as conceptualized empirically 

by the Srole anomia scale; (3) trust in people; and (4) trust in governmental 

institutions, including national government, local government, and local 

police organizations. Table V.12 clearly indicates that those respondents 

exposed to the Advertising Council campaign scored higher in altruism than 

those who were not exposed. Further, they were significantly less trustful 

of both other persons and institutions. Scores on the alienation index did 

not discriminate between the two groups. The contrasting findings for altruism 

versus trust are somewhat suprising, given that greater concern with helping 

persons correlated positively with both personal trust (r = .11).and institu

tional trust (r = .15). A closer look at the nature of the interaction is 

presented in Table V.13. The marginal percentages indicate that while 

40 percent of the respondents in the high altruism-low trust cell were exposed 

early to the McGruff campaign, 27 percent of those in the high altruism-high 

trust category behaved similarly. The same general result held in comparisons 
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between altruism and institutional trust. The table also reveals that the 

finding may partly be considered a function of age, with 69 percent of the 

18- to 24-year-old in the high altruism-low trust group exposed, but with 

only 40 percent of the youngest respondents in the high altruism-high trust 

group recalling the ads. However, the impact of age on exposure is undiminished 

by the addition of these psychological attributes as a group, as the regression 

analysis in Table V.14 indicates. Altruism and institutional trust emerge as 

the only significant, albeit weak, psychological predictors of exposure. 

may be that higher altruism combined with lower trust forms a specific 

ideological disposition toward at least greater recall of the ad. 

Exposure and Interpersonal Activities 

It 

There was no evidence that the extent of respondents· social activities 

in terms of neighborhood integration or organ1zational membership were 

associated with campaign exposure (Table V.15). Because of the lack of 

findings even approaching significance, further analyses are not presented. 

Exposure and Crime and Crime Prevention Orientations 

Persons exposed to the campaign were likelier to have been criminally 

victimized or to have had members of their families victimized (Table V.16); 

to have greater interest in crime prevention, to feel more competent concerning 

cri me prevention, and to be engaged in fewer cri me prevention act i vi ties 

(Table V.17). It is likely that the contrast between higher interest/competence 

and less activity is in part a function of age and sex, with more young males 

fitting into that particular mold. 

However, it is of course difficult to discern from the national data the 

extent to which ad exposure is an antecedent or a consequence of crime and 

prevention orientations. We turn to the panel analyses to help sort that 

out. 
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A Panel Analysis of Selectivity Factors in Exposure 

The purpose of the panel analysis data regarding exposure is to examine 

some of the more psychologically based predictors of exposure, taking advantage 

of data gathered in interviews prior to the campaign without fear of their 

having been contaminated by exposure itself. It should be noted that, as is 

indicated above, the panel sample has limited generalizability, particularly 

as compared to the national sample. The group considered includes only 

residents of three mid-sized metropolitan areas, and is over-represented by 

females. Nevertheless, while the demographic characteristics m(v be somewhat 

1 ess representati ve than mi ght be hoped for, we bel i eve that we have an 

adequate cross-section of individual orientations to the mass media, crime 

and crime prevention factors discussed below. 

Ninety-three panel respondents (18 percent) recalled having been exposed 

to at least one of the McGruff advertisements. Seventeen respondents mentioned 

the ads without interviewer aid. Seventy-eight percent reported that they had 

seen the PSAs on television, with the remaining responses about evenly 

distributed over the remaining media. 

Speaking first to demographic indicators, the results by-and-large 

concur with those of the national survey, with the exceptions that younger 

persons were not as strongly inclined to be exposed, nor were men (Table V.18). 

But the overall pattern held in that those likelier ~o be exposed included 

lesser educated, lower income, and working class neighborhood persons. Those 

with children in the home also tended more to fall into the exposed cohort. 

Also, in general agreement with the national results were findings, albeit 

nonsignificant, that persons higher in overall media exposure and more attentive 

to public service advertisements generally tended to be exposed to the campaign 

(Table V.19). Similarly, those paying greater attention to crime-related 
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content in the media overall were significantly more likely to recall the 

ads. Sensitivity to PSAs in general failed to be the significant predictor 

here that it was in the national sample. 

There is mixed support here for the classic selective exposure (or 

retention) hypothesis that only individuals who are more interested in or 

concerned about a subject are likelier to be exposed. Respondents' concern 

about crime prevention, sense of responsibility concerning prevention, feeling 

of competence regarding prevention, and behaviors taken regarding prevention 

were all unrelated to exposure to the McGruff campaign (Table V.20). 

Apparently, existina dispositions regarding prevention per se were not a 

relevant factor in determining exposure to these particular PSAs. 

On the other hand, feelings about and experiences with crime itself were 

more productive in that regard. Having been victimized, as we)l as perceiving 

one's neighborhood as being more dangerous in terms of crim~, were both sig- . 

nificantly predictive of campaign awareness (Table V.21). Moreover, respondents 

who indicated a need prior to the campaign for more information about crime 

prevention were significantly likelier to have been exposed, as were those 

who expected to pay greater attention to prevention-related information which 

they encountered (Table V.22). 

The relative strengths of these blocks of variables is further illustrated 

in the regression analysis depicted in Table V.23. Crime orientations emerge 

as the only significant predictors, save for media crime attention. 

At this juncture we infer that exposure to the early McGruff ads was in 

large part generated by concern over crime and perhaps a felt need for more 

information on how to cope with it. Individuals who were more concerned with 

prevention per se were, if anything, less likely to have been exposed. At 

least in the former sense, the campaign appears to have reached an appropriate 
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target audience w'orth aiming for. Of course, there remain many possible 

targets of equal importance that the campaign--at least in its initial stages-

may have bypassed. 

EFFECTS OF THE CAMPAIGN 

SUMMARY: From the national survey we learned that in terms of subjective 

self-reactions to the campaign, well over half of those exposed could verbalize 

what the ads were about, and believed the ads to be effective in making a 

positive impression on audiences. Over a quarter of those recalling the PSAs 

said they had "learned" something about crime prevention from them; 43 percent 

claimed they changed some of their attitudes, and 15 percent ~aid they have 

changed some of their behaviors as a result of exposure to them. 

No clear profile emerged of the characteristics of persons claiming 

information gain or changed attitudes as a result of campaign exposure. 

However, they did.tend to come from lower social strata, and they manifested 

less trust of other people. Women and persons from lower income groups were 

likelier to have said they changed behaviors as a consequence of exposure . 

The more objective change-over-time measures indicated that exposure to 

the advertisements appeared primarily to increase concern about crime prevention 

and prevention-related activities. However, change in each of these varied 

over social groups. Generally, concern appeared to increase as a consequence 

of exposure among those who initially saw themselves to be more at risk, while 
I 

prevention activities tended to increase among those previously seeing crime 

as less of a threat. Moreover, campaign exposure appeared to increase 

individuals' perceptions of (1) their neighborhoods as dangerous, and (2) their 

perceived vulnerability to crime. 
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The ana lys is of campai gn effects re 1 i es upon two components: (1) se If

reported reactions to the campaign, based primarily upon the national sample 

data, and using the Mendelsohn Active Response Test; and (2) more objective 

change-over-time scores on indices included in both waves of the panel. 

Following a presentation of the evidence from each source, combined analyses 

will be examined and summary inferences provided. 

NATIONAL SAMPLE ANALYSIS OF ACTIVE RESPONSE TEST DATA 

General public reaction to the campaign in the national and panel samples 

was measured along several dimensions based upon the Mendelsohn Active 

Response Test (Mendelsohn, 1962). Unlike many single-attribute measures of 

communication effectiveness, MART assumes that reactions to mass communications 

i nvo 1 ve cumul ative patterns or processes withi n audi ence members. These 

cumulative patterns incorporate successively, involving degress of response, 

beginning with simple IIlearningll or awareness of the message, moving into 

psycho 1 ogi ca 1 i ntegrati on of what is 1 earned, and then to more favorable 

dispositions with regard to the intent of the message. Such dispositions may 

include information gain, attitude change, and/or behavioral change. For the 

purposes here, responses to the initial McGruff crime prevention campaign 

were organized into three main categories, including: 

1. 

2. 

Simple exposure as indicated by recall or awareness of having seen 

or heard any of the public service advertisements (previously 

descri bed). 

Integration of the message as measured by: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Ability to verbalize the ad's intent; 

Self-perception of the ad's effectiveness; 

Affective evaluation of the ads; 
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3. 

d. 

e. 

Value of the message for other persons; 

Predisposition for action based upon the ads. 

Change in levels of information, in attitudes and in behaviors as a 

result of exposure to the PSAs. 

Taken together, investigation of these various levels of responsiveness 

to the'ads provides a wide-ranging view of the initial campaign!s impact upon 

audiences. 

Message Integration 

Seventy percent of those exposed to the campaign were able to verbalize 

at least a general response related to crime or crime prevention when asked 

what they though lithe ad was trying to get across ll (Table V.24). Forty percent 

were ab 1 e to gi ve, a more specifi c response, rangi ng from "watch out for 

criminals" and "work together to stop crime" to "lock all doors and windows" 

and II keep ali ght on. II It shoul d be noted that 1 ack of abil ity to verbal i ze 

the campaign1s intent did not necessarily mean that the content was lost or 

mi sunderstood. In many instances, respondents were able to answer 'subsequent 

questions pertaining to the ads which indicated they had remembered some of 

the content. 

Sixty-four percent of the exposed group said they felt that the ads were 

effecti ve in the sense of "getti ng through" to them. Whi 1 e responses to a 

subsequent open-ended item asking why they felt so were generally quite 

vague, the modal response appeared to be along the lines of the ads II reminding" 

them of things they should know, or the ads being generally informative. 

Respondents i nd; cat i ng that they felt the ads were i neffect i ve generally 

referred to them as being too vague or to child-like in its "cartoon ll approach. 

As for affective eva 1 uat ions, over half of the respondents exposed 

reported being more pleased than annoyed with the ad, with only nine percent 
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saying it left them with negative impressions over all. Of those more pleased 

by the PSAs and giving meaningful open-end responses, about two-thirds said 

they like the ads for reasons associated with them being "informative" or 

"helpful" or as providing a "good service,.. while the remainder found the 

McGruff format itself appealing. Audience members who displayed annoyance 

readings generally gave vagueness or lack of specifics as their reasons, with 

a minority reacting negatively to the cartoon format and the dog character 

speci fi ca lly. 

Over half of those recalling the ads considered their contents worth 

passing on to friends or relatives, and 17 percent said they were thinking 

about eventually doing "somethingll suggested by the ads. The open-end 

responses were consistently general in terms of IIdoing more to prevent crimell 

and the like rather than contemplating the taking of specifically recommended 

actions. 

Information Gain, Attitude Change and Behavior Change 

Respondents were classified as having gained information if they indicated 

that th~y had learned or found out anything about crime prevention from the 

PSAs that t.hey had not known before. Twenty-eight percent of the exposed 

group answered affirmatively (Table V.25). When asked what they had learned, 

most answered in such general terms as "being more alert ll and "protecting the 

house from burgl ars. II However, over a thi rd named specifi c measures, with 

the modal response being "locking up doors and/or windows 'in the home." 

Attitudinal change vIas indexed by two items ascertaining whether the ads 

had made them any more concerned or any less concerned about crime, and 

whether it made them feel any more confident or less confident about being 

ab 1 e to protect themselves from cri me. On ly eleven respondents in each 

instance indicated that they had become less concerned or less confident. 
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Individuals were counted as having changed their attitude in the positive 

sense if they reported that the ad made them either more concerned about 

crime or more confident about prevention, or both. Forty-three percent were 

so cl assifi ea. 

Fifteen percent said that they had changed their behavior in the sense 

of doing something that they probably would not have done if they had not 

seen or heard the ads. Of the 66 respondents in this group, 43 specifically 

mentioned locking doors and windows as the activity undertaken. Another five 

mentioned leaving on lights, with the Y'emainder noting such steps as removing 

car keys, having a neighbor check the house while away, and removing property 

from their parked automobiles. 

Summary 

The data presented thus far are of course difficult to assess in terms 

of any absolute standard as to whether the campaign IIsucceeded ll or not. Such 

decisions must rest in part on criteria established by the campaign sponsors 

and producers. Moreover, comparable evidence pertaining to public service 

campaigns, particularly in the crime prevention section, is most difficult to 

come by. (Hence one of the rationales underlying this study.) However, the 

fact that the campaign was recalled by nearly 30 percent of this sample, and 

by inference by approximately that proportion of the adult public, appears: 

most noteworthy. It seems a particularly strong accomplishment given the 

reliance of the campaign on IIfree ll air time and print space, and the great 

competition for that access from other public service sector organizations. 

The above findings also reveal that the majority of people who saw or 

heard the initial ads were left with a positive impression of them in terms 

of both thei r substance and format. The ads di d not appear to IIturn offll 

more than a miniscule portion of their audience, and there was no evidence of 
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a lib II ff . oomerang e ect In the sense of them making audience members any less 

concerned about crime, or feeling less competent about their ability to help 

prevent crimes. 

Whi i e the intended effects of l' nformatl'on gal' n, . attltude change and 
.. 

behavior change appeared to occur only among a minority of those exposed, the 

same result is found in nearly all public communication ventures, and again 

absolute criteria for success are open to debate. Applying relevant data to 

the sample as a whole, and generalizing to the public: 

--Approximately eight percent gained information from the campaign; 

--13 percent underwent attitude change; 

--Four percent indicated change in behavior with respect to-prevention 

action-taking. 

Several caveats are in order at this point. First, the above data 

reflect only respondent self-reports concerning their reactions to the campaign. 

More definitive empirical tests of campaign impact wl'll have to . _ awalt analyses 

of more objective change measures utilized in the two-wave panel study. 

Second, below we will address who were most likely to be counted among attenders 

to the campaign, and who among them were most affected. Such analyses are 

critical for determining whether the ads were reaching, for example, individuals 

already interested in and knowledgeable about crime prevention, or relatively 

uni nvo 1 ved citi zens from perhaps more crime-prone ci rcumstances. And, we 

need to be concerned wl'th th 1 . e more genera lssue of why citizens responded as 

they did to this particular campaign, what their general orientations are 

toward crime prevention, what orientations they have toward the mass media 

and the relevance of those to crime prevention communication efforts, and how 

such efforts might be made more effective. 
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DETERMINANTS OF AUDIENCE REACTIONS 

The three primary areas of concern in terms of campaign effects included 

whether audiences gained information, changed attitudes, or changed behaviors. 

Following the pattern of analyses above, each of these will be examined in 

turn. 

Reported Information Gain By Audience Characteristics 

Twenty-eight percent of the respondents who had been exposed to the 

crime prevention advertisement reported that they had learned something about 

the topic as a result. While no clear profile of the characteristics of this 

group emerged, and while the sample sizes are small, some general trends are 

worth noting (Tables V.26a-d). For instance, information gain appeared to be 

somewhat greater within lower social status groups. Having learned something 

about prevention was reported by 33 percent of the respondents lacking a high 

school diploma; by 44 percent of those perceiving themselves as lower social 

class; by 34 percent of those employed as craftsmen or operative workers; and 

by 34 percent of members of racial minorities. In the only statistically 

significant demographic finding, residents of working class neighborhoods 

were likelier to have gained knowledge than were upper-middle class neighborhood 

dwe 11 ers. Whi 1 e younger persons were 1 i ke 1 i er to have been exposed to the 

ad, they were no likelier than older respondents to have learned anything as 

a consequence. However, despite the diminished exposure rate among persons 

over age 64, thirty-two percent of them indicated information gain. Thus 

there was a tendency for those in demographic groups typically associated 

with greater crime vulnerability to have gotten information from the campaign 

once exposed to it. 
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Moreover, individuals who might be viewed as more suspicious of others 

tended to have learned from the ads. Those generally low in trust in people 

were significantly likelier than those who are more trustful to have reported 

information gain, while 22 percent of those high in altruism indicated that 

they had learned :')omething. Institutional trust and alienation did not 

discriminate in terms of knowledge gain. 

Respondents· interpersonal activity and mass media orientations were 

by-and-large unassociated with information gain. However, individuals sensitive 

to public service advertisements were slightly more likely to have learned 

something than those less sensitive. This was accounted for in part by 

persons seeing PSAs as more credible being significantly likelier to have 

reported information gain (Table V.27). Also, respondents perceiving them

selves as more influenced by advertising overall and watching television more 

for information purposes had a greater tendency to indicate gain in crime 

prevention knowledge. To the extent that media orientations did playa role 

in information gain, then, it appears that individuals more attuned to media 

as a source of reliable information learned more from the ads. 

As discussed previously, relationships between such variables as infor

mation gain and crime or crime prevention orientations are difficult to 

interpret at this point. However, the data indicate that no significant 

associations were found among these factors in any case (Tables V.28a-b). 

There was a tendency for higher perceived vulnerability and victimization 

experience to be related to information gain; which would support the view 

that individuals in more crime prone circumstances may have learned more. 

This would be particularly true \'Iith regard to victimization experience, 

since it is unlikely that information gain would affect awareness of having 

been vi ctimi zed. Hi gher feel i ngs of competence in crime preventi on were 
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d ·th l·nformation gain, but not significantly so. somewhat positively relate Wl 

Again, whether the already more competent may gain more information as a 

result of being so, or vice versa, remains open to question. 

The multiple regression analysis presented in Table V.29 for summary 

h th factors underlying information purposes sheds little further lig t on e 

gain. At most, it indicates the relatively low power of any of the included 

. . As noted above, among the primary, variables in predicting informatlon galn . 

. hb h d t pe and trust in people. albeit nonsignificant, indicators are nelg o~ 00 y 

Reported Attitude Change by Audience Characteristics 

Although 43 percent of the respondents reca 11 i ng the advertisement 

indicated a change in attitudes regarding crime and/or its prevention, markedly 

h t · t· di scrimi nati ng them from little was found in the way of c arac er,s lCS 

persons who remained unchanged (Tables V.26a-d). 

gain, neighborhood type was a significant factor, 

As in the case of information 

with residents of upper-middle 

1 t h However, no general class areas once again reporting the eas c ange. 

trends based on consistent differences in attitude change across the various 

d Educational level, income, perceived social status characteristics emerge. 

social class, and occupation, as well as age and sex, all failed to meaningfully 

h Somewhat interestingly, differenti ate between changers and nonc angers. 

c,'t,'es and towns appeared to have been more influenced inhabitants of smaller 

urban area dwellers, perhaps as a function of their having than were 1 arger 

initial attitudes toward crime and prevention based less upon direct experience. 

d . f those more altruistic There were slight and nonsignificant ten enc,es or 

and less trustful of other people to report having changed their attitudes, 

as well as for those higher in neighborhood integration, media exposure use 

of media for informational purposes, and PSA sensitivity. Positive and 

assoc,'at,'ons were found between attitude change and PSA credibility, significant 
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perceived utility of PSAs for issue awareness, and receptivity to advertising 
influence overall. 

Of potential import is the finding that persons paying greater attention 

to mass media crime content were significantly likelier to have been influenced 

by the McGruff ads. As a corollary, those who find television crime enter

tainment programs to be more realistic, as well as the individuals who pay 

more attention to broadcast news about crime, exhibited greater attitude 

change. Any explanations offered for these relationships at this time would 

be highly speculative. One possibility is that greater exposure to media 

crime content preconditions audiences to hold certain attitudes which were 

somehow modified by the prevention ads. 

Respondents who changed their attitudes were minimally more likely to 

see themselves as vulnerable to crime and as living in higher crime risk 

areas (Tables V.28a-b). However, they were significantly likelier to have 

interest ir, crime prevention, to feel competent in protecting themselves, and 

to engage in prevention activities. The logical assumption is that the 

campaign thus increased at least their interest in prevention somewhat, but 

determination of the magnitude of change will have to await the panel analysis. 

In general, attitude change appears to have occurred among individuals 

with many of the same attributes as were found related to information gain. 

However, the associations were generally weaker, and they need to be viewed 

even more tentatively. The summary regression analysis in Table V.29 reveals 

the only significant predictor of attitude change to be the problematic one of 

attention to crime in the media. 

Reported Behavior Change by Audience Characteristics 

Respondents who reported having changed their behavior as a consequence 

of the campaign differed somewhat from those who were merely exposed, or who 
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gained information, or who changed attitudes. Indeed, the 15 percent who 

acted in some way more closely resemble what might be considered 

target group for crime prevention efforts (Tables V.26a-d). 

an lIideal ll 

Demographically, women, persons in lower income households, residents of 

homes with children, and welfare recipients were significantly likelier to 

have indicated behavior change. Included in the change cohort were 20 percent 

of the women (versus only 10 percent of the men); 20 percent of those earning 

under $10,000 annually; and 29 percent of the welfare recipients. Moreover, 

18 percent of racial minority group members; 19 percent of non-high school 

graduates; 22 percent of those seeing themselves in the lowest social class; 

and 20 percent of those low in neighborhood satisfaction reported change. 

Thus, at least two groups typically seen as more crime victimizatjon-prone, 

women and the socially disadvantaged, had a greater tendency to act as a 

result of exposure to the ad. However, a third cohort--the elderly--was 

decidedly less likely to do so, with a rather scant six percent of them 

responding. In fact, 18- to 24-year-olds proved to be the most active age 

group. While these findings are interestingly illustrative, caution must be 

used in inference-building due to low sample sizes. 

Psychologically, respondents less trustful of other ::eople were signi

ficantly likelier to change behavior, and the more altruistic were marginally 

higher in change. 

unassociated with 

Mass media and interpersonal characteristics were generally 

taking action, an exception being that persons higher in 

PSA sensitivity were likelier to change. And, those more receptive to adver

tising influence overall had a greater tendency to change. 

Taking action was significantly greater among respondents who saw 

themselves as more vulnerable to crime, and somewhat greater among those 

(1) victimization experience and (2) living in higher crime risk areas. 
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for crime prevention orientations, taking action was positively and signifi

cantly related to prevention interest and activity, and respondents higher in 

preventi on competence and employment of property protecti on devices were 

slightly likelier to have changed behavior. 

The regression analysis depicted in Table IV-6 indicates that the two 

most important predictors of behavior change were sex and PSA sensitivity. 

The lessened pred~ctive power of social status variables apparently stemmed 

from a higher proportion of women in lower status ranks actively responding 

to the campaign. 

A PANEL ANALYSIS OF CAMPAIGN EFFECTS 

The campaign-exposed and unexposed groups were compared in terms of the 

amount of change respondents demonstrated on measures of numerous criterion 

variables over the two waves of the panel. Three sets of criterion variables 

were examined: (1) those depicting crime prevention orientations, the focal 

poi nt of the campaign; (2) those representi ng ori entati ons toward crime 

itself; and (3) measures of more general social and political attitudes. In 

addition to the obvious need to investigate as fully as possible the effects 

of the campaign on prevention-related concerns and behaviors, it was thought 

that the campaign might well have more subtle consequences on how the audience 

ielt about crime, as well as about otber related aspects of the social and 

political environments. 

The analytic plan to be followed below includes first comparing the mean 

change scores for the exposed versus the unexposed groups. Whil e thi s 

provides many insights into probable campaign effects, it does nothing to 

control for the possible effects of extraneous variables on the change scores. 
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Toward that end, the second stage of analysis involves a rather stringent 

procedure utilizing multiple regression analysis. While we obviously cannot 

control for all possible stimuli which may have impinged upon either exposure 

to the campaign or, changes in pertinent scores between the two waves of 

interviews, we can at least take efforts to minimize interference from the 

more obvious ones. Among the most likely of these were: (1) respondent 

encounters with other crime prevention campaign efforts between the waves of 

interviewing; (2) exposure to crime-related mass media content during that 

period; and, of course, (3) direct encounters with crime during that period. 

Measures reflecting each of these stimuli were inserted into the regression 

equation. Specifically, these included whether the respondent had heard 

about any crime prevention activities in their locales since the pretest 

(Prevention Activities Index); the Media Crime Attention Index; and the 

Victimization Experience Index. 

As a more conservative device, we also chose to include in the equation 
I 

as control variables the block of seven primary demographic indicators most 

associated with crime and prevention orientations, including age, sex, 

education, income, children in household, neighborhood type and neighborhood 

satisfaction. It appeared likely that any unidentified extraneous variables 

tending to influence the change scores would do so unevenly across at least 

some of those demographics, and thus II controlling ll for the demographics would 

help minimize their impact. It was also hoped that this would minimize any 

effects based upon interaction between the pretest interviewing round and 

exposure to the campaign or other between-interviews stimuli. 

Following these regression analyses, we will then examine differences in 

how various kinds of respondents appear to have been influenced by the campaign. 
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While rather small sample sizes in some cases limit our inferences, the 

trends are often illustrative. 

Crime Prevention Orientations 

The mean change scores for the crime prevention orientation indices for 

the campaign-exposed and unexposed groups are presented in Table V.3D. In 

terms of attitudes toward crime prevention, the exposed group significantly 

differed from the unexposed only in that they became more concerned about 

prevention between interviewing waves. Noteworthy yet nonsignificant 

differences were found in the direction of those exposed indicating that they 

felt more confident about protecting themselves from crime, more knowledgeable 

about prevention techniques, and accorded greater effectiveness to citizen 

preventive efforts. It should be noted that among those exposed, all'precampaign 

to postcampaign changes on attitudinal measures were positive, except for 

prevention responsibility. The campaign had no discernible impact on indi

viduals· feelings as to how much responsibility citizens had for helping to 

prevent crime. 

As for changes in reported prevention behaviors among the respondents, 

those exposed were significantly likelier than those not exposed to have 

reported taken more actions to protect themselves and to have looked out for 

possible crime in their neighborhoods. In fact, the exposed group reported 

greater change on everyone of the specific protective actions, except for 

doorlocking (Table V.31). Observing activity did not actually increase 

significantly among those exposed to the campaign, but rather it decreased 

among those ~ot exposed. Seasonal variation in outdoor activity, among other 

possible factors, may have played a role here. Utilization of property 

protection devices and reporting of crime to law enforcement authorities were 

both down slightly for the 'exposed and unexposed groups between interview 
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rounds, at a mi nimi um suggesti ng scant campai gn impact upon them. Crime 

prevention organizational activity appeared to be similarly unaffected. 

The campaign-exposed were likelier to indicate that they anticipated 

both carrying out more prevention activities in the future and paying more 

attention to prevention information when exposed to it. Both groups indicated 

a lesser need for information about prevention, perhaps in part a consequence 

of interviewing effects. 

When additional controls were applied to the above relationships through 

regression analysis, most of the significant associations held (Table V.32 

through V. 44). In Tab 1 e V. 32, for ex amp 1 e, concern about prevention at 

Time 2 served as the dependent variable, with Time 1 prevention concern 

entered in the first block of the hierarchical regression equation, allowing 

it to explain as much of the variatjon in the Time 2 score as it could. In 

the second block of the equation, the demographic 'indicators were included 

for the above-noted purpose of serving as an 1I0verallll control on unspecified 

extraneous variables. The third block consisted of three variables seen as 

likely to affect prevention concern as well as the other dependent variables: 

(1) victimization experience; (2) attention to crime in the media overall; 

and (3) exposure to other prevention campaigns. Finally, exposure to the 

initial McGruff campaign is entered as a dummy variable in the fourth block. 

Thus, the impact of campJign exposure alone is assessed when the influences 

of all previous factors have been II controlled out,1I and the association 

remains significant. It was also found that increased attention to media 

crime content in general was related to higher concern about prevention. 

(The possibility remains that additional variation within this model may be 

exp 1 a i ned by effects of i nte'ract ions between the independent vari ab 1 es. 

Those were not directly tested for at this stage, given our primary purpose 
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of determining the simple strength of campaign influences when other factors 

are controlled for. The more important interactive possibilities, e.g. demo

graphics by exposure, are considered below.) 

The other crime prevention attitudinal variables remained unrelated to 

the campaign exposure, or to any other likely factors. Indeed, the total 

proportion of variance explained in the attitudinal measures by all of the 

independent variables considered never exceeded 10 percent. 
\ 

Among the crime prevention behaviors examined, only observing activity 

was significantly predicted by campaign exposure (Table V.39), with the Beta 

value for overall prevention activity falling just short of significance 

(Table V.38). Observing activity was also predicted by exposure to other 

prevention-related content. Victimization experience positively predicted 

use of property protection devices, but did not predict the more active forms 

of prevention behavior. Interestingly, women were more likely than men to 

have increased prevention activities between interviewing W3ves, and one can 

only speculate as to whether the first round of interviewing may have had a 

differential impact on women, perhaps making them more concerned and more 

prevention-active. 

Campaign exposure continued to significantly predict anticipations of 

both increased prevention activity and greater attention to prevention-related 

messages (Table V.42). Attention to crime-related media content also predicted 

anticipated prevention activity (Table V.44). 

More detailed anlayses suggest that certain types of respondents were 

likelier to shift on specific change indices than were others. Although the 

relatively small sample size limits statistical inferences in many cases, the 

trends are noteworthy. For example, increases in concern about prevention 

and confidence in protecting oneself were more apparent among the men who 
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encountered the ads than among the women who did so; the lesser educated; 

those in lower to middle income groups, residents of working class neighbor

hoods, and particulary among those who were well-satisfied with their 

nei ghborhoods (Tables V. 45 to V. 57;. Moreover, concern was 1 ike 1 i er to 

rise among ads-exposed persons who perceived themselves initially as more 

vulnerable to victimization and residing in higher risk areas, among the more 

alienated, and the less trustful. 

Engagement in prevention activities seemed likelier among campaign

exposed younger persons, those wi th chi 1 dren in the home, mi ddl e- income 

groups, those in working class neighborhoods, those more satisfied with their 

neighborhoods, and those feeling less vulnerability to crime. A quite low 

correlation coefficient of .08 between the prevention concern and prevention 

act i vity change scores further suggests that those affected attitudi na lly 

were dissimilar from those affected behaviorally. Increased observation 

activity was found more among those exposed who 'were over age 55, in lower 

income groups, and more satisfied with their neighborhoods. Exposure 

appeared to have more impact on expected future prevention behavior among the 

college-educated, those with children, and those more satisfied with their 

neighborhoods. Those who recalled the campaign and said they would pay more 

attention to prevention-related information in the future tended to be in the 

lesser-educated and lowest income group. 

It should be noted that overall, campaign exposure had no discernible 

effect on such criteria as a sense of individual responsibility for crime 

prevention, one's level of confidence in helping to prevent crime, perceived 

knowledge of prevention techniques, perceived effectiveness of prevention 

techniques, or increased use of household security devices. 
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Thus, there appears to be some indirect evidence at this point that while 

exposure to the campaign initiated a rise in concern about prevention among 

those already somewhat concerned about crime per se, it also elicited an 

increase in prevention activity among persons who initially perceived crime 

as less of a threat. 

Crime Orientations 

The analysis of change scores on crime orientation items by whether or 

not respondents were exposed to the campaign revealed a significant difference 

in only one case: Citizens who were exposed to McGruff perceived their 

neighborhoods as more dangerous during daytime hours than did those who were 

unaware of the ads (Table V.S8). However, for all other crime orientation 

items the tendency was for campaign exposure to be positively associated with 

percept'ions of inct'ea,sed crime in the neighborhood and greater vulnerability 

to crime. Moreover, when the control variables were inserted into the 

regression analysis, campaign exposure emerged as a significant predictor of 

neighborhoods being seen as more dangerous both at night as well as during 

the day, and increased 1 i ke 1 i hood of havi ng one I s home broken 'j nto or 

burglarized (Tables V.59 to V.64). In each of those cases, it appears that 

women were more affected by exposure than were men (Table V.65). Additionally, 

the lesser educated respondents seemed to have their perceptions of less 

neighborhood safety more influenced by exposure than were college educated 

(Table V.67). This same apparent tendency for increased impact of exposure 

held for lower income and working class neighborhood groups, as well as for 

those more satisfied with their neighborhoods and the middle-aged (Tables V.66, 

68, 70, 71). 

Thus the campaign may have triggered perceptions of heightened threats to 

safety from crime on at least some of the dimensions examined here, and largely 

among women and lower social status groups. 
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General Psychological Orientations 

Exposure to the McGruff campaign was not found to influence respondents I 

moY'e general orientations toward their overall social and political environments. 

Neither the single-variable nor the regression analyses yielded significant 

differences between the exposed and unexposed groups on such indicators as 

alienation, trust in people, and trust in municipal and federal government 

and the police (Table V.72 to V.77). 

While the campaign may have had influence on somewhat more transitory 

orientations of individuals toward crime and its prevention, it does not 

appear to have left a mark on more stable and enduring psychological charac

teristics. 

Campaign Effects and the Active Response Test 

Reactions to the advertisements were also measured on several dimensions 

of the Mendelsohn Active Response Test, which relies on audience self-reports 

of effects and is described more fully in the national survey report. The 

pattern of responses of the panel group to key components of the MART were 

quite similar to those of the national sample. Thirty-three percent of the 

panel said that they had gained information from the McGruff advertisement 

in terms of having learned something about crime prevention that they had not 

known before, The corresponding figure for the national sample was 28 percent. 

Fifty-eight percent of the exposed panel (vs. 43 percent nationally) said that 

the advertisements had affected their attitudes about prevention in that they 

had become either more concerned or more confident vis-a-vis crime prevention. 

And, 20 percent of the exposed panel (vs. 15 percent nationwide) reported they 

had changed thei r behavi ors in the sense of doi ng somethi ng they probably 

would not have done if they had not seen or heard the ads. One can reasonably 

speculate as to whether the somewhat higher response percentages in the panel 
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may be a consequence of pretesting interaction effects. At any rate, the 

general trend of responses to the MART appear quite consistent across the 

panel and national samples, lending greater credence to the comparability of 

the two groups for the purposes of drawing reasonable inferences jointly from 

them as appropriate. 

It is also illustrative for validation purposes to point out the degree 

of correspondence between the self-reported measures and several appropriate 

and more objective change score indices (Table V.78). While reports of 

having gained information were significantly associated with increased sense 

of personal responsibility about prevention (an overriding theme of the 

campaign), such reports were unrelated to feelings of being more knowledgeable 

about prevention techniques. In fact, the latter relationship was slightly 

negative, suggesting again that to the extent that "learning" took place 

among most respondents, it was more in the sense of their discovering that 

they could be doing more on their own to protect themselves, while at the 

same time perhaps not remembering that specific steps were recommended. The 

vast majority of both national sample and panel respondents, when asked what 

it was they had learned, answered in such general terms as "being more alert" 

and "protecting the house from burglars. II 

Significant associations between attitudinal change scores and self-reports 

were not found, but change in the key indicator of concern about prevention 

rose with increased self-reported attitude change. Reported behavioral 

change, however, was s i gnif'icant ly re 1 ated to more respondent steps bei ng 

taken to protect both person and property. Changes in observing activity and 

policy reporting were essentially unassociated with behavioral self-reports. 

All in all, however, the MART indices and the more objective change score 

measures appear to be in general agreement in terms of poi nt'j ng to the key 

areas of campaign effects. 
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SUMMARY AND PERSPECTIVES 

The preliminary findings from the panel and national samples largely 

suggest that the "Take a Bite Out of Crime" campaign reached sizeable propor

tions of citizens in its oPening stage, and had various kinds of impacts on 

at least some of them. It seems clear from both analyses that exposure to 

the McGruff adverti sement was 1 i ke 1 i er among those persons who percei ved 

themselves to be more "crime-prone," particularly those from among lower 

socio-economic cohorts. It also appeared to be a group which ordinarily is 

relatively less concerned about crime prevention as a subject of interest. 

Thus, many of those reached seem to compose one justifiable target for such a 

campaign. Nationally, those exposed were likelier to be males and younger 

persons, and individuals more attentive in various ways to public service 

advertisements overall. In the more limited urban area panel samples, these 

characteristics were not as strongly apparent. 

The campaign appeared most effective in generating concern about crime 

prevention, and in increasing the dispositions of those exposed to carry out 

more prevention-related activities. Concern about both crime and its preven

tion was particularly heightened among those w~o initially saw themselves 

"more at risk from crime, including members of lower and working-to-middle 

class groups. Increased preventive activity was 'not necessarily greater 

among such individuals, however; those more inclined to act were found more 

among middle-income working class persons, particularly those with children 

in the home. Exposure to the ad, in general, was associated with greater 

likelihood of individuals seeing thair neighborhoods as dangerous, and their 

property being more vulnerable to criminal activity. 
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Exposure to the campaign did not have discernible impact on either (1) 

respondents' sense of personal responsibility for preventing crime, (2) their 

se If-confi dence regardi ng pl'otect i ng themselves, (3) what they thought they 

knew about prevpntion techniques, (4) how effective they thought individual 

prevention actions may be in preventing crimes, or their propensity to use 

household security devices. 

Further insight into the above results may be gained by examining the 

responsiveness of cit; zens to crime prevention i nformat ion campai gns in 

general. Specifically, respondents were asked about their levels of exposure 

and attention to such messages overall and their perceived need for 

prevention-related information. 

Table V.79 indicates that while in some ways those respondents exposed 

to the introductory McGruff ads 5upet'ficially resemble respondents who tend 

to be more e~posed to prevention messages overall, when multivariate controls 

are inserted media-related factors evolve as the major significant predictors, 

along with alienation and victimization experience. In short, the likeliest 

groups to be exposed to prevention content appear to be those who are high 

in media exposure, who use media more for informational purposes, who are 

particularly sensitive to PSAs, and who are more attentive to media crime 

content. 

Unlike the findings for those exposed to McGruff, no differences were 

found for age, sex or education when media orientations were controlled 

for. Once again, one may only specul ate at thi s poi nt as to the content, 

format or placement characteristics of the Advertising Council campaign that 

made it more accessible to the young, men and the lesser educated. Nevertheless, 

the inference seems quite clear that that particular campaign was reaching a 

somewhat different subset of individuals than those typically exposed to 

147 



(-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I, 
f 
(' 

[ 

I~ 

I 
( 

I~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~ -

prevention information efforts. Here we are faced with such possibilities as 

the dog character being perhaps somehow more male-oriented and "macho" and/or 

the c:ar:t-oon format bei ng more appeal i ng to 1 esser educated and younger 

individuals. 

If we cons i der the types of i ndi vi dua 1 s who pay greater attention to 

prevention-related messages, the disparities are even greater (Table V.80). 

Older persons, women, those more trustful of institutions, those more 

p.sA-sensitive and attentive to crime content, and those who perceive 

themselves more crime-vulnerable were all significantly likelier to attend 

more: to prevention messages. In sum, most of the "expectedll characteristics 

of individuals with a stake in knowing about prevention seem to form the core 

of th·is group. Thus, while exposure to such me~sages appears largely 

i nci denta 1 and at any rate is based pri mari ly upon medi a ori entat ions, those 

who pay the closest attention appe:ar to comprise a credible target audience 

for the content of such messages. One implication is that there is a fair 

amount of inefficiency in prevention communication efforts if a main goal is 

to reach those audiences with the greatest need for such information, and who 

apparently would pay greater attention to it. To the extent that those most 

exposed differ from those most attentive, IIwaste li may exist within the 

diffusion process. This inference is strengthened by the results presented 

in Table V.81 which indicate that those who seem themselves most in need of 

prevention information are likelier to be those with perceptions of greater 

vulnerability and neighborhood risk, women, and the more attuned to PSAs and 

media crime content. 

Constructs such as per'ceived need of course ar~ highly relevant 

motivationally, and have been address~d in a more theoretical vein in terms 

of the now-familiar "uses-gratificationsll approach to communication effects 
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(Blumler and Katz, 1974). This viewpoint essentially argues that media 

effects need to be treated as being based upon interactions between audience 

motivations and patterns of exposure. The efficacy of such a perspective is 

quite clearly evident .n several instances here. Table V.82 depicts 

correlations between change scores and time one measures of perceived need 

and anticipation of being influenced by crime prevention campaigns, also a 

time one measure. Anticipatory influence has been found a highly predictive 

variable of political campaign effects (0 1 Keefe and Mendelsohn, 1979), and it 

appears fairly important here as well. We see that among the exposed group, 

both previous perceived information need and anticipation of influence are 

significantly predictive of persons in the exposed group taking more actions 

toward protecting themselves from victimization. The two variables are also 

strongly and positively related to several other prevention change score 

measures in directions congruent with the model. 

It appears that those exposed to the Advertising Council campaign were 

likelier than those unexposed to see themselves as having a need for such 

information. Exposure to the ads was significantly related to overall 

prevention exposure, but a large share of that association was due to the 

impact of media orientation factors on both of the variables. On the other 

hand, thosQ affected by the campaign were generally those both appearing to 

need such information and paying more attention to it. Attitude change and 

behavior change were likelier to result among individuals reporting more need 

for prevention information and those paying greater attention to it when they 

received it. Thus, exposure to the initial McGruff campaign appears to have 

had some meani ngful consequence for those accustomed to attendi ng to and 

needing information from such campaigns in general. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

ASSUMING CONTROL: STRATEGIES FOR PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS EFFORTS 
ON BEHALF OF CRIME PREVENTION 

Research in mass communications indicates that in order to be effective, 

communicators of messages designed to prompt audience actions must be in 

control of as many elements of the process as is possible. This means that 

communicators have to exercise maximum control over targets, themes, appeals, 

media and timing if they wish to influence behaviors regarding crime prevention. 

Lacking control over media placement and timing, Federal government agencies 

such as LEAA are at a particular disadvantage on the matter of exercising 

maximum communications control. For these agencies inserting control over 

the remaining elements is a sine qua non condition for achieving success. 

In this chapter important elements in targeting and theme and appeal 

formulation are discussed in terms of both the issues that are involved as 

well as the prospects we see for their possible resolution. 

We have seen that in the matter of individuals taking individual crime 

prevention actions, there are no clear-cut one to one "cause-effect" relation-

ships. 

Individuals who have been noted to take a variety of protective actions 

have been doing so ostensibly for a variety of reasons--some of which are: 

1. Demographic and neighborhood-oriented; 

2. Experiences with victimization; 

3. Beliefs about their vulnerability to crime; 

4. Beliefs in their ability to protect self 
and property; 

150 

5. Beliefs in the efficacy of individual crime 
prevention action-taking to reduce the threat 
of crime; 

6. Interest in and knowledge about crime prevention; 

7. Exposure to the mass media. 

What we have learned fundamentally is that no one strategy; no one 

campaign; no one thematic/informational thrust--by itself--is likely to persuade 

significant numbers of people of heterogeneous backgrounds, experiences, and 

beliefs to initiate and repeat advocated crime prevention actions on behalf of 

their persons and property across the board. 

Further, we have learned that a public information campaign like McGruff 

that is directed to the "public" at-large can be effective in persuading 

certain sub-groups of that "public ll (i.e. mostly "resource-rich" citizens) to 

take one-time property protection actions. Information efforts demanding 

person-protection actions (other than avoidance) that require a certain amount 

of self-confidence and repetition over time are likely to encounter difficulty 

in persuasion--particularly among those'sub-publics (i.e. women, the elderly, 

the less well-off, and residents of "dangerous ll neighborhoods) who may be 

relatively pessimistic about the outcomes of such actions. 

Given these circumstances it is difficult to lay down one particular 

pub 1 i c communi cat ions strategy that can offer success across the board, 

particularly where communicators cannot control either the media in which their 

messages will appear or the times during which th~y will be disseminated. 

What can be done is first to give consideration to a number of communications 

issues that will affect the control of any public information efforts that are 

developed on behalf of crime prevention. Afterwards, it will be possible to 

give thought to several IIpay-off" control options that come to the fore. 
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The issues in common that will be considered relate to implementing 

controls over belief, fear, risk-perceptions, source credibility, information, 

social marketing, and the communicator's responsibility to audiences. 
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CONTROLLING CRIME PREVENTION ACTION DEMANDS 

The decision to act or not in accord with authoritative media recommen-

dations cannot be viewed as "an-all-or-none," one-time "knee-jerk" piece of 

behavior that occurs as a direct consequence of each and every exposure to 

each and every crime prevention communication. 

Rather, protective decision-making must be perceived as a process in 

which the receiver of a particular recommendation must move through a series 

of stages or phases in each of which the individual interacts with his/her 

own dispositions, beliefs, and experiences, as well as with other individuals, 

and extraneous events. Incomi ng recommendations consequently are fi ltered 

through all this at each stage of the protection-action decision process. 

And what is most distressing to communications practitioners, at anyone 

stage, the majority of message recipients may--and most often do--reject the 

specifi c actions that are bei ng suggested. The data from the pub 1 i c' s 

reactions to the initial McGruff campaign undergird the principle here. 

Clearly, only persons who are interested, concerned, and wish to "do 

something" will perceive those messages that best fit in with their interests. 

Most frequently the unmotivated and disinterested will be unaware of most crime 

prevention messages that the media present. Further, only the motivated will 

be ready to act on advocated actions. Here the pri nci p 1 e is that wi thout 

motivation there can be neither perception of crime prevention messages, nor 

compliance with their demands. 

In other words, before a person can take a suggested protective action, 

there must be a "state of readiness," a "predisposition" to take that particular 

action. Fishbein and Ajzen (322) share this observation with their "intent" 

construct. The researchers point out that intention to perform is the most 
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powerful predi ctor of actual behavi or, and that persuas i ve communi cat ions 

must try to strengthen audiences' intentions to behave in specific appropriate 

ways ... not in vague or gross general ways. Pub 1 i c communi cat ions may be 

effect i ve in i nfl uenci ng the intent to behave in very speci fi c ways where 

they fan to directly affect the behaviors themselves. 

In either circumstance, readiness or intention is very much rooted in 

people's beliefs, and certain specific beliefs seem more powerful in impelling 

protective action intent than others (i.e. beliefs relating to vulnerability, 

self-confidence, efficacy--or "benefit"). The trouble is not everyone shares 

these beliefs and motives to an equal degree to begin with. 
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CONTROLLING WHAT PROSPECTIVE TARGETS BELIEVE AS VARIABLES THAT INFLUENCE ACTIONS 

Beliefs are learned assumptions about reality which human beings can 

assert as truths. 

Beliefs are easy to identify, because they are concrete assertions that 

must readily be capable of being introduced by the phrase--"I believe that ... " 

"I believe that much crime can be prevented by individuals taking precautions." 

"I bel i eve that God wi 11 take care of me." "I bel i eve that no matter what 

you do to protect youself--if criminals want to get you, they'll get you." 

In health, beliefs usually have a probabilistic aspect to them. That is 

to say, a good portion of our beliefs about health is concerned with 

"1 i ke 1 i hood" types of phenomena. For the most part, these "1 ike 1 i hood" 

beliefs focus on just two aspects of health: 

o the likelihood of coming down with a serious incapacitation 
or fatal condition or disease; 

o the.likeli~ood that cert~in actions to be taken by the 
bellever wl11 actually elther prevent, reduce, or eliminate 
that threat. 

We see the same kinds of interactions with regard to "likelihood" beliefs 

about possible crime victimization, and beliefs regarding the "likelihood" 

that advocated protective actions will realistically diminish the possibility 

of such victimization. 

Milton Rokeach (898) divides beliefs into three major types according to 

their sources andlJcentrality" or importance to the individual's personality. 

"Central" beliefs are those we acquire during our socialization and maturation. 

"Central" beliefs are rooted deep in our psyches, and they remain relatively 

immutable to external manipulations such as public communications often 

attempt. 
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In contrast, lIoutlyingli beliefs are far less functionally significant 

for our personalities. Because these beliefs generally are not consequential 

in the sense that giving them up requires restructuring major aspects of our 

psyches, they are more amenable to external manipulation and change. 

For example, it is far easier to change onels belief about which flavor 

of ice cream is the tastiest than it is to persuade a Christian Scientist 

that modern medicine can benefit the health of mankind Ilearly as well as the 

Lord. 

o 

o 

o 

Fundamentally immutable beliefs are: 
Incontrovertible IIcentral beliefs ll that everyone in a 
position to know b~lieves similarly (e.g. III believe 
that criminals should be brought· to justice ll

). 

Beliefs that are amenable to change are: 
IIPeripheral beliefs ll that are derived either directly 
or indirectly from authorities who are relatively well 
trusted (e.g. the Pope, the President, Nobel laureates. 
III believe that Chief Justice Burgeri 5 approach to 
crime is the right oneil). 

Beliefs that are highly amenable to change are: 
IIInconsequential beliefs,1I which if changed, leave 
others unaffected (e.g. III believe that IHill Street 
Blues l is a more informative crime show than was the 
old IStreets of San Francisco l series ll

). 

Beliefs serve at least four very important functions for the people who 

hold them: 

1. 

2. 

Beliefs help us to II make sense ll out of what often appears 

to be chaotic or incomprehensible. 

Beliefs provide us with emotional satisfaction in the 

form of rationalizations. We can easily excuse ourselves 

from complying with certain recommended actions on the 

basis of one or more of our beliefs. 

156 

i 

I 

". 

L 
I 
i 

L 

';>.' 

.~ 
~. 
! 

I 
:J 
if 

I 
I 
I 

3. 

4. 

Because all our beliefs are acquired from particular 

sources such as parents, teachers, books, doctors, friends, 

spouses, and so on, we learn to depend upon our own 

versions of who and what is authoritative according to 

our own particular personal make-up and experience--and 

not according to extraneous claims to authority. 

Consequently, we depend a lot upon what significant others 

want or would like us to believe, and we often act accordingly. 

Beliefs are instruments for change. Because beliefs can 

and do outgrow their usefulness for the individual under 

conditions of maturation, coercion, education, experience 

and persuasion, they can, when they change, serve as 

impelling forces for change in behavior as well. 

Beliefs may undergo change under five major conditions: 

o 

a 

Their sources are no longer considered to be credible. 

The di spos i tiona 1 soci a-psycho 1 ogi ca 1 attri butes that 
have served to sustain them no longer do so. 

o They lead to extremely unrewarding consequences. 

o 

o 

They become radi cally i I1congruent with the bel i efs of 
majorities of the lIothersll who are significant to individuals. 

Similarly, beliefs may change as consequences of persuasive 
communications wherein the beliefs expressed by credible 
sources are moderately discrepant with our own beliefs--not 
extremely so. It should be noted that where discrepancies 
between sources and receivers of belief communications 
are either extremely high or extremely· low, the likelihood 
that induced change will occur will be zero or near zero. 
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Two additional belief attributes are essential for the practitioner of 

public communications in cY'ime prevention to be aware of: 

1. Because our beliefs serve both intellectual and emotional 

functions, often simultaneously, they mayor may not 

always be 1I1ogical il or IIconsistent. 1I Inconsistencies "in 

2. 

our beliefs can make much psychological sense, while not 

making much cognitive or intellectual sense at all. 

Thus, without discomfort of any sort we often hold, and 

hold on to, beliefs that appear to be simultaneously 

contradi ctory and i rrati onal (e. g. the simultaneous 

belief in science and in astl~ology). Changing any single 

belief, other than central beliefs, does not necessarily 

produce appropriate changes in all others that may apply 

to a given phenomenon. 

We are able to separate our inteliectual abstract beliefs 

from our personal behavior beliefs quite comfortably, 

again in ways that appear to be both illogical and incon

sistent. Thus, it is quite IIreasonablell from a personal, 

subjective point of view to proclaim, 1I0f course I believe 

the Surgeon General's findings that smoking cigarettes 

can be harmful, but I do not believe that smoking cigarettes 

will be harmful to me. II 

Sheer intellectual information communications that are II rational,1I IIlogical ll 

and IIconsistentll often make very little impact on our IInon-rational,1I lIillogical,1I 

and lIinconsistentll beliefs. Logic and emotion generally do not impact upon 

each other. Accusing someone of being lIillogical ll about a particular belief 
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system will more likely result in hostility towards the communicator than in 

compliance with the communicator's recommendations. 

When trying to change targets' beliefs, communicators might well bear 

this in mind. Success potentially lies more in efficacious attacks on the 

sources of beliefs than it may in either directly challenging the beliefs 

themselves or the believers. 
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THE HEALTH BELIEF MODEL (HBM) 

We now can turn to a specific set of belief interactions labeled the 

Health Belief Model, and we can begin to explore some of the potentials of 

that model for developing effEctive public communications strategies foy' 

crime prevention. 

We have selected the Health Belief Model from those available in the 

theoretical literature because it provides highly useful explanations of how 

audience characteristics, knowledge, beliefs, and actions interact in 

influencing behavior.* 

*\>le are as well aware of tfle shortcomi ngs of the Health Bel i ef Model as 
are the scientists who have worked with it and the critics who find it too 
fl awed to be useful to them. It is not our purpose to enter into the HBM 
debate in this particular work. 

We direct the reader to the following considerations at this time: 
o As a model, HBM can explain a minimum of the interactions that may 

impel action-taking. No model can explain all the interac~ions 
that may i mpi nge on any s i ngl e behavi or or seri es of behavl ors. 

o Nor can any model explain direct cause-effect interactions in any 
single case. Like most models in the social sciences, the 
attractiveness of HBM rests in the prospects it presents more than 
in the questions it resolves. 

o Research on the Health Belief Model has been scattered and haphazard 
so that no comprehensive body of solid and consistent empirical 
evidence is currently available. 

o Neverthe 1 ess, the research conducted thus far on HBM is qui te 
promising, particularly in developing and refining prevention 
action-taking hypotheses to be tested at some future time. 

o The reader must be apprised of the three most serious shortcomings 
of HBM research thus far: 
1. The model fundamentally is a linear cognitive one in which 

individuals are viewed as moving from one belief to another in 
an ordered fashi on to a fi na 1 deci s i on to act or not. Of 
course phenomena-l i ke II hea 1 th" and II cri me" are surrounded by 
emotion as well as cognition, and people do not necessarily 
always decide to act (Oi' not) in a step-by-step ordered rational 
decision process. 

2. Thus far most research on HBM has been retrospective in its 
methodology, focusing on subjects ' recollections of their 
health beliefs after they have taken specific health actions. 
Here, control for rationalization after the fact is missing. 
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Maiman and Becker (671, p. 384) offer a particularly succinct statement 

of HBM interactions: 

liThe Health Belief Model, which is concerned with the subjective 
world of the acting individual, proposes the following theoretical 
conditions and components: 

o The individual's psychological 'readiness to take action ' 
relative to a particular health condition, determined by 
both the person's perceived 'susceptibility' or vulnera
bility to the particular condition and by his perceptions 
of the severity of the consequences of contracting the 
condition. 

and 
o The individual's evaluation of the advocated health 

action in terms of its feasibility and efficaciousness 
(i.e. his estimate of the action's potential 'benefits' 
in reducing actual or perceived susceptibility and/or 
severity) weighed against his perceptions of psycho
logical and other 'barriers ' or Icostsl of the proposed 
action (including the 'work ' involved in taking action) . 

(* cont'd.) 
The acid test for HBM will be in demonstrating its power to 
predict particular health actions to be taken by particular 
groups and individuals ~ priori. 

3. Still to be worked out is the precise power of health beliefs 
alone to predict specific health actions versus their power 
when they are combi ned wi th demographi c and psycho 1 ogi ca 1 
variables. Our position is that health and crime beliefs must 
interact with other predisposing and intervening characteristics, 
motives and experiences before they can impel specific health 
actions. 

While recognizing its shortcomings, we maintain that the Health Belief 
Model is particularly applicable to public communications efforts on behalf 
of two principal reasons: 

1. HBM has be~n the focus of high-powered theoretical and empirical 
attention for over two decades now, and it has been found to be 
uniquely applicable in the area of prevention behavior, a focus 
that is particularly relevant for crime prevention efforts. 
Overa 11, we agree wi th Becker et a 1 . I s HB~1 research revi ew 
conclusion (77, p. 104) that ''w"hil"e no one study pr'ovides 
confirmation of the model variables, each has produced internally 
consistent findings which are in the predicted direction--taken 
together they thus provide strong support for the model. II 

2. HBM carries with it far greater promi~e for developing meaningful 
strategies for effective public communications than any of the 
myriad schemes we have examined (e.g. Diffusion of Innovation 
Theory; Learning Theory; Balance-Consistency Theory; Information 
Processing Theory; Stimulus-Response Theory; Social Learning Theory). 
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o Finally, a Istimulus,1 either I internal I (e.g. percep
tion of bodily states) or I external I (e.g. interpersonal 
interactions, mass media communications, personal 
knowledge of someone affected by the condition) must 
occur to trigger the appropriate health behavior; this 
is termed the Icue to action. III 

In short, the Health Belief Model views the health actions individuals 

decide to take as direct outcomes of their subjective desires to lower or 

eliminate susceptibility and severity (i.e. threat) according to their 

estimates of the benefits to be gained from those actions. 

Graphically, according to Becker and Maiman (1975) the components of the 

Health Belief Model look like this (Figure 1): 
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INDIVIDUAL PERCEPTIONS 

Perc~ived Susceptibility 
to Disease IIX II 

Perceived Seriousness 
(Severity) of 
Disease IIX II 

MODIFYING FACTORS 

Perceived Threat 

of 

Disease IIX II 

Cues to Action 

Mass Media Campaigns 
Advice from others 
Reminder postcard from 

(age, 

physician or dentist 
Illness of family member 

or friend 
Newspaper or magazine 

article 

LIKELIHOOD OF ACTION 

Perceived benefits 
of preventive action 

minus 

Perceived barriers 
to preventrve-actlon 

Likelihood of Taking 
Recommended 
Preventive 
Health Action 

FIGURE 1. Source: M.H. Becker and L.A. Maiman, IISoc iobehavioral 
Determlnants of Compliance with Health and Medical Care 
Recommendation,1I Medical Care XIII:1, 1975. p. 12 
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Unlike constructs such as "attitudes," "entropies," "assumptive technique," 

II conditioning," "attribution," "behavior modification" and such, which are 

generally obtuse, ephemeral and multidimensional, beliefs are altogether 

concrete and bi nary. Either we bel i eve somethi ng to be so, or we do not. 

Additionally, we do act on our beliefs. Finally, because we act on our 

beliefs (as well as other forces) and beliefs are potentially modifiable, we 

can conclude that if we can possibly change certain inappropriate crime 

prevention beliefs, inappropriate behaviors flowing from them likewise may 

be corrected ultimately. 

The mass medi~ are peculiarly suited to the formation and modification 

of beliefs--crime beliefs included. They are not suited to changing behavior 

either directly or by themselves. 

In particular, a critical domain of "modifying factors," demographic and 

socio-psychological variables, has been accumulated.over time--a domain that 

simultaneously serves either to facilitate or to hinder message recipients' 

compliance with media recommended actions. "Modifying factors" then become 

critical phenomena for the communicator to heed--because, as we have seen, in 

each and every communications instance their interactions with other factors 

will spell either success or failure. As previously indicated, the media may 

provide message recipients with "indirect" psychological benefits which 

ultimately may translate themselves into motivations for acting. 

In effect, a major persuasion task before the public communications 

practitioner is to overcome the barriers represented by these "modifying 

factors" by attempting to manipulate audiences' beliefs. 

One possible route to accomplishing such manipulation is through stressing 

the consistency of proposed actions with existing audience dispositions, 

be 1 i efs, experi ences and habi ts. By no means is thi s simple to do, because 
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by definition there exists a discrepancy between what the communicator wishes 

those publics to do and what they have been doing all along. 

Many psychological theorists (e.g. "cognitive dissonance" school) argue 

that when faced wi th di screpant i nte 11 ectua 1 or "cognitive" i nformat ion, the 

receiver must cope with it somehow in order to sustain a state of "balance." 

One way to cope--to achieve consistency--is to comply. When compliance does 

occur under such circumstances, we refer to the process as "conversion. 1I The 

message receiver has been converted from one point of view or piece of behavior 

literally to an opposing perspective or action suggested by a communications 

source. 

Of course compliance (or yielding, as it is referred to in communications 

research) is just one pathway--a highly rational and rare one, we might 

add--that an individual who is confronted with discrepant intellectual infor

mation may follow. 

The other means that the human organism uses to fend off possible 

discomforts that discrepant information often portends are non-rational-

affective--in nature. These rejection techniques include avoiding discrepant 

information where possible, or misperceiving it or misbelieving it, or 

"downgrading" its importance or relevance. Or all the above. 

Overall, the popular balance-consistency model of compliance under 

discrepant message stimUlation has proven to be a rather poor predictor of 

compliance with ameliorative action promotion messages for two major reasons. 

First, intolerance of discrepancy or inconsistency is not uniform. Depending 

on both personality and circumstance, the thresholds for inconsistency are 

not uniform. Depending on both personality and circumstance the thresholds 

for inconSistency vary dramatically from individual to individual and from 

group to group. Consequently, more often than not we resolve dissonance 
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tensions simply by accepting inconsistencies as inconsistencies and nothing 

more. Secondly, people often have needs for information that actually outweigh 

the possible adverse consequences of discrepancy alone. 

Consider that for many of us there comes a time when we "just know" that 

our visit to a diagnostician will result in "bad" medical news--that is, in 

information that will be inconsistent with many of the "facts" as we would 

like to believe them to be. Inconsistency notwithstanding, we persist in 

reque~ting the examination. Regardless of the inconsistency discomforts that 

are certain to be involved, we are motivated to seek the physician1s "bad 

news~ in order to reduce the risks of serious illness or death rather than 

simply to reduce the tensions that might arise from what the physician might 

say. 

Conversions as consequence of encounters with descrepant media messages 

alone occur only rarely, if ever at all. 

The opportunities before practitioners in public communications on 

behalf of crime prevention lie largely in the area of reinforcement, not 

conversion. Public communications in crime prevention can be as devoted to 

reinforcing positive protective behaviors among those who already behave 

pos i t i ve 1 y, as much as they are gi ven over to tryi ng to II save the s i nners ll 

who may be doing either II nothing ll about crime prevention or perhaps IIdoing 

the wrong things. II Moreover, in those instances where dissemination of 

discrepant information is unavoidable, public communicatio~s practitioners 

should learn to build upon the specific beliefs that specific publics already 

hold, rather than attempting to destroy incongruent beliefs of targets by 

pointing out how ignorant, how irresponsible, how illogical, how apathetic 

those particular believers are. Remember, most of our beliefs about crime 

are relatively central to our individuality and are deeply rooted in our 
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ideologies. We are not very likely to give them up without a struggle merely 

because we are asked to, or, worse yet, as a consequence of being shamed and 

insulted into their surrender. 

All persuasive communications directed to publics must demand that their 

targets take specific actions. If they do not demand a specific action, such 

communications must be considered didactic and outside the rubric of this 

report. In crime prevention, messages that are designed for the great majority 

of persons who have not experienced victimization plus the minority who have, 

the total number of separate voluntary actions that can be readily demanded 

are surprisingly few in number--no more than five: 

1. 

2 . 

3. 

,4. 

5. 

Sustain positive behavior (e.g. continue locking the entry 
doors); 

Cease or diminish negative, or at-risk, behavior (e.g. don1t 
leave the car keys in the ignition when leaving the vehicle); 

Take precautionary measures regardless of the environment 
(e.g. install a dead bolt lock; 111.0. 11 your personal property); 

Adopt or increase precautionary behavior in suspicious or 
unsafe environments (e.g. keep an eye on your neighbor1s 
residence; contact the police when you notice suspicious 
persons or behaviors); 

Avoid unsafe environments (e.g. don1t go out alone in 
suspicious locales; drive instead of walkl~g in dangerous 
areas). 

The Health Belief Model instructs us that persons will take actions such 

as these only if they are believed to be more beneficial than costly in reducing 

perceived serious threats. At this point let us review eight principles that 

have emerged from health ri s k-benefi ts research thus far. Adopting these 

findings to crime prevention communications, we are in a position to forewarn 

practitioners to be alert to their possible operation in many of the situations 

their control efforts undoubtedly will encounter. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

People who neither have experienced victimization nor have undue 

concerns about the possibility of victimization are motivated 

to underestimate their chances of becoming victims of crime. 

Consequently, one objective the communicator ought to consider 

pursuing is to raise the estimates of risk among those who may deny 

they, in fact, are in danger. Before attempting to raise risk 

perceptions, however, the communicator must be certain that targets 

thoroughly understand the concept of risk to begin with. 

If a crime threat is perceived to be zero, the tendency to comply 

with a recommended crime prevention action will be zero. Again, 

the problem here is to form realistic risk beliefs among (1) the 

unaware, (2) the misperceivers, and (3) the misbelievers. A word 

of caution: One must be extremely careful in generating realistic 

risk beliefs among targets who do not have them. If you do it too 

gently, no one will pay much attention to such messages. If you do 

it with too heavy a hand, as in using raw high fear appeals from 

low credibility sources, you will generate avoidance, anxiety or 

immobility more often than impelling appropriate action as in 

Principle 4 below. 

If a benefit is perceived to be zero, the tendency to comply with 

a recommended action will be zero. Unless the communicator can 

spell out with greatest specificity exactly what benefits will 

actually accrue to targets from acceding to a particular crime 

prevention action suggestion, the skeptical, the unconcerned or the 

non-informed targets will give that recommendation a zero rating, 

and they will subsequently tend to ignore the action recommendation. 

Furthermore, if targets are skeptical about the law enforcement/ 
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4. 

criminal justice system1s ability to actually help them (or if they 

don1t know much about them) no amount of simple urging will move 

them. Here the prime objective is more didactic than persuasive. 

First, targets must know how the criminal justice/law enforcement 

system works (as well as about its dysfunctions). Second, targets 

must be given reasons to believe in the ability of the systems to 

actually help to prevent or reduce victimization threats as they, 

the targets, perceive them. 

If perceptions of threat are substantially greater than the perceived 

benefits, the tendency to comply with a recommended action will be 

zero. Here, the task for the commun'icator is to attempt to allay 

realistic anxieties as much as possible by trying to overcome 

misbeliefs and misperceptions--if and where such exist. In cases 

where in reality IIbenefitsll from certain recommended actions are 
. 

either vague or obtuse (e.g. IILD.ingli personal property will 

reduce or efiminate burglary) or else they are in substantive 

contention (e.g. the continuing debate among professionals about 

the efficacy of individual versus societal responsibility for crime 

prevention), the thoughtful communicator probably should consider 

either holding off until consensus regarding actual and true benefits 

emerges, or else the responsible communicator should inform publics 

about the issues involved, and possib"ly recommend putting off 

taking certain actions until the issues regarding their efficacy 

are finally resolved. Another strategy worth considering involves 

offering targets IIsecondaryli psychological assurance messages as 

IIbenefits.1I Under no circumstance should the responsible communicator 

suggest a crime prevention action whose benefit to the target either 

169 

I 



---~~~.--

(~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
[ 

I: 
;: 
I: 
I" 

[ r 

I: 
[ 

[ 

l 
I 
( 

• ..~:-:;~~-.~ ""10-' 

5. 

r I 

is unclear, is in doubt, or will place message targets in jeopardy. 

Those communi cators who were party to the II great swi n'. fl u" i mmuni

zation hoax of some years ago must bear the same guilty verdict of 

unmitigated public irresponsibility as has been accorded to the 

health professionals who dreamed the odd and dangerous scheme up in 

the first place. In crime prevention the truth is that for the 

most part the benefits supposedly to be derived from a multitude of 

actions are more hypothetical and speculative than factual. Communi

cations that either hide this truth or else ignore it not only deny 

their targets the infoY'mation they need to make meaningful decisions 

about their own lives, but they too become part of and help to sustain 

the quackery of i rrespons; b 1 e propagandi zers for "benef; ts" that 

either do not exist or cannot possibly be delivered. 

The tendency to comply with a recommended action will be strongest 

among individuals who believe themselves to be at maximal risk and 

who simultaneously believe strongly in the benefits to be derived 

from compliance. This is another way of saying that the communicator's 

easiest task is simply to reinforce what already is there among 

certain publics. Consequently, "realistic believers" are always 

the most ready to adopt reasonable action suggestions that may 

appear in the media. All these targets need is reasonable information 

about a true "danger" and what to do about it. But even under such 

"ideal" audience disposition circumstances as these, we have witnessed 

that there are few guarantees that automatic universal compliance 

will occur, or that if initial compliance does occur, that it will 

continue over time. 
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6. 

7. 

Unless a given recommended action 1S perceived as a truly effective 

means for preventing or solving a perceived problem, it will not 

produce compliance ... even among those who believe in the efficacy 

of individualized protective actions. Here the communicator must 

try to IIguarantee" at a relatively high rate of probability that 

the particular actions advocated will result in the benefits promised 

for the large m~jority of persons intending to take the prescribed 

actions. If th~ communicator cannot offer such explicit assurance, 

no claims whatever should be made or implied regarding actual 

primary benefits to be derived from the actions prescribed. Again, 

here too the communi cator can fallback on provi di ng secondary 

indirect "assurance" benefits instead. 

Even if an action is perceived as being potentially efficacious and 

benefi ci a 1 by demands reci pi ents, it wi 11 not be comp 1 i ed with 

automatically, particularly if at the same time the action is 

perceived to be either inconvenient, negatively consequential, 

expensive, unpleasant, embarrassing, complicat.~d, unavailable, 

upsetting, or as requiring high frequencies of repetition over time. 

In other words, even where targets may believe in the efficacy of a 

given action, they may not intend to take the advocated action for 

a va'''; ety of reasons other than thei r i nte 11 ectua 1 acceptance of 

the recommendation as an idea,. In these situations communicators 

might very well aim their messages. at community officials to eliminate 

as many barriers to compliance as possible (i.e. increase police 

"visibility"; or decrease the cost and complexity of an advocated 

action prior to recommending those actions to the public). 
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Intellectual information, while often necessary, is frequently not 

sufficient to the development of crime prevention beliefs that can 

impel compliance or even intent to comply. Consequently, people 

who are unconcerned about a particular aspect of their security to 

begin with are (1) least likely to attend to communications relating 

to that aspect of self-protection or (2) to be']ieve in the efficacy 

of recommended actions, should their exposure to such material 

occur either by accident or through coercion. 
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CONTROLLING INFORMATION 

"Information" of an intellectual nature should not be wasted on targets 

who already have sufficient information. In no sphere of learning is there a 

100 percent saturation of accepted information. Consequently, communicators 

often must satisfy themselves with information penetration ceilings probably 

in the 60-75 percent and over r~n~A Efforts to go beyond the 75 percent 

limit can be extremely costly, and often they will result only in the most 

minute information gains-- tiny gains that hardly merit the efforts to achieve 

them. 

Common sense tells us that if after intensive media efforts over the 

span of years no more than say, 60 percent of a target has learned a particular 

crime prevention fact--it is quite unlikely that IIjust one more" campaign 

will increase that proportion substantially. 

Rather than futilely attempting 100 percent crime prevention information 

saturation across the board, communicators must begin to view information as 

vehicles through which the health beliefs of likely targets may be formed and 

changed r to serve eventually as motives to act. Unlikely targets can be 

assigned the very lowest information effort priorities possible. 

We have seen that there is a problem in persons not repeating the actions 

they already have knowl edge about. Addi tiona lly, we have noted the absence 

of a one-to-one relationship between being suitably informed and the taking 

of appropriate crime prevention actions. 
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CONTROLLING AT-RISK BELIEFS 

Before message recipients actually take a recommended action, they 

either must first believe or be persuaded to believe that they are at risk. 

Once targets believe they are in some danger (not overwhelming danger), they 

then should be persuaded to behave as if the recommended action will do away 

with that danger either completely or at least in part. 

The lI at-riskll role is ambiguous, threatening and difficult to assume 

simply on demand. Epidemiologically it is possible to ascertain certain 

probabilities of danger for certain population cohorts who share certain 

demographic and ecological attributes like age or sex or place or residence 

as well as certain negative habits like leaving entry doors unlocked. But 

individuals do not ordinarily calculate personal risk in terms of epidemiological 

probabil iti es that characteri ze soci a 1 aggregates, even when such Jlobjective ll 

risk estimates exist. Rather, they operate on the basis of subjective estimates 

of risk which mayor may not cOI'-relate with the more objectively derived 

actuarial probabilities. In fact, these subjective estimates of hazard 

probabilities are nothing more than beliefs about risk. As such, they function 

exactly as all beliefs do. Their origins and dysfunctions are the same as 

we 11. 

As individuals, we must operate mostly within a context of uncertainty 

about the crime victimi1:ation hazards we face. No one can tell us with 

precision exactly what the chances are that ~~, Mr. Howard Graves or Miss 

Margaret Fortuno will, for example, actually be mugged, robbed, raped, or 

burglarized; nor can anyone clearly indicated how severe a consequence any of 

these events wi 11 generate for us. Nei cher can anyone offer us a :.ireci se 

probability that. a particular action on our part will prevent a given crime 
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from taking place. At most, we will encounter seemingly authoritative libest 

guesses. II In most instances seeking such precise risk information from an 

authoritative source such as the police will not clarify the uncertainty; but 

instead, it may actually increase it. For the lIauthorities ll in crime 

prevention can no more offer IIguaranteesll regarding risk than can anyone 

else. This is so because the state of the art simply does not allow the 

experts to make such precise risk estimates for any single case that involves 

any individual .:;r small group of individuals. 

McIntosh (720, p. 170) observes that uncertai nty occurs when we II are 

unable to assign definite values to objects and events and/or are unable to 

accurately predict outcomes. II The human organism cannot tolerate such 

ambiguity for too long a time, because prolonged uncertainty breeds anxiety. 

We curb or avoid such anxiety by creating or relying on our own subjective 

probabi 1 ity estimates of ri sks by assumi ng certa; n bel i efs about the 

occurrence of crime and its prevention that we acquire from all kinds of 

sources and store away over a lifetime. Here our lIinformationJi repertoires 

are more ideological than intellectual. 

We make subjective estimates of risk on socio-cultural, psycho-social, 

and personal perceptual and ideological grounds. The results rarely coincide 

with actual risk probabilities because the mathematics of probability are 

free from emotion, while our personal subjective judgments of crime victimi

zation risks are almost entirely affective. 

Consider, for example, the roles that factors like age (social maturation) 

and magic play in our estimates of victimization risks. The younger we are 

as males, for example, the more willing we are to take II macho-type ll crime

related risks primarily, because we believe that the mystical intervention of 

III uckll wi 11 serve to correct the bad judgments our immaturity often forces us 
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to make. The older 'tie get the more "careful" we become and the fewer are the 

risk-taking behaviors we engage in and the greater are the avoidance actions 

we take. The faithful among us often depend on "Fate" or on the "Divine" to 

intervene and reduce the risks that the institutional system seemingly is 

unable to accomplish. 

Clearly, communicators will have a tough job on their hands in trying to 

convince many publics who believe quite seriously that luck and Divine 

supervision will keep them secure; convince them that, in fact, they may be 

in considerable danger ... danger that requires "rational human" intervention 

if it is to be avoided, diminished or eliminated. 

And, in a way, this is precisely another major objective for the public 

communications practitioner to pursue--to accomplish congruence between targets' 

subjective estimates of the risk of being victimized and the actual risks more 

or 1 ess "objectively" cal cul ated .. 

For college-educated cosmopolitan targets who are trained to deal with 

abstract "risk probabilities," actuarial evidence in mathematical/statistical 

terms may be sufficient. 

For the majority of Americans in any target group who lack a college 

education, the presentation of such actuarial evidence can only be confusing 

and uncertainty-provoking. Perhaps information-giving in forms other than 

sheer exposition--forms that are narrative, dramatic, cr even humorous--might 

be important to pursue for such targets. McGruff is an excellent example of 

the ability of these non-expository formats to reach less well-educated 

sub-populations. 
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CONTROLLING FEAR APPEALS 

Among others, the tas ks of pub 1 i c commun i cat ions on behalf of cri me 

prevention are: 

o 

o 

o 

To reinforce risk beliefs that are already in congruence 
with actual risk; 

To lower those risk beliefs that, in fact, overestimate 
actual danger; 

To increase those risk beliefs that, in fact, underestimate 
actual dangers. 

In each of these instances the communicator must cope with the problems 

of fear. The higher the risk that a threat actually poses, and the more 

serious its potential consequences are perceived to be, the more fear will 

individuals manifest regarding any aspect of that phenomenon. 

In mass communications "fear appeals" are used to describe the highly 

negative consequences message recipients are likely to endure if they do not 

comply with the communicator's demands. Strong fear appeals generally are 

used in dramatic, often hyperbolic, presentations of serious, painful, costly, 

and even fatal consequences of non-compliance. 

The empirical literature on the relationship between exposure to 

fear-arousing messages and subsequent action-taking is large in number, 

complex, contradictory, and far from definitive in terms of its guideline 

potentials. For some time now there has been a debate among scholars who 

have been trying to decide whether high fear arousal or low fear arousal is 

more persuasive in motivating message recipients to take advocated actions. 

Two schools of thought have emerged--the Yale School of Janis, Feshback, 

and McGuire and the Wisconsin School represented by Leventhal. 

1. The Yale School--basing its conclusions on the fear-drive 
experiments its represente.tives have conducted--advocates 
low fear arousal tactics overall. 
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The argument is this. If you increase the vividness of a threat to 

the point that no clear relationship between the IIpunishmentli and the 

desired behavior can be discerned by the audience, the audience will 

IIcope li with the threat by avoiding it--and by not complying with the 

advocated action. Non-compliance will result from audiences' resentment 

over having been unduly frightened. 

Note that existing empirical data derived from drive theory research 

offers 1 ittl e in the way of strong support for the 1 i ght approach. 

Indeed, the bulk of contemporary research evidence points to the 

opposite conclusion--high fear arousal communications are generally more 

persuasive than are weak fear arousing types under particular circum-

stances. 

2. Leventhal (624, 628, 630) subscribes to the high fear arousal 
concl usi on from hi s somewhat compl i cated IIpara 11 e 1 response 
theoryll perspective. 

In short, Leventhal argues that fear messages typically set off two 

IIparallel li response systems. 

On the one hand is a II gl andular" and emotional fear response (i.e. 

IIfear control" response). On the other is a coping response effort that 

is designed to minimize the impact of the danger (i.e. "danger control" 

response). Faced wi th the prospect of threat, the message reci pi ent 

assesses the solutions offered as possible guides for decision-making. 

If a communication does not offer realistic solutions to the threats 

it poses, recipients will respond on the fear control level and will 

reject or avoid the promulgated high threat message. 

However, if high threat communications not only offer solutions to 

the dangers posed but indeed actually supply the "specific action 

instruct i ons" reci pi ents need to overcome the threats, they are very 

likely to be persuasive. 
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Parallel response theory remains little more than an interesting 

theory at this point. Here, too, empirical evidence is both sparse and 

inconclusive. 

Where then are we on this matter of the efficacy of high versus low fear 

arousal communications? 

If we regard the areas of consensus among revi ewers of fear arousal 

research (94, 181, 243, 491, 606, 895, 1000) as sources for yuidance, we can 

develop a number of tentative "generalizations" that can address the concerns 

of public communications practitioners. Until the empirical evidence is 

firmed up considerably more satisfactorily, these generalizations will have 

to serve as guidelines of a sort: 

1. High fear arousing communications overall are more likely to affect 

beliefs, attitudes, and intentions to behave than they are likely 

to affect behavior itself. Remember that vulnerability beliefs are 

more likely to affect seeking out informal information about crime 

prevention than they are to influence action-taking per se. 

2. If hiyh fear arousing communications are to affect behavior in any 

way at all, the following conditions must prevail: 

a. They must come from sources that enjoy the highest degree of 

credibility among recipients. Even so, high threat messages 

must be backed up by powerful evidence for their danger claims. 

b. They must be addressed to persons with se If-percepti ons of 

high esteem and confidence in one's abilities to cope with 

dangers effectively. 

c. They must be directed to message recipients who are used to 

coping with threat rather than ~voiding it. For example, it 
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d. 

wou 1 d be unwi se to di rect hi gh fear appeals to women who 

percei ve the nei ghborhoods they 1 i ve into be dangerous. 

High fear appeals must be directed to those who do not believe 

themselves to be at risk, and not to persons with high anxiety 

about ri sk. Messages that increase audi ences I bel i efs of 

vulnerability while stimulating their sense of fear will 

produce avoidance and rejection. Here me~sage recipients will 

perce; ve the danger to be terri b 1 e, but they wi 11 be 1 i eve 

themselves to be helpless to control it. Feelings of help

lessness lead to resignation ... not to positive action-taking. 

Succinctly put, persons who believe themselves to be highly 

vulnerable to crime cannot simply be frightened into taking 

appropriate actions other than avoidance perhaps. 

Further generalizations to keep in mind are the following: 

3. 

4. 

The level of threat that a message contains does not affect the 

learning of the factual matter it contains. 

A message IS 1 eve 1 of threat does not i nfl uence an audi ence IS 

interest in a given topic. Contrary to lore, high threat messages 

are not any more powerful "attention-getters" than are other message 

types--particulary when audiences have the opportunity to avoid 

them. 

5. Under high fear arousal, the more specific recommended actions are 

about the preci se steps to take to accompli sh them, the more 

impelling to action will they be. 

6. The simpler they are, and the more readily high danger reduction 

actions can be carried out, the more persuasive will high fear 

arou5~1 messages be. 
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CONTROLLING SOURCE CREDIBILITY 

There are two equally important processes--one vertical, the other 

horizontal--by which crime prevention beliefs are seen to be disseminated to 

various publics. 

The vertical version suggests that crime prevention beliefs originate 

exclusively with the lIexpertsll and then "percolate" downwards until they 

reach the lay publics eventually. 

The horizontal belief diffusion model suggest that beliefs about crime 

prevention are shaped and influenced mostly by the peers we. trust and regard 

as authoritative (i.e. opinion leaders). Depending on who our peers may be, 

the protection beliefs they pass on to us may be "officially sanctioned 

science," or else they may be in the form of totally unscientific IIfolk 

knowledge. II Regardless of how scientific it may be, most crime folk knowledge 

is passed on in a multi-stage process from the source, to the media, to 

opinion leaders, to the peers of opinion leaders--that is, to their relatives, 

fri ends, nei ghbors and co-workers. We generally pi ck up more of our cri me 

prevention beliefs quite casually from the people we know and trust (i.e. 

crime prevention opinion leaders) than we do from formal remote, anonymous 

"authorities. 1I And most of the time, crime prevention knowledge comes to us 

in the form of "cultural truisms"--that is, in the form of "realities" that 

are believed to be true by large aggregates of people, despite the a~sence of 

evidence to substantiate them. For many of us, the "cultural truisms" about 

crime we carry around with us serve as powerful counterforces to II sci ence" 

or to the pronouncements of "authorities." They allow us to find merit in a 

variety of questionable theoY'ies, principles, and recommendations. 
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For many of us folk crime prevention knowledge is lIauthoritative. 1I 

Consi deri ng the state of the art regardi ng the causes and preventi on of 

crime, most of the IIknowledge ll that is available is really more ideological 

than it is scientifically empirical. 

Depending upon who we are and where we are culturally, sociologically, 

and psychologically, we either derive our beliefs about risks mostly from a 

scientifically empirical (i.e. lIauthoritative ll ) system or mostly from the 

cultural system. 

Regardless of the sources of our crime victimization risk beliefs, 

unless those sources are perceived as being believable, they will not be 

persuasive. 

It was Aristotle who some 2,000 years ago observed the sine gua non 

nature of source cl'edibility in the persuasion process. 

IIPersuasion is achieved by the speaker' s personal character when the 

speech is so spoken as to make us think him credible. We believe good 

men more fully and more readily than others. II 

(Rhetorica, p. 29) 

The axiom that in order to be persuasive message sources must be 

believable, has become a law of communications firmly embedded in contemporary 

research. And contemporary research has concl uded that II credibi 1 ityll is not 

a particular trait to be attributed to the communicator. Rather, like beauty, 

source credibility is in the eyes of the beholder. Perceptions of the 

credibility of message sources, therefore, always are subject to change. 

Of course various attributes that sources either manage to project (or 

not to project) to audiences will affect those audiences ' perceptions. 

Psychological investigations of IIsource credibilityll have delineated several 

that seem to hold up to experimentation over time (95, 408, 1001). 
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Perceived expertise--the source is believed to be capable of making 
correct assertions. 

Perceived trustworthiness--the source is believed to believe in the 
validity of the assertions he or she makes, combined with an 
audience perception of altruism on the part of the source. 

Attractiveness or dynamism--the source is considered to be II with it,ll 
empathetic, likeable, familiar, similar to the audiences. 

Of course, with messages that appear in the media, the credibility of 

the medium in which the message is disseminated must also be perceived 

positively if persuasion is going to occur. If a highly credible source 

appears in a medium of low credibility, persuasion will be seriously hobbled. 

Current research indicates that both the vehicles of mass communication 

as well as the particular operators within a medium are judged to be either 

credible or not. 

These days, most older, 1 ess affl uent and 1 ess well-educated adults 

believe that television is the most believable medium. And we have seen how 

audiences overall accept television as the most reliable source of news about 

crime. 

Better educated, higher earning adults are most apt to rely on print 

media as the most credible sources of information and ideas. 

Additionally, viewers and readers are likely to consider CBS, NBC, and 

ABC more credible than the local lIindependentll channel and the New York Times 

and Washington Post more believable than the National Enquirer and the 

New York Daily News. 

Judgments of media credibility generally are based on the perceived 

objectivity, authenticity, and dynamism of individual media. 

In the area of crime prevention, where the communicator more often than 

not must increase perceptions of threat, it is absolutely essential to use 

only the highest possible credible sources. The same is true when what the 
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communicator has to say is highly discrepant with what targets already believe. 

Consider the effect of a highly credible source like Franklin D. Roosevelt in 

the campaigns against polio or of the IItrustworthiness ll and lIattractiveness ll 

that Betty Ford projected in endorsing messages about the dangers of breast 

cancer and the necessity of early diagnosis. 

Conversely, communicators should try to avoid low credible testimonial 

sources--no matter how popular or glamorous they may be. Once targets perceive 

a particular source as lIinappropriate li in terms of expertise and trustworthiness 

(even though they may consider the source to be lIattractive ll
) audiences will 

be incited to develop counterarguments against the source rather than being 

persuaded to develop an appropriate at-risk beli~f, or to take an advocated 

acti on. 

Of course, not all communicators can be equally highly credible. One way 

to increase the persuasiveness of a low-credible source is to enhance sources l 

trust.worthiness by having them argue against their own personal best 

interests--with evidence of selflessness. 

Further source credibility principles the practitioner of public commu

nications on behalf of crime prevention should be aware of are: 

o What targets thi nk of the source of a message wi 11 di rectly 
influence their reaction to that message. 

o Audiences react more favorably to message sources who they perceive 
to be similar to themselves . 

o In order to enhance his/her credibility, the communicator should 
initially (where possible) express some ideas and beliefs that are 
held by the particular audiences addressed. 

o The mo~e negatively dispo~ed targ~ts are initially to an issue, the 
more wlll they pay attentlon to hlgh-credible sources. Conversely, 
the more favorably disposed targets are to an issue the more apt 
are they to heed messages stemmi ng from a 1 ow-credi b 1 e source. 
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Although the matter of source credibility is critical to developing 

at- ri s k be 1 i efs among pub 1 i cs who do not vi ew themse 1 ves as vu 1 nerab 1 e, the 

complexities involved do not allow for simplistic formulas. 

For example, i~ is not at all clear that the IIpolice" are automatically 

and universally accepted as credible sources of crime prevention information. 

Nor are the reaction data to the early McGruff campaign indicative of universal 

automatic acceptance of a cartoon dog-in-a-trench-coat as the best possible 

II spo kesman li for crime prevention. For one, a number of interviewees misper

ceived the McGruff character to be one that is primarily suited for children, 

but not necessarily for adults. In the same vein, because older persons tend 

to be more fearful of dogs in general, a number of elderly respondents felt 

threatened by the McGruff character in the campaign. 
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CONTROLLING TARGET DELINEATION 

Good public communications strategies vis-a-vis crime prevention must be 

based on sound empirical data regarding both demog~aphic and psychological 

attributes of various publics; their crime prevention knowledge levels; their 

beliefs and values regarding a wide range of pertinent risk/benefit phenomena; 

their media habits; their crime-related histories and experiences; and their 

positioning in socially supportive and informal communications networks. 

Simplistic opinion "surveys" of public knowledge levels combined with 

retrospective self-reports of crime encounters analyzed against gross 

demographic characteristics of sample populations are nearly useless for the 

purpose of developing sound public communications strategies. What is needed 

~ pY'iori are the kinds of systematic "social marketing" investigations that 

have been outlined by researchers such as Zaltman and Vertinsky (1160). 

Here, systematic invest i gat i on of the soci 01 ogi ca 1, psycho 1 ogi ca 1, and 

experiential attributes of potential targets is conducted prior to developing 

messages and dissemination strategies in order to delineate the motives of 

potential actors eventually either to comply with or reject recommended crime 

preventi on that may be only on the drawi ng boards. The purpose of soci a1 

marketing research in crime prevention is to guide public communications 

practitioners into (1) identifying prospective high and low message compliers 

so t~at efforts can be focused on the highs and not wasted on the lows, and 

(2) "tailoring" messages to the specific needs, beliefs, experiences, and 

motives of specifically identified (in psycho-social terms) high prospect 

targets. 

In developing strategies for public communications, the practitioner 

must think "audience segmentalizationJl--not "mass communication." 
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Overall, the five mass media action demands prevlously mentioned will 

always be addressed to six quite different "publics" in the very least. 

1. Those who presently indeed are, and will remain, relatively "safe," 
know it and be1ieve themselves to be safe. 

2. Those who present.ly indeed are, and will remain, "safe," but believe 
themselves to be ~t risk. 

3. Those who presently are, and will remain, at risk, know it and 
believe themselves to be at risk. 

4. Those who presently are, and will remain, at risk, but believe 
themselves to be "safe." 

5. Those who may be only temporarily safe, but have a good chance of 
becoming "at risk." 

6. Those who may be only temporarily at risk, but have a good chance 
of becoming safe. 

If you consider that in each of these "non-demographic" target sub-groups 

there will be individuals who either believe or who do not believe in the 

efficacy of their individualized actions to diminish, control, or eliminate 

the threat of victimization, the absolute minimal number of separate targets 

to be addressed within anyone demographically identified cohort will be a 

minimum of twelve! 

Cl early, the crime prevention messages appeari ng in the "mass" medi a 

cannot possibly be addressing homogeneous "masses" who are expected to react 

to such messages in exactly the same way at exactly the same time. 

Categorically, there is no such phenomenon as a "mass" audience. It is 

doubtful whether such ever actually did exist. Audiences not only are dis

aggregated--researchers in mass communications refer to the segmentalization 

of audiences--but they differ from each other in so many ways that most 

"mass" messages addressed to the most people will be inapplicable to most 

audiences most of the time. The rather massive Public Broadcasting Television 

effort, Feeling Good, learned this lesson the hard way. Most viewers of the 
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series attended only those messages that they perceived to be relevant to 

their particular health interests, beliefs, and concerns; and they ignored 

all those which they considered to be irrelevant. The result was that most 

of Feeling Goodls health messages were ignored by most of its so-called mass 

audience (515, 746). 

To ,a large extent the initial McGruff campaign has experienced a 

similar fate. As Elihu Katz and his associates have indicated (1973), 

I: ••• peop 1 e bend the medi a to thei r needs more readi ly than the medi a 

overpowers them.1I 

At best, purposive mass communications campaigns are risky undertakings. 

The less control the communicator has with regard to precise target delineation, 

with regard to explicit message and demand IItailoring,1I and with regard to 

specific high potential media placement, the less control will (s)he have 

over the communication process in toto. The less overall control then, the 

more reliant will the communicator have to be on what the audience will do to 

his or her messages--rather than on what a highly controlled effort might 

accomplish vis-a-vis explicitly identified targets. 

Resorting to a scatter-gun strategy which aims at everyone in the hope 

of hitting someone cannot subsitute for lack of control. 

The fact is that the public communications can insert a high degree of 

control with regard to all three--targets, messages and media. But first the 

communicator must set priorities with regard to tackling the more essential 

issues that reflect the highest potential for success. This calls for a 

multi-tiered mass communications plan instead of one flat overall approach. 

First, priority decisions must be made regarding what limited number of 

feasible specific protective actions communicators wish specifically identified 
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(both demographically and psychographically) targets to take. Public commu

nicators can be guided in such determina.tions by the data on protective 

action-taking in this report. 

Communicators can cut down on the numbers of actions they are promoting 

by not focusing on actions that are already engaged in by majorities of the 

public; by pot focusing on actions that are questionable in regard to the 

II benefits II they produce; by not focus i ng on person-protection actions that 

require mental alertness and physical skills which cannot be acquired simply 

by readi ng a pamph 1 et or watchi ng a PSA; and by not recommendi ng i nfeas i b 1 e 

actions that are complex and difficult to undertake, such as suggesting to 

i ndi vi dua 1 s who res i de in what they cons i der to be dangerous 1 oca 1 es to 

IIform ll patrols with their II ne ighbors. 1I 

The determination of which action-demands shall be given high, low and 

no priority goes hand-in-hand with the delineation of specifically identified 

targets to whom the demands will be addressed. Here again the present study 

indicates that targets must be identified not only demographically, but as 

well in terms of: 

, " 

1. Where they reside; 

2. Past victimization experiences; 

3. Concerns and fears about their vulnerability; 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

B. 

Their current protective action-taking; 

Their crime prevention related beliefs concerning responsibility, 
self-competence, and efficacy of individual protective action-taking; 

Their knowledge about and interest in crime prevention; 

Their media habits; 

Their reactions to specific crime prevention media messages. 
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In planning strategies along these lines, an important procedure at the 

start is literally to write down all pertinent data on forms that should be 

headed with captions something like this: 

Action 
Demand 

Benefit 
to Actor 

"Cost" to 
Actor 

Is Demand Priority: 
High Moderate Low 

Target 
Demographic 

Description 
Crime 
Related 
Experiences, 
Concerns, 
Beliefs, 
and Protec
tive Action 
Orientations 
and 
Behaviors 

Media 
Orienta
tions and 
Habits 

Once the action-demands/target priorities determinations are made, the 

planner can move into the development of a four-tiered message strategy that 

is (1) information oriented, (2) reinforcement oriented, (3) belief-motivation 

oriented, and (4) action-oriented. 

It is needless to point out that the sole purpose of "information" is to 

enlighten by virtue of its ability to reduce uncertainty. Its purpose is not 

to affect behavior. The data from our studies certainly demonstrate the 

relative impotence of "information" alone in regard to its influence on crime 

prevention behavior. 

Still, we note that "information" is the only tool that public communi

cations practitioners have to work with. But it is erroneous to assume that 

intellectual information is the only available tool here. 

We have noted that various targets require risk estimation information; 

reassurance i nformati on; concrete "benefits" vs "costs" i nformati on; and 

above all, instrumental information which spells out in very specific detail 

precisely what is being demanded from the target along with the specific 
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steps the target must take in order to (1) carry out the demands to the 

letter, and (2) to experience the exact net benefits that compliance will 

produce. 

The range of "information" messages that can possibly be useful here is 

quite limited as we see it ... possibly no more than eight in number: 

1. Exposition of the lIat t'isk" concept, including data on 
victimization and its causes; 

2. Placement of target on a specific risk point on the 
continuum with exposition regarding consequence expectancies; 

3. Exposition regarding synergistic interactions between 
negative behaviors and high risk environments; 

4. Exposition regarding efficacy of the modern crime prevention 
system; 

5. 

6. 

Exposition regarding the efficacy of individualized protective 
actions; 

Information regarding sources of help other than the police, 
and how to gain access ~o them; 

7. Proofs for claims; 

8. Exposition regarding rationalization, delay and denial 
mechanisms. 

Additionally, there is just one benefit that crime prevention message 

targets must be lIinformed" about; namely, that compliance with the advocated 

action will indeed result in either the reduction or elimination of a specific 

crime threat or danger. 

All too often, in their zeal to IIchange attitudes and behavior," purposive 

public communications practitioners simply forget to reinforce the "good gui' 

majoriti es that already are pract i ci ng advocated actions. They forget to 

"stroke" the individuals who practice positive behaviors with "well-done," 

"thanks, II and II keep up the good work" messages--messages that can serve two 

very important functions. One is creating a favorable climate in which 
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positive action-takers are encouraged to continue to behave in an approved 

fashion. The other being the setting of "examples" vis-a-vis IIrecognitionll 

(i. e. soci a 1 reward) that is accorded to persons who do indeed comply with 

ameliorative demands. 

Perhaps the most important finding from the University of Denver research 

is that by virtue of their disinterest in crime prevention, or their lack of 

se 1 f-confi dence, 1 arge numbers of AmeY'i cans are not prepared to take many of 

the protective actions that are being advocated. 

In the specific we have noted that there is considerable skepticism 

about the efficacy of individualized protective action-taking and that beliefs 

about the ability of such behaviors to actually reduce crime have a powerful 

influence on protection action-taking; on membership in informal community 

protection organizations; and on individuals' beliefs regarding their own 

personal competence to prevent crimes. 

Similarly, we have noted strong interactions between interest in crime 

prevention and being (and keeping) informed about it; joining in with formal 

community groups; and taking (property) protective actions. 

The data suggest that perhaps it has been premature to launch action-demands 

campaigns on behalf of crime prevention without first building up a very 

solid IIclimate for acceptance. 1I That is to say, without creating IIhigh 

interest
ll 

in crime prevention before demanding crime prevention action-taking, 

the likelihood of the tepid behavioral reactions that the early McGruff PSAs 

generated will be enhanced. In a similar vein, we cannot expect individuals 

to take recommended crime prevention actions if they do not believe that 

those actions will actually reduce or eliminate the threat of crime. 

There is much work to be done, particularly in regard to strengthening 

public beliefs in the efficacy of individualized protective action-taking. 

192 

j 

IJ 
II 

i 
I 
.1 
I 
I 
I 
l' 
1. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
] 

I 
I 
I 

Additionally, target publics such as women, the elderly, and residents of 

dangerous neighborhoods need to have their beliefs in their own competence to 

protect self and property strengthened. Finally, interest in crime prevention 

per se must be sparked to a much greater extent than heretofore. 
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A FINAL NOTE: CONSIDER THE CONSUMER 

All this must be done well before we can expect large-scale success with 

action-demands campaigns. In other words, we must begin from the beginning 

and start building the public's motivations to act on behalf of crime 

prevention instead of trying to force them to act regardless of motivation. 

Thankfully, it is not too late to commence with the task right now. 

In doing so we offer a final note for the communications practitioner to 

consider. In addition to adopting the best empirically grounded strategies 

possible, the practitioner in crime prevention public communications must 

behave responsibly in recognizing the communications rights of the communi

cations consumer. To wit; 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

The crime prevention consumer has a right not to be insulted--not 

to be treated as dumb, ignorant, neglectful, irresponsible, or 

apathetic. 

Consumers have a right to receive crime prevention messages that 

are of interest to them; that are relevant to their needs; and not 

to the interests and needs of the communicator. 

Crime prevention communicators must practice truth in labeling. The 

consumer has the right to know which communicated facts are totally 

true, which are partially true, and which are mere speculations and 

hypotheses. He or she must be gi ven all the evi dence on whi ch 

assertions of "truth" are offered. 

The crime prevention information consumer has a right to messages 

that are attractively put together, that are stimulating, that are 

easily comprehended, and well organized so that processing of the 

information by individuals can be accomplished with celerity and 

ease. 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Crime prevention information consumers have the right to be addressed 

unobtrusively. They have the right not to be shouted at, conned, 

hustled, ridiculed or coerced. 

Crime prevention consumers have the right to reject all demands 

that require inordinate expenditures of effort, time, or money on 

thei r part. They also have the ri ght to reject all demands upon 

them that are vague, obtuse, and that are infeasible. 

Crime prevention i nformati on consumers have a ri ght to know the 

specific benefits they will experience if and when they comply with 

prevent i on action demands. They have a ri ght to know a 11 the 

n@0atives that are involved in complying with advocated actions as 
well. 

Consumers of crime prevention information have the right to reject 

messages that are mundane, prosaic, dull or pedantic--messages that 

lack imagination, appeal, and regard for their audiences. 
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APPENDIX 2 

Summary of Indices Used 
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SUMMARY OF INDICES USED 

I. PSYCHOLOGICAL INDICES 

A. Altruism. Sum score of the following items, divided into three levels. 
Please tell me whether ydu agree or disagree with each statement on 
this card. 

Don't 
Agree Disagree Know 

a. Every person should give some of their time for 
the good of their neighborhood or town or city ...... . 

b. People who fail to finish a job they promised to 
do should feel very badly about it .................. . 

c. We would be better off if we could live our own 
lives the way we want and not have to be concerned 
about doi ng thi ngs .................................. . 

d. In school I usually volunteered for special 
projects ............................................ . 

e. Letting your neighbors down occasionally is not 
so bad, because you just can't be doing good for 
everybody all the time .............................. . 

2 1 

2 1 

1 2 

2 1 

1 2 

B. Alienation. Sum score of the following Srole Anomia Scale items, 
divided into three levels. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

I am going to read you some statements with which you may agree or disagree. 
From this card tell me how much you agree or disagree with each statement. 

Strongly Don't 
agree Agree know Disagree 

a. In spite of what some people 
say, the life of the average 
person is getti ng worse ........ 5 

b. It's hardly fair to bring child
ren into the world with the way 
thi ngs look for the future ..... 5 

c. Nowadays a person has to live 
pretty much for today and let 
tomorrow take care of itself... 5 

4 

4 

4 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

Strongly 
disagree 

1 

1 

1 
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d. These days a person doesn't 
really know who can be counted 
on ............................. 5 

e. There's little use in writing 
to public officials, because 
they aren't really interested in 
the problems of the average 
person ......................... 5 

4 

4 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

C. Trust in People. Sum score of the following University of Michigan 
Survey Center items, divided into three levels. 

Generally speaking do you believe 
that most people can be trusted, 
or that you can't be too careful 
in dealing with people? 

Would you say that most of the time 
people try to be helpful, or that 
they are mostly just looking out 
for themselves? 

Do you feel that most people would 
try to take advantage of you if 
they got a chance, or would they 
try to be fair? 

Can be trusted .......... . 
Can't be too careful .... . 
Don't know .............. . 

Try to be helpful ....... . 
Just look out for selves 
Don't know .............. . 

Would try to be fair .... . 
Would take advantage .... . 
Don't know .............. . 

D. Trust in Institutions. Sum score of the following items, divided into 
three levels. 

How much of the time do you think 
you can trust the Federal Govern
ment in Washington to do what is 
best for the peop1e? 

How much of the time do you think 
you can trust the local government 
here to do what is best for the 
people? 

And how much of the time do you 
think you can trust local police 
officers here to act honestly and 
fairly? 

Just about always ., ..... . 
Most of the time ........ . 
Some of the time ........ . 
Hardly at all ........... . 
Don't know .............. . 

Just about always ... , ... . 
Most of the time ........ . 
Some of the time ........ . 
Hardly at all ........... . 
Don't know .............. . 

Just about always ....... . 
Most of the time ........ . 
Some of the time ........ . 
Hardly at all ........... . 
Don't know .............. . 

-~ 

• 

2 
1 
o 

2 
1 
o 

2 
1 
o 

4 
3 
2 
1 
o 

4 
3 
2 
1 
o 

4 
3 
2 
1 
o 

- , 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

2. 

3. 

INTERPERSONAL ACTIVITY INDICES 

A. Neighburhood Integration. Sum score of the following items, divided 
into three levels. 

Do you know most of the people in 
this immediate neighborhood, 
some of the people, or hardly any 
of the people in this neighborhood? 

All in all, is this the kind of 
neighborhood where people seem to 
go their own way, or is it the 
kind of neighborhood where people 
seem to be rEally concerned about 
each other? 

Do you get along well with most of 
the people in this neighborhood, 
some 0f the people, or hardly any 
of the people? 

About how often during the past 
seven days have you had talks with 
people in this neighborhood, that 
is, with people who are not in your 
family and household? 

B. Organizational Membership. 

Altogether, how many organizations 
and clubs do you now belong to? 

MASS MEDIA ORIENTATION INDICES 

Most of the people ...... . 
Some .................... . 
Hardly any .............. . 
Don't know .............. . 

Go own way .............. . 
Concerned about each other 
Don't know .............. . 

Most of the people ...... . 
Some .................... . 
Hardly any .............. . 
Don't know .............. . 

o times ................. . 
1-3 times .............. .. 
4-6 times ............... . 
7 or more times ......... . 

None .................... . 
One ..................... . 
Two ..................... . 
Three-four .............. . 
Fi ve or more ............ . 

A. Media Exposure. Sum score of the following items, divided into three 
levels. 

On the average weekday, how much 
time do you usually spend watching 
television from the time you get up 
until you go to sleep? 

On an average weekday, how much time 
do you usually spend listening to 
the radio, both inside and outside 
your home? 

Less than two hours ..... . 
2 to less than 4 hours .. . 
4 or more hours ......... . 
Don't know .............. . 

Less than 2 hours ....... . 
2 to less than 4 hours .,. 
4 or more hours ......... . 
Don't know .............. . 

3 
2 
1 
o 
1 
2 
o 

3 
2 
1 
o 

1 
2 
3 
4 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 

1 
2 
3 
o 

1 
2 
3 
o 
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B. 

C. 

:- , 

How much time do you usually spend 
looking at a newspaper on an average 
weekday? 

About how many different magazines 
do you usually get to look at or 
read over a month's time? 

None .................... . 
1-20 minutes ............ . 
21-40 minutes ........... . 
41-60 minutes ........... . 
61 minutes or more ...... . 
Don I t know .............. . 

None .................... . 
One ..................... . 
2-3 ..................... . 
4 or more ............... . 
Don I t know .............. . 

Medi~ Functions. Sum score of the following items, divided into three 
1 eve 1 s .. 

On this card are two approaches different people ~ave to different 
activities. Both may apply to how you feel. But, please tel! ~e the 
one statement, A or B, that applies to you more for each actlvlty I 
will read to you. 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
o 
o 
1 
2 
3 
o 

A. (Relaxation) B. (Information) 

Looking at or reading magazines? .. 
Listening to the radio? .......... . 
Watching television? ............. . 
Looking at or reading newspapers? . 

Sensitivit~ to Public Service Advertising. 
items, divlded into three levels. 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Sum score of the following 

Most advertisements and commercials advertise different produ~ts and 
other things that people can buy. But there are also other klnds of 
commercials and advertisements that tell people about how they can 
stay healthy, what they can do to help themselves, where to go fo\ 
help at social service agencies, and so forth. These are call pUpllC 
service announcements and advertisements, and they tell about thlngs 
like traffic safety, cancer prevention, help with alcohol and drug 
problems, crime prevention and so on. 

. d . t publl'C service ads: In general, how much attentlon 0 you glve 0 

On television? ........................... . 
On radi o? ................................ . 
In newspapers? ........................... . 
In maga~i nes? ............................ . 

All in all, do you find public service 
ads to be very convincing, somewhat 
convincing, or hardly convincing at all? 

Hardly Don't 
A lot Some an~ know 

3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 
3 2 1 

Very convincing 
Somewhat convincing. 
Hardly convincing .. . 
Don't know ......... . 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3 
2 
1 
o 

4. 

How helpful would you say are public 
service advertisements in making people 
like yourself aware of problems that may 
affect their weTT=lieing? Are they very 
helpful, fc ;rly helpful, or hardly 
helpful at till? 

In terms of helping people like yourself 
to solve problems they may have, would you 
say~ public service advertisements are 
very helpful, fairly helpful, or hardly 
helpful at all? 

Have you yourself ever written or phoned 
in to get more information about some
thing you heard or read about in a public 
service advertisement? 

Can you tell me about anyone particular 
recent public service ad that stands out 
in your memory? 

CRIME COMMUNICATION ORIENTATION INDICES 

Very helpful ....... . 
Fairly helpful ..... . 
Hardly helpful ...... . 
Don't know ......... . 

Very he1pful ....... . 
Fairly helpful ..... . 
Hardly helpful ..... . 
Don't know ......... . 

yes ................ . 
No ................. . 
Can't recall ....... . 

Recall ed ........... . 
Not recalled ....... . 

A. Attention to Media Crime Content. Sum score of the following items, 
divided into three levels. 

How often do you watch police, crime, 
or detective programs on television? 
Do you watch them very often, sometimes, 
or hardly ever at all? 

Very often ......... . 
Sometimes .......... . 
Hardly ever ........ . 
Don't know, varies 

3 
2 
1 
o 

How much attention do you ordinarily give to news about crime? 

On TV? ......................... . 
On the radi o? .................. . 
In the newspapers? ............. . 
In magazi nes? .................. . 

B. Crime Discussion 

When you talk with neighbors and people 
you consider close to you, including 
family and friends, do you discuss 
things about crime very often, sometimes, 
or hardly ever at all? 

A lot of Some 
attention attention 

3 
3 
3 
3 

2 
2 
2 
2 

Hardly 
any 

or none 

1 
1 
1 
1 

Very often ......... . 1 
2 
3 
o 

Sometimes .......... . 
Hardly ever at all .. 
Don't know ......... . 

3 
2 
1 
a 

3 
2 
1 
o 

2 
1 
o 

1 
o 

Don't 
know 

o 
o 
o 
o 

• 
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5. CRIME ORIENTATION INDICES 

A. Neighborhood Crime Perception 

B. 

C. 

Within the past year, do you think that crime in your neighborhood has 
increased, decreased, or remained about the same? 

Increased 1 
Same 2 (SKIP TO 
Decreased 3 

Not been here that long 4 (SKIP TO 
Don't know . 0 

Were the crimes you had in mind mostly the kind that involve the loss 

) 

) 

of property and things that people value; or, do they most~ involve 
physical injury to people; or, are they mostly the so-called "victimless" 
crimes that don't involve loss or injury, such as gambling and prosti
tution? 

Property crimes 
Injury crimes . 
"Victimless" crimes 
Don't know 

Perceived Neighborhood Safety at Night 

1 

2 

3 

o 

How safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone in your 
neighborhood AT NIGHT--very safe, reasonably safe, somewhat unsafe, or 
very unsafe? 

Very safe 1 
Reasonably safe 2 
Somewhat unsafe 3 

Very unsafe 4 
Don't know 0 

Neighborhood Crime Risk 

How dangerous do you think this neighborhood is compared to other 
neighborhoods in terms of crime? Do you believe it is much more 
dangerous, more dangerous, about average, less dangerous, or much less 
dangerous? 

Much more dangerous 
More dangerous 
About average . . . 
Less dangerous 
Much less dangerous. 
Don't know; can't tell 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
o 
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D. Pt'operty Vul nerabil ity 

How likely do you think it is that your residence will be broken into 
or burglarJzed during the nex~ year--do you think it is very likely, 
somewhat llkely, or not very llkel\l? 

Very 1 i ke ly 3 
Somewhat likely. 2 
Not at all 1 ike ly 1 
Don't know 0 

E. Personal Vulnerabilit~ 

How like~y 90 you think it is that you personally will be attacked or 
robbed wlthln the next year--do you think it is very likely somewhat 
likely, or not at all likely? ' 

F. 

G. 

Ve ry 1 i ke 1 y . . . 3 

Somewhat likely. 2 

Not at all likely 1 

Don't know 0 

Perceived Vulnerability. Sum score of the following items, divided 
into three levels. 

How likely do you think it is that your 
residence will be broken into or 
burglarized during the next year--do you 
think it is very likely, somewhat likely 
or not very 1 ike ly? ' 

How likely do you think it is that you 
personally will be attacked or robbed 
within the next year--do you think it 
is very likely, somewhat likely, or not 
at all likely? 

Very likely ........ . 
Somewhat likely .... . 
Not very likely .... . 
Don't know ......... . 

Very likely ........ . 
Somewhat likely .... . 
Not at all likely .. . 
Don't know ......... . 

Victimization Experience. Sum score of the following items. 

Have you yourself been a victim of a 
crime during the past few years? Yes ................ . 

No ................. . 
2 
1 

Has any member of your immediate family 
(whether or not in same household) been 
a victim of a crime during the past few 
years? 

Yes ................ . 
No, don't know ... '" 

2 
1 

3 
2 
1 
o 

3 
2 
1 
o 
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6. PREVENTION ORIENTATION INDICES 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

~, I 

Prevention Concern. Sum score of the following items, divided into 
three levels. 

Overall, would you say you are very 
interested, fairly interested, or 
hardly at all interested in crime 
prevention? 

Compared to most other people, 
would you say you are more concerned 
about protecting yourself from 
crime, about as concerned as others, 
or less concerned than others are? 

Prevention Responsibility 

When it comes to helping prevent 
crimes in a neighborhood like this, 
do you believe that individual 
citizens have more responsibility 
than the police, less l'esponsibility, 
or equal responsibility with the 
police? 

Prevention Confidence. 

How confident do you feel that you 
as an individual can do things to 
help protect yourself from crime--
do you fee 1 very conf'j dent, somewhat 
confident, or not very confident at all? 

Perceived Prevention Knowledge. 

How much do you think you know about 
how to make yourself and your home 
less likely to be victimized by 
criminals--do you think you know a 
great deal, know some things, or 
don1t you think you know much at all? 

Perceived Prevention Effectiveness. 

Many people think that the crime rate 
can be redwced if ordinary citizens 
take more precautions to protect 
themselves, such as securing their 
homes against intruders. Others say 
that such precautions make little 
difference in reducing crime. What 
do you think? Do you think precau
tions taken by ordinary citizens 

, , 

Very interested ..... 
Fairly interested '" 
Hardly interested .. . 
Don1t know ......... . 

More concerned ..... . 
About as concerned " 
Less concerned '" '" 
Don1t know ......... . 

More responsibility. 
Equal responsibility 
Less responsibility. 
Don1t know ......... . 

Very confident ..... . 
Somewhat confident .. 
Not very confident .. 
Don1t know ......... . 

Know a great deal .. . 
Know some things ... . 
Don1t know much .... . 
Don1t know ....... '" 

A great dea 1 ....... . 
Somewhat ........... . 
Hardly at all ...... . 
Don I t know ......... . 

3 
2 
1 
o 

3 
2 
1 
o 

3 
2 
1 
o 

3 
2 
1 
o 

3 
2 
1 
o 

3 
2 
1 
o 

" 

J 
I 

F. 

G. 

can reduce the crime rate a great 
deal, somewhat, or hardly at all? 

Property Protection. Number of things done, divided into three levels. 

Here 1s a list of some things people 
sometlmes do to protect their homes 
against burglary. Please tell me 
which of them, if any you1ve done 
in this household .. J~st read me 
the appropriate numbers. 

Property engraved with 
I. D ................... . 

Local police do security 
check of home ......... . 

Special locks on doors/ 
wi ndows ................. . 
Peep-hole/window in door .. 
Outdoor lights for 

security. '" .......... . 
Anti-theft stickers on 

doors ................. . 
Operating burglar alarm 

system ... '" .... " ... " 
Dog at least partly for 

security ............. " 
Theft insurance ......... . 
Personal security devices-

gun, tear gas, etc ..... 
Other (speci fy) 

1 

2 

3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

o 
------

Prevention Activity. Sum score of the following items, divided into 
three levels. 

On ~his ca\d are some things people sometimes do to protect themselves 
agalnst crlme. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD). Would you read through "them 
and tell me which things you ~ do? 

Now, ~lease read throug~ the remaining things you do at least some of 
the t:me. Of t~ose, WhlCh do you always do, which do you do most of 
the tlme, and WhlCh do you only do once in a while. 

Once 
in 

Never while 

Locking doors short time .................. 1 
Keeping doors locked...................... 1 
Locking window screens short time ......... 1 
Leaving on indoor lights .................. 1 
Leavi ng on outdoor 1 i ghts ................. 1 
When away notifying police ................ 1 
When away stoppi,g delivery ............... 1 
When away nei ghbor watch .................. 1 
When away using a timer ................... 1 
Going out with someone else ............... 1 
Car instead of walking .................... 1 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Most 
of 

time Always 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4· 
4 
4 



J 

J 

7. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

Taking some protection ................... 1 
Avoiding places in neighborhood ........... 1 
Getting together with neighbors ........... 1 
Joining with neighbors .................... 1 

Observing Activity 

2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 

Do you usually try to keep an eye on whatls going 
front of your home, or do you usually not notice? 

on in the street in 

Usually keep eye 
Usually donlt notice 
Not applicable/canlt see front of house 
Donlt know 

Crime Reporting 

1 

2 

3 

0 

In the past year, have you contacted the police to report a crime or 
some suspicious activity in your neighborhood? 

Yes . 
No 
Can I t reca 11 

Organization Joining 

Have you ever been part of any Community 
Group or Organization in your neighborhood 
that tried to do anything about Crime in 
your neighb~rhood? 

Anticipated Prevention Activity 

1 

2 

o 

yes ................ . 
No/donlt recall .... . 

2 
1 

In the foreseeable future, do you think there is a very good chance 
that you will take more of these steps welve been talking about, some 
chance, or not much chance at all? 

Very good chance 
Some chance . . 
Not much chance 
Donlt know .. 

1 

2 

3 

o 

PREVENTION COMMUNICATION INDICES 

A. Attention to Prevention Public Service Advertising 

Public service ads cover many different kinds of things overall. Here 
is a list of some of the things that public service ads are concerned 
with. For each item on the card, please tell me how much attention 

B. 

C. 

.J 

1 D. 

J 

j 

j 
E. 

.j 

I F. 

I 

~. 
I 
I 

~ ~ 

, 

you pay to public service ads dealing with that topic--do you usually 
pay a lot of attention, some attention, or hardly any attention at all 
to them? 

Crime prevention .............................................. 

Prevention Discussion 

When you discuss crime, how often do 
you exchange ideas about what citizens 
like yourself can do to prevent crime-
very often, sometimes, or hardly at all? 

Prevention Information Exposure 

Looking now at all sources of infor
mation--mass media, other people 
and the rest--how often in the past 
12 mont~s have you come across 
information on how to protect your-
self and your household against crime? 
Have you seen or heard such information 
often, oc~asionally, or never? 

Prevention Information Attention 

Do you pay a lot of attention to 
this kind (prevention) information 
when you come across it some 
attention to it, or not'much 
attention at all? 

Prevention Information Need 

Overall, how much of a need do you 
have at this time for that kind of 
(prevention) information? Would you 
say that you have a great need, a 
small need, or hardly any need at all 
for such information? 

Anticipated Prevention 

In the foreseeable future do you think 
there is a very good chan~e that you 
will take more of these steps welve 
been talking about, ~ome chance, or 
not much chance at all? 

A lot Some 
Hardly 
any 

Donlt 
know 

3 2 1 

Very often ......... . 
Sometimes .......... . 
Hardly ever at all .. 
Donlt know ......... . 

Often .............. . 
Occasionally ....... . 
Never .... " ........ . 
Donlt know ......... . 

A lot .............. . 
Some ............... . 
Not much ........... . 
Donlt know ......... . 

Great need .................... 
Small need .................... 
Hardly any need .......... 
Donlt know .................... 

Very good chance ... . 
Some chance ........ . 
Not much chance .... . 
Doni t know ......... . 

o 

3 
2 
1 
o 

3 
2 
1 
o 

3 
2 
1 
o 

3 
2 
1 
0 

1 
2 
3 
o 



j 
8. 

1 

~ 

j 

i 
J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
B 

G. Anticipated Information Need 

In general, how much of a need do you 
have at this time for that kind of 
information? Would you say you have 
a great need, a small need, or hardly 
any need at all for such information? 

H. Anticipated Information Attention 

If you were to read or hear about infor
mation in the mass media on how to 
protect yourself and your household 
against crime, would you pay a lot of 
attention to it, some attention, or not 
much attention at all? 

Great need .......... 
Sma 11 need .......... 
Hardly any need ..... 
Don't know .......... 

Lot of attention ... . 
Some attention ..... . 
Not much at all .... . 
Don't know ......... . 

ACTIVE RESPONSE TEST (CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE AND PERCEIVED EFFECT) 

A. Can you tell me about anyone particular recent public service ad 
that stands out in your memory? (RECORD VERBATIM REPLY AND CODE) 

VERBATIM REPLY: 

CODE REPLY AS FOLLOWS: 

1 
2 
3 
0 

1 
2 
3 
o 

Mentions "Detective Dog," crime dog, 
"Take a bite out of crime," etc. 1 

2 

3 

4 

(SKIP TO ) 

B. 

C. 

Mentions other crime prevention ad 
Mentions health, medical service ad 
Mentions energy/conservation ad .. 
Mentions ad other than above 

(specify topic) ___________ _ 

Mentions no ad . 
5 

o 

(ASK _) 

How about public service ads that look something like these? (SHOW 
DETECTIVE DOG ADVERTISEMENT) Have you ever seen any advertisements 
or commercials like these on television or in newspapers or magazines, 
or heard one with this "Bite out of crime" theme on the radio? 

Yes, recognized ad 
No, can't reca 11 

1 

2 

(SKIP TO _) 

Advertisements like that have been running in all the media for about 
two years now. Would you please roughly estimate the number of times 
you may have seen that ad anywhere. Would you say that it has been 

- " 

D. 

E. 

.j 

j 
F. 

'j 

~ 

~ G. 

~-.. ~ 
," , 

" 

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

only once, about two to five times, about five to 20 times or more 
than 20 times? 

Once 1 

2-5 . 2 
5-20 3 

20+ . 4 
Can't recall 0 

Can you recall when it was that you first noticed the ad--was it 
within about the past two months, two months to a year ago, or before 
a year ago? 

Past two months. . 1 

2 months to a year 
More than a year 
Can't recall 

2 

3 

4 

(IF YES) Where have you seen these ads (that ad) most often--on 
television, on radio, in a newspaper, in a magazine, on a poster or 
billboard, or on a car card on a train or bus? 

Television 
Radi 0 . . 

Newspaper . 
Magazine 
Poster or billboard 
Car card .. 
Can't reca 11 

All in all, about how much attention have you paid to 
ad) when you've seen them (it)--have you usually paid 
attention, some attention, or hardly any attention at 

Great deal 
Some 
Hardly any 
Can't rec3ll 

(If more than one ad:) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

o 

those ads (that 
a great deal of 
all to them (it)? 

3 

2 

1 

o 

Now I'd like you to think of the one particular ad out of the ones 
you've seen that stands out most in your memory, and tell me what you 
think that ad was trying to get across. 
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I 
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I 
I 

(If one ad only:) 
What do you think that particular ad was trying to get across? 

H. Did that ad show or tell you anything that you did not already know 
before? 

I. 

J. 

K. 

L. 

M. 

:r I 

Yes 1 
No, d0n't know o (SKIP TO _) 

(IF "YESIl) What was that? (PROBE) Did you find out anything else 
from that ad--whether you had known it before or not? (RECORD AND 
SKIP TO _) 

VERBATIM REPLY _________________ _ 

(IF CRIME PREVENTION NOT MENTIONED IN Q._, PROBE): 
anything about crime or crime prevention? 

Yes 
No . 

(IF "YES") What was that? 

Did you find out 

1 

2 (SKIP TO _) 

VERBATIM REPLY _________________ _ 

Did you feel that that particular ad was getting through to you, or 
not? 

Yes . 
No . 
Don't know 

Why do you think so? 

1 

2 

o (SKIP TO _) 

VERBATIM REPLY __________________ _ 

.. 

·f 

1 

; 
t 

i 
'j 

~. i r 
[: 

j ! 

11 j ~. 
h [,j 

" { 

F 1 ) ...•. 

i 
r:1 )-

t'. l] ,... c:~ 

L 

N. 

O. 

P. 

S. 

T. 

Did the ad make you feel 
than pleased? 

more pleased than annoyed, or more annoyed 

More pleased 1 
More annoyed 2 
Neither . 3 
Don't know 0 (SKIP TO 

Why is that? 
VERBATIM REPLY 

What if anything about that ad would you consider worth passing along 
to your friends or relatives? (RECORD VERBATIM REPLY AND CODE) 

VERBATn~ REPLY 
-----------------------------------------

CODE: 

Any mention of calling/writing 
for crime information .. 
All other mentions 
Did nothing, can't recall 

1 

2 

3 

(SKIP TO 

(IF CALLING OR WRITING FOR INFORMATION ABOUT CRIME PREVENTION NOT 
MENTIONED) Did you happen to write or phone for more informatTOn 
about crime prevention? 

Yes . 
No . 
Can't reca 11 

2 

1 

o (SKIP TO 

(IF GETTING MORE INFORMATION MENTIONED IN Q. ,OR IF YES TO Q. ) 
Have you received the information you requested? 

Yes. . . . . 2 

No . . . . . 1 
Can't reca 11 o (SKIP TO 

) 

) 

) 

U. Did you find that information helpful or not helpful? 
Helpful. . 1 
Not helpful 2 
Don't know 0 

(SKIP TO ) 
(ASK _) 
(SKIP TO _) 

,p' 

) 
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V. 

W. 

x. 

Y. 

Z. 

:r / 

Why not? 
VERBATIM REPLY _________________ _ 

(PROBE IF NECESSARY) Was there anything in the ad itself which turned 
you off, or were there other reasons? 

VERBATIM REPLY __________________ _ 

Are you thinking about doing something in the future that was suggested 
by the ad that we1ve been talking about? 

Yes . 
No 
Don1t know 

What specifically are you thinking about doing? 
VERBATIM REPLY 

2 

1 

o (SKIP TO 

-----------------------------------------

All in all, did that ad make you any more concerned about crime than 
you were before any less concerned, or-aTdn1t it make any difference 
at all in that way? --

Mor~ concerned 3 

No difference . 2 

Less concerned 1 

Don1t know 0 

Did it make you personally feel any more confident about being able 
to protect yourself from crime, any less confident, or didn1t it make 
any difference at all in that way? --

More confident 3 

No difference . 2 

Less confident 1 

Don1t know 0 

9. 

\ 

) 

" 

I 
" I 

.' c 

I ;1 

~ 

1 

DEMOGRAPHIC/SOCIOGRAPHIC INDICATORS 

A. Organizational Membership 
Altogether, how many organizations and clubs do you 

None 
One ... . 
Two ... . 
Three-Four 
Five or more 

now belong to? 
o 
1 

2 

3 

4 

Do you belong to any organizations or clubs that are mostly concerned 
with public affairs? 

Yes ... . 
No ... . 

1 
2 

Do you belong to any C1V1C organizations or clubs, that are mostly 
concerned with improving things around here? 

Yes . . . . .. 1 

No . . . . .. 2 
Overa 11, wou 1 d you say you take a very active part in the clubs and 
organizations you belong to, a fairly active part, or a rather inactive 
part? 

Very active . 
Fairly active 
Inactive 
Don1t know 

B. Standard Demographic Indices 

3 

2 

1 

o 

What was the last grade of regular school that you completed--not 
counting specialized schools like secretarial, art or trade schools? 

No school . . . . . . . 1 

Grade school (1-8) 2 
Some high school (9-11) 3 
High school graduate (12) 

Some college (13-15) 
College graduate (16) 

Post graduate (17+) . 

4 

5 

6 

7 

C. Are you at present employed, either full-time or part-time? 
Full-time. . 1 

Part-time .. 
Not employed 

2 

3 
, 
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D. Are you (call off aeeroeriate categories): 
A housewife 1 
Unemployed 2 
A student 3 
Retired. 4 
Or what? (all other) 5 

E. What is your occupation? 
Top management, top talent and 
major professional 1 
Executive, administrative, 

, lesser professional 2 j Owner--small retail store 
or business 3 

1 
Farmers (owners and managers) 4 
Technicians, minor administrative 5 

f 
White collar, clerical 
(non-supervisory) 6 
Salesm~n 7 
Skilled and semi-skilled labor 8 
Unskilled labor. 9 
Service and protective workers 0 

F. Is anyone else living in this household employed full-time? 
Yes 2 
No 1 
Don't know 0 

G. Here is a list of age groups. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) Would you call 
off the letter of the age group you happen to be in? (IF REFUSED, 
INTERVIEWER ESTIMATE GROUP) 

a. Under 18 1 
b. 18 to 24 2 
c. 25 to 34 3 
d. 35 to 44 4 
e. 45 to 54 5 
f. 55 to 64 6 
g. 65 and over 7 

---

rl 

II Ie , 
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f1 
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I .J 

J. 
,7:' 

K. 

1 

I L. 

J 

',' 
;1 

M. 

I 

r 
:~ .. I 

N. 

I 
U l 

/1 I I [J -, I; 

'J 

What is your religious preference, if any? 
Protestant 
Catholic 
Jewish 
Other -------------------------------------None . 
Not ascertained 

Do you own this residence or are you renting it? 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

o 

Own . 1 
Rent 2 
Don't know o 

How many people live in this household altogether, including children 
and babies? 

Household Total = ---------
How many persons in this household are under age 19? 

Total under 19 = -----------
Are you married, single, widowed, separated or div.orced? 

Married 1 
Single 2 
Widowed 3 
Separated or divorced 4 

About how long have you lived in this particular neighborhood? 
Less than one year 1 
1-4 years 
5-8 years 
9-12 years 
13 years or more 
Can't reca 11 

2 

3 

4 

5 

o 
Have you or has anyone in this household recently received any financial 
help from a public welfare agency? 

Yes . 1 
No 2 
Don't know o 

There's quite a bit of talk these days about different social classes. 
Most people say they belong either to the upper class, the upper middle 
class, the middle class, the working class, or the lower class. 
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If you had to make a choice, would you say you belong to the upper class, 
the upper middle class, the middle class, the working class, or the 
lower class? 

Upper. 1 

Upper middle 2 

Middle 3 

Working . 4 

Lower. 5 

Don1t know ° 
Now here is a list of income categories. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) 
Would you call off the letter of the category that best describes 
the combined annual income of all members of this household, including 
wages or salary, pensions, interest or dividends, and all other sources? 

a. Under $5,000 . . . 1 
b. $5,000 to $9,999 . 2 
c. $10,000 to $14,999 3 
d~ $15,000 to $19,999 
e. $20,000 to $24,999 
f. $25,000 to $29,999 

g. $30,000 or more 
Don1t know. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

° 
P. INTERVIEWER: ESTIMATE INCOME CATEGORY. 

:t I 

a. Under $10,000 .. 
b. $10,000 to $14,999 

c. $15,000 to $24,999 
d. $25,000 and over. 

Q. Respondent1s sex: 
Female 
Male . 

R. Respondent1s race/ethnic background: 
Race 
Caucasian 
Black 
Other _____ _ 

1 

2 

3 

HisEanic 
Yes 
No 

, " 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

2 

1 

2 

I 
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11 

~, 
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S. Type of residence: 
Single family: detached, row-house, 
townhouse ........... . 
Double (duplex): detached, row-house 
townhouse . . . . . . . . . .. ' 
Apartment: ,high-.rise, low-rise, garden 
Mobile home 
Other (write in) 

......... 

----------------------
(RECORD AFTER LEAVING HOUSE) 
T. Type of neighborhood: 

Neat, clean, well-kept: 
Upper class 
Middle class 
Working class 
Poor ..... 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

2 

3 

o 

" 



t 
I 

I 
NATIONAL CRIME PREVENTION CAMPAIGN 

\ SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

~ 
APPENDIX 3 

WITH MAR~INAL RESPONSES 

~ 
Questionnaires 

CApril - ~~y 1980) 

~ 

~ 

~ 
/ 

~ 

~ 

1 

I 
ij 

a 

tJ 

r1 
, , 

1 " ", 

J " 



I 
'I 
J 
I 

Columns 

6 Geographic Region---- 1 through 9 

1. NE 90(6) 
2. MA 270(18) 
3. ENC 285(19) 
4. WNC 121(8) 
5. SA 239(16) 
6. ESC 90(6) 
7. WSC 149(10) 
8. MT 61(4) 
9. PAC 197 (13) 

10 Size of P1ace---- 1 through 8 

Metropolitan Areas 

1. Central cities 1,000,000+ 
2. Suburbs of 1,000,000+ 
3. Central cities 250,000 - 1,000,000 
4. Suburbs of 250,000 - 1,000,000 
5. Central cities 50,000 - 250,000 
6. Suburbs of 50,000 - 250,000 

Non-Metropolitan Areas 

7. Cities 10,000 - 50,000 
8. Towns under 10,000 

11,12 State 1 through 50 

:;-' I 

136(9) 
134(9) 
208(14) 
169(11) 
203(14) 
202(13) 

106 (7) 
344(23) 

, 

• 

;1 

i 
j 

i 
~ 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

National Sample -- Numbers given U.S. States 

Alabama 30(2) 26 Nebraska 15(1) 
Arizona 15(1) 27 Nevada 
Arkansas 45(3) 28 New Hampshire 15(1) 
Ca1ifomia 135(9) 29 New Jersey 52(4) 
Colorado 15(1) 30 New Mexico 
Connecticut 15(1) 31 New York 128(9) 
Delaware 1'5 (1) 32 North Carolina 37(3) 
District of Columbia 15(1) 33 North Dakota 
Florida 60(4) 34 Ohio 77(5) 
Georgia 23(2) 35 Oklahoma 15(1) 
Idaho 36 Oregon 46(3) 
Illinois 75(~) 37 Pennsylvania 90(6) 
Indiana 46(3) 38 Rhode Island 14(1) 
Iowa 55'(4) 39 South Carolina 31(2) 
Kansas 40 South Dakota 5(0) 
Kentucky 15(1) 41 Tennessee 30(2) 
Louisiana 30(2) 42 Texas 60(4) 
Maine 43 Utah 15(1) 
Maryland 15(1) 44 Vermont 
Massachusetts 45(3) 45 Virginia 45(3) 
Michigan 43(3) 46 Washington 15(1) 
Minnesota 15(1) 47 West Virginia 
Mississippi 15(1) 48 Wisconsin 45(3) 
M.issouri 30(2) 49 Wyoming 
Montana 15(1) 

Note: Alaska and Hawaii are not assigned code numbers as they are not in 
our national sample. 

, 
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'rUDY f683 ,~RIL 1980 

Tim~ started~ ____________________ __ 

T~e finishedl ________________ ~ __ ___ 

14;15 Total mi~utes~ __________________ ___ 

'm from The Roper Organization and we're 
-ond-u-cti~·-n-g--a-s-urvey about matters that concern 
people these days. Here's the first question. 

a. Eve:cy:bOdy has some things he or she w?rries or is 
concerned about' more or less. What k1nds of 
things do you 'WOrry about most? (00 NOT ~AD LIST) 

I 

lb. 
lao What 

. MoSt else 

Cr~e in abstract ••••••••••••• ~ 

'Cr~e in specific. self •••••••• 

Bringing up children ••••••••••• 

Money, finances •••• o ••••••••••• 

"Health of selfg family ••••••••• 

Well-~~ing of par~ts/close 
relatives •••••••••••••••••••••• 

Peace, war, Iran, internatio~al 
crises •••••.••••••••••..••.•••. 

other: specify~ __ ~ ________ ___ 

!'10 respoI'-ses. _ • _ •••• _ •••••••••• 

What else? (RECORD ABOVE) 

106(7) 62(4) 

98(7) 6 ?(4) 

167(11) tu8(7) 

685(46) 239(16) 

2'61(17) 172(12) 

101(7) 86(6) 

230(15) 186(12) 

228(15) "210(14) , 
120( 8) ';401(27) 

(ASK IF CP.Il·!.E NOT r·:ENTIOt-."ED IN Os. la OR b) 
Do you ever "'0=,:/ about being robbed or lIlugged or 
becoming a victim of a burgla~ or some other 
crime? 18/ 

507 (34) 677'(45) 19 (I), 
Yes.. No.. DorL't kno-",... ' 

CASK IF CR!HE IS NENTIONED Itf Qs. la, lb OR YES 
~N lc) W:~en you worry about being robbed, burglar
~or r.ugged,·what concerns you the ~--the 
possibility of losing things th~t are very valuable 
to you 0::' ·the possibility of be1ng harmed or 
injured? 19/ 

Loss of valuables •••••••••••• 

Injury or harm ••••••••••••••• 

Don't kno~, hard to tell ••••• 

102(7) 
447(30) 
51(3) 

(JlSI< IF" "HEALTH" r-u::m'XONED IN Os. loll OR. Ib) In 

t"O ~ ~ut h"'alt:h, are you worrJ.ed more your conc~... - '11 
~. illness or g~tt;ng over some 1 -" about prcv£!n _1ng _ _ 

lless or c::>nditio~? 20/ 

Preventing illness ••••••••••• 

Getting O'J'2:::' illness ••••••••• 

Both ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Don' t }:r.o,'"' ••••••••••••••••••• 

213 (14) 

80(5) 

95(6) 

o 

PLACE Blk.# 

(ASK EVE.,tYONE) 

ch do vou know about the best ways to keep 
2. How rou ~ 1 be t't a little healthy? Do you kn~'" a great dea a u ~, 

3. 

4. 

·b~t, or h~rdly anything at all? 

Great: deal •••••••••• 

Little bit •••••••••. , 

Hardly anything •••• 

Don't know ••••••••• 

775 (52) 
588(39) 

119(8) 

o 

21/ 

In comparing yo~rse~f to other people, are yo~ more 
likely or less likely, to be asked for your ~deas 

d P~ mons about the best ways. to keep heal thy? an o. 22/ 

More likely ••• ~ ••••••••••••••••• 342(23). 
Less likely ••••••••••••••••••••• 

'same, no difference (vol.) •••••• 

.542(36) 
485(32) 

Don't knQ\.l ...... _ ........... ' ••••• ;. 0 

From 'W'~ich three sources On thi.s card do you. get . 
L'IOst of youriiiformation and ideas about: how to 
keep healthy? . (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) 23/' 

a. Personal. doctor or de~tist. _ •••••• 999 ( 6 7) 

b. News~apers •••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••• 3~.) (20) 

c. Nurses, social workers and 
other health .. yorkers ••••• a •••••••• 192 (13)~ 

.) 431(29) d. Books ••••••••• G ••••••••••••••••••• 

e.·'Friends and neighbors ••••••••••••• 302 (20) 

f. Loca; ho~pi tals, clinics •• 3 ••••••• 227 (15) 

. :. 464(31) g. 4Telev~s~on_ •••••••••••••••••••••••. 

h. Teachers .......................... .. 45(3) 

\ . , . 36:1(24) i. lrlc..'!:.-azl.nes ................. D eo • • •••• • • • 

. . 136(9) J. Parents ••••••••••••••••• o ••••••••• 

k. Radio ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 71(5) 

1. People at work •••••••••••••••••••• 

m. Religious organizations ••••••••••• 

n. Local health organizations and 
agencies •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 178(12) 

0. Pamphlets .an.d broch ures • • • • • • • • • •• 194 (13 ) 

p. Advertisements and public service 
announcements ••••••••••••••••••••• 

other (vol.) _____________________ __ 

Don't }:.no' • ., •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lron~ of these ••••••••••••••••••••• 

121(8) 

38(3) 

9 (1) 

13(1) 

" i , 

" 

Page 2 

5. What are you personally doing to keep well and healthy these days? Please be specifi~. (DO NOT READ LIST) 

RUnning, jogging................................ 1670.1.) 

other exercise, "working out" ••••••••••••••••••• 

Playing sports or athletic games •••••••••••••••• 

Spending time outdoors, camping, hiking ••••••••• 

Dieting, avoiding foods ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

511(34) 

137(9) 

105 (7) 

623(42) 

CUtting down/out smoking •••••••••••••••••••••••• "1'21(8) 

CUtting dOtro/out drinking •••••••••••.•••••••••••• 

Cutting down on activities, relaxing more ••••••• 

Meditating •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Geeting medical/dental checkups ••••••••••••••••• 

Other. Cspecify)-..... ___ . _________ ' _________ _ 
" 

Nothing •• , •••••••••••• " ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Don't know ••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••• 

57(4) 

.96(6) 

35 (2) 

.265 (18) 

332(22) 

244(16) 

'7(1) 

( 

26/ 

6. During the twelve lIlonths just passed, did you go to a doctor, to a dentist, or a clinic for a checkup even though nothing was bothering you? 

yes ••••••••• 

No •••••••••• 

10 60 (71) 

439(29) 
:17.' 

<. 
Now to a very different topic ••• 

7. How often do you purchase goods or services as a result of advertisements you've seen or heard. Do you do 
that very often, fairly often, or hardly ever at all? 

Very often •••••••• 112 ( 8) Hardly ever ••••.••• 

Fairly often ••••• .384 (26) Don't know •••••••• 0 

982 (65) 
28/ 

8. Most advertisements and commercials advertise different products and other things that people can buy. 'But 
there are also other kinds of commercials and advertisements that tell people about how they can stay health~ 
what they can do to help themselves, where to go for help at social service agenci.es, and so forth. These' 
a~e called public service announcements and advertisements, and they tell about things like traffic safety, 
cancer prevention, help with alcohol and drug problems, crime prevention and so on. 

~n general, how much attention do you give to public service ads: (HAND RESPONDZNT ~;RD) 

a. On television? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

b. On radio? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

c. In newspapers?.~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

d. In magazines? •••••••••.••••••••••••••••••• 

~ 
443 (30) 

183(12) 
245(16) 

171(11) 

~ 
662(44) 
569(38) 
596(40) 

Hardly 
anv 

383(26) 
716(48) 
628(42) 

523(35) 764(51) 

Don't 
know 
0-

o 
o 
o 

29/ 

30/ 

31/ 

32/ 
9. All in all, Which one of the kinds of public service advcrtising--television, radio, n':!~~sp()pers or magaziI'Pc-' do you pay the most attention to? 

'l'clevision •••• '" •••• " • 

Radio ••••••••••••••••.•• 

Newspapers •••••••••.•••• 

Milgazines •••••••• " • " •• 

Don't kno\,. •••••.•.••••.• 

908(61) 
114(8) 

233(16) 
118(8) 
118(8) 

341 



Page 3 

10. Public service ads cover many different kinds of things overall. Here is 'a list of some of ~~e things that 
public service ads are concerned with. (fIA.'ID RESPONDENT C.l\RD) For each item on the card, please tell t:le heY",} 
much attention you pay to public service ads dealing with that topic--do you usually pay a lot of attention, 
some attention, or hardly any attention at all to them? 

I 
( I 

.~ 

~ 

A lot 

. 566(38) 1. Traff~c safety ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

.2. Drug abuse •••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 5~3(39) 

3. Military recJ:Uitment •••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 0. 

4. Job Opportunitie9.e •••••••••• _ ••••••••• ~ ••• ; ••••• 

5. Cons~er protection •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

6. Personal health and medica~ •••••••••••••••••••••• 

7. Ecucational opportunities •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

8. CommuD!tywelfare servic~!. ••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••• 

-
9.P.ecreationalopportunities ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

10. Cr±me prevention ••• o ••••••• o ••••••••••• _ ••••••••• 

11. Alcohol abuse •••••••••••••••• G ••••••••••••••••••• 

~2. Energy conservation •••••••••• _ ••••••••••••••• o ••• 

) 

13. Help fo: the disabled •••••••••••••••••••.••••••••• 

14. Youth organizations •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• · , 
15. Volunteer recruitment ............................. . 

16. Relief efforts for underprivileged ••••••••••••••• 

17. Requests for contributions to charity •••••••••••• 

18. Fire pre~ention •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

19. Help for the disadvantaged ••••••••• _ ••••• _ ••••••• 

20. Religious messages ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

21. Registration to vote ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

22. Xeeping fit, staying healthy ..................... . 

142(10) 

281<19) 
612"(41). 

723(48) 

~73(25) 

209(14) 

255(17) 

648(43) 

?12.(21) 

7p4.(47) 

38~(26) 

244( 16) 

79(5) 

212(14) 

153(10) 

602.(40) 

290(13) 

343(23) 

34:3(23) 

698(47) 

Hardly Von' t . 
~ ~ kno·.1 
5~2(37) 375(25) o 
470(31) 434(29) 

.'. 0 

286(19~ ~049(70)0 
.467(31)'. 734{49) 

'. 0 
585 (39)"" 285'(19) . .. . 

" 0 
563(38).208(14) 
.' ". .' o. 

5:L5(3~? ~9~(39). 0 

56~(38) 705 (47) 0 

576(38) 640(43) 
o 

596 (40) 248(17) . 
, 0 

517 (34) 652(43) 
. . . 0 

539(36) 247(16) 
.'. . (J.. 

q55(4~) ~45(30)o 

,562(37)" _?73(45)o 

430(29) :96.3(63)0 

652(43) ... 610(41)0 

647(43) 676(45) 
• 0 

621(41).261(17) 
: . 0 

718(48) 465(31) 
o 

552(37).582(39) 
o 

550(37) 589(39) 
o 

,566(38) 220(15)' 
9 

35-1 

36/ 

37/ 

38/ 

39/ 

40/ 

41/ 

42/ 

43/ 

44/ 

45/ 

46/ 

47/ 

'1i8/ 

49/ 

SO/ 

·51/ 

52/ 

53/ 

54/ 

55/ 

56/ 

D •. ,' (PSK RESPO~iDBNT TO IOOl< AT CARD FROX Q.IO AGAIn) Now, which of the kinds of public service ads on the card do E you usually pay the ~ attention to? And which do you pay the next most attention to? PlEase give me 
their numbers. 

Host attention F. _____ _ 

Second cost f: _______ _ None of them •• ~~. 
'; 

All in all, do you find public service a.ds to be very convincing, sOl:1ewhat convincing, or hardly convIncing 
at all? 

Very convincing ••••••••••• 264(18) 

SOl:1ewhat convincing ••••••• 

Ha rd ly com:incing ••••••••• 

Don't know •••••••••••••••• 

923(62) • 

241(16) 

o 

61/ 

1I. Pay most attention to Pay second most attention to 

I. Traffic safety 89(6) 56(14) 

2. Dl:ug abuse 155(10) 75(5) 

3. Military recruitment 32(3) "63(4) 

4. Job .opportuni~ies 77(5) 54(4) 

5. Consumer protection .153 (IO) 125(8) 

6. Personal health 206(14) 144(10) 

7. Educational opportunities 38(3) 68(5) 

8. Community welfare services 19(1) 27(2) 

9. Reereationa1 opportunities . 20(1) 29(2) 

10. Crime prevention 108(7) 128(9) 

11- Alcohol abuse 20(1) 40(3) 

12. Energy conservation 146(10) 185(12) 

13. Help for the disabled 31(2) 34(2) 

14. 'Youth organizations 14(1) 27(2) 

15. Volunteer recruitment 4(0) 3(0) 

16. Relief efforts for underpriv1edged 9(1) 18(1) 

17. Contributions to charity 3(0) 12(1) 

18. Fire prevention 36(2) 68(5) 

19. Help for the disadvantaged 11(1) 2'.(2) 

20. Religious messages 93(6) 60(4) 

21. Registration to vote 9(1) 19(1) 

22. Keeping fit 152(10) 150(10) 
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How helpful would you say are public service ad
vertisecents in making people like yourself aware 
of problecs that may affect their well-being-?---
Are they very helpful~ fairly helpful, or hardly 
helpful at all? 

Very helpful ••••••••••• 451(30) 

Fairly helpful ••••••••• 764«51) 

Hardly helpful ••••••••• 223(15) 

Don"t know ••••••••••••• 

62/ 

14. In ter.:Js of helping people like yourself to solve 
problems they may have, would you say that public 
service advertisements are very helpful, fairly 
helpful, or hardly helpful at all? 

Very helpful ••••••••••• 297(20) 

:Fairly helpful ••••••••• 72 7 (48) 

.Hardly helpful ••••••••• 404(27) 

63/ 

Don"t know ••••••••••••• 0 

f 15. Have you yourself ever writt'.en or phoned in to 
get ~re info=ation about something you heard or 

. read about in 01 public service advertisement? 

Yes •••••••••••• 309(21) 

No ••••••••••••• 1148 (76) 

i Can't recall. •• O 

64/ 

J 16. How satisfied were you wi~~ the info=ation you 
received--were you very satisfied, fairly satis
fied, or hardly satisfied at all? 

Very ••••••••••••• 

Fairly ••••••••••• 

Hardly at all •••• 

Don't know ••••••• 

149(10) 

111 (7) 
32(2) 

o 

65/ 

17. Can you tell me about anyone particular recent 
1 public se~~ice ad that stands out in your memory? 
I (RECORD VE:GATn1 REPLY ~ CODE I 

VER3ATIH EPLY: _________________ _ 

CODE REP!.Y PE l"OLLOI1S: 

Nentions "Detective Dog," crime 
dog, "Take a bite out of crime," 
etc. • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •. 6 (0 ) 

NC:1.!:ions other crime prevention 
ad •.••••• :::-:-:-.•••••••••••...••. 5 7 ( 4 ) 
l-:entio;1S health, medical service 
ad •••.•••.•••••••••••••••••••••• 209(14) 

/".entions el!erc:;y/cons~rvation ad. 61 (4) 

H'!;tio:1.S ad ot.her than ~oove 
(s?ccify topicl ________ 270(18) 

M~ntions no ad •..............•.. 0 

66/ 

18. flow about public service ads that look something 
like these? (SHOW DETEcrIVE OOG ADVERTISE·lENT) 
Have you ever seen any advert~sements or commerci~~ 
like these on television or in n~wspapers or naga~ 
zines, or heard ones with this "Bite out of crime" 
theme on the radio? 

Yes, recognized ad ••• 441 (29) 

No, can't recall •••• ),"051 (70) 

67/ 

19. Can you te11 me about anyone particular crime pre
ven~~on ad that stands out most in your memory? 
(RECORD VERBA'rIM REPLY AND CODE) 

WREATHI REPLY _______ . ___________ _ 

CODE: Recalled an advertisement 241 (16) 

Can't recall ••••••••••••• 75 8 ( :? 1) 

68/ 

20. Where did you happen to see or hear that ad--on tele
vision, radio, in a newspaper, in a magazine, on a bill·· 
board, on a poster, or on a car card in a train or bus? 

69/ 
Television. • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 471 (310) 

Radio..................... 49(3) 

Newspaper. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 41 (3) 

Magazine. • • • • • • •• •• • • • • • • • 4;8 (3) 

Billboard. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 42 (3) 

Poster. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 35 (2) 

Car card ••••••••• :.... • • • • 9 (1) 

Can't recall... ••••••••••• 45 (3) 

( 

21. ~fuat do you think that ad was trying to get across? 
(RECORD VERDATIN REP!.Y A~D CODE) 

VERBATIM REPLY 

CODE: Recalled something •••••• 5 9 5 (40) 

No recnll. •.••••.••.•••. 34 (2) 

70/ 

( 

22a. Did that ad show or tell you anything that you did 
not already know before? 

Yes···· ••••••••••••• 104(q.) 
71/ 

No, don't know...... 5 74 (38) 

b. (IF "YES") Hhat was that? (PROBE) Did yo f' d 
out anytthl 1 u ~n o ~g e se from that ad--whether you had 
known ~t before or not? (RECORDANDSlaP TO Q.24a) 
VEP.BATIM Rl:."""PLY --------------------

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

2Ja. (~F C8l1-1E ':PRl:."VENTION NOT HE~""l'IONED IN Q. 22b, PROBE): 
D~d you f~d out anything about crime or crime 
prev~ntion? 

yes·······i76(12) 

NO········438(29) 

h. (IF "YES") toihat was that? 

VERBATIM P..:.-PLY 

72/ 

--------------------

24a. Did you feel ~~at that particular ad was getting 
t~~ough to you, or not? 

yes •••••••••• 489 (33) 

!<o ••••••••••• 129.( 9) 

Don't know... 56 ( 4 ) 

b. Why do you thin.".c so? 

VEP-"li\.'i'IH P_":?LY 

73/ 

---------------------

Pllg~ 5 

25a. Did the ad make you feel more pleased than annoyed, 
or more annoyed than pleased? 

HOloe pleased •••••••••• 377 (25) 

More annoyed.......... 59 ( 4 ) 

Neither ••••••••••••••• 165 (ll) 

Don't kno~,............ 74 (5 ) 

h. Why is that? 

VERBATIM REPLY 

7/ 

-------------------------

--------------------------._-

26. What if anything about that ad would you consider 
wort.~ passing along to your friends or relatives? 

27. 

(RECORD VERBATIM REPLY ~ COnE) • 

VEP.BATIM REPLY 

COnE: 

----------------------

Mentioned something.... 415 ( 2 8) 8/ 

Nothing, can't recall.. 229(15) 

As a result of that ad, did you do anything that 
you probably ·.;ould not have done if you hadn't 
seen or heard it? 

Yes ••••••••••• 1 41(9) 
9/ 

No •••••••••••• 49 ~ ( 33) 

Can't recall.. 41(3) 
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2Ba. What specifically did you do? (RLCORD VERBATIM 
REPLY AND com:) 

VERB.l\TIM REPLY -----------------------------

CODE: 
Any mention of calling/ 
writing for crime . . 
information. • • • • • • • • • • 3 .( 0 ) 

AU other m~ntions ••• ;l2;3 (8) 

Did l'.athing, can't 
recall..... ••••••• •••• 5 (0) 

1.0/ 

h. (IF CALLnIG OR WRITnlG FOR INFOR.~ATION ABOUT CRIME 
PREVENTIOU ~ MENTIONED) Did you happen to ,,-rite 
or phone for luore information about crime pre
vention? 

Yes •••• ~ •••••••• 3(0) U/ 
No •••••• ." ••••••• 112 (8) . 

can't recall •••• 0 

c. (IF GETl'J:NG 110RE INFORMATION HE!'lTIONEO IN Q.28a r 
OR IE YES TO Q.28b) Have you received the informa
tion you requested? 

yes •••••••••••• 4 (0) 12/ 

No. _ .•••••.•.•• 0 

can't recall •• ~O 

d. Did you find that information helpful or not 

\ 29a. 

helpful? 

{'lhy not? 

Helpful •••••••• 3(0) 

Not helpful •••• 

Don't know ••••• 1(0) 

13/ 

VErulATIH REPLY _______________ _ 

29b. (PROBE J:F NECESSAAY) Was there anything in the 
ad itself which turned you off, or were there 
other reasons? 
VERBATIM REPLY _______________________ ~(~ 

30a. Are you thinking about doing something in the 
future thdt was suggested by the ad that we've 
been talking about? 

Yes •••••••••••• .J.33 (9) 

No ••• ~ ••••••••• 486(32) 

Don't know •••••• 4 7 (3) 

14/ 

b •. What specifically are you thinking about doing? 

VERBATIN REPLY _______________________ __ 

----------------------.---~---,( 

31. All in all, did that ad make ~'ou any mor", con
cerned about crime than you were before;-any less 
concerned, or didn't i~ make any difference a~ 
all in that way? 

.Hore cor.cerned •••••• 271{18) 15/ 

No difference ...... .188(26) 

Less conce~ncd •••• ~(O) 

Don't know •••••••••• O 

32. Did it make you personally f~el any more confi
dent about being "hie to protect yourself from 
crime, any ~ confident, Qr didn't it make any 
difference at all in that \~ay? 

More confident •••••• 228 (15) 16/ 

No difference ••••••• 410(27) 

r~ss con£ident ••. , .• 20(1) 

Don't }:no-............. 0 

------ .-----------

( 
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33. How often do you watch police, crime, or detective programs on television? Do you watch them very often, 
sometimes, or hardly ever at all? 

Very often ••••••••••••••••• 339(23) 17/ 

'. 570(38) 
somet~es ••••••••••••••• ••• 

575(38) Hardly ever ••••••••••• ·.~·· . 

Don't know, varies......... 0 

34. Do you think'that police, crime, and detective programs on television give a very accurate picture of crime 
in ;merica, a somewhat accurate picture, or nota very accurate picture at all of crime in America? 

Very accurate ••••••• 149.(10) Not accurate at all •••••••• 5 3 7( 3 q ) 

s.om~ ... hat accurate ••• 645 (43) Don"t know, varies ••••••••• 167(11) 

35. How much attention do you ordinaril.y give to news about crime: UlAND RESPONDENT CARD) 

Hardly 
A lot of Some any 
attention attention or none 

a. on TV? ••••••••••••• ·$·.·········· 6~6 (46) 632(42) 180(12) 

b. on the radio? •••••••••••••••••• •• 364(24) 568(38) 550 (37) 

c. in the new~apers? ••••••••••••••• 553'(37) 639(43) 298(20) 

d. in magazines? ••••••••••••••• o •••• 203 (14) 461(31) 815(54) 

Don't 
know 

18/ 

o 19/ 

o 20/ 

o 21/ 

o 22/ 

36. In your opinion, do newspapers, radio, TV and magazines report too many stories about crimes that take 
place, too few, or just about enough? 

Too wany ••••••••••••• 447(30) 

'.1:00 few... ••••• •••••• 207 (14) 

Enough............... 760 (51) 

Don't know........... 0 

23/ 

37. Do the newspapers, radio, TV and magazines carry too much, too little, or just about enough information 
about what can be done to prevent crimes from happening? 

Too much information ••••••••••••• 75 (5) 

Too l.ittle infor11tation ••••••••••• 734(49) 

Enough information ••••••••••••• ·585(39) 

Don't know ••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 

38. please take this card (KlI.NO RESPONDENT CARD). Look at the statements and tell. me which ~ you agre~ 
with most. 

Crime is l10RE serious than the 
newspapers and TV say •••••••••••••• 77 7 (52) 

Crime is ABOUT as serious as 
the newspapers and TV say •••••••••• 590(39) 

Crime is LESS seriolls than the 
newspapers and TV say.............. 49 (3) 

Don't }mcr.~/no opinion.............. 0 

24/ 

25/ 



r 
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NOW', let's suppose you got dif~erent or conflict
ing reports of a particular cr~me news story of 
interest to you from radio, television, the maga
zines and the newspapers. ~·:hich ~ of th~ four 
versions would you be most inclined to bel~eve-
the one on radio, or '£V, or in the newspaper, 
or magazine? 26/ 

Radio •••••••••••••••• 80(5) 
724(48) 

TV •••••• ••••••••••••• 394(26) 
Newspaper ••••••••• ••• 

Magazine............. 85(6) 

Don't know •••••• ••••• 

78(5) 
.. 0 

40. On the average weekday, hOW' much time do you 
usually spend watching television from the tilne 
you get up until yon go to sleep! 

Less than two hours ••••• 372 ( ? 5 ) 27/ 

2 to less than 4 hours •• 646 (43) 

4 or lIIore hours •••••••• • l+3'7 (32) 

Don't knQ'tll ••••••• ••••••• 

41. 

42. 

• t' 1 VOU u~uall' On an average weekday, ho',", mucn =7 Cl,? • "'. 
spend listening to the radio, both ~ns~de and O( 
side your home? ' 28, 

Less than 2 hours •••••••••••• 813(54) 
2 to less than 4 hours ••••••• 317.(21) 
4 or more hours •••••••••••••• 344 (23) 

Don't know, •••• • •• •••••••••••• 0.' 

How much time do you usually spend looking at a 
newspaper on an average weekday? .. 29/ 

196,(13) 
None.~ ••••••• ·······o .•..... · . 

376(25) 
1-20 minutes •••••••• ••••••••• 
. '(27) . 
21-40 minutes •••••••••••••••• 403 
41-60 minutes •••••••••••••••• 333(~2) 

172 (12) 
61 minutes or more.~ •••••••• • . 

Don't know ••••••••••••••••••• 17 (1) 

43. About hOW' many different magazines do you u~ually 
get to look at or read over a month's time? 

None •••• : •••••••••••• ; •••••• : 33'3 (22)30/ 
208(14) 

One •••••••••• ••••••••••·••••• . 
467(31) 

2-3 ••••••• ••••••••••••••••••• 
453(30) 

4 or more ••••• ••••••••••••••• 
Don't know ................. :. 28 (2). 

44 On this card are two approaches different people have to differ:nt 
• feel. But, please tell me the ~ ~tatement, A or B, that appl~es 

activities. Both may apply to hON you 
to you more for each activity k will 

read to you. (Hl'\.NO RESP01>."DENT CARD) 

a. Reading books? ••••••• •••• 

b. Looking at or reading 
magazines? •••••••••••• ••• 

c. Listening to the radio? •• 

d. watching television? ••••• 

e. Joining clubs or 
organizations? ••••••••• •• 

f. Going to the movies? ••••• 

g. Looking at or reading 
news~~pers? ••••••••••••• • 

645(43) 

618(41) 

945(63) 

1101(73) 

322 (21) 

910(61) 

377 (25) 

Don't 
~ 

659(44) o 31/ 

682(45) o 32/ 

410(27) o 33/ 

323(22) o 34/ 

660(44) o 35/ 

176(12) o . 36/ 

998(66) o 37/ 

\. 

I 

U 
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45. Here is il card with news stories that appear in the media. (HAND RESPONDEz.."T CARD) For each, please tell me 
whether you usuaLly pay a lot of attention to that kind of story, some attention, or hardly any attention 
at all? 

A lot 

a. Sports stories •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 417(28) 

b. International news •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 767(51) 
. . 785(52) 

c. Local commun~ty n~~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••• 

d. National new's •••••.••• " ••••••••••.•••••••••.•••.•.•• 0 •••••••••••• 847 (56) 

e. Stories about science and technology ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ; •• 348(23} 

f. Local political news ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••••• 342(23) 

q. H~n interest stories •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••• 488(33) 

h. General news a.boUt the President, Congress and the sup:::eme Court 507 (34) 

i. News a.bou.t crime.CI •••••• G ••••••••• ~ ............................... 6?7(42) 

j. News about health and medicine in seneral •••••••••••••••• ~ •••••• 646(43) 

k. lIe-o'IS about keeping £it and healthy specifically ••••••••..••••••••• 60~(40) 
• __ 0.", 

1. News about energy and environmental conservation •••••••••••••• ~. 642(43) 

m~ News about the world of entertair~ent ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ·242(16) 

n. News about what is happening in this year's Presidential campaign 515(34) 

46. (1ISK FOR EACH I'l'E}l ANS~-lERED "A LOT" OR "SOME" IN Q.45) 

!':orne 
Hardly Don't 
~ kno'" 

392(26) 684.(46) . 0 

603(40) 127(9) 

587(39) 127(9) 

558(37) 88(6) 

562(37) 576(38~ 

682(45) 474(34) 

757(50) 246(16) 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
Q 

714 (48) 277(18) 

714(48) 156(10) 0 

701(47) 152(10) 0 

665(44) 227(15) 0 

648(43) 207(14) 0 

699(47) 554(37) 0 

642(43) 33g(23) 0 

38/ 

39/ 

40/ 

·.41/ 

42/ 

43/ 

44/ 

45/ 

46/ 

47/. 

48/ . 

49/ 

SO/ 

51/ 

NO'", for each type of story to which you pay "a lot" or ~some" attention, please tell roe whether you deptmcl 
~ore on televisicn or depend more on the n6~spaper for that kind of story. Do you rely more on television or 
;;ore on the newspaper -for: (ASK FOR EACH ITEM CIRCLED "3" OR "2" IN Q.45) 

News- Donlt 
'rIl papeE.:! Ueither kno-,o1 

a. sports stories? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 496(33) 

b. International news? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1001(67) 

c. local corn."llUnity new~? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 558(37) 

d. National news? ............................................ •••••• f048 (70) 

e. Stories about science and tech."'lology? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 471(31) 

f. local political news? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 455(30) 

g. Hu.-nan interest stories? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 624 (42) 

h. General news about the President, Congress and ~~e Supreme Court. 870(58) 

i. News about crime? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••• 818 (55) 

j. Ue\vS about health and medicine in gene:ral? •••••••••••••••••••••• 648 (43) 

k. t;e-o'IS about keeping fit and healthy sp~ci=ically? •••••••••••••••• 598(40) 

about energy and environmental conservation? '" •••••••••••• 744(50) 

about the world of entertai~ent? •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 544(36) 

It. Ne''''!'; about ..... hat is happe-ning in this year's Presidential ca.-npaign 854(57) 

259 (17) 21(1) 

300(20) 28(2) 

750(50) 33(2) 
295(20) 23(2) 

307(20) 92(6) 
513(34) 21(1) 

509(34) 56(4) 

283(19) 21(1) 

454 (30) 24(2) 

52.4(35) 129 (9) 

474(32) 153(10) 

431(29) 67(5) 
315(21) 46(3) 

247(16) 18(11) 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

52/ 

53/ 

54/ 

55/ 

56/ 

57/ 

58/ 

59/ 

60/ 

61/ 

62/ 

63/ 

6V 

65/ 

• 
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47. Do you .know most of the people in this inunediate 
neighborhood, some of the people, or hardly any 
of the people in this neighborhood? 

66/ 
Most of the people ••••••••• 538(36) 

Some ••••••••••••••••••••••• 590 (39) 

Hardly any ••••••••••••••••• 368(25) 

Don't know................. 0 

48. All in all, is this the kind of neighborhood 
where people seem to go their own way, or is it 
the kind of neighborhood where people seem to be 
really concerned about each other? 

Go own way ••••••••••••••••• 74"9 (50) 67/ 

Concerned about each other. 649 ( 43) 

Don't know................. 0 

49. Do you get along well with most of the people in 
this neighborho~~ some of the.people, or hardly 
any of the people? 

Host of the people ••••••.•• 1134(76) 68/ 

some ••••••••••••••• ~ •••••• 

Hardly any •••••••••••••••• 

Don't know •••••••••••••••• 

254(17) 

49(3) 

o 

50. About hen.; often during the past seven days have 
you had talks with people in this neighborhood, 
t~~t is, with people who are not in your own 
family and household? 

o times •••••••• 278(19) 

1 - 3 ti'.;1es •••• 646 (43) 

4 - 6 times •••• 246 (18) 

7 or more times 313 E21) 

69/ 

51. ~'hen you talk \~ith neighbors and people you con
sider close to you, including family and friends, 
do yeu discuss things about crime very often, 
sometimes, or hardly ever at all? 

Very often ••••••••••••••••• 

sometimes •••••••.•••••••••• 

Hardly ever at all ••••••••• 

Don't kno· ................... . 

.12~(8) 70/ 

595 (40) 

496 (33) 

o 

52. Hh!:n you discuss crime, ho· ... often do you e::change 
ideas about what citizens like yourself can do to 
pr~..,ent: crime--very often, zornetimes, or hardly 
ever at all? 

Very often ••••••••••••.•••• 

Scmetirrcs ••••.••••••.•..••. 

Hardly ever at all ••••••••• 

Don't know •••.•.•••••••.••• 

111(7) 71/ 

491(33) 
596(40) 
o 

- --------_._----------------- ---------------

53. In comparison to other people l~ke yourself, a(' 
you ~ore likely or less lik~ly to be asked for 
your ideas and opinions about what's going on in 
this neighborhood? 

72/ 
Nore . 321(21) l~kely ••••••••••• 

Less 
696(46) 

likely........... . 

The same, as likely •• .358(24) 

Don't know............ 0 

54. And, are you more likely or less likely to be 
asked for your ideas and opinions about \~hat too 
do to prevent crimes in this neighborhood? 

Hore likely ••••••••••• 246' (16) 73/ 

Less likely .. : •••••••• 7 50 (50) 

The same, as likely •••• 367(24) 

Don't know •••••••••••• 

55. Which happens ~ often--people come to you for 
your ideas and advice about things to do to pre
vent crimes or do you go to others for ideas 
and advice about things to do to prevent crimes? 

People come to me ••••• 288(19) 7'1/' 

:r go to other pe.ople •• 484(32) ( 

Don't know •••••••••••• 

56a. Looking now at all··sources of information--InaS!; 
media, other people, a?d the rest--how often in 
the past 12 months have you come across informa
tion on how to protect yourself and your house
hold against crime? Have you seen or heard 
such information often, occasionally or never? 

Often •••••••••••••.•• 298(20) 75/ 

Occasionally ••••••••• 903(60) 

Never •••.• c •••••••••• . 215 (14) 

Don't know........... 0 

b. Do you pay a lot of attention to th~~ kind of 
info=ation \/hen you coma across it, some 
attention to it, or not rnuc~ attention at all? 

A lot •••••.•••.•••••• 370(25) 76/ 

Some •.••••••••••••••• 

Not much .•.•..••..••. 

Don't know ••••••••••• 

651(44) 

152(10) 

o 

13 

( 

57. ~erall, how much of a need do you have at this 
t1me for that kind of information? Would you 
that you have a great need, a small need, or say 
hardly any need at all for such infozmation? 

Great need ••••••••••• 264(18) 

Small need ••••••••••• 555 (37) 

Hardly any need •••••• 341(23) 

Don't know ••••••••••• O 

7/ 

58. Generally speaking, do you believe 
people can be trusted, or that you 
careful in dealing with people? 

that most 
can't be too 

Can be trusted! •••••• 711(47) 8/ 

Can't be tOo careful. 716(48) 

Don't know ••••••••••• O 
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59. ~~ould you say tha t most of t"'" t' 

be "- ~ people trj to 
- helpful, or that they are ~o5tly jUst looking 

out for themselves? 

Try to be helpful ••• 851:)(57) 9/ 

Just look out for 
selves ••••••••••••• .560 (37) 

Don't know •••••••••• O 

60. Do you feel that most people Would try to take 
advantage of you if they got a chance, 1 
they try to be fair? or wou d 

Would try to be 
fair •••••••••••••••• 900 ( 60 ) 10/ 
Would take advantage458 (31) 

Don't know •••••••••• 0 

61. I am going to read you sOll!e statements with which • 
IIlUch you agr!!e or disagree with each statement (HAN

zou may agree or dis.;.;rree. From this cal:fi ·tell me how 
• 0 RESPONDENl' CARD) 

a. In spitp- of what some people say, the 
life of the average person is getting 
worse •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

b. It's hardly fair to bring children. 
into the world with the way things 
look for the future •••••••••••••••••• 

c. Nowadays a person has to live pretty 
much for today and let to.~or.row take 
care of itself ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

d. These days a person doesn't really 
know who can be counted on ......•.... 

e. There's little Use in writing to 
public OffiCials, because they aren't 
really interested in the problems of 
the average person 

u •••••••••••••••••• 

Strongly 
agree !,-gree 

23J(15) 625(42) 

Don't 
know -
9}(6) 

129(9) 448(30) 131(9) 

150(10) 616(41) 60(4) 

159(11) 629(42) 104(7) 

.) 

273(18) 566 (38) 181(12) 

Dis
agree 

486(32) 

641(43) 

542 (36) 

.543 (36) 

429 (29) 

Strongly 
disagree 

73(5) 

152(10) 

129(9) , 
66(4) 

51(3) 

11/ 

12/ 

13/ 

14/' . 

'. 

15/ 
62. (HAND R£SPC~==NT CARD) liow much o ... ~ h 

t e time do you think 
to do what is best for the peoo.le? you can trust the Federal Gove~~ent J..n 

liashington 

Just about always ••••••• 20'(1)' 
16/' . 

Most of the time •••••••• 26:7(18) 

Some of the time •••••••• 711(47) 

Hardl~' at all ••••••••••• 448(30) 

Don't hno·.................. 0 
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63. (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) How much of the time do 
you think you can trust the local government here 
to do what is best for the people? . 

.:JUst abou t always ••••••••• 40(3) 17/ 
Most of the tir.!e •••••••••• 403 (27~ 
Some of the time •••••••••• 704(47) 
n~dly at all ••••••••••••• 283(19) 

J.~Jn·t know •••••••••••••••• 0 

64. CHAND RESPONDENT CARD) And how much of the time 
do you thi~Jt you can trust local·police officers 
here to act honestly and fairly? 

.JUst about: always......... 267 (18 )18/ 

Most of the time.......... 977 (45) 

Some of the time. •••••• ••• 379 (25) 

Hardly at all ••••••••••••• 123(8). 

Donf~ know................ 0 

65. HO"", interested are you generally in what goes on 
in politics and governmental affairs in this 
community--are you very interested, somewhat 
interested, or hardly interested at all? 

Very interested ••••••••••• 

somewhat interested ••••••• 

Hardly interested ••••••••• 

Don't know ................ . 

349 (2319/ 

741(49) 

396(26) 

o 

66. How interested are you generally in what goes on 
in politics and governmental affai~s nationally-
are you very interested, somewhat interested, or 
hardly interested at all? 

Very intere~ted ••••••••••• 

Somewhat interested ••••••• 

Hardly interested ••••••••• 

495 (33) 20/ 

692(46) 

302(20) 

Don't know •••••••••••••••• 0 

J 67. Now I' d like to get your opinions about crime 
in general. 

Within the past year or two, do you think that 
crime in your neighborhood has increased, 
decreased, or remained about the sa'lle? 

Increased ••••••••••• 

Sarne •••••••••••••••• 

Decreased ••••••••••• 

Not been here that 
long •••••••••••••••• 

Don't know •••••••••• 

436(29) 

828(55) 

82(6) 

70(5) 

o 

21/ 

68. l':ere the crimes you had in I:llnd r.lostly the kind 
that involve the loss of property-andthings the 
people valUe; or, do they mostly involve physic~ 
injury to people, or; are they mostly the so-calle 
"victimless" crimes that don't involve loss or 
injury, such as gambling and prostitution? 

Property crimes •••••••••• 357 (24) 22/ 

R5(6) Injury crimes •••••••••••• 

"Victimless" crimes •••••• 24(2) 

Don 't kno\~ ••••••••••••••• ·0 

69. How safe do you feel or would you feel being out 
alone in your neighborhood AT MrGHT--very safe, 
reasonably safe, somewhat unsafe, or very unsafe? 

Very safe •••••••••••••••• 4~~ (29) 23/ 

Reasonably safe •••••••••.• 

Somewhat unsafe •••••••••• 

Very unsafe •••••••••••••• 

668(45) 

253(17) 

128(9) 

Don't know............... 0 

70. How dangel-OUs do you ,think this neighborhood is 
compared to other neighborhoods in (name of 
"place" of your assignment, S:::E P.I) in terms of 
crime? Do you believe it is much more dangerous, 
more dangerous, about average, less dangerous, ( 
or much less dangerous? 

Much ~ore dangerous •••••• 

More dangerous ••••••••••• 

About average •••••••••••• 

Less dangerous ••••••••••• 

l-luch less dangerous •••••• 

Don't know; can't tell.~. 

20(1) 

76(5) 

591(39) 

518(35) 

243(16) 

o 

71. Is this neighborhood dangerous enough to make 
you think seriously about movi~g somewhere 
else if it were pOSSible? 

24/ 

Yes ••••••••• 101(7) 
25/ 

No •••••••••• 1368(9l) 

Don't know •• 0 

72. Have YOll yourself been a victi..'n 0; a crime 
during the past few yoars? 

yes ••.•••••• 354 (24) 

No •••••••••• 1l4.8(76) 

26/ 

I,'j., I 
I' 
i 

1 
I' 
I 
I 

i .. ·1
1 

f' 

tl 
I~~ 
I~ 
1·1 
r t 
r ')1 
l',f 

1

4

\' 
I '. 

f:, 
I:i 
r J t ,,] . 
LJ 

13. Did you lose anything of value in these incidents? 

yes •••••••••••• 

No ••••••••••••• 

Don't know ••••• 

304(20) 

50(3) 

27/ 

74a. Were you personally physically injured during 
these incidents? 

yes •••••••••••• 

No ••••••••••••• 

28(2) 

326(22) 

Don't know •••• ~ 0 

28/ 

.. "'ro 
;,.;. 

. Iv were you injured--very seriously, b. How serl.OUS • • I? 
fairly seriously, or not too serl.OUS y. 

75. 

Very seriously. 11(1) 29/ 

Fairly ••• I11 ••••• ~(1) 

Not too 
8(1) seriously •••••• 

Don't know ••••• 0 

Did this take place in Y0:u- home or on your 
~. elsewhere in thl.S neighborhood, protJe.~.z , i the 

1 • h in th~s canmunity, or n some 0 r e sew ~re ~ 

cO!!1ll!Unity? 

On property •••• 236 (16) 30/. 

In neighborhood 30(2) 

In c=nity •• ~ 38(3) 

In other 
ccmrnunity •••••• 51(3) 

~ 76. 

Don't recall ••• 

H ~ any member of your immediate family 
(a: ~~er or not in s~e household) been a wne..... f? 

J 

.~ 77. 

f 

victim of a crime durin~ the past ew years. 

yes •••••••••••• 329(22) 31/ 

No, don't knowJ.170(78) 

overall, ,~ould you say you are very interested, 
h dl t all interested fairly interested, or ar y a 

in criI:le prevention? 

Very interested 784(52) 32/ 

Fairly 
interested ••••• 

Hardly 

572 (38) 

interested ••••• 125 (8) 

Don't 1< .... 0 • .-1 ••••• 0 

.t"c:lyt:: .L") 

Com a~ed to this tiI:le a year ago, are you more. ? 

78a. int;r;sted or less interested in crime prevent~on. 
l'!ore interested •• 660 (44) 

I.ess interested.. 49 (3) 

Sante (vol.) ....... 767(51) 

Don't know ••••••• I. 

33/ 

Please tell me if any of the ite~s listed on this 
b. card (HAND RESPONDENT CARD) had an influence on 

that. 34/ 

a. Brochures, leaflets or booklets on 
crime or crime prevention that ,ld2i(7) 
you've read •••••••••••••• _._ ••••••• 

b. Crime prevention public service. 
ads that you've ;Seen on TV~ radJ.o'Z79.-(19) 
or in newspapers .and magaz~es.... . 

c. News stories you have seen or 
heard about cr.Lnes or crime 305.(ZO') 
prevention •••••••••• ~ ••••••••• _._. 

d. Fictional thing~ you've read or 
seen in the media about crime 
stories ••••••••••••••••••••• o •••• Q 

47(3) 

e. Crime or crime prevention talks 159(11) 
you've had with other people •••••• 

. f. Actual cri.'nss that have been 

79a. 

committed against you or against 276(18) 
people you know ••••••••••••••••••• 

Other influences (vol.) (specify) 

None ••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••• 

26~(2) 

43(3) 

In your opJ.nJ.on, is the police protect~on in 
this neighborhood more than acequate, Just 
adequate, or hardly adequate at all? 

More than adequate • .20 8 (14) 

Just adequate ••••••• 949.(63) 

Hardly adequate ~ •••• 2 71 (18.) . 

Don't know •••••••••• O 

35/ 

b. How likely .... ould you say it is that this 
neighborhood will get enough police 
protection in the ne~~ t~7lve ~onths to 
satisfy you--is it very IJ.kely, sCl!lewhat 
likely, or hardly likely at all? 

Very likely......... 7 (1) 36/ 

Somewhat likely ••••• 41 (3) 

Hardly lH:ely ••••••• 205 (14) 

Don't know •••••••••• O 
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~ow.woUld ~ou r~te the s:reet lightin~ in. this neigliborhood--is there more than enough to protect residents 
• u.nst crl.lne, l.S there Just enough l~ght~ng, or is there not enough lighting for protection? 

.... 
1-lore than enough •••••••• 181 (.13)- 37/ 
J'Ust enough............. 841( 5 6 ) 

Not enough •••••••••••••• 46;2 (31.) 

Don't know •••••••••••••• 0 

\ JId you say that the chances of getting enough lighting into this neighborhood in the next 12 months 
very good, good, fair, or poor? . are 

Very good ••••••••• 5 (0) 

Good··············15(1) 
Fair •••••••••••••• 49 (3 » 
Poor •••••••••••••• 327(22) 
Don't know •••••••• O 

How good a job of prevention or reducing crime would you say ••• 

. Very 
q~ 

a. The local police are doing? ••••••••••••••• 245 (16) 
b. The other people in this neighborhood 

are doing? •••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••• -143 (10) 
c. The local courts are doing? ••••••••••••••• 

49 (3) 
d. The local newspapers and TV and radio 

stations are dOing? ••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 3 (6) 
e. Local volunteer organizations, clubs, a,."1d 

groups are doing? •••••••••••••••••••••••• -92 ( 6) 
f. Local elected officials are doing? •••••••• 

46(3) 

Don't 
Good Fair .~. kn",., 

629(42)456 109 -~ 
('30) (7) 

544(36) 41~ 97 0 
(28) (7) 

293(20)' t~~)4t18) 0 
586(39) 522 112 

(35) (8) 

374(25) 357 128' 0 
(24) (9) 

317(21) 562 301 0 

38/ 

39/ 

40/ 

41/ 

42/ 

43/ 

44/ 

00 you usually try to keep an eye on what's going 
o Jill the street in front'of your home, o!:' do you 
~ lally not no~ice? 

1122 (75) Usually keep eye.......... 45/ 

Usually don't notice •••••• 321(21) 

83c. The last t~e you called the police was that 
oainly because of things that involve~ you a~ 
your ~ediate family; or mainly because of 
things that involved people you knew, or J:lainly 
~cause of things that involved people you 
dl.dn 't knO'.~? 

Not applicable/can't 
see front of house •••••••• 45 (3) 

l, Don't kno·,.,................ cy 

In he past year, have you contacted. the police 
to report a crime or scme suspicious activity in 
Y<f' neighborhood? 

, Yes •••••••••••• 348(23) 46/ 

~lo •••••••••• •• 1135 (76) 
'.,. 

Can't recall ••• " 

Mainl~,. self/family •••• 156 (10) 48/ 

1-1ainly people bown ••• 77 (5) 

Mainly people unknown. :]..04 (7) 

Don't know •••••••••••• 0 

~bout how many times have you contactcd the 
?C1C~? 

d. How satisfied were you with what the police did 
after you contacted them--Here :z"OU V<2ry satisfied 
somewhat satisfied, or hardly satisfied at all? ' 

O:lce··.· •• ••• •• 184(12) 47/ Very satisfied •••••••• 15'7 (11) ';9/ 

1 Two-three tir:tes 109 (7) Scrnewhat satisfied •• o • 84(6) I 
\ 

Four or J:lore... 4, (3) 
Hardly satisfied...... 91(6) 

Oon' t l:no·,J..... b Don't );now •• _ •••••••• 0 

., 
• !. 

" 

( 

r""'t 

I I 
I 
I 
J 
t 
1 
f 

I 
I 

f'1'~ , ' 

;/ 
1 
I 
1 

f 
i 

,1 
,.j 

I I Ii 
I i I 
, I 

I I 
I '·1 I . : I 

I 
I 

i 
, I 

II 
, 1 

U 
1'1 
I"'j' I· 
1 

11 
1) 
I
, J 
,{ 
({,' 
1- { 
f~j -, 

--------------------------------------------,----------------------------~-~~ 
84a. Compared to how you felt a year ago, are you more 

inclined or les~ inclined to call the police-
even if you just suspect that a crime may take 
place? 

More inclined •••• 760 (51) 

Iess inclined •••• 126 (8) 

Same ••••••••••••• 578 (3 9 ) 
Don'~ know ••••••• 

501 

b. Did any of the items on this card (HAND RESPON
DENT Q. 78b CARD) have anything to do with that? 

yes •••••••••••••• '451 (30) 51/ 

No ••••••••••• · •••• 241 (16) 
Don't know ••••••• 

85. would you say that ~ personally are doing a 
good job, a fair job, or a poor job of helping 
to reduce crime in this neighborhood? 

Good job •••••••••• 373 (25) 52/ 

Fair job •••••••••• 528 (35) 
Poor job ••••••• _ •• 106 (7) 

Not doing anything 445 (30) 
Don't know •••••••• 

86. Have you heard or read about any of the 
'follo,~ing kinds of actiVities taking place in 
your neighborhood in the past couple of years? 
(HAND RESPOND;:;~'T CARD) 

87. 

a. A neighborhood crime prevention 
meeting?...................... 53/ 

b. A citizen's patrol of your 
neighborhood? ••••••••••••••••• 

c. A crime p~evention media 
information campaign? ••••••••• 

d. A block watch or neighborhood 
wa~ch program? •••••••••••••••• 

e. A whistlestop program? •••••••• 

None ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

In which of those activities that you have heard 
of have you, personally, ever taken an active 
part? (HAND RESPONDENT CARD AGAIN) 

Neighborhood crime prevention 
meeting........................... 54/ 

Citizen's neighborhood patrol ••••• 

Crime prevention media information 
car:;pal.gn ......................................... ~ .... .. 

Block/neighborhc~ watch •••••••••• 

I'lhistlcstop program ••••••••••••••• 

Non9 .......................................................... .. 

J~8. How likely do you think it is that: your residence 
will be broken into or burglad.7-ed during the ne>:t: 
year--do you think it is very Jj k(d.), , 5Clnle\\'hat 
likely, or not very likely? 

very likely •••••••••••••• llO (7) !;5/ 

Somewhat likely •••••••••• 406 (27) 

Not very likely ••••••••• .113 (48) 

Don It knOV1 ............. f, .• ~ c ..... . 

89. How likely do you think it is that Y(lU pcrsCln<llly 
will be attacked or robbed within t:hc next year-
do you think it is vel':y likely I somewhat J.) l:ely, 
or not at all likely? 

very likely •••••••••••• ". 4 9 (3) !i6/ 

Scmewhat likeJ.y •. ~ •••• , ... 350 (24) 

Not at all Hltely •••••••• 750 (50) 
Don't know ......................... r. 

INSTRUCTION: IF "VERY" OR "SCMEWHAT l,n~Lyll :m . 
QUESTION 88 OR QUES~'ION 89 I ASK 
QUESTION 90 •• O'£HERWn;g I SKIP '1'0 91, 

90. How serious would (being bur.glarizec1/I)eing 
attacked or robbed) be for you--I-loul<l j,t: be \fen;,' 
serious, somewhat serious, or hill:dly se):ious cit 
all? 

Very serious •• H ........ 399 (27) f.7/ 

Somewhat serious •••••••• 114 (8) 

Hardly serious ... "." .... 29 (2) 
Don't know •••••••••••••• , 

91. In general, have YOU pcr.sona]'ly liJni t:cd or 
changed your activities in the past fe\~ years 
because of crime? 

yes ••••••••••••••• 428 (29) !jEll 

No ••••••••••••• c •• 1047 (70) 

Don't kno;~ .. '" go ...... 

92. Compared to most other people, I-Iould you say 
you are more concerned about protecting your
self from crime, about as concerned as others, 
or less concerned than other~ are? 

More concerned ••••••• " ••• 362 (24) 591 

About as conccoled ....... 992 (66) 

Less concerned ........... 114 (5) 

.Do:1 It k nO~l ..... f ........... . 
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93. When it comes to helping prevent crimes in a neighborhood like this, eo you believe that individual citizens 
have more responsibility than the police, less responsibility, or equal responsibility with the police? 

More responsibility ••• ~ •••••• 320 (21)" 

Less responsibility •••••••••• 164 (11) 

Equal responsibility ••••••••• 947 (63) 

60/ ( 

Don't know ••••••••••••••••••• O 

94. How confident do you feel that you as an individual can do things to help protect yourself from crime--co you 
feel very confident, somewhat confident, or not very confident at all? 

Very confident ••••••••••••••• 457 (30) 

Somewhat confident ••••••••••• 7::) 2 (50) 

"~ot very confident ••••••••••• 219 (15) 

Don't lcnow • .... ~ ...... •••••••••• a I~ 

61/ 

95. How much do you think you know about ho~ to make yourself and your home less likely to be victimized by 
criminals--do yo~ think you know a great deal, know some things, or don't you think you know much at all? 

383(26) Xnow a great deal............ 62/ 

xnow some" things ••••••••••••• 

Don't know much •••••••••••••• 

Don't k~ow ••••••••••••••••••• 

914(61) 

155(10) 

o 

96. Many people think that the crime rate can be reduced i~ ordinary citizens take ~cre precautions to protect 
themselves, such as securing their homes against intruders. Others say that such precautions make little 
difference in reducing crime. l·1hat do you think? Do you think precautio~s taken by ordinary citizens can 
zeduce ~hG crime rate a great deal, somewhat, or hardly at all? 

A great deal ••••••••••••••••• 641(43) 
681(45) Somewhat ••••••••••••••••••••• 

Hardly at all •••••••••••••••• 115 (8) 

Don't know ••••••• ~ ••••••••••• O 

63/ 

( 

I 97. Here is a list of some things people sometimes do to protect their homes against burglary. Please tell me 1 which of them, if any, you've done in this household. Just read me the appropriate n~~ers. (~~'D 
RES ?ONDD,T CARD) (IF PROVIDE 0 BY r,lI.).'IOLORD, DON'T COU~"l') 

1. Property engr.aved with 1.D •••••••••••••••••••••••• 235(16) 

. 120(8i 
2. Local pol~ce do security check of home............ i 

3. special locks on doors/windows •• c" •••••••••••••••• 738 (49) 

4. Peep-hole/w~ndow in door •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 353(24) 

S. OUtdoor lights for security ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

6. Anti-theft. stickers on doors •••••••••••••••••••••• 

7. Operating burglar ala~ system •••••••••••••••••••• 

8. Dog at least partly for security •••••••••••••••••• 

9. Theft insurance ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

10. Personal security devices--gun: tear gas, etc ••••• 

Other (specify) 

None of thetl' ......................................................... ,., ...... .. 

734(49) 

127(9) 

63(4) 

480(32) 

724(48) 

368(25) 

21(1) 

193(13) 

64/ 
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ainst crine.' (HAND p.ESPONDEN"l' 

98a. tl 
' "'S oeople sometimes do to protect themselVeSdag -WI IN COLU .... .r~ 98a) 

On this card are some un.". d t 11 ;.]hich things you never o? (P.ECORD n::. " • 
CARD) Would you read through them an e me -----

( 

, Of those, which CO you 
" things you do at least soma of the tJ..'1le. (RECORD Bew..1) 

b. Now, please read through the rema~fn~tnhg tjm~ and which do you only do once in a ~hile. 
d which do you do tr.ost 0 e ,<-, al"'3Ys 0, 

.136 «9) 
a. Locking doors short time •••••••• ••••••••• 
b xeeping doors locked ••••••••••••••••••• ··~l20(8) 

• Locking windows screens short time •••••••• J.88 (13) 
c. " J.92 (13) 
d Leaving on indoor l~ghts •••••••••• •••••••• 
'. . .362(24) 

e. Leaving on outdoor l~ghts •••••••••• ••••••• 
, ~064(71) 

f when away notifying po1~ce ••••••••• ···~·· . , 
• . .515(34) 

9 When away stopping del~very •••••• ••••••••• 
• 'hOO t h •••• .314(21) h ~~n away ne1q r wa c ••• ••••••••••• 
• .. •• .1.044(70) 

1. When away using a tl.mer ••• • ...... ,...... 616 (41) 

j. Going out with someone e1se ••••••••••••••••448 (30) 

k. Car instead of walking·····················886(59) 

1. 'raking some protection •..••••••• ••••••••••• f~" 
. • hbo h od 771. 5]) 

Ill. Avoiding places l.n nel.g r 0 ············826(55) 

n. Getting together wien neighbors •••••••• •••• 62 

o. Joining with neighbors •••••••••••••••• ••••• 925 ( ) 

Once 
in 

~ 

9Sb. 
Most 

of 
~!'-~ 

153JlO) 327(22) 867(58) 65/ 

170(11) 416(28) 782(52) 66/ 

155(10) 359(74) 781(52) 67/ 

251(17) 357( 4) 687(46) 68/ 

295(20) 298(20) 516(34) 69/ 

143{10) ~3(6) 194(13) 70/ 

139(9) 188(13) 637(42) 71/ 

196(13) 259 (17) 713 (48) 72/ 
98(7) 105(7) 232(15) 73/ 

402(27) 233(16) 225(15) 74/ 
277(18) 314(21) 435(29) 
226(15) 146(10) 215(14) 75/ 

, 76/ 

297 (20)143(10) 270(18) 77/ 

494(33) 88(6) 67(5) 78/ 

411(27) 85(6) ~(4) 79/ 

[80-3 I 

belong t;;> any organizations or clubs 

99. 
~n the ~oreseeable future, do you thi~~ there 
is a ve~ good chance that you ,will take more 
of these steps we've been talkl.ng?abOut, so~e 
chance, or not much chance at all, 

lOOb. Po you 'th . lic affairs? 
that are lnostly concerned W~ puD 

. ~ 

very good chance •••••• ••• 349 ( 23) 7/ 

647(43) 

Same chance •••••••• •••••• 

Not much chance ••.••••• •• 
403(27) 

Don • t know •• , •••••••••• •• 0 

. t' s and clubs 
lOO~. Altogether, how many organ~za l.on 

do you now belong to? 
8/ 

None ••••••••• 851(57) 

One •••••••••• 269 (18) 

2 ••••••• ••••• 205(14) 

3 - 4 •••••••• 132(9) 

5 or more.... q,3 (3 ) 

'les ••••••• • "266 t18) 

No •••••••••• 376 (25) 

g/ 

c. DO you belong to any civic o~ganiz~tions or 
clubs, t.hal: are mostly concerned w~th 
improving things around here? 

yes ......... . 188(13) 10/ 

454 (30) 
No.......... .1 

overall, would you say you take a very active 
d. part in the clubs and organizations you belong 

'1 ~"'e part, or a rather inactive to, a fal.r y ac~~v 

part? 

. 170(11) very act~ve •••• 11/ 

Fairly active •• 298(20) 

Inactive ••••••• 175 (12) 

Pon' t knO;oI ••••• 0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

, 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

\ 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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lOla. Have you ever been p~rt of a co~unity gr?up or 
organization in your neighborhood :hat tr~ed?to 
do anything about crime in your ne~ghborhood. 

yes............ 123 (8) 12/ 

Now in process 
of being fOn:1ed 34.c 2) 

No, can't --, 
recall ••••••••• 1340_\89) 

b. (IF "YES") .That kind of activities did the 
group carry out? 

VERBATDt REPLY 

c .. Did you join this group during 1980 or before 
that? When? 

Puring 1980 ••• 7(1) 13/ 

Befo:re 1980- 108(7) 
'When? ••• <0 •••• 

Date: ________________ _ 

Can' t recall.. 

d. Why did you join the group? 

VERBATlH REPLY 

e. Did anything you saw or heard in the mass media 
play a part in your deciding to join the group? 

yes ••••••••••• 29 (2) 

No.. •••••••••• 93 (6) 

Don't know ••••. 0 

14/ 

f. Did you ask to join the group on your own, or 
did someone in ~~e group specifically ask you 

to join? 34(2) 15/ 
Asked on own ••••••••••••• 

Respondent took initia.tive 9 (1) 
to form group •••••••••••• 

Was asked................ 71 (5 ) 

Don't know ••••••••••••••• 0 

g. When you joined the group, did you already know 
most of the met:1bers, or .... -ere most of the me.'I1bers 
str~~gers to you? 

Knew l'1ost •••••••••••••• JO(5) 16/ 

Most strange-rs ••••••••• 1+ 7 CD 

Don't know ••.••••.•••••• a 

. d;n th~ community before 101h. Ho~ long had you l~ve ~ ~ 
you joined the group? 

Less thu;' a month........ 4 (0) 

One to three months •••••• 10(1) 

3+ months to a year •••••• 17(1) 

1+ year to 5 years ••••••• 29(2) 

17/ 

( 

5+ years ••••••••••••••••• 54 (4) 

o . Can't recall............. , 

i. Did you join the group mostly because you \o,ere 
concerned about protecting yourself and those 
close to you from crime, Or mostly because you 
were concerned about crime prevention in 
general? 

Mostly self-protection ••• 32'(2) 

75(5) 

18/ 

Mostly general concern ••• 

f 
Don't know ••••••••••••••• 

j. Besides working on cr~e prevention, did the , 
group take part in social activitie7 as well-
such as parties, outings, and the l~ke? 

yes ........... 44 (3) 19/ 

No.o. 0.0 ••••• 73 (5) 

Can't recall. 0 

k. As a mer:ilier of that group, have you been ve7J 
satisfied, somewhat satisfied or hardly sat~s-
f ied at all with the success of its cri.--ne " 
prevention activities? , C 

ve~ satisfied ••••••••• .-.61(4) 20/ 

. f' d 45(.3) Somewhat sat~s ~e ••••••• 

Hardly satisfied ••••••••• 12 ("1) 

Don't know ••••••••••••••• 

1. Are you a memL~r of the group at this time? 

Yes •••••••••• 74 (5) 

No ••••••••••• 43 (3) 

Don't know ••• O 

21/ 

m. In your opinion, did this group accomplish a 
lot in helping to reduce crime; did it do a 
little to reduce crime; or, did it not do .~ry 
much at all to reduce crirr.e? 

A lot •••••• o •• 56~3) 22/ 

1 

A little ••• ,.o 43'0) 

Not much. 0 0 ••• 17 (1) 

Don't know.... a 

( 

p 
·U 

"', . 

,. 
102. (U' "NO" IN QUESTION lOla) How difficult would 

it be to get people in this neighborhood 
tasether to fight crime and to prevent crime? 
I .... ould it be very difficult, f<iirly difficult, 
or not at all difficult? 

Very difficult ••••••••• 252(17) 23/ 

Fairly difficult ••••••• 382(25) 

Not at all difficult"'397(26) 

Don·t·know···········.·O 

No\oj' I need some infon:1ation that will help us 
analyze your answers. 

103. What was the last grade of regular school that 
y~~ completed--not counting specialized schOOls 
like secretarial, art or trade schools? 

No school ••••••••••••••••• 

Grade school (1-8) •••••••• 

Some high school (9-11} ••• 

High school graduate (12). 

Some college (13-15) •••••• 

College graduate (16) ••••• 

Post graduate (17+) ••••••• 

5 (0) 24/ 

165(1l) 

279(19) 

543 (36) 

269 (18) 

1:66 (ll) 

'71 (5) 

104a. Are you at p:resent emp~.oyed, either full time 
or part time? 

Full time •••••• 

Part time •••••• 

Not employed ••• 

25/ 
735(49) 

160\117 

595(40) 

b. Are you (call off appropriate categories): 

Ahousewife, ••••••• 285(19) 26/ 

Unelnployed " • • •• ••• 52 (4) 

"32 (?) A student,......... _ 
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105. Is anyone else living in tltis household er.:ployed 
full time? 

Yes, ••••••••••• 832 (55) 

No ••••••••••••• 658 (44) 

Don't kno·", ••••• 

28/ 

106. How often do you make a special effort to get 
information that's important to YOU--verJ often, 
sometimes or hardly ever? 

Very often ••••• 

Sometimes •••• o • 

Hardly ever •••• 

Don't know ••••• 

57·1(38) 

61} (41) 

275(18) 

o 

29/ 

107. (HAND P.ESPONDZNT CARD) Please look at this list, 
and tell me which of these things, if any, you've 
done yourself over the past year. 

a. Written your congressman or senator 217 (141
0

/ 

h. Attenc!ed a political rally ••••••••• 104(7) 

c. Attended a public meeting on town ) 
or school affairs ••••••••••••••••• .297 (20 

d. Held or run for political office ••• 12(1) 

e. Servcd on a committee •••••••••••••• 178.(12) 

f. Served as an officer of some 

organization ••••••••••••••••••••••• 133 (9) 

g. Written a letter to the paper •••••• 77(5) 

h. Signed a petition •••••••••••••••••• 537 (36) 

51(3) i. Worked for a political part;y ••• ~ ••• 

j. Made a speech •••••••••••••••••••••• 92(6) 31/ 

k. ~lri tten an article................. 48 (3) 

1. Been a member of some group for 
better government •••••••••••••••••• 5J(4) 

None of them. ••••••••• ••••••••••••• i 56 (50) 

Retired, ••••••••••• 186 (12) 

o.r what? (all other) 21 (1) 
108. Which on·~ statemen+: on this card describes you 

best? ("iiP.!m RESPO!llDENT CARD) 

c. What is your Occupation? 

Top managenent, top talent and 56 (4) 
rr~jor professional.............. 27/ 

Exec-utive I administrative, 8 
lesser professional •••••••••••• ).14 ( >. 

o-.. r.:r--small retail store or 40 (3) 
bus~ness .............................. _ .... . 

Fan:1~r::; (owners and manClgers). " 6 (0) 

Tec:mician s, minoe administrative91 (6) 

Hhite collar, clerical (non
supervisory) •••••••••••••••••• " 120 (8) 

salesmen........................ 49 (3) 

Skilled and semi-skilled labor ••• 24:2 (16) 

Unskilled labor ••••••••••••• 6-9.(.5) , 

Servic~ and protective worker!) •• 81(5) 

a. When r come across a new idea that 

r can possibly use, I '~sually a.:n 586 (39) 
among the first to try it out...... 32/ 

b. r usually wait for a short tL~e, at 
least until some of the people r 
know and trusttry out the ne· .... idea, 
and then I give it serious 461(31) 
consideration •••••••••••••••••••••• 

c. I usually wait for quite a lonq time 
u.,til most of the people I know and 
trust haVe tried out the new icea, 
and it is only then that I give it 
seriC>'ls consideration •••••••••••••• 213(14) 

d. I con5ider new ideas very slowly 
and m05tly when I really need to. 
r am the last to try ne,·, ideas out. 177(12) 

Don I t kno;.;......................... 63 (4) 
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109. Please tell me whether you agree or disagree with each st<ltelOcnt all this card. (HAND RESPOND!::r:I' CARD) 

110. 

a. Every person should give some of their time for the 1302 (87) 
good of their neighborhood or town or city •••••••••••• 

b. Peopl~ who fail to finish a job they promised to do 1199 (80) 
should feel very badly about it •••••••••••• ~.......... ' 

c. We would be better off if we could live our own lives 
the way we want and not have to be concerned about 
doing things •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 380(25) 

d., In school I usually volunteered fo= special projects.P93 (46) 

e. letting your neighbors down occasionally is not so 
bad, because you just can't be doing good for 
everybody all the time •• ~~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~33(36) 

Don't 
, Disagree know 

118(8) 
3: 

217 (14) 3< 

987 (66) 3= 
643(43) 3E 

828(55) 37 

Which of these two statements best describes 
how you feel? (llANO RESP~DEN1' CARD) 

113. Do you own this residence or are you renting i 

a. Many t.:iJr.es I feel that I have 38/ 

little influence over the things , 
that happen to me ••••••••••••••• 634:.( 42) 

b. It is mpossible for me to 
believe that chance or luck plays 
a very important role in my life" 

Don't know •••••••••••••••••••••• 694(46) 

Own •••••••..•• 1013 (67) 42 

Rent......... 468 (31) 

Don't know... O. 

114. How many people live in this household altoge~ 
including children and babies? 

Household Total = ________ _ 43/4. 

111. Here is a list of age groups. (HAND RESPONDENT 
CARD) Would you call·off the letter of the age 
group YOIl happen to be in? (IE' REFUSED, INTER
VIEl-IER ESTJ11ATE GROlJP) 

115. How many persons in this household are under ~ 
19? 

Total under 19 45/4( 

a. Under 18 ••••••• :;2. (0) 39/ 
b. 18 to 24 ••••••• ~·243(16) 

c. 25 to 34 ••••••• ,376 (25) 

d. 35 to 44 ••••••• -221(15) 

e. 45 to 54 ••••••• '221(15) 

f. 55 to 64 ••••••• 228(15) 

g. 65 and over •••• 206(14) 

112a. What is your religious preference, if any? 

Protestant •••••••••••••••• 830(55) 

Catholic •••••••••••••••• 'H 397 (2~~ 
Jewish.... • •• ••••••••••••• 47ti);--

other 89(6) 

None...................... 1.05 (7) 

Not ascertained........... 0 

40/ 

b. (IF "NONE") What religion, if any, were you 
brought up in? 

Protestant •••••••••••••••• 46(3) 

Catholic •••••••••••••••••• 

Jewish •••••••••••••••••••• 
19(1) 

1(0) 

other 7 (1) 
-------26 (2) 

None •••••••••••••••••••••• 

Not ascertained •• __ • _..... 0 

41/ 

116. Are you married, single, widowed. separated or 
divorced? 

Married·········._1026(68) 47, 

Single •••••••••••• 243(16) 

Widowed ••••••.••••• 114(8) 

Separated or 
divorced.... •••••• 119 (8) 

117. About how long have you lived in this particula 
neighborhood? 

less than one year 200 (13) 

. 1 - 4 years ••••••• 45J,:.(30) 

5 8 years ••••••• 183(12) 

9 - 12 years •••••• 155 (10) 

13 years or more •• 510(34) 

Can't recall •••••• 0 

48/ 

118. Generally speaking, are you very satisfied, soo 
what satisfied. or not at all satisfied with 
this neighborhood? 

Very satisfied •••• 

Somewhat satisfied 

Not at all 
satisfied ••••••••• 

938(63) 

484(32) 

73.(5) 

Don' t know........ 0 

49/ 

" 

114. 

115. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
II. 
14. 

O. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

163(11) 
516(34) 
305(20) 
262 (17) 
144(10) , 

62(4) 
25 (2) 
9(1) 
4(0) 
3 (0) 
1(0) 
1(0) 

724(48) 
287(19) 
251(17) 
127(9) 
40(3) 
18(1) 

2(0) 
3(0) 
1(0) 
1(0) 
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229. Ha~e you or has anyone in this household recently received any financial halp from a public welfare agency? 

yes •••••• 'l38(9) No ••••••••• l346 (90) Don't know ••••• 0 50/ 

120. Did you happen to vote in the last presidential election in 1976 when Gerald Ford and J~y Carter ran? 

yes ••••••••••••••• 981(65) 51/ 

No •••••••••••••••• 511(34) 

can't recall •••••• 3 

12la. How about the coming presidential election next Nova~r--would you say that there's an excellent chance 
that you'll vote in that election, only some chance that you'll vote, or hardly any chance at all that 
you'll vote? 

Excellent chance •• 1082 (72) 

SOll1e chance ••••••• 120 ( 8) 

Hardly any chance. 223(15) 
Don't kno~ •••••••• O 

52/ 

i Y:'" 

b. (IF "SOME" OR "HrulDLY A..T-.lY" CHANCE) Why do you thin.';: you might not vote? 

1. VERBATIM REPLY 

J122• 

f 

I 
1123• 

I ' 

Did you happen to vote in the last election for mayor and city councilor for other city officials here 
in. this ccmnunity? 

yes ••••••••••••••• 708(47) 

No •••••••••••••••• 777(52) 

Can't recall •••••• O 

. 
There's quite a bit of taL~ these days about different social classes. Most people say they belong 
either to the upper class, the upper middle class,the middle class, the workin~ class, or the lo~er 
class. Xf you had to make a choice, ~ould you say you belong to the upper class, the upper middle 
class, the middle class, the working class, or the lower class? 

53/ 

,I Upper ••••••••••••• 17 (,1) 54/ 

1 Upper middle •••••• 151"(10) 

. 670(45) 
.M~ddle •••••••••••• 

t working •••••••••• .561 (37) 

Lo-... ·er ••••••••••••• 70 (5) 

Don I t know •••••• "1) 
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........ a. 1\"'''' more ~::; it ,ll.st of income categorie!>. (W\lm RESPONDENT Cj\ ... P..Dj Would you c.:lll off the letter of the C<lt,t 
gory that best describes the combin~d annual income of all m~rs of this hou5eholu, including w<lges or 
salary, pensions, interest or dividends, anti all other SOUrces? 

a. Under $5,000 •••••••••• 122(8) , e. $20,000 to $24,999 •••••• 208 (14) 
h. $5,000 to $9.999 ••••••• 206(14) . 131(9) f. $25,000 to $29,999 •••••• 

. I.:.i.~.·~ # 

c. $10,000 to $14,999 ••••• 229 (15) 
d. $15,000 to $19,999 ••••• 233 ~16) 

g. $30,000 or more ••••••••• 161{11) 

b. INl'ERv:r.EV7E:R: ES'l'IHA'l'E INCO}!E CATEGORY. 

',' ., Don't know ••••••••••••••••• O 

a. Under $10,000 •••••••••• 52:(4) c. $15,000 to $24,999 •••••• 81(.5.) 
b. $10,000 to $14,999 ••••• 41(3) d. $25,000 and over •••••••• 23~2) 

125. Would you describe your personal state of health today to be excellent, good, fair or poor? 

126~ Respondent's sex: 

Excellent •••••••••• :.. 5'1:7 (35) 

Good •••••• _ •••••••••• 

Fair ••••••••••••••••• 

Poor ••••••••••••••••• 

Don't knew ••••••••••• 

Female ••••••• 787 (52) 58/ 

'Hale u ••••••• 715(48) 

65"3 (44) , 

249 (17). 

61.(4) 

'1(0) 

127. Respondent's race/ethnic background: 

128'. Type of residence: 

Race Hispanic 

Caucasian •••••• 1301 (87) 59/ 

Black •••••••••• 170(11) 
yes ••••••• 52(4) 
No •••••••• 1303 (87) 

other ______________ __ 
"17 (1) 

Single family: detached, row-house, (_) 
townhouse ••••••••••••••••••••••• '.' •• 1126 7;) 

Double (duplex): detached, row-
house, townhouse •••••••••••••••••••• 132(9) 

Apartment: high-rise, low rise, 
garden •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 192(13) 

l-Iobile home •••••••• _ •••••••••••••••• 36(2) 

Other (write in) ______________________ ~S9(1) 

60/ 

61/ 

5:( 

....... 

56/ 

57/ 

(. 
'. 



29. I-Ihat is your telephone n\lJ:1ber? 

~: 

Address: 

Street: 

state: 

(RECORD MTER LEAVING HOUSE) 
1 Type of neighborhood: 

( 

i~ 

Area code: 

City: 

zip code: 

Neat, clean, well-kept: 

Upper class •••••••••••••• 61 (4) 

. 519(35) Middle class •• ~ •• "Q."'. . 

. 354(24) Working class •••••••••••• 

Poor •••••••••• J.......... 20(1) 

somewhat shabby; slightly 
~lected; some signs of 
neglect: 

Upper class •••••••••••••• 3(0) 

Middle class •••••••• e •••• 84 (6) 

Working class ••••••••••• .312 (21) 

Poorl, ••• * •••••••••••••••• 39 (3) 

Rundoloo71; neglected: 

Opper class •••••••••••••• 9 

Middle class ••••••••••••• 9(1) 

Workin9 class •••••••••••• 45(3) 

Poor ••••••••••••••••••••• 30 (2) 

Interviel;er: 

Page 23 

62/ 

63/ 

------------------------------
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AGE 

18-24 
25-34 
35.-54 
55-64 
65+ 

SEX 

Female 
Hule 

R,\CE 

White 
Hinority 

EDUCATION 

0-11 years 
H.S. Diploma 
Some College 
College Degree 

INCOME -
Under $10,000 
s10 -14,999 
$15,-24,999 
$25,000+ 

TABLE 1.1 

DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEI-J' OF THE NATIONAL SAMPLE 
(R=1502) 

% EHPLOYMENT Z 

16.4 Full Time 49.3 
25.1 Part Time 10.7 
29.5 Unemployed 39.9 
15.2 
13 .. 8 

OCCUPATION 

Operative 17.3 
Craftsman 38.4 

52.4 Clerical 19.5 
47.6 Prof & Prop 24.9 

N/A 42.2 

HARITAL STATUS 
87.4 
12.8 Married 68.3 

Single 31. 7 

CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD 
30.0 
36.2 None 49.S 
18.0 1 19.7 
15.8 2 17.3 

3+ 13.2 

RESIDENCE 
11.7 
32.0 O~vn 68.4 
35.1 Rent 31. 6 
21.2 

~~-~~- ----
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Table I.l (cont) 

r PERCEIVED SOCIAL CLASS NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION 

r High 62.7 Upper Middle 11.5 Moderate 32.4 Middle 45.6 Low 4.9 Working 38.2 r Lower 4.8 

GEORGRAPHIC REGION r RESIDENCE TYPE NE 6.0 
MA 18.0 r Single 75.3 ENC 19.0 }!ultiple 24.1 WNC 8.1 Other 0.6 SA 15.9 
ESC 6.0 r WSC 9.9 
MT 4.1 NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE PAC 13.1 ------

[ Upper Middle 39.3 
Middle - Working 25.3 
~-Jorking - Lo~ver 35.3 CO}rr-fUNITY SIZE [ 

1 M+ 

Central City 9.1 t Suburb 8.9 WELFARE RECIPIENT 250,000-lM 
Central City 13.8 r Yes 9.3 Suburb 11. 3 No 90.7 50,-250,000 
Central City 13.5 

Suburb 13.4 r Cities 10,-50,000 7.1 LENGTH OF RESIDENCE Towns under 10,000 22.9 
"'::: 

.[ Less than 1 year J.3.3 
1-4 years 30.1 
5-12 years 22.5 
13+ years 34.0 I ' .:.; 
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Sex 

~lale 

Female 

Race 

Caucasian 
Black 
Hispanic 
Other 

Age 

18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-64 

65+ 

Education 

1-11 yrs. 
12 ),r5 

Some College 
College Degree 

Occupation 

Prof/tech 
Business 
White collar 
Blue collar 
Une:nployed 

Income ---

Under S10,000 
10,000-14,999 
15,000-19,999 
20,000-24,999 

~5,OOO+ 

:\!:IT ita 1 ::t:ltllS 
--~---~ ~. -.---

~l:lr"iell/l iving 
S i.!~,':: 1 e 

+ 

\·:i th 

Table 1. 2 

General Characteristics of the Panel Samples 

Wave One 
(N=1049) 

41% 
58 

85 
7 
4 
I 

II 
25 
16 
30 
17 

21 
35 
24 
19 

7 
3 

14 
18 
58 

18 
12 
16 
16 
23 

Wave TIVO 

(N =517) 

36% 
64 

87 
6 
4 
o 

8 
27 
17 
30 
18 

19 
35 
26 
19 

7 
3 

13 
14 
63 

18 
11 
16 
18 
25 

76 
24 
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Residence 

Olm 
Rent 

Table 1. 2 (cont) 

Wave One 
(N=1049) 

71 
28 

Wave Two 
(N =-Sl7) 

77 
22 

II 

!l ti 

'fl" U 

Table 1.3 

Reasons for Attrition between Panel Waves One and Two 

Results of re-contact attempt: 

Complete • 

Refused 

Not at home after 5-6 tries. 

Moved . 

On vacation 

Unable to locate address 

Deceased . . . . . . . . 
No such person at address. 

In jail 

Sick/In hospital . 

Vacant house . . 

Language barrier 

Respondent claims no 
previous contact . 

Appointment cancelled/ 
no-shows 2-3 times • . ,. . . 

Denver 

210 •••• 60% 

50 •••• 14% 

40 •••• 11% 

29 .•..• 6% 

7 ••••• 270 

6 ..••• 2% 

5 ••••• 2% 

2 ••••• 1% 

o ..... 0% 

o ..... 0% 

o ..... 0% 

1. •••• if 

0 ••••• 0% 

0 ••••• 0% -- --

Totals .. 350 ••• 100% 

II denotes less than one-half percent 

Milwaukee Buffalo 

162 •••• 46% 155 •••• 44% 

69 •••• 20% 59 •••• 17% 

56 •••• 16% 59 •••• 17% 

35 •••• 10% 25 •••• 7% 

9 ••••• 3% 4 ••••• 1% 

5 ••••• 1% 9 ••••• 3% 

7 ••••• 2% 3 ••••• 1% 

3 ..... 1% 11. •••• 3% 

2 ..... 1% 0 ••••• 0% 

1. •••• If 6 ••••• 2% 

1. ••• • If 0 ••••• 0% 

0 ..... 0% 0 ••••• 0% 

0 ••••• 0% 4 ••••• 1% 

0 ••••• 0% 15 ••••• 4% 

350 ••• 100% 350 ••• 100% 
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I 
TABLE III.l 

I Crime Prevention Actions Taken by Public 

I N=1502 

1. Keep doors of residence locked when at home ...•................ 90% 

I 2. Lock door w·hen leaving residence .•.........•..... , . . • . . . . . . . . .. 90 

3. Leave indoor lights on when leaving residence .................. 87 

4. Lock windows when leaving residence ............................ 87 

5. Notify neighbors to keep watch on residence ~vhen leaving I 
for some time................................................ 79 

6. Leave outdoor lights of residence on at night •..•....•......... 75 

7. Drive to places at night, rather than walk ...................•. 70 I 
8. Stop home deliveries when away for some time .........•......... 65 

9. Install outdoor lighting .............•......•.................• 49 I 
10. Install special locks ...........................•.............. 49 

11. Pur chas e thef tins urance ..............................•...... " 48 I 
12. Avoid dangerous spots in neighborhood •....•.........••......•.. 48 

13. Get together with neighbors ................•..........•.•...... 44 

14. Venture forth at night with others (not alone) .•............... 42 
I 

15. Take personal protection means along when leaving home ......... 40 

16. Join in neighborhood crime prevent activities .................. 38 I 
17. Have a watch dog .....•...•..................................... 32 

18. Use timer switch to light residence when away .................. 30 1 
19. Notify police when leaving residence for some time ............. 28 

I 20. Own personal security devices and/or weapons ............•...... 24 

21. Have entrance-door "peephole" .............••.........•......... 23 

22. Have personal property engraved ~vith LD ..•••.................. 16 

23. Have police conduct security check of residence ................ 8 I 
24. Have anti-theft stickers on entrance door ..................•... 8 

25. Have residential burglar alarm system •.............•...• ,. . . . . .. 4 I 
I 
I 

t:. 

~ . 

.. ~---
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Victimization 
Experience 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

~"'--:C> 
L:l 

Total 

1502 

63% 

28 

9 

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

, 

-- , 
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TABLE III. 2 

Victimization Experience and City Size 

Central Cities Suburbs of Cities Small cities and 
towns 

1,000,000 250,000 50,000 1,000,000 250,000 50,000 10,000 Less than 
plus to less to less plus to less to less less than 10,000 

than than than than 50,000 
1 mil. 250 000 1 mil. 250.000 

136 134 208 169 203 202 106 344 

72% 61% 61% 69% 59% 50% 70% 69% 

21 27 28 25 28 44 24 24 

7 11 11 7 14 6 7 8 

\ 
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Perceived 
Vulnerability 

Total 
1502 

Low 62% 

Moderate 32% 

High 6% 

"'" T.::) _. 

TABLE III. 3 

J:'t.";Z ~'01 

~ ~ 

~t::c'& 

CJ t:J 

Perceived Vulnerability and City Size 

Central Cities Suburbs of Cities 

1,000,000 250,000 50,000 to 1,000,000 250,000 50,000 
plus to less less than plus to less to less 

than 250,000 than than 
1 mil. 1 mil. 250.000 

136 134 208 169 203 202 

71% 58% 58% 78% 54% 59% 

18 33 36 19 37 36 

7 9 5 3 8 5 

-, 

== 
t.::-:l c:.o 

i~~ 

:~·t: .. / r~-:~.:':-1 
...... --~ 

Small cities and towns 

10,000 to Less than 
less than 10,000 
50,000 

106 344 

59% 61% 

36 34 

5 5 

, 

-- , 
i 

\ 

l' 



TABLE III.4 

Interest in Crime Prevention and City Size 

Central Cities Suburbs of Cities 

1,000,000 250,000 50,000 1,000,000 250,000 
plus to less to less plus to less 

than than than 
1 mil. 250,000 1 mil. 

, 

Total 

1502 136 134 208 169 203 

Interest in 
Crime 
Prevention 

Low 14% 13% 10% 14% 20% 18% 

Moderate 67 69 66 69 66 63 

High 19 18 24 17 6 19 

:t I 

50,000 
to less 
than 
250,000 

202 

18% 

67 

15 

~;;'"m::I 

L.:.::: t':J 
r;::::r·~ 
,._:D 

Small cities and towns 

10,000 to Less than 
less than 10,000 
50,000 

106 3114 

11% 11% 

68 70 

21 19 

, 

-- , 
~ 

\ 

" 
l' 



Take Crime 
Prevention 
Actions Designed 
to Protect: 

Persons: 
'.' 

Very frequently 

Fairly frequently 

Occasionally 

Property: 

Very frequently 

Fairly frequently 

Occasionally 

Total 
1502 

.33% 

35 

;32 

35% 

45 

19 

;:::::¥ IC..-:'. r.:;:7 '=:'\ , .. r;;, 
o Itl:t __ 

Q --- l"-l -- 1..;,.. .. 

TABLE III.5 

Taking Protective Actions and City Size 

Central Cities Suburbs of Cities 

1,000,000 250,000 50,000 1,000,000 250,000 
plus to less to less plus to less 

than than than 
1 mil. 250.000 1 mil. 

136 134 208 169 203 

28% 43% 36% 41% 42% 

28 37 34 41 37 

45 20 30 18 21 

26 35 39 38 49 

56 46 44 48 38 

18 19 17 14 13 

, 

""" ("\"..,::: ,'" """ or:;;:; ",-, ":;:';:, ~ c,:::::.p;--, 
'-' c.::; :! . ...: -- IL .. - ~ (-

.. -- -- - -- , 
~ 

Small cities and tm..ms 

50,000 10,000 to Less than 
to less less than 10,Onn 
than 50,000 
250,000 

202 106 344 

36% 24% 23% 

35 41 32 

3LI 35 45 

36 34 29 

LI6 5n 42 \ 

18 15 28 
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TABLE III. 6 

Selected Habitual Crime Prevention Actions Taken by Public 

Percent of Sample (N=1502) who: 

Report ]:ver 
Taking the 

Action 

Report Taking 
the Action 

Always 

1. Lock doors when leaving residence .............•..... 90 ........•..... 58 

2. Lock windows when leaving residence ...•............. 87 ......•..••... 53 

3. Keep doors of residence locked when at home ......... 91 .............. 53 

4. Notify neighbors to keep watch on residence when 
leaving for some time............................. 79.............. 48 

5. Leave indoor lights on when leaving residence ....... 87 .............. 46 

6. Stop home deliveries when away for some t:.me ........ 65 .........•.•.. 43 

7. Leave outdoor lights of residence on at night ...... 75 .....•........ 35 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Drive 

Avoid 

Use a 

to places at night rather than walk ........•.. 

dangerous spots in neighborhood ............... 

timer s~vitch to light residence when away •.... 

11. Take personal protection means along when leaving 

70 .............. 29 

48 ....•......... 18 

30 ......•....... 16 

home ......•....................................... 40 •... ",' ........ 15 

12. Venture forth at night with others (not alone) ...... 42 .............. 15 

13. Notify police when leaving residence for some time .. 28 .............. 13 

14. Get together with neighbors •......•..........•.•.•.. 44 •............. 5 

15. Join in neighborhood crime prevention activities .... 38 •....•..•..•.. 5 

;. 
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TABLE III. 7 

Demographic Correlates 
of Crime Prevention Behaviors that Require Repetition 

Age 

~.Jhen at home keep 
doors locked 

Keep windows 
locked when 
away 

Get together with 
neighbors 

Joining in with 
neighbors 

a 0=.001 

b R=.064 

.081a 

.064b 

Sex (Female=l) 

Don't go out 
alone at 

. h -.33la nlg t ...... . 

Drive rather 
than walk at 
night .-.22la 

Avoid certain 
areas in 
n'hood .-.212 

Education 

Lock doors ~vhen 
out of home for 

short time .086a 

Leave indoor 
lights on 
when away .150a 

Leave outdoor 
lights on .119a 

Have neighbor 
watch home when 
away .150a 

Use lights timer 
switch when 
a~vay 

Income 

Lock door when 
out of home 
for short 

F 
.071 time 

Keep doors 
locked when at 
home .-074c 

Leave indoor 
lights on when 
away .176a 

Leave outdoor 
lights on .127a 

Stop deliveries 
a when away .198 

Have neighbor 
~vatch when 
away .125a 

Use lights 
timer s~vitch 
when away .197a 
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TABLE III.S 

Inf~uence of Young-Old Age 
on Selected Crime Prevention Behaviors 

Keep door locked always 

Always go out with someone 
at night 

Drive rather than walk at 
night always 

" I 

Percent in 
Sample 

53% 

15 

29 

18-24 65+ 

43% 65% 

16 25 

26 37 

" ,1 

, j 

o ;-

1'1,' G. 

I 
1 
'1 
-t.-

R .. " ... · lj 
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TABLE III. 9 

Influence of Sex on 
Selected Crime Prevention Behaviors 

Percent in 
Sample 

~ 

Always go out with 
someone at night 

15% 6% 
Drive rather than walk at 
night always 29 22 
Avoid certain areas in the 
neighborhood always IS 10 

Female 

24% 

37 

25 
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TABLE IILIO 

Influence of Low/High Educational Achievement 
on Selected Crime Prevention Behaviors 

Always lock doors when 
away for short time 

Always leave indoor lights 
on when away 

Stop deliveries when on 
vacation - always 

Always request neighbor 
to watch residence 
when away 

Always use a lights timer 
switch when a~.,ay 

Percent in 
Sample 

58% 

46 

43 

48 

16 

Less than 
high school 
grad 

55% 

40 

30 

40 

11 

Gollege 
grad or 
more 

65% 

54 

57 

60 

26 

, 

-------------------------.--------~- ---

n , 
(., I 

I 
I 
I 
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TABLE III.l1 

Influence of Low/High Income on 
Selected Crime Prevention Behaviors 

Percent in Percent 
Sample Earning 

Less than 
$15,000 
Annually:' 

Always leave indoor lights 
on when away 46% 43% 
Always stop deliveries 
when away 43 34 

Always request neighbors 
to watch residence 
when. away 48 44 
Always use a timer ·swi tch 
when away 16 12 

Percent Earning 
$25,000 or More 

Annually 

53% 

54 

58 

24 
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TABLE IIL12 

Neighborhood Correlates of Crime Prevention Behaviors 
That Require Repetition 

a 
p=.OOl 

b p=.02S 

Interviewers' Ratings of 
Neighborhood as Upper 
Class (Upper = 1) 

Notify police when 
leaving on vacation 

tfuen atvay stop home 
deliveries 

Have neighbor watch 
when away 

Use lights timer 
switch when away 

-.l3Sa 

-.203a 

-.12Sa 

Respondent's Perceptions 
of Neighborhood as a 
Dangerous Place 

Lock doors when out of 
home for short time 

When at home keep 

.0SOb 

doors locked .17Sa 

Don't go out alone at 
night 

Drive rather than 
walk at night 

Take along something to 
protect oneself with 

.232a 

when venturing forth •.... 197a 

Avoid certain areas 
in n'hood •............... 32Sa 
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TABLE III.13 

Influence of Perception of Neighborhood as D8ngerous 
on Selected Crime Prevention Behaviors 

Always lock doors 
when at horr..~ 

Never go out alone at night 

Always drive rather than 
walk at night 

Always take some protection 
along when venturing forth 

Always avoid possibly 
dangerous areas in 
neighborhood 

Percent in 
Sample 

S3% 

IS 

30 

IS 

IS 

Percent Considering 
Their Neighborhood 
to be Dangerous 

66% 

29 

42 

26 

42 

• 
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TABLE III.14 

Influence of Perceived Vulnerability on 
Selected Crime Prevention Behaviors 

Percent 
Perceived Vulnerability 

in 
Sample HiglJ. Moderate Low 

Always lock doors when away 
for short time 58% 65% 66% 54% 

Hhen at home keep doors 
locked always 53 61 55 50 

A1.ways lock windows when 
away from residence 53 60 60 48 

Always leave indoor lights 
on when away 46 65 52 41 

Always leave outdoor lights on 35 51 41 30 

Always stop deliveries when 
on vacation 43 53 47 40 

Never go out alone at night 15 31 17 13 

Always drive rather than 
~.,alk at night 29 55 34 25 

Always take some protection 
along when venturing forth 15 34 16 12 

Always avoid possibly 
dangerous areas in n'hood 27 39 24 13 

'. 

I 
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TABLE III. 15 

Perceived Vulnerability and Crime Prevention Behaviors 
that Require Repetition Correlate 

(p=.OOl) 

Lock doors when out of home for 
short time 

Keep windows locked when away 

Leave indoor lights on when away 

Leave outdoor lights on 

Don't go out alone at night 

Drive rather than walk at night 

Take along something for protection 
when venturing forth 

Avoid certain areas in neighborhood 

.093 

.094 

.130 

.101 

.123 

.186 

.121 

.173 

• 
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TABLE III.16 

Influence of Membership in Voluntary Clubs/Organizations 
on Crime Prevention Actions 

Membership in Clubs, Organizations 

Belongs to 

Total None 1 2 3-4 5 

1496 851 268 202 l32 

Action to Protect 
Self 

Higli 33% 28% 35% 44% 31% 

Moderate 35 37 32 32 36 

Low 32 34 32 35 33 

Action to Protect 
ProEerty (1305) (701) (253) (193) (116) 

High 35 28 38 46 47 

Moderate 45 50 43 37 36 

Low 19 21 19 18 16 

'-~" .. :-=;:;:,~~"z:,~_." ,,-
:r I "' 

or more 

43 

51% 

26 

23 

(42) 

57 

38 

5 

,"i 
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TABLE III. 17 

Influence of Active Participation 
in Voluntary Clubs/Organizations on Crime Prevention Actions 

Action to Protect 
Self 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

Action to Protect 
ProEerty 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

Total 

639 

33% 

35 

32 

(598) 

35 

45 

19 

"Ac ti ve" i.n the Organizations 
belonged to 

Very Fairly 
Active Active Inactive 

170 295 174 

41% 40% 30% 

35 31 33 

23 29 36 

(154) (278) (166) 

47 42 42 

40 38 41 

12 20 17 
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TABLE III .18 

Sex, Age, Education, Income Characteristics of 
Persons Who Join Formal Community Crime Protection Organizations 

(N=157) 

Sex 

Male 
Female 

18-21" 
25-34 
35-54 
55-64 
65 plus 

Education 

0-11 years 
High school grad 
Some college 
College grad or more 

Income 

Less than $10,000 
$10,000 less than $15,000 
$15,000 less than $25,000 
$25,000 and over 

46% 
54 

12 
26 
35 
19 

8 

18 
33 
25 
24 

9 
23 
41 
28 
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TABLE III.19 

i Crime Prevention Action and Self Confidence 

~ 

I Confidence in One's Ability to Prevent Crimes 

I 
Very Somewhat Not Total Confident Confident Confident 

I 
1424 455 751 218 

Actions to Protect 
,r 

I 
Self 

High 33% 35% 34% 30% 

I Moderate 35 32 34 34 

I 
Low 32 30 38 32 

Action to Protect 

I 
Property (1246) (442) (571) (233) 

High 36% 44% 27% 28% 

I Moderate 45 46 58 55 

I 
Low 19 10 16 17 

I 
I 
i 
I 

n I 
I 
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TABLE III. 20 

.\ ...... 
Sex, Age, Education, Income and Self-Confidence 

Sex 

Male 
Female 

18-24 
25-34 
35-54 
55-64 
65 plus 

Education 

0-11 years 
High school grad 
Some college 
College grad or more 

Income 

Less than $10,000 
$10,000 less than 

$15,000 
$15,000 less than 

$25,000 
$25,000 and over 

Confidence re: Respondent's Ability to 
Prevent Crime: 

Total 

1424 

48% 
52 

16 
26 
29 
15 
13 

29 
36 
18 
16 

12 

32 

35 
21 

455 

58% 
42 

19 
27 
30 
14 

9 

25 
36 
19 
19 

12 

28 

35 
24 

Moderate 

751 

47% 
53 

14 
29 
30 
13 
14 

29 
37 
8 

16 

12 

31 

37 
20 

Low 

218 

32% 
66 

16 
13 
26 
22 
22 

41 
34 
13 
11 

14 

40 

26 
20 

n 
B TABLE III. 21 

11 Self Confidence and Perceived Neighborhood Safety 

I Perceived Safety of Neighborhood 

I Very Safe Fairly Safe Unsafe 

I 
1426 416 714 296 

I Confidence re Respondent's 
Ability to Prevent Crime 

\ 

I 
High 32% 43% 30% 23% 

Moderate 53 47 56 51 

I Low 15 10 14 26 

I 
I 
I 
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TABLE III. 22 

Crime Prevention Action-Taking and Belief in the 
Efficacy of Individual Actions 

Believe Individual Precautions Reduce Crime 
Incidence 

Fairly 
Firm Firm Weak 

Total Belief Belief Belief 

Actions to Protect Self: 1433 638 680 115 

High 33% 41% 33% 26% 
Moderate 35 27 37 36 
Low 32 26 32 42 

Actions to Protect 
Property: (1256) (450) (568) (238) 

High 36% 57% 41% 38% 
Moderate 45 38 50 54 
Low 19 4 9 8 

, 
l 
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TABLE III. 23 

Self-Confidence and Belief in the Efficacy of 
Individual Crime Prevention Actions 

Believe that Individual Precautions Can 
Reduce Crime Rate: 

A Great 
Total Deal Somewhat Hardly 

1392 629 659 104 

Confjdence re: 
respondent's ability 
to prevent crime 

High 32% 50% 18~~ 161: 

Moderate 53 42 65 37 

Low 15 8- 16 46 
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TABLE III. 24 

Self-Confidence and Belief About 
Citizen Responsibility for Crime Prevention 

Confidence re: 
respondent's ability 
to prevent crime:' 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

Vis-a-Vis the Police, the Citizen's 
Responsibility for Preventing Crime is: 

Total (;reater The Same Less 

1428 312 959 157 

32% 53% 27% 23% 

53 40 57 52 

15 7 16 25 

" 

~-------------------------------------------------------------
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Confidence re: 
Respondent's Ability 
Prevent Crime: 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

TABLE III. 25 

Self-Confidence and Claimed Know 
About Crime Prevention 

Knowledgeable re: Crime Prevention 

Total Moderate Low 

1409 379 891 139 

to 

32% 64% 22% 7% 

53 32 64 37 

15 4 14 56 

,\ 
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TABLE III. 26 

Crime Prevention Leadership: 
Sex, Age, Education, Income 

Crime Prevention Leadership 

Male 

Female 

18-24 

25-34 

35-54 

55-64 

65 plus 

Education 

0-11 years 

High school grad 

Some college 

College grad or more 

Income 

Less than $10,000 

$lO,OOO-less than $15,000 

$15,000-less than $25,000 

$25 000 and Over 

~ I 

People Seek 
Out Respondent 

288 

55% 

45 

9 

23 

39 

16 

13 

28 

33 

21 

18 

10 

28 

34 

27 

Respondent 
Seeks Others 

484 

40% 

60 

25 

29 

24 

12 

10 

29 

41 

17 

13 

12 

34 

34 
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Interest in 
Prevention 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

TABLE In. 27 

Interest in Crime Preventj.on and 
Crime Prevention Opinion Leadership 

Crime Prevention Opinion Leadership 

Total 

768 

Crime 

58% 

35 

7 

People 
Seek Out 

Respondent 

288 

66% 

29 

5 

Respondent 
Seeks 

Others 

480 

53% 

38 

9 
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TABLE III. 28 

Knowledge About Crime Prevention 
and Crime Prevention Opinion Leadership 

Crime Prevention Leadership 

Knowledgeable about 
Crime Prevention 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

Total 

755 

28% 

63 

8 

People Seek 
Out Respondent 

287 

44% 

53 

3 

Respondent Seeks 
out Others 

468 

19% 

69 

11 
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TABLE III.29 

Belief in the Efficacy of Individual Action-Taking 
and Crime Prevention Opinion Leadership 

Crime Prevention Opinion Leadership 

Believe Individual Crime 
Prevention Action Can 
Reduce Crime 

A great deal 

Somewhat 

Hardly at all 

Total 

758 

47% 

47 

6 

People Seek 
Out Respondent 

286 

57% 

37 

6 

Respondent Seeks 
out Others 

472 

41% 

53 

7 
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TABLE III. 30 

Confidence in Personal Ability to Prevent Crime and 
Crime Prevention Opinion Leadership 

Confidence in One's 
Ability to Prevent 
Crime 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

Crime Prevention Opinion Leadership 

Total 

751 

34% 

51 

14 

People Seek 
Out Respondent 

288 

47% 

44 

9 

Respondent 
Seeks Others 

463 

27% 

56 

17 
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TABLE III. 31 

j Prevention Knowledge and Victimization Experience 

I 
I 
I 

Victimization Experience 

Total High Moderate Low 

I 1452 132 407 913 

I Prevention Knowledge 

[l Knows a great deal 26% 40% 29% 23% 

1 
Knows something about it 63 56 62 64 

Don't know too much 11 5 9 12 
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Table III. 33 

Perceived Vulnerability and Prevention Knowledge Action-taking and Prevention Knowledge 

Prevention Knowledge 
Prevention Knowledge 
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Propert:Z (1,270) (352) (802) (116) 
Very frequently 36% 52% 30% 22% 
Fairly frequently 45 37 49 45 
Occasionally 19 11 45 33 

Total Knows a Knows Some- Doesn't 
Great Deal thing about Know Too 

It Much About 
It 

1,452 383 914 155 

Perceived 
Vulnerability: 

High 39% 41% 40% 28% 
Low 61 59 60 72 

Total Knows Knows Doesn!t Know 
a Great Something Too Much - Deal About It About It 

1,448 383 910 155 

Takes actions 
to protect 

The person 

Very frequently 33% 40% 31% 24% 
Fairly frequently 35 32 36 34 
Occasionally 33 28 33 42 

:r I 
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Table III. 34 

Crime Prevention Action and Interest in Crime Prevention 

Interest in crime prevention 

Total Very Fairly Hardly 
interested interested interested 

- at all 

1,476 782 569 125 

Actions to 
protect self 

High 
33% 42% 26% 7% 

Moderate 35 36 34 34 
Low 

32 23 39 58 

Actions to 
protect property (1,289) (459) (584) (246) 

High 
36% 63% 54% 42% 

Moderate 45 31 40 46 
Low 

19 5 6 12 
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Table III. 35 

Exposure to Crime Prevention Information and Victimization 

Experience 

Victimization Experience 

Total High Moderate Low 

1,502 133 417 952 

Frequency of exposure 
to crime prevention 
information 

Often 
20% 34% 22% 17% 

Occasionally 60 56 60 61 
Never 20 10 17 23 
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Table III. 36 

Perceived Vulnerability and Exposure to Crime Prevention 

Perceived vulnerability 

High 

Low 

Information 

Total 

1,502 

38% 

62 

Frequency of exposure to crime 
prevention information 

Often Occasiona":'ly 

298 903 

48% 36% 

52 64 

Never 

301 

32% 

67 
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Table III. 37 

Crime Prevention Action and Frequency of Exposure to Crime 

Prevention Information 

Frequency of exposure to crime 

prevention information 

Total Often Occasionally Never 

1,497 296 901 300 

Takes actions 
to protect 

The Person 

Very frequentl} 32% 27% 32% 27% 

Fairly frequently 35 32 36 34 

Occasionally 33 40 32 39 

~roperty 1,306 272 809 225 

Very frequently 35% 50% 32% 28% 

Fairly frequently 45 38 48 46 

Occasionally 19 12 20 25 
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Table III. 38 

Highest-Lowest Attention Paid to Selected Issues Covered 

by Public Service Advertisements 

Attention 

A lot Some Hardly any 

Crime prevention (1,492) 43% 40~1, 17% 

Personal health/ 
medical (1,494) 48 38 14 

Keeping fit; 
staying healthy (1,484) 47 38 15 

Energy 
conservation (1,490) 47 36 16 

. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Contribute to 
various "relief" 
causes (e.g. 
Earthquake 
victims) (1,474) 14 43 41 

Military 
recruitment (1,477) 10 19 70 

Requests for 
contribution to 
chairities (1,476) 10 43 46 

Recruitment for 
volunteer social 
service (e.g. 
VISTA) (1,482) 5 29 66 
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Table III. 39 

Crime Prevention Action and Attention to Crime Prevention 

Actions to protect 
self 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

Actions to protect 
property 

High 

Moderate 

Low 

Advertisements 

Total ---
1,487 

33% 

35 

32 

(1,297) 

36% 

45 

19 

Attention Paid to Public Service 
Advertisements Re Crime Prevention 

Moderate Low 

645 596 246 

42% 29% 17% 

36 35 32 

22 36 51 

(598) (519) (180) 
40% 32% 29% 

45 48 42 

15 20 29 

" 



Table III, 41 

Perception of Neighborhood Crime Danger and Attention 

to News about Crime 

Attention paid to crime news: 

On Television In Newspaper.s 

Total A lot Some Hardly Total A lot Some Hardly 
any; any; 
none none 

1,494 683 631 180 1,486 553 635 298 

Perception of 
residence 
neighborhood 
as: 

Very safe 29% 27% 29% 38% 29% 28% 29% 31% 

Fairly safe 50 49 53 44 50 50 51 48 

Very 
unsafe 21 24 18 18 21 22 20 20 
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r Table IIL42 

(' 
Belief in Citizen's Responsibility vis-a-vis Crime 

I Prevention and Attention to News about Crime 

r Attention paid to crime news 

On Television In Newspapers 

I' 
r 

Total A lot Some Hardly Total A lot Some Hardly 
any; any 
none none 

1,498 686 632 180 1,490 553 639 298 

r Believe 
citizen's 
responsibility 

r for crime 
prevention 
vis-a-vis 

I 
the police: 

(' 
Is greater 21% 24% 19% 17% 21% 23% 20% 21% 
Is equal, 

I. 
the same 68 65 71 68 68 67 68 68 

Is less 11 11 10 15 11 10 12 11 
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Table III. 43 

Confidence in Ability to Protect Oneself and Attention 

Total 

1,426 

Confidence in 
respondent's 
ability to 
protect self 
against 
crime 

High 32% 

Moderate 53 

Low 15 

to News about Crime 

Attention paid to crime news 

On Television 

A lot Some Hardly 
any; 

- none 

653 606 167 

34% 30% 32% 

49 57 50 

17 13 17 

In Newspapers 

Total A lot Some Hardly 
any; 
none 

1,418 528 615 275 

32% 34% 30% 31% 

53 51 56 50 

15 15 14 18 
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Table III. 44 

I 
Table III. 45 

[ Interest in Crime Prevention and Attention to News About 

Crime I 
Crime Prevention Action-taking by Attention to News about 

Crime 

( 
Attention paid to crime news I Attention paid to crime news: 

[ 

[ 

On Television In Newspapers 

Total A lot Some Hardly Total A lot Some Hardly 
any; any; 
none none 

--

i I 
J " 

"lIr 

1 

On Television In Newspapers 

Total A lot Some Hardly Total A lot Some Hardly 
any; any; 
none none --

[ 1,493 685 630 178 1,485 553 637 295 1,493 684 630 179 rr 1,485 552 636 297 

1.£ -- Take action 

[ Interest 
in crime 
prevention 

.... 
)~ 
I r 

:...... 

to protect \ 
I . 

The person 

[ 
High 19% 26% 14% 7% 19% 24% 15% 15% 

.. -n ..... 
Very 
frequently 33% 36% 31% 26% 33% 37% 32% 25% 

[ Moderate 67 66 71 61 67 68 72 59 

Low 14 8 15 31 14 8 13 26 
r:'" '.I> 
Ll 
! ' 
;.;;,. 

Fairly 
frequently 35 37 34 35 35 36 33 38 

[ 
If ), .... 

Occasionally 32 28 36 39 32 27 35 37 

[ ..... 
U· 
~*'i" 
II 

Property (1,302)(614) (549) (139) (1,298) (502) (564) (232) 

. ....l,. Very 

[ 'r" 
II 

tL 

frequently 35 36 33 41 35 37 34 35 

Fairly 

[ ff' 
11 

frequently 45 48 44 40 45 47 46 40 

Occasionally 19 17 22 19 19 16 20 25 
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Table III. 46 

Exposure to Televised Crime Shows and Victimization Experience 

Table III.47 

Perceived Vulnerability and Exposure to Televised Crime Shows 
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Victimization Experience 

Total Moderate Low 

1,484 133 416 935 

Watch TV Crime Shows 

Very often 23% 23% 24% 22% 

Sometimes 38 36 36 39 

Hardly ever 39 41 40 38 

Watch Television Crime Shows 

Total Very Sometimes Hardly 
often ever 

1,484 339 570 575 

Perceived 
Vulnerability 

High 6% 8% 5% 6% 

Moderate 32 38 31 30 

Low 62 54 64 64 
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Table III. 48 

Crime Prevention Action-taking and Exposure to Televised 

Crime Shows 

Watch Television Crime Shows 

To 1:31 Very often Sometimes Hardly ever 

1,479 339 567 573 

Take action 
to protect 

The person 

Very frequently 33% 31% 33% 33% 

Fairly frequently 35 34 35 35 

Occasionally 32 34 32 31 

Property (1,290) (295) (498) (497) 

Very frequently 36% 36% 34% 37% 

Fairly frequently 45 44 47 44 

Occasionally 19 20 19 18 
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Table III. 49 

Interest in Crime Prevention and Exposure to Televised 

Crime Shows 

Watch TV Crime Shows 

Total Very often Sometimes Hardly 
ever 

1,480 339 569 572 

Interest in 
crime prevention 

High 19% 26% 18% 15% 

Moderate 68 62 70 69 

Low 13 12 12 16 
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Table III. 50 

Perceived Accuracy of TV Crime Dramas and Victimization 

Experience 

Victimization Experience 

Total High Moderate Low 

Perceived 
Accuracy of 
TV Crime Shows 1,331 127 377 827 

Very aceurate 11% 8% 10% 12% 

Somewhat accurate 48 43 45 51 

Not at all 
accurate' 40 49 45 37 
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Table III. 51 

Perceived Vulnerability and Perceived Accuracy of TV 

Crime Dramas 

Perceived Accuracy of TV Crime Shows 

Total Very Somewhat Not at all 
accurate accurate accurate 

1,331 149 645 537 
Perceived 
vulnerabi1itr 

High 6% 10% 5% 6% 
Hoderate 34 35 35 31 
Low 60 55 60 62 



Table III. 52 

Interest in Crime Prevention and Perceived Accuracy of 

TV Crime Dramas 

Perceived Accuracy of TV Crime Shows 

Total 

1,329 

Interest in 
crime 2revention 

High 19% 

Moderate 68 

Low 12 

Very Somewhat 
accurate accurate 

149 645 

27% 18% 

64 70 

9 12 

Not 
accurate 

535 

18% 

68 
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Table III. 5 3 

Crime Prevention Action-taking and Perceived Accuracy of 

Takes action to 
protect 

The person 

Very frequently 

Fairly frequently 

Occasionally 

Property 

Very frequently 

Fairly frequently 

Ocr. . .asionally 

Crime Dramas 

Perceived Accuracy of TV Crime Shows 

Total 

1,327 

33% 

35 

32 

(1,165) 

36 

45 

19 

Very 
accurate 

432 

38% 

34 

28 

(420) 

31 

44 

25 

Somewhat 
accurate 

466 

34% 

34 

32 

(521) 

36 

47 

16 

Not 
accurate 

429 

30% 

37 

34 

(224) 

37 

42 

21 
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Table IV.l 

Orientations to Public Service Advertising 

[ 

[ 

A lot attention to PSAs 
TV 
Radio 
Newspaper 
Magazines 

Most attended to PSA source 
TV 
Radio 
Newspaper 
Magazines 

PSA "very believable" 

PSA "very helpful" for 
awareness 

PSA "very helpful" for 
solutions 

Can recall specific PSAs 
Learned from PSA 
Discussed PSA 

" 

Acted on PSA 
Sought more info 
Satisfied with info 

Total 

(N=1049) 

40% 
22 
14 

8 

57 
9 

25 
5 

40 

38 

29 

25 
23 
14 
20 
12 

I 
;, 
{[ 

il 
I! 

V 
11 

TV PSA 
ATT 

Radio PSA 
ATT 

NeHsp PSA 
ATT 

M?g PSA 
ATT 

PSA Cred 

PSA Utility 
A,-.'at'e 

PSA Utility 
Action 

a P<.05 
b P ,.01 
c r <.001 

Table IV.2 

Correlations Among PSA Orientations 

TV Radio Newsp t1ag PSA PSA PSA 
PSA PSA PSA PSA Cred Utility Utility 
ATT ATT ATl ATT !\.\.,rare fIction 

.42c 

.34c .43c 

.31c .42c .SOc 

.2Sc .1Sc .13c .llc 

,.. 
.17c .20c .13c .34c .2S'--

.20c .14c .1gC .16c .2'rc .SSc 
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Table IV-3 
Zero-Order Correlations 

Between PSA Attention and Other Characteristics, by Medium 
(N=1049) 

PSA Attention 

Television Radio Newspapers Hagazines 

Media 
Orientations 

Time spent .14*~ .07* .13** .09** 

Info (hi.) /entertain .03 .11** .02 .08** 

Product Adv. Att. .22** .19** .31** .28** 

Other 
Characteristics 

Education .00 .04 -.01 .05 

Age .05 .09** .21 ** .07 * 

Earital (M.=hi. ) .05 -.01 .01 00 ** . ... 

Residence length .03 .07* .11** .07* 

Income -.02 -.01 -.01 .00 

S(!X (F .=hi. .17 ** -.02 .10 ** .05 

t. • •• !10 !lU.e .01 .06 * .03 .03 

Trust :LU people -.04 -.04 -.02 .04 

Trust in gover:1nent .02 .06 * .06 * .00 

*p c:...O':i 

ol.ol. 01 , .. ? (: 
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Table IV. 4 Regression Analyses for PSA Attention by Hedium 

PSA Attention 
l1edia 1 
Orientations Television Radio Newspapers l1agazines 

Time spent .14* .01+ .11* .04 

Info. (hi.)/Entert. .03 .09* .04 .07 

Product Ad Att. .21** .19** .27** .29** 

(R2) (.06) (.05) (.09) ( .09) 

Other 
2 

Chil~~cteristics 

Education .08 .10* .05 .05 

Age .07 .07 .16* .05 

Marital 01.=hi. ) .05 -.01 -.01 .12* 

Residence length .02 .05 .01 .06 

Income .00 .02 .00 .07 

Sex (F.=hi.) .13* .03 .04 .03 

.-l...nornie -.01 .:U* .07 -.01 

Trust in people -.03 -.04 -.03 .01 

Trust in g::),lern<nent -.02 .07 .09* -.04 

(['2) - ., (.09) (.03) ( .12) ( .12) 

··;r~·O.5 i;~\p<.O}. 

1 
"}38ta values shewn [or. media orientations reflect effects of each orientation on 

'. 

YSA ~tte~tion controlling only for the other orientations. 

~i'~~? v..llues shm-ill for othe:>: characteristics reflect the ef£.ect of each controlling 
·0~ tte othe~s) and controlling for media orientations a3 a block. 
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Tahle IV.S. Regression Analyses for PSA Credibility and Helpfulness 
(N=1049) 

PSA . 1 
Attent~on 

Television 

Radio 

Ne\vspaper s 

Magazines 

(R2) 

Other 
Cl.aracteristics 

Education 

Age 

2 

Narital (l1.=hi. ) 

Residence -length 

Inco;ne 

Sex (F.:.:hi.) 

Anomie 

Tru.Jt in people 

T;::ust ~n government 
'1 

(P.-'- ) 

**fJ< .01 

PSA 
Credibility 

.18* 

.13* 

.08 

.07 

( .07) 

.02 

-.07 

-.02 

.01 

.05 

.04 

-.08 

.03 

-.02 

(.10) 

PSA 
Heipfli'i In 
Awareness 

.23** 

.02 

.08 

.02 

(.09) 

-.01 

.09 

.02 

-.06 

.03 

.11* 

-.03 

.01 

.02 

( .11) 

PSA 
Helpful In 
Solutions 

.12* 

.04 

.06 

.08 

(.05) 

-.04 

-.03 

.00 

.08 

.00 

.14* 

.06 

.02 

.03 

(.08' 

r.~t2. values sho"m f0r PS.-\ attention ;:-eflect the eff.:ct of attention to PSAs fot' 
c~ch me2ium controllin~ only for other media. 

!~~~d val~es sho~n for ot~er charac~eristics reflect che effect of each controlling 
:::'::" t:h.:: .)l:Dcr,:;, and corLtrolling f'Jr PSA attention variabl'2s as a block. 

~ I 

,. 

,-

1. £\ 

Media 
Orientations 

Table IV.6 

Regression Analyses for PSA Attention, 
by Crime Orientations (N=1049) 

PSA Attention 
Television Radio Newspapers 

( .07) (.06) ( .n) 

Dernog./ 
Socio-Psych. Variables CR2) (.10) ( .15) ( .08) 

C · O· . 1 ~~me r~entat~ons 

Crime prevo interest 

Prevo responsibility 

Prevo confidence 

Prevo knowledge 

P7ev. effectiveness 

Prevo reduce risk 

Prevo likelihood 

Prevo info. need 

''>p r.:.05 
:':i;PC· 01 

i 

.07 

.04 

.03 

-.04 

.08* 

-.02 

.05 

.00 

(.12) 

.05 .09"c 

-.01 -.01 

.07 .10* 

.04 -.N 

.00 .01 

.09'1: .07 

.. 02 .04 

.03 .06 

( .11) (.18) 

l1agazines 

(.09) 

(.12) 

.03 

-.03 

.06 

.03 

-.03 

-.04 

.09 

.15* 

( .16) 

~-E,eca values shmm for the crime orientations reflect the effect of each 
orip-ntation controlling for the oth.:rs, and controlling for the media 
orientatious and demographic/socia-psychological variables as blocks; 
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Table IV. 7 
Regression PSA Credibility and Helpfulness, Analyses for 

by Crime Orientations (N=1049) 

PSA Attention 

Variables (R2) 

Demog./Socio-Psych. 

Variables (R2) 

. 1 Crime Orientatlons 

Crime prev. interest 

Prevo responsibility 

Prevo confidence 

Prevo knowledge 

Prevo effectiveness 

Prevo reduce risk 

Prevo likelihood 

Prevo info. need. 

-"'p",".05 
;::*p::::-.01 

PSA 
Credibility 

(.09) 

( .12) 

-.10* 

-.08 

.06 

.01 

.07 

.01 

-.04 

-.03 

(.15 ) 

PSA 
Helpful in 
Awareness 

(.10) 

(.12) 

-.04 

.05 

.02 

-.05 

.11* 

.09 

.03 

-.06 

( .15) 

1 h cr;me orJ.·entations ref:ect the effect n l~, ~>hown for t e ~ •. £,'= ta va ue., 11' for PSA 
or;er1tation controlling for the others, and contro lng 
. 'c~ cl'E.m()·.;,~"pllic lsocio-psychological vari.:lbles as blocks. ~t.!.1 J !.l J"-J.l.. '-. J. , 

PSA 
Helpful in 
Action 

( .05) 

(.09) 

-.01 

.07 

.04 

-.08 

.08 

.04 

.05 

-.06 

( .11) 

of eaC:l 
attention 
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Total Percent: 

11EDIA EXPOSURE 
Lmv 
Hoderate 
High 

MEDIA FUNCTIONS 
More Relaxation 
Neither 
Hare Information 

PSA SENSITIVITY 
Loy; 
Noderc.te 
High 

HEDIA CRINE 
ATTEi\'TION 

LOt., 
Moderate 
High 

TABLE V.I 

1 CAHPAIGN nIPACT BY NEDIA ORIENTATIO;:-r INDICES 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(N=1502) 

29~7% 

20.5 c 

31.6 
33.6 

25.0b 

31.4 
33.7 

21.2 c 

29.4 
38.2 

22.4 c 

28.2 
37.1 

lIn all tables, the following nomenclature is used to indicate levels of statistical 
significance: a = p <.05; b = p<.Ol; c = p<.OOl. Levels of significance are 
generally used throughout the report to indicate strengths of association rather than 
tests of explicit hypotheses. As such, they are two-tailed. Significance levels are 
generally based upon tau .£ statistics where t~,·o ordin.:tl measures are being compnred. 
(We have regarded ca~paign exposure as ordinal rather than nOQinal in that those 
exposed have "I":;ore" exposure than those not exposed). In cases involving nomJn.:ll 
categories, e.g. sex, the chi square statistic was used. 
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TABLE V.2 

CAMPAIGN llfPACT BY MASS NEDIA EXPOSURE 

DAILY TV EXPOSURE 
Less than 2 hrs. 
2- 4 hrs. 
4+ hrs. 

DAILY RADIO EXPOSURE 
Less than 2 hrs 
2 - 4 hrs. 
4+ hrs. 

DAIL Y NEHSP. EXPOSURE 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(N=1502) 

25.0%b 
28.6 
35.5 

26.9b 

33.4 
34.9 

o -20 min. 29.8 
21 - 40 min. 30.0 
41 - ·60 min. 31.5 
60+ min. 29.1 

HONTHLY MAGAZINE EXPOSURE 
o - 1 mag. 27 . 9 
2 - 3 mag. 31.9 
4+ mag. 33.1 

" I 

J 
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... 1 
<.", , 
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TV FUNCTION 
Entert. 
Info. 

RADIO FUNCTION 
Entert. 
Info. 

Nm~sp. FUNCTIOl\l 
Entert. 
Info. 

HAGAZ. FUNCTION 
Entert. 
Info. 

TABLE V.3 

CAMPAIGN llfPACT BY MEDIA FUNCTIONS 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(N=1502) 

31.3% 
27.6 

31.6 
29.5 

27.9 
32.1 

31. 7 
31.2 
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OVERALL ADV. INFLUENCE 
LmV' 
Hoderate 
High 

TV PSA ATTENTION 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

Rf~DIO PSA ATTENTION 
LmV' 
Hoderate 
High 

NEWSP. PSA ATTENTION 
LmV' 
Moderate 
High 

~~GAZ. PSA ATTENTION 
Low 
Hoderate 
High 

PSA CREDIBILITY 
LmV' 
Hoderate 
High 

PSA AHARENESS UTILITY 
Low 
Noderate 
High 

TABLE V.4 

CAHPAIGN llfPACT BY PSA ORIENTATIONS 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(N=lS02) 

27.S%b 
33.9 
37.5 

19.1c 

30.1 
38.8 

26.1 b 
32.3 
37.7 

28.8b 

27.9 
39.2 

28.9a 

28.5 
38.0 

24.Sb 

30.3 
39.0 

18.4c 

28.5 
39.7 

-~------

:-.i 

J 
I • 

I 

P::;-.\ ACTION UTILITY 
Lo\V' 
Hoderati:! 
High 

PSA INFORHATION SEEKING 
No 
Yes 

23.0c 

31.6 
39.1 

27.9 c 

38.8 

TABLE V.4 (cont) 
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TV CRIME 
ENT.EXPOSURE 

Low 
Moderate 

, High 

TV CRIME 
ENT. REALISM 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

TV CRIl1E 
NEllS ATTEN. 
Lm" 
Moderate 
High 

RADIO CRIME 
NEHS ATTEN. 

Low 
Moderate 
High 

NE{')"SP. CRIME 
NEHS ATTEN. 

Lm" 
Hoderate 
High 

}fAGAZ. CRIME 
NEHS ATTEN. 

LOH 
Hoderate 
High 

TABLE V.S 

CAMPAIGN IMPACT AND MEDIA CRnm ORIENTATIONS 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(N=1502) 

22.8% 
31.1 
39.2 

28.7 
33.2 
34.9 

16.7c 

29.0 
34.0 

22.7C 

32.2 
37.1 

26.2b 

27.7 
34.5 

27.2 a 

31.2 
36.9 

-- - ----
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CRIME NID-lS 
ADEQUACY 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

CRIME PREV. 
NEWS ADEQUACY 

Low 
Moderate 
High 

MEDIA CRINE 
ACCURACY 
Less Serious 
As Serious 
More Serious 

HOST CREDIBLE 
CRIME SOURCE 

TV 
Radio 
Newsp. 
Magaz. 

Campaign 
~xposure 
(N=ls02) 

'32.4 
32.2 
27.5 

31.6 
29.9 
37.3 

30.6 
29.7 
31.8 

34.4a 

35.0 
26.9 
24.7 

TABLE V. 5 (cont) 
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TABLE V.6 

REGRESSI0N ANALYSIS OF CArWAIGN EXPOSUKE 
BY MEDIA ORIENTATIONS (N=lS02) 

Media Exposure 

Media Functions 

PSA Sensitivity 

Media Crime Attention 

Campaign 
Exposure 

Beta 

. 04 

.03 

, i 
1 

1 
, I 

U 
" , 
1. ? 
:'J 

U 

r 1 

1':' 

~ 

I 
{ 

f , 

f 
I 

I 
! 
li 
n 
t."':' 

Total Sample Percent: 

Demographics: 

AGE 
lS-24 
25-34 
35-54 
55-64 
6S+ 

SEX 
Female 
Hale 

RA.CE 
lfuite 
Hinority 

EDUCATION 
0-11 y1:"S. 

H. S. Diploma 
Some College 
College Degree 

INcG:-m 
Under $10,000 
$10-$14,999 
$lS-$24,999 
$2S,000+ 

PERCEIVED SOCIAL 
CLASS 

Upper fliddle 
Hiddle 
\{orking 
Lm.;er 

E~!PLOYlfE~r 

Full Time 
Fnet Tin:e 
Uncl~ploy(>d 

TABLE V. 7 

CANPAIG:I l}lPACT BY DENOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(N=1S02) 

29.7% 

46.1 c 

30.6 
28.5 
21.1 
19.9 

26.9a 

32.7 

29.1 
31. 6 

30.1 
30.S 
31. 6 
24.1 

25.3 
31.7 
30.1 
27.6 

2S.2 
29.9 
31.lt 
2S.7 

32.9
a 

29./t 
26.1 
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T 

1 
jj 

1 
I 

-.3 

1 

Total Sample Percent: 

Demographics: 

OCCUPATION (R emp 
Operative 
Craftsman 
Clerical 
Prof. & Prop. 

MARIT~'\L STATUS 
Harried 
Single 

CHILDREN IN HH 
None 
1 
2 
3+ 

RESIDENCE 
O~m 

Rent 

RESIDENCE TYPE 
Single 
Nultiple 
Other 

NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE 
Upper-Niddle 
I1iddle-\.]orking 
Lo~·,er-Horking 

HELFARE RECIPIENT 
Yes 
No 

LEi{GTH OF ItESIDENCE 
Less than 1 yr. 
I-if yrs. 
S-12 yrs. 
l3 + yrs 

TABLE. V. 7 (cant) 

CAHPAIGN IHPACT BY DEHOGRAFHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(N=1502) 

29.7% 

34.7 
32.1 
29.6 
31.9 

28.9 
31.3 

25.6b 

34.5 
30.7 
38.0 

28.8 
30.1 

29.9 
29.2 

26.7a 

29.6 
33.6 

31.2 
29.6 

31.S 
32.2 
29.3 
27.1 
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TABLE V. 7 (cant) 

CANPAIGN IHPACT BY DEHOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

Total Sample Percent: 

Demagrapics. : 

1TEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION 
High 
}faderate 
Low 

GEOGRAPHIC REGION 
NE 
HA 
ENC 
~mc 

SA 
ESC 
HSC 
l-rr 
PAC 

CO~f!ruNITY SIZE 
1 Hillion + 
Central City 

Suburb 
2S0,OOO-1}f 
Central City 

Suburb 
50,000-2S0,000 
Central City 

Suburb 
Cities 10-S0,000 
Tmvns under 10,000 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(N=lS02) 

29.7% 

27.4a 

32.6 
37.9 

28.9b 

28.5 
20.7 
39.7 
42.3 
26.7 
28.9 
52.S 
18.3 

26.S c 

10.4 

33.2 
21. 9 

30.0 
24.3 
44.3 
38.7 
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TABLE V.8 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF CA}WAIGN EXPOSURE 
BY HEDIA ORIENTATIONS AND DEHOGRAPHICS (N=1502) 

Media Orientations 

Media Exposure 

Media Functions 

PSA Sensitivity 

Media Crime Attention 

Age 

Sex (1 = Female) 

Education 

Income 

Number of Children 

Neighborhood Type (1 = Upper) 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Campaign 
Exposure 

Beta 

.05 

.05 

-.15b 

-.04 

.03 

.05 

-.04 

~. 

I 
1 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE V.9 

CA}lPAIGN EXPOSURE BY AGE AND SEX (N=1502) 

Percent exposed (total 29.7%) for: 

Age Hen Women 

18-24 46.0% 46.2% 

25-34 32.7 28.4 

35-54 32.1 25.4 

55-64 23.3 19.0 

65+ 24.4 16.1 
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Age 

18-24 

25-34 

35-54 

55-64 

65+ 

lABLE V.lO 

CA}WAIGN EXPOSURE BY AGE AND CHILDREN 
IN HOUSEHOLD (N= 1502) 

Percent exposed (total ='29.7%) for: 

Households with 
children 

52.3% 

30.0 

30.3 

18.8 

19.9 

Households ~vithout 
children 

36.2% 

33.0 

25.7 

20.8 

20.2 
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Age 

18-24 

25-34 

35-54 

55-64 

65+ 

Age 

18- ?, 

25-34 

35-54 

55-64 

65+ 

__ J___ __ 

TABLE V.ll 

CA}WAIGN EXPOSURE BY AGE AND EDUCATION, INCOME, 
NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE (N=1502) 

Percent exposed (total = 29.7%) for: 

Education 

Some College 
0-11 years 12 years College Degree 

49.3% 46.0% 41.3% 45.5% 

42.6 31.8 28.7 25.4 

33.0 25.8 36.0 17.2 

18.0 25.9 24.0 9.5 

18.8 20.4 15.0 29.1 

Income 

Under $10,000- $15,000-
$10,000 14,999 24,999 $25,000+ 

42.8% 47.7% 39.7% 51.4% 

33.3 33.9 29.5 27.5 

34.2 26.3 31.3 25.7 

17.6 22.5 22.5 17.1 

15.2 22.4 18.8 20.0 
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Age 

18-24 

25-34 

35-54 

55-64 

65+ 

'. I 

Upper-
Middle 

48.5% ) 

30.3 

23.4 

18.3 

17.7 

TABLE V.ll (cant) 

Neighborhood Type 

Middle- Lower-
Harking Harking 

41.8% 47.6% 

29.4 32.0 

25.7 37.3 

18.6 27.1 

22.2 20.5 

j 

,I 
I 
1 
I 
J 
"""' 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Total Percent: 

ALTRUISH 
Lm~ 

Moderate 
High 

ALIENATION 
LOt~ 

110derate 
High 

TRUST IN PEOPLE 
LO\~ 

Moderate 
High 

INSTITUTIONAL TRUST 
Lotv 
!-foderate 
High 

TABLE V.12 

CAMPAIGN UIPACT BY PSYCHOLOGICAL INDICES 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(N=1502) 

29.7% 

22.0C 

32.9 
35.0 

29.9 
30.1 
28.9 

31.4b 

32.4 
25.4 

36.1b 

27.8 
28.3 
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TABLE V.13 

CA}WAIGN EXPOSURE BY AGE AND ALTRUISM, 
TRUST IN PEOPLE (N=lS02) 

Percent exposed (Total = 29.7%) for: 

High Altruism High Altruism 
Low 'Trust High Trust 

Age 

18-24 69.2% 40.0% 

25-34 30.7 28.9 

35-54 33.3 20.1 

55-64 50.0 23.0 

65+ 12.5 36.0 

TOTAL: 40.0% 26.6% 
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TABLE V.14 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE 
BY HEDIA ORIENTATIONS, DEMOGRAPHICS 

AND PSYCHOLOGICAL ATTRIBUTES (N=lS02) 

Media Orientations 

Media Exposure 

Media Functions 

PSA Sensitivity 

Media Crime Attention 

Demographics 

Age 

Sex (1 = Female) 

Education 

Income 

Number ~f Children 

Neighborhood Type (1 = Upper) 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Psychological Attributes 

Altruism 

Alienation 

Trust in People 

Institutional Trust 

Campaign 
Exposure 
~~ 

.04 

.05 

-.04 

.03 

.05 

-.03 

.01 

-.03 

(R
2 = .08) 

.-~ 
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Total Percent: 

NEIGHBORHOOD 
INTEGRATION 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

ORGANIZATIONAL 
HEMBERSHIP 

None 
One 
T~.,o 

Three·-four 
Five .;-

II' f 

TABLE V.lS 

CAMPAIGN ~WACT BY INTERPERSONAL ACTIVITY I~~ICES 

Campaign 
. Expos~ . 

(n=1502) 

29~7% 

31.8 
27.6 
31.4 

27.6 
33.5 
31. 7 
34.1 
25.6 

' . 
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Total Percent: 

PERCEIVED 
VULNERABILITY 

LOt." 

Moderate 
High 

VICT ll1IZAT ION 
EXPERIENCE 
Lo~." 

Moderate 
High 

NEIGHBORHOOD 
CRIHE RISK 

LOt." 

Noderate 
High 

TABLE V.16 

CAMPAIGN IMPACT BY CRIHE ORIENTATION INDICES 

'Calnpaign 
. 'Exposure 

(n=1502) 

29.7% 

28.6 
28.3 
30.8 

27.5b 

- 30.7 
,42.1 

28.6 
.31.5 
26.9 
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Total Percent: 

PREVENTION INTEREST 
LOtV' 

110derate 
High 

PREVENTION 
RESPONSIBILITY 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

PREVENTION 
COHPETENCE 

LmV' 

Moderat"e 
High 

PROPERTY PROTECTION 
DEVICES 

LotV' 
Hoderate 
High 

CRll-IE PREVENTION 
ACTIVITY 

LOtV' 

Hoderate 
High 

-- -~---,-----

TABLE V.17 

CA}~AIGN I~WACT BY PREVENTION ORIENTATION INDICES 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(n=1502) 

29.7% 

24.5 C 

34.4 
33.1 

26.9 
30.3 
31.9 

19.1C 

24.3 
3S.2 

29.0 
29.1 
32.5 

33.2 a 

29.1 
26.6 

J 

[1 

n U 

I 
I 

Table V.lS 

Campaign Exposure By Demographic Characterisitics 

Total Sample Percent: 

Age 

18-34 

35-54 

55+ 

Sex 

Female 

Hale 

Education 

0-12 yrs. 

Some College 

College Degree 

Income 

Uneler $15,000 

$15,000 - $24,999 

$2'5,000+ 

Campaign 
E!.xposure 
(N=sl7) 

lS.Oj, 

19 

20 

14 

18 

19 

15 

9 

19 

7 
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Table V.18 (cont) 

Children in HH 

No 

Yes 
21 

Neighborhood Type 

Lot .. er-t.Jorking 

Middle-Horking 
16 

Upper-Middle 
9 

a p -< .05 

b 
P <.01 

c p <.00 I 
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Table V.19 

Campaign Exposure By Hedia Orientations (Time 1) 

Total Sample Percent: 
T -r--

~fedia Exposure 

Low 

}foderate 

High 

PSA Sensitivity 

Lm .. 

Moderate 

High 

Hedia Crime Attention 

Lm .. 

Hoderate 

High 

Ca£!lpaign 
Exposure 
(N=517) 

18 

16 

20 

12 

22 

17 

18 

24 
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Table ,V.20 

Campaign Exposure By Prevention Orientation Indices (Time 1) 

Total Sample Perce?!: 

Prevention Concern 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

Prevention Responsibility 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

Prevention Competence 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

Prorerty Protection Devices 

Lmv 

Hoderate 

High 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(N=5l7) 

l8,Or, 

18 

18 

19 

27 

17 

17 

17 

18 

19 

15 

20 

18 
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Table V.2l 

Campaign Exposure By CrimE Orientation Indices (Time 1) 

Total Samele Percent: 

Perceived Vulnerability 

Lmv 

Moderate 

High . 

Victimization Experience 

Lmv 

Hoderate 

Hig:h 

Neighborhood Crime Risk 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

Crime Prevention Activity 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

Campaign 
Exposure 
(N=517) 

18.0% 

18 

19 

15 

23 

25 

19 

22 

16 

20 

18 

.. 
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Table V.22 

Campaign Exposure By Information Orientation (Time 1) 

Total Sample Percent: 

Prevention Information Need 

Lmv 

Moderate 

High 

Anticipated Attention to 

Prevention Information 

Low 

Moderate 

High 

Anticipated Utility of 

Prevention Information 

Lmv 

Moderate 

High 

Carrtpaign 
Exposure 
(N=5l7) 

18.0% 

19 

25 

16.4 

22.0 

17 

16 

23 

B 

j 
Table V. 22 (cont) 

I 
I 

Anticipated Influence of 

Prevention Information 

I Low 

Moderate 

17 

17 

J High 
23 
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Table V. 23 

Campaign Exposure by Predictor Variables: 

Media Orientation 

r.fedia Exposure 
PSA Sensitivity 
Media Crime Attention 

Demographics 

Age 
Sex (1 = Female) 
Education 
Income 
Number of Children 
Neighborhood Type 
N~ighborhood Satisfaction 

Crime Orientations 

perceived Vulnerability 
Victimization Experience 
Neighhorhood Crime Prevention 

Prevention Orientations 

Prevention Concern 
Prevention Responsibility 
Prevention Confidence 
Property Protection 
Prevention Activity 

Information Orien.tations 

Information Need 
Anticipated Attention 
Anticipated Info. Gain 
fu1ticipated Info. Utility 
Anticipated Influence 

~ I 

Regression Analysis 

Beta 

.01 

.06 

.10a 

.05 

.04 
-.09 
-.10 

.10 
-.08 

.08 

-.09 
-.07 

.05 
-.01 

.04 

-.04 
.09 
.OS 
,03 

-.06 
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TABLE V.24. 

NESSAGE INTEGRll.TION (n=447) 

Percent of those exposed who: 

Verbalized ad's intent 

Perceived ad as effective 

Evaluated ad affectively as: 
Hore pleasing 
More annoying 
Neither 

Saw message lvorth passing on 

Indicated future behavior change 

70.2% . 

64.4 

51.2 
8.9 

24.2 

53.2 

16.5 

, 



FI 
ttl 

fl u 

o 

B 
9 w 

TABLE V.25 

}lliSSAGE EFFECTS (n=447) 

Percent of those· exposed ·1,1ho: 

Gained information 

Changed attitude 
(more crime concerned: 34.8%) 
(more prevention· confident: 28.0%) 

Changed behavior 

·28.3% 

14.7 
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CAHPAIGN 

Total Sample-Percent: 

Demographics: 

AGE 
18-24 
25-34 
35-54 
55-64 
65+ 

SEX 
Female 
Hale 

RACE 
!oJhite 
Hinority 

EDUCATION 
O-ll yrs. 
H. S. Diploma 
Some College 
College Degree 

INCOHE 
Under $10,000 
$10-$14,999 
$15-$24,999 
$25,000+ 

PERCEIVED SOCIAL 
CLASS 

Upper Hiddle 
Hiddle 
\.Jorking 
LOI-ler 

ErlPLOYHENT 
Full Time 
Part Til:1-? 
Unemployed 

~ 

r 

TABLE V. 26a 

INPACT BY DENOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

For the Exposed Group (n=447): 

Infonnation Attitude Behavior 
Gain Change Change 

2S.3% 42.8% 14.7% 

31.9 46.3 19.4 
28.7 40.4 14.4 
26.2 40.7 14.4 
22.9 41.7 13.6 
31.7 44.7 ·:5,6 

27.8 [.1. 5 19.5a 
2S.6 43.6 10.3 

27.4 42.1 14.0 
33.9 41.4 17.6 

33.3 41.1. 18.S 
2S.7 4S.1 13.5 
lS.S 40.0 13.6 
29.S 35.7 11.3 

29.5 41.5 20.0 
31.S 44.2 18.3 
24.8 40.3 10.5 
28.7 41.9 13.6 

31.6 41.7 lS.8 
26.5 42.6 14.2 
27.8 40.8 13.6 
44.4 44.4 22.0 

28.1 39.7 10.7a 
34.0 t.6.8 22.2 
26.5 45.9 18.4 
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Total Sample Percent 

Demographics: 

OCCUPATION (R ernp 
Operative 
Craftsman 
Clerical 
Prof. & Prop. 

MARITAL STATUS 
Harried 
Single 

CHILDREN IN HH 
None 
1 
2 
3+ 

RESIDENCE 
O,m 
Rent 

RESIDENCE TYPE 
Single 
Multiple 
Other 

NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE 
Upper-Hiddle 
Hiddle-~vorking 

Lmver-\vorking 

\'1ELFARE RECIPIENT 
Yes 
No 

LENGTH OF RESIDE:,CE 
Less than 1 yr. 
1-4 yrs. 
5-12 yrs. 
13 + yes 

~ I 

TABLE V.26a (cont) 

CAi:IPAIGN IHPACT BY DEHOGR.r\PHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

For the Exposed Group (n=447): 

Information 
Gain 

28.3% 

30.8 
37.4 
22.0 
23.2 

28.3 
28.2 

28.1 
28.3 
31.2 
24.7 

27.1 
32.6 

27.3 
32.4 

20.6 b 

31.3 
29.7 

27.9 
28.1 

27.0 
33.1 
25.3 
26.1 

Attitude 
Change 

42.8% 

33.3 
46.7 
40.0 
38.8 

43.4 
41.0 

40.6 
49.5 
43.2 
35.2 

41.7 
1}2.8 

42.9 
41. 3 

32.o9
b 

47.0 
47.0 

40.0 
l13.1 

lll. 9 
42.3 
[13.8 
42.9 

-- ---------

Behavior 
Change 

14.7% 

18.4 
12.0 
20.8 
".1 .. ~8 

14.3 
15.6 

11.4 
14.9 
18.6 
21.2 

12.6 
16.7 

14.0 
16.5 

11.1 
16.5 
15.8 

28.9b 

13.1 

16.7 
19.1 
11.1 
11. 6 

, , 
c, 
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TABLE ?6.a (cont) 

CAHPAIGN IHPACT BY DEHOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

For the Exposed Group (n=447): 

Total Sample Percent: 

Demograpics: 

NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTIO~ 
High 
Moderate 
Low 

GEOGRAPHIC REGION 
NE 
MA 
ENe 
lVNC 
SA 
ESC 
WSC 
}IT 

PAC 

COHMUNITY SIZE 
1 Hillion + 
Central City 

Suburb 
250,000-lH 
Central City 

Suburb 
50,000-250,000 
Central City 

Suburb 
Cities 10-50,000 
Towns under 10,000 

Information 
Gain 

28.3% 

23.7a 

35.4 
27.6 

34.6 
26.0 
28.8 
25.0 
26.7 
33 • .3 
27.9 
31.3 
30.6 

27.8 
35.7 

24.6 
21.6 

24.6 
34.7 
31.9 
29.3 

Attitude 
Change 

4~.8% 

46.2 
49.0 
28.6 

40.0 
28.9 
51.8 
31.3 
45.9 
47.6 
45.2 
53.1 
50.0 

19.4a 

28.6 

40.3 
30.6 

46.6 
49.0 
47.8 
49.2 

Behavior 
Change 

14.7% 

12.8 
16.9 
20.0 

:'8,'0 
11.8 
17 .6 
14.0 
14.6 
20.0 
10.5 
21. 9 
17.1 

12.5 
9.1 

15.9 
8.6 

16.1 
10.4 
18.2 
16.8 



[ 

$" 

Total Percent: 

ALTRUISH 
Lm-l 
Hoderate 
High 

ALIENATION 
Lmv 
Noderate 
High 

TRUST IN PEOPLE 
LotV' 

Hoderate 
High 

INSTITUTIONAL TRUST 
Lm-] 
Hoderate 
High 

~. I 

TABLE V. 26b 

CANPAIGN INPACT BY PSYCHOLOGICAL INDICES 

For the Exposed Group (n=447): 

28.7 
29.2 
27.8 

34.4a 

27.3 
23.7 

25.0 
30.3 
28.6 

40.0 
44.3 
41.8 

43.2 
42.9 
41. 7 

45.4 
40.0 
47.8 

13.9 
14.4 
15.3 

17.9
a 

15.7 
10.4 

15.6 
14.9 
12.5 

'l b 

• 'iJ. B 

Total Percent: 

NEIGHBORHOOD 
INTEGRATION 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

ORGANIZATIONAL 
~IEMBERSHIP 

None 
One 
TiVO 

Three-four 
Five -I-

TABLE V.26c 

CAHPAIGN INPACT BY INTERl?ERSONAL ACTIVITY INDICES 

For the Exposed Group (n=447): 

Information 
Gain 

28.3% 

24.4 
32.3 
25.6 

28.5 
27.8 
23.1 
40.0 
9.1 

Attitude 
Change 

42.8% 

39.2 
41.5 
45.5 

41. 7 
48.3 
39.1 
40.9 
Lf5.5 

Behavior 
Change 

14.7% 

11.8 
14.6 
16.2 

16.2 
17.6 
10.2 
11.4-

0.0 



D 

!O 
o 
Q 

'g 
In 
I t1 

'1 

1, 

o 

Total Percent: 

l1EDIA EXPOSURE 
LmV' 
Noderate 
High 

11EDIA FUNCTIONS 
Hore Relaxation 
Neither 
More Information 

PSA SENSITIVITY 
Lo~V' 

Noderate 
High 

?1EDL'i. CRnIE 
ATTENTION 

LOt] 

Hoderate 
High 

TABLE V.26d 

CANPAIGN ll-fPACT BY rlEDIA ORIENTATION INDICE;./ 

For the Exposed Group Cn::447): 

Inf ororr:.a t ion 
Gain 

.028:3% 

27.7 
28.9 
27.5 

30.0 
25.8 
3l. 9 

24.5 
28.6 
30.0 

Attitude 
Change 

0·42:8% 

34.4 
44.5 
43.2 

45.4 
38.8 
50.0 

38.2 
44.2 
43.8 

Behavior 
Change 

014:7% 

14.0 
13.6 
16.8 

14.8 
12.1~ 

20.0 

10.Sb 

9.4· 
20.4 

I 
I 
I 
'I; , 

1 

I 
I 

OVERALL 
ADV. INFLUENCE 

Low 
Moderate 
High 

TV PSA 
ATTENTION 

Low 
Hoderate 
High 

RADIO PSA 
ATTENTION 

LmV' 
Moderate 
High 

NEHSP. PSA 
ATTENTION 

Lm., 
Noderate 
High 

YU\GAZ. PSA 
ATTENTION 

Low 
~roderate 

High 

PSA CREDIBILITY 
Low 
Moderate 
High 

TABLE V.27 

CAl1PAIGN INPACT BY PSA ORIENTATIONS 

For the Exposed Group (n=447): 

Information 
Gain 

28.3% 

25.6a 

28.5 
42.9 

28.8 
27.6 
28.5 

26.2 
29.9 
30.4 

24.9 
30.7 
3l. 3 

29.0 
28.2 
26.2 

13.6b 

28.6 
35.9 

Attitude 
Change 

42.8% 

38.4b 

50.0 
48.8 

38.0 
41. 7 
45.6 

37.2 
47.2 
46.3 

44.6 
38.5 
46.3 

45.8 
40.3 
38.5 I. 

Behavior 
Change 

14.7% 

10.6 
2l.0 
20.0 

14.5 
12.2 
17.6 

10.8 
18.6 
16.9 

16.0 
13.2 
15.6 

12.5 
17.5 
14.8 

3.7
a 

15.7 
18.6 



[ 

( 

'[ 

PSA AHARENESS 
UTILITY 

Low 
Hoderate 
High 

PSA ACTION' 
UTILITY 

Low 
Moderate 
High 

PSA INFORl.'1ATION 
SEEKING 

No 
Yes 

.,. 

TABLE 22 V. 27 (cont) 

For the Exposed Group (n=447): 

Information 
Gain 

17.1 
28.9 
29.1 

20.4 
31. 7 
27.6 

25.6 
26.7 

Attitude 
Change 

23.1b 

41.0 
48.9 

35.2 
44.9 
44.6 

39.7a 

49.6 

Behavior 
Change 

7.9a 

11. 7 
20.0 

9.4 
16.0 
17.1 

13.5 
18.3 

.~ 

i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

\ 

I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
; 

" I 

Total Percent: 

PERCEIVED 
VULNERABILITY 

Low 
Moderate 
High 

VICTIMIZATION 
EXPERIENCE 

Low 
Moderate 
High 

NEIGHBORHOOD 
CRIME RISK 
Lm. 
Hoderate 
High 

TABLE V.28a 

CAMPAIGN IMPACT BY'CRI~ffi ORIENTATION INDICES 

For the Exposed Group (n=447): 

Information 
Gain' 

28.3% 

27.9 
27.8 
33.9 

27.9 
26.6 
33.9 

31.2 
25.5 
32.1 

Attitude 
Change 

42.8% 

39.5 
42.9 
43.2 

41.8 
45.6 
39.6 

37.5 
44.6 
43.2 

Behavior 
. Change 

14.7% 

12.9a 

15.2 
16.9 

15.6 
11.6 
18.0 

15.5 
11.4 
21.5 



,[ 
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TABLE V.28b 

CAMPAIGN I~WACT BY PREVENTION ORIENTATION INDICES 

Total Percent: 

PREVENTION INTEREST 
Low 
Hoderate 
High 

PREVENTION 
RESPONSIBILITY 

Low 
Moderate 
High 

PREVENTION 
. CONPETENCE 

Lmv 
Moderate 
High 

PROPERTY PROTECTION 
DEVICES 

Lm .. 
Moderate 
High 

CRI~lli PREVENTION 
ACTIVITY 

Low 
Hoderate 
High 

. For the Exposed Group (n~447): 

Information 
Gain 

28.3% 

22.4 
34.6 
26.1 

27.8 
29.1 
27.9 

19.7 
27.6 
30.0 

24.7 
29.7 
28.7 

23.1 
34.0 
26.9 

Attitude. 
Change 

42.B% 

34.9b 

46.2 
50.0 

39.3 
44.8 
43.2 

29.3a 

41. 7 
46.1 

41.4 
46.7 
43.2 

34.6a 

46.1 
4B.4 

Behavior 
Change 

14.7% 

9.1c 

16.5 
21.4 

12.9 
10.5 
17.5 

11.3 
14.7 
15.5 

10.B 
17.7 
15.1 

9.sc 

13.9 
21. 9 
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TABLE V. 29 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF EFFECT VARIABLES 
BY MEDIA ORIENTATIONS, DEMOGRAPHIC AND 

PSYCHOLOGICAL ATTRIBUTES (N=lS02) 

Information Attitude 
Gain Change 

. 'Beta Beta 

Demographics 

Age 
~03 .01 

Sex (1 = Female) 
-.01 .10 

Education 
-.00 -.02 

Income 
.04 -.01 

Number of Children -.03 -.05 
Neighborhood Type 

.10 .OB 
Neighborhood Satisfaction 

-.10 -.06 

Psychological Attributes 

Altruism 
-.07 .05 

Alienation 
-.05 .05 

Trust in,P.eople 
-.11 .05 

Institutional Trust .09 .02 

Hedia Orientations 

Hedia Exposure 
-.00 -.02 

Media Functions 
-.04 .02 

PSA Sensitivity 
.06 .02 

Nedia Crime Att'n 
-.01 .13a 

(R2 
= .06) 

? 
(R- = .OB) 

Behavior 
Change 
Beta 

-.04 

-.13a 

-.12 

-.05 

.03 

.05 

-.03 

-.02 

-.07 

-.11 

.05 

.05 

.05 

.12a 

-.04 

(R2 
= .10) 
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TABLE V.30 

Crime Prevention Orientation 1 
Change Scores by Campaign Exposure 

Campaign 

No 
(424) 

Prevention Concern -.06 

Prevention Responsibility -.05 

Prevention Confidence .04 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge .03 

Perc. Prevention Effectiv<;ness .02 

Property Protection -.14 

Prevention Activity .78 

Observing Activity -.09 

Crime Reporting -.14 

Organization Joining -.08 

Anticipated Prevention -.17 

Anticipated Info Need -.21 

Anticipated Info Attention -.04 

Exposure 

Yes 
(93) 

.12a 

-.03 

.10 

.09 

.10 

-.36 

2.71a 

.02
a 

-.23 

-.01 

.04a 

-.14 

.10a 

1 
In this and in subsequent change score tables, the value depicted is 
the difference between the score at Time 2 and the score at Time 1. A 
positive value indicates a higher score at Time 2 than at Time 1; a 
negative value indicates a lower Time 2 score. 
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Table V. 31 

Specific Prevention Activity Change Scores by 
Campaign Exposure 

Locking doors when out 
Locking doors when home 
Locking windows 
Indoor lights on 
Outdoor lights on 
Notifying police for \'latch 
Stopping deliveries \'lhen gone 
Asking neighbor to watch 
Using light timer 
Not going out alone 
Going out by car 
Taking protection device 
Avoiding certian places 

No 
( 424) 

.10 

.09 

.35 

.os 

.14 

.OS 
-.02 
- .03 

.12 
-.01 
-.06 
-.01 

.03 

Campaign Exposure 

Yes 
(93) 

.OS 

.17 

.45 

.16 

.29 

.2S 
-.04 

.09 

.35 

.22 

.23 

.17 

.23 
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Table V.32 

PreventiO!1 Concern by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Pre'len tion Concern (T 1) 

Age 

Sex (F=O) 

Education 

Income 

Children in l-iousehold 

Neighborhood Type 

Neig~borhood Satisfaction 

Victimization Experience 

Nedia Crime Attention 

Other Prevention Exposure 

Campaign Exposure 

1<p L. 05 

Beta 

.00 

-.07 

.01 

-.08 

-.02 

.06 

-.09 

.07 
-;': 

.11 

.02 

** .14 

R2= .12 

----------------------- -----
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I 
I 
~'f'" 

J , 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Table V. 33 

and 
Prevention Responsibility by Exposure 

Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Prevention Responsibility (T
l

) 

Age 

Sex (F=O) 

Education 

Income 

Children in Household 

Neighborhood Type 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Victimization Experience 

Hedia Crime Attention 

Other Prevention Exposurp-

Campaign Exposure 

Beta 

.18*~': 

-.09 

-.09 

.06 

-.05 

.02 

.06 

0 " . "-

.08 

.00 

.08 

.00 

.06 
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Table V. 34 

Prevention Confidence by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Beta 

Prevention Confidence (T
l

) 

Age 

Sex (F=O) -.02 

Education .02 

Income -.01 

Children in Household -.11 

.Neighborhood Type .00 

Neighborhood Satisfaction .01 

Victimization EA~erience -.01 

Hedia Crime Attention . 06 

Other Prevention Exposure -.02 

Campaign Exposure .00 
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Table V. 35 

Perceived Prevention Kno~dedge by' Expo~ure 
and Control Variables: Regression illlalysis 

Beta 
Perceived Prevention Knmvledge (T 1) 

.26 

Age 
-.07 

Sex (F=O) 
-.02 

Education 
.05 

Income 
.11 

Children in Household -.06 

.Neighborhood Type -.03 

Neighborhood Satisfaction .06 

Victimization Experience .06 

Hedia Crime Attention .03 

Other Prevention Exposure .03 

Campaign Exposure 
.01 
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Table V.36 

Perceived Prevention Effectiveness by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Perceived Prevention Effectiveness (T
1

) 

Age 

Sex (F=O) 

Education 

Income 

Children in Household 

. Neighborbood Type 

Neighborbood Satisfaction 

Victimization Experience 

Hedia Crime Attention 

Other Prevention Exposure 

Campaign Exposure 

Beta 

* .13 

-.02 

.01 

-.04 

.06 

-.06 

.01 

.03 

.07 

.09 

-.02 

.01 

U
··· I . 

1 
1 , 

l' 

1 

J 
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Table V.37 

Property Protection by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Beta 

Property Protection (T
1

) .36 

Age .04 

Sex (F=O) .02 

Education -.02 

Income .10 

Children in Household -.05 

Neighborhood Type .11 

Neighborhood Satisfaction .08 

oJ: 
Victimization Experience .10 

Hedia Crime Attention .00 

Other Prevention Exposure .05 

Campaign Exposure -.02 

2 
R =.19 

, 

" 
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Table V.38 

Prevention Activity Change by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Prevention Activity (T
1

) 

Age 

Sex (F=O) 

Education 

Income 

Children in Household 

Neighborhood Type 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Victimization Experience 

Nedia Crime Attention 

Other Prevention Exposure 

Campaign Exposure 

Beta 

.08 

** -.28 

.01 

-.04 

-.05 

.09 

-.03 

.06 

.05 

.03 

J 
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Table V. 39 

Observing Activity by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Observing Activity (T
1

) 

Age 

Sex (F=O) 

Education 

Income 

Children in Household 

,Neighborhood Type 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Victimization Experience 

Nedia Crime Attention 

Other Prevention Exposure 

Campaign Exposure 

Beta 

** .22 

-.05 

* -.11 

* -.13 

.07 

.00 

.08 

.01 

.05 

-.09 

* .11 
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Table V.40 

Cri.me. Reporting by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Crime Reporting (T
1

) 

Age 

Sex (F=O) 

Education 

Income 

Children in Household 

Neighborhood Type 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Victimization Experience 

Hedia Crime Attention 

Other Prevention Exposure 

Campaign Exposure 

Beta 

.09 

-.04 

-.05 

.06 

-.08 

* .14 

-.01 

.02 

.04 

.01 

.01 

-.05 

j 
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Table V.4l 

Prevention Organization Activity by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Beta 

Prevention Organization Activity (T
l

) .19*~~ 

Age -.04 

Sex (F=O) -.05 

Education .15* 

Income -.02 

Children in Household -.08 

Neighborhood Type .06 

Neighborhood Satisfaction -.03 

Victimization Experience -.01 

Nedia Crime Attention .03 

Other Prevention Exposure .23** 

Campaign Exposure .05 

R2 = 13 . 
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Table V.42 

~~lticipat~d Prevention Activity by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Anticipated Prevention Activity (Tl ) 

Age 

Sex (F=O) 

Education 

Income 

Children in Household 

Neighborhood Type 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Victimization Experience 

Media Crime Attention 

Other Prevention Exposure 

Campaign Exposure 

Beta 

.23,':* 

-.09 

-.07 

-.01 

-.12* 

.14* 

.11* 

.06 

.01 

.12* 

.13 
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Table V.43 

Prevention Information Need by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Prevention Information Need (T
l

) 

Age 

Sex (F=O) 

Education 

Income 

Children in Household 

Neighborhood Type 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Victimization Experience 

Media Crime Attention 

Other Prevention Exposure 

Campaign Exposure 

Beta -
.20*1: 

-.03 

.03 

.02 

-.11 

.01 

.08 

-.01 

.03 

.04 

.00 

.09 

2 
R = .10 
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Table V.44 

Anticipated Information Attention by Exposure 
and Cont~ol Variables: Regression Analysis 

Beta 

Anticipated Information Attention (T
l

) 

Age -.05 

Sex (F=O) -.07 

Education -.14* 

Income .08 

Children in Household -.11 

.Neighborhood Type -.03 

Neighborhood Satisfaction .02 

Victimization Experience .04 

Nedia Crime Attention .08 

Other Prevention Exposure .03 

. Campaign Exposure .12'" 
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TABLE 'V.4S 

Crime Prevention Orientation 
Change Scores by Campaign Exposure and Sex 

SEX 
Fp.riJ.ale 

.... .... .... .. 
Cam:eaign EXEosure No Yes 

(272) (58) 

Prevention Concern -.09 .02 

Prevention Responsibility -.03 -.03 

Prevention Confidence .13 .07 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge .06 .12 

Perc. Prevention Effectivness .03 .10 

Property Protection -.08 -.76 

Prevention Activity 1.05 2.38 

Observing Activity -.03 .09 

Crime Reporting -.10 -.31a 

Organization Joining -.07 -.02 

Anticipated Prevention -.17 .00 

Anticipated Info Need -.22' -.26 

Anticipated Info Attention -.04 .05 

Male 

No Yes 
(152) (35) 

-.01 .29 

-.09 -.03 

-.11 .14 

-.01 .03 

.00 .09 

-.24 .29 

.30 3.25 

-.20 -.09a 

-.22 -.11 

-.09 .00 

-.16 .11 

-.19 .06 

-.05 .17 
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TABLE V.46 

Crime Prevention Orientation 
Change Scores by Campaign Exposure and Age 

AGE 

Under 35 35-54 

Cam:eaign E}.::Eosure No Yes No Yes 
(146) (34) (136) (34) 

Prevention Concern -.12 .06 -.02 .06 

Prevention Responsibility .03 .00 -.'12 .03 

Prevention Confidence .07 .35 -.12 -.12 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge .07 .09 .06 .1S 

Perc. Prevention Effective-
ness -.OS .24 .OS .03 

Property Protection -.06 .26 -.35 -.62 

Preve~tion Activity .60 4.82b .56 2.67 

Observing Activity -.06 .06 -.06 .00 

Crime Reporting -.14 -.29 -.15 -.20 

Organization Joining -.07 -.06 -.09 .06 

Anticipated Prevention -.14 -.06 -.14 .09 

Anticipated Info Need -.34 -.21 -.05 -.23 

Anticipated Info Attention -.OS .14 .03 .09 

55+ 

No Yes 
(141) (23) 

-.03 .04 

.00 .02 

-.03 .04 

-~~O3 -.04 

.00 .00 

-.01 -.S2 

1.16 .39 

-.16 .26 b 

-.13 -.13 

-.06 -.04 

-.22 .13 

-.21 .09 

-.08 .04 
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TABLE V.47 

Grime Prevention Orientation 
Change Scores by Campaign Exposure and Education 

EDUCATION 
No College College 

No Yes No Yes 
CamEaign Exposure (216) (64) (205) (29) 

Prevent:i.on Concern -.06 .13 -.05 .05 

Prevention Responsibility -.05 -.OS -.08 .20 

Prevention Confidence .07 .14 -.02 .05 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge .00 .09 .13 .05 

Perc. Prevention Effectiveness -.02 .14 .04 .10 

Property Protection -.15 -.39 -.24 -.25 

Prevention Activity 1.20 2.53 -.53 ,LOS 

Observing Activity -.05 .06 -.18 .10 

Crime Reporting -.lS -.23 -.10 -.15 

Organization Joining -.09 -.03 -.06 .05 

Anticipated Prevention -.21 .01 -.21 .15 

Anticipated Info Need -.26 -.16 -.12 -.25 

Anticipated Info Attention -.01 .17 -.08 -.10 
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TABLE V.48 

Crime Prevention Orientation Change Scores 

I by Campaign Exposure and Income 

I 
" INCO~tE 

Under $15,000-
$15,000 24,999 $25,000+ 

I' CamEaign EXEosure No Yes No Yes No Yes (113) (30) (143) (33) (120) (19) 

f Prevention Concern .24b -.02 .17 -.12 -.02 -.11 
Prevention Responsibility -.12 .00 .01 -.12 -.06 .11 

f Prevention Confidence .09 .23 -.05 -.15 .07 .11 
Perc. Prevention Knmv1edge -.03 -.07 .09 -03 .07 .55a 

( Perc. Prevention Effectiveness -.03 .27 -.04 -.09 .05 .22 

I 
Property Protection -.26 -.73 -.03 .27 .05 -.77 
Prevention b Activity 1. 94 .47 .24 6.06 .12 -2.11 

I' Observing Activity -.21 .03a 
-.06 .09 -.01 .00 

Crime Reporting -.11 -.13 -.19 -.39 -.11 -.33 

I Organization Joining -.12 -.07 -.08 .09 -.05 .00 

I 
Anticipated Prevention -.12 .07 -.13 .03 -.23 .11 
Anticipated Info Need -.22 . 00 -.20 -.15 -.17 -.56 

I Anticipated Info Attention -.07 .13 .01 .00 -.05 .00 
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TABLE V.49 

Crime Prevention Orientation Change Scores 
by Campaign Exposure and Children in Household 

CHILDREN 

Absent Present CamEai~n EXEosure No Yes No Yes 
(194) (33) (229) (60) 

Prevention Concern -.06 .21 -.06 .07 
Prevention Responsibility -.08 -.15 -.02 .03 
Prevention Confidence .10 .09 .00 .10 
Perc. Prevention Knmvledge .00 .03 .06 .12 
Perc. Prevention Effectiveness -.03 .09 .02 .13 

Property Protection -.11 -.15 -.16 -.48 

Prevention Activity .94 1.33 .06 3.46a 

Observing Activity -.13 .12a 
-.06 .07 

Crime Reporting -.16 -.15 -.13 -.28 

Organization Joining -.07 .09 .03 .02 

Anticipated Prevention -.20 -.06 -.14 .10 

Anticipated Info Need -.19 .06 -.22 -.25 

Anticipated Info Attention -.04 .00 -.05 .15a 
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TABLE V.SO 

Crime Prevention Orientation Change Scores 
by Campaign Exposure and Neighborhood Type 

NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE 

Horking Middle 

CamEaign Exposure No Yes No Yes 
(143) (44) (221) (42) 

Prevention Concern -.17 .11
a -.03 .17 

Prevention Responsibility -.06 -.02 -.02 .00 

Prevention Confidence .13 .18 -.04 .05 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge -.02 .14 .04 .05 

Perc. Prevention Effectiveness .07 .14 .01 .05 

Property Protection -.49 -.47 -.03 -.21 

Prevention Activity 1.06 3.54 .60 2.14 

Observing Activity -.16 .0Sa -.07 .10 

Crim~ Reporting -.22 -.09 -.11 -.38 

Organization Joining -.16 -.02 -.04 .00 

Anticipated Prevention -.22 -.09 -.13 .29b 

Anticipated Info Need -.36 -.09 -.14 -.21 

Anticipated Info Attention -.04 .18 -.04 .02 

" 

Upper 

No Yes 
(51) (5) 

.08 -.20 

-.13 -.40 

.19 .00 

.17 .00 

.10 .60 

.39 -1.20 

1.29 -.40 

-.02 .40 

-.08 -.20 

.00 .00 

-.23 -.60 

-.12 .20 

-.04 .00 
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TABLE V.51 

Crime Prevention Orientation Change Scores 
by Campaign Exposure and Neighborhood Satisfaction 

NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION 

CamEaign Exposure 

Prevention Concern 

Prevention Responsibility 

Prevention Confidence 

Perc. Prevention Knmv1edge 

Perc. Prevention Effectiveness 

Property Protection 

Prevention Activity 

Observing Activity 

Crime Reporting 

Organization Joining 

Anticipated Prevention 

Anticipated Info Need 

Anticipated Info Attention 

No 
(107) 

-.02 

-.05-

.24 

.12 

.11 

. 04 

1.05 

-.17 

-.23 

-.09 

-.24 

-.40 

-.09 

Lmv 
Yes 

(28) 

.08 

-.23 

.04 

.00 

-.15 

-.77 

1.85 

.00 

-.27 

-.19 

-.34 

-.53 

-.07 

High 
No Yes 

(312) (64) 

-.07 .16a 

-.03 .03 

-.01 .10 

.01 .13 

-.04 .23a 

-.17 -.11 

.73 3.11a 

-.07 .13a 

-.09 -.22 

-.08 .06a 

'"7.13 .16a 

-.14 .00 

-.02 .16 



---~.- - ~ --- ~-----~ -----

Table V'.52 

Crime Prevention Orientation 

Change Scores by Campaign Exposure and Prevention Concern (T
1

) 

Campaign Exposure 

No Yes 
Prevention Concern eT1 ) 

Lo~Y' Hod Low Hod 

Prevention Concern D .67 -.03 -.81 1.08 .10 

Prevention Responsibility D .05 -.04 -.17 -.15 .07 

Prevention Confidence D -.08 .06 .06 .08 .08 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge D -.03 .02 .11 .08 .. 10 

Perc. Prevention Effectiveness D .00 .02 -.13 .38 .08 

Property Protection D .03 -.13 -.31 .78 -.53 

Prevention Activity D 1. 75 .61 .31 6.38 2.15 

Observing Activity D -.11 -.08 -.1~ .15 .10 

Crime Reporting D -.13 -.ll -.27 .15 -.27 

Organization Joining D -.07 .09 -.09 -.15 .15 

Anticipated Prevention D -.08 -.13 -.35 -.23 .20 

Anticipated Info Need D -.11 -.16 -.44 .15 -.20 

Anticipated Info Attention D .13 -.06 -.12 .62 .08 

-- - -----

-.58 

-.36 

.05 

-.10 

.11 

-.68 

1.95 
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-.37 
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Table V. 53 
Crime Prevention Orientation 

Change Scores by Campaign Exposure and Perceived Vulnerability 

Campaign Exposure 
No Yes 

Perceived vulnerability Low LmY' 

Prevention Concern D -.03 -.16 .02 

Prevention Responsibility D -.04 -.09 .05 

Preven.tion Confidence D -.01 .14 .11 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge D .02 .07 .06 

Perc. Prevention Effectiveness D -.00 -.02 .09 

Property Protection D -.11 -.17 -.38 

Prevention Activ5.ty D .91 .11 3.20 

Observing Activity D -.12 -.01 -.01 

Crime Reporting D -.15 -.13 -.13 

Organization Joining D -.09 .06 .05 

Anticipated Prevention D -.08 .03 -.11 

Anticipated Info Need D -.20 -.24 -.14 

Anticipated Info Attention D -.02 -.05 -.03 

.31 

-.27 

.04 

.27 

.19 

-.46 

1.69 

.12 

-.35 

-.12 

.02 

-.12 

.01 
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Table V. 54 

Crime Prevention Orientation 

Change Scores by Campaign Exposure and Neighborhood Crime Perception 

Neighborhood Crime Perception 

Prevention Concern D .02 

Prevention Responsibility D -.05 

Prevention Confidence D -.08 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge D .07 

Perc. Prevention Effectiveness D .05 

Property Protection D .31 

Prevention Activity D 1.04 

Observing Activity D -.02 

Crime Reporting D -.11 

Organization Joining D -.07 

Anticipated Prevention D -.21 

Anticipated Info Need D -.22 

Anticipated Info Attention D -.02 

No 

Hod 

-.12 

-.01 

.03 

.04 

-.03 

-.32 

1.11 

-.13 

-.16 

-.12 

.08 

-.01 

-.04 

Campaign Exposure 

-.08 

-.10 

.26 

-.03 

-.03 

-.48 

-.09 

-.13 

-.17 

-.03 

-.09 

-.17 

-.07 

LOtv 

.00 

.32 

.36 

.41 

.18 

-.09 

1.41 

.14 

-.23 

.05 

-.02 

-.10 

-.12 

Yes 

Mod 

.24 

-.20 

.10 

.05 

.22 

-.15 

4.95 

.12 

-.17 

.00 

-.08 

-.09 

-.02 

.03 

-.07 

-.10 

-.10 

-.07 

-.86 

.60 

.00 

-.33 

-.07 

.02 

-.29 

.06 
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Table V.55 

Crime Prevention Orientation 

Change Scores by Campaign Exposure and L.ocal Political lnterest 

Local Political Interest 

Prevention Concern D 

Prevention Responsibility D 

Prevention Con.fidence D 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge D 

Perc_ Prevention Effectiveness D 

Property Protection D 

Prevention Activity D 

Observing Activity D 

Crime Reporting D 

Organization Joining D 

Low 

-.09 

-.04 

-.04 

-.08 

-.20 

-.48 

1.35 

-.16 

-.16 

-.15 

Campaign Exposure 

No Yes 

Mod LOtV' 

-.03 -.04 -.06 

-.0.1 -.02 -.06 

.06 .16 -.13 

.06 .12 -.07 

.00 .17 .13 

-.13 .20 -.80 

.16 1. 90 1.07 

-.11 .02 .00 

-.13 -.14 -.20 

-.08 -.01 .07 

Mod 

.15 .16 

-.13 .16 

.12 .20 

.12 .12 

.04 .28 

.12 

4.30 .76 

.12 .00 

-.29 -.20 

.06 .04 
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Table V.56 

Crime Prevention Orientation. 

Ch~nge Scores by Campaign Ex~osure and Trust in People 

Campaign EA~osure 
No 

Trust in People Low Mod 

Prevention Concern D -.06 -.09 -.02 .30 

Prevention Responsibility D .00 -.08 -.04 -.15 

Prevention Confidence D .05 .06 .04 .20 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge D .00 .07 .02 .05 

Perc. Prevention Effectiveness D .01 .02 -.04 .30 

Property Protection D -.33 -.24 .07 -.10 

Prevention Activity D 2.63 .65 -.05 -.90 

Observing Activity D -.19 -.05 -.08 .05 

Crime Reporting D -.26 -.13 -.10 -.20 

Organization Joining D -.04 -.12 -.06 .00 

Anticipated Prevention D -.18 .15 -.17 -.28 

Anticipated Info Need D -.35 -.35 -.16 -.12 

Anticipated Info Attention D -.03 -.05 -.08 

~ I 

Yes 

Hod 

~07 

.12 

.13 

.21 

.02 

-.42 

4.90 

.05 

-.23 

.00 

-.17 

-.18 

-.01 

--------

.07 

-.16 

-.03 

-.06 

.13 

-.47 

1. 97 

.17 

-.26 

-.03 

b -.43 
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Table V. 57 
Crime Prevention Orientation 

Change Scores by Campaign Exposure and Alienation 

Campaign Exposure 

Alienation Low 

Prevention Concern D .05 

Prevention Responsibility D .01 

Prevention Confidence D .05 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge D .18 

Perc. Prevention Effectiveness D -.05 

Property Protection D .03 

Prevention Activity D .51 

Observing Activity D -.07 

Crime Reporting D -.04 

Organization Joining D -.07 

Anticipated Prevention D -.20 

Anticipated Info Need D -.26 

Anticipated Info Attention D -.04 

No 

Mod 

-.04 

.00 

.11 

-.02 

.D4 

.73 

-.19 

-.07 

-.15 

-.07 

-.15 

-.18 

.02 

-.24 

-.23 

-.10 

-.02 

-.03 

-.22 

1.29 

-.18 

-.27 

-.11 

-.17 

-.22 

-.10 

Yes 

Lmv 

-.07 

.20 

.07 

-.20 

.00 

-1.00 

1.1~7 

.07 

-.33 

.07 

.53 

.00 

-.07 

Mod 

.21 .00 

-.04 -.18 

.05 .23 

.09 .27 

.20 .00 

3.52 -.81 

-.02 1.50 

.11 .04 

-.14 -.41 

.02 -.14 

-.07 .00 

-.11 -.32 

.23 -.14 
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Neigh. Crime 

Neigh. Crime 

Neigh. Safety 

Neigh. Safety 

TABLE V.sS 

Crime Orientation Change Scores 
by Campaign Exposure 

Campaign 

No 
(424) 

Perception -.10 

Risk .14 

(day) .00 

(night) • OS 

Personal V1llnerabili ty -.20 

Property Vulnerability -.14 

E~osure 

Yes 
(93) 

-.04 

.24 

-.lSb 

-.Ola 

-.17 

-.05 

I 

Table V.S9 

Neighborhood Crime Perception by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Beta 

Neighborhood Crime Perception (T
l

) .32** 

Age -.01 

Sex (F=O) -.03 

Education .00 

Income -.05 

Childr~n in Household -.03 

Neighborhood Type -.13>'< 

Neighborhood Satisfaction -.14* 

Victimization Experience .04 

Hedia Crime Attention -.01 

Other Prevention Exposure .04 

Campaign Exposure .08 

.22 

. ....;;".,;;. 
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Table V.60 

Neighborhood Crime Risk by Exposure 
and Con~rol Variables: Regression Analysis 

Beta 

Neighborhood Crime Risk (T
l

) .121: 

Age -.03 

Sex (F=O) -.05 

Education -.01 

Income -.07 

Children in Household -.02 

Neighborhood Type -.01 

Neighborhood Satisfaction -.06 

Victimization Experience -.04 

Hedia Crime Attention .04 

Other Prevention Exposure -.04 

Campaign Exposure .07 
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Table V. 61 

Neighborhood Safety (Day) by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression &lulysis 

Neighborhood Safety (Day) (T
l

) 

Age 

Sex (F=O) 

Education 

Income 

Children in Household 

Neighborhood Type 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Victimization Experience 

Nedia Crime Attention 

Other Prevention Exposure 

Campaign Exposure 

Beta 

-.07 

.09 

.02 

.04 

.09 

.00 

.04 

.02 

- .18*1: 
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Table V.62 

Neighborhood Safety (Night) by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Beta 

Neighborhood Safety (Night) (Tl ) .46*~': 

Age -.05 

Sex (F=O) .18** 

Education .03 

Income -.01 

Children in Household .09 

Neighborhood Type .05 

Neighborhood Satisfaction .07 

Victimization Experience -.02 

~1edia Crime At tention .05 

Other Prevention Exposure -.03 

Campaign Exposure -.10* 
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Table V.63 

Personal Vulnerability by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Property Vulnerability (T
l

) 

Age 

Sex (F=O) 

Education 

Income 

Children in Household 

Neighborhood Type 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Victimization Experience 

}fedia Crime Attention 

Other Prevention Exposure 

Campaign Exposure 

Beta 

.24** 

-.03 

.03 

.07 

-.04 

.04 

-.08 

-.11* 

.08 

.06 

.01 

.05 

.10 

" 
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Table V. 64 

Property Vulnerability by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Beta 

Personal Vulnerability (Tl ) .30** 

Age .09 

Sex (F=O) .06 

Education .14** 

Income -.04 

Children in Household .14** 

Neighborhood Type -.11 

Neighborhood Satisfaction -.15** 

Victimization Experience .07 

Media Crime Attention .01 

Other Prevention Exposure -.05 

Campaign Exposure 
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TABLE V.65 

Crime Orientation Change Scores 
by Campaign Exposure and Sex 

No 
Campaign Exposure: Female Hale 

(272) (152) 

Neigh. Crime Perception -.11 -.09 

Neigh. Crime Risk .18 .08 

Neigh. Safety (day) .00a .00 

Neigh. Safety (night) .08 .07 

Personal Vulnerability -.27 -.08 

Property Vulnerability -.22 -.01 

SEX 

Yes 
Female Male 

(58) (35) 

. 00 -.11 

.24 .26 

_.27a 
-.02 

-.12 .17 

-.25 -.06 

-.05 -.06 
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TABLE. V.66 

Crime Orientation Change Scores 
by Campaign Exposure and Age 

AGE 

Under 35 35-54 

CamEaign E}..=posure No Yes No 
(146) (34) (136) 

Neigh. Crime Perception -.05 .09 -.09 

Neigh. Crime Risk .19 .15 .15 

Neigh. Safety (day) -.01 .03 -.02 

Neigh. Safety (night) .16 .18 .08 

Personal Vulnerability -.18 -.26 -.17 

Property Vulnerability .06 .00 -.22 

Yes 
(34) 

-.06 

.12 

-.41a 

-.24 

.09 

.14a 
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55+ 

No Yes 
(141) (23) 
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I -.04 .00 
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TABLE V.67 

Crime Orientation Change Scores 
by Campaign Exposure and Education 

EDUCATION 

No College 
No Yes 

CamEaign EXEosure (216) (64) 

Neigh. Crime Perception -.10 -.09 

Neigh. Crime Risk .09 .20 

Neigh. Safety (day) .02 _.22a 

Neigh. Safety (night) .09 -.06 

Personal Vulnerability -.27 -.13 

Property Vulnerability -.19 -.06 

College 
No Yes 

(205) (29) 

-.18 -.10 

.21 .35 

.00 -.10 

.12 .15 

-.17 -.25 

-.18 .00 
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! ] j Crime Orientation Change Scores I 
by Campaign Exposure and Income It 

I 

I ~ 
, 

INCOME I 
I 

Under $15,000- , 
I 

$15,000 24,999 $25,000+ 
I 

I I 
i 

No Yes No Yes No Yes ( I 
CamEaign Exposure (113) (30) (143) (33) (120) (19) 

j Neigh. Crime Perception -.07 -.07 -.07 .06 -.15 .00 ! 1 
·1 

I 
Neigh. Crime Risk .04 .53a 

. 18 .30 .20 -.11 / I 
Neigh. Safety (day) .04 -.20 . 04 -.27a 

-.02 .00 

TABLE V.69 

Crime Orientation Change Scores 
by Campaign Exposure and Children in Household 

CHILDREN 

Absent Present 

No Yes No Yes 
Campaign Exposure (194) (33) (229) (60) 

Neigh . Crime Perception -.14 .03 -.07 -.05 

Neigh . Crime Risk .08 .36 .18 .18 

I Neigh. Safety (night) . 11 -.10 .10 -.12 . 02 .00 1 Neigh . Safety (day) .01 -.24 .00 -.15 

Personal Vulnerability -.26 . 04 -.15 -.24 -.18 -.11 

1 I Property Vulnerability 
i 

-.17 .17 -.12 -.15 -.08 -.11 I 

Neigh . Safety (night) . 03 .00 .14 -.02 

Personal Vulnerability -.25 -.12 -.15 -.22 
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Property Vulnerability -.16 .03 -.13 -.07 
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TABLE V.70 

Crime Orientation Chang2 Scores 
by Campaign Exposure and ~eighborhood Type 

NEIGHBORHOOD TYPE 

~{orking Middle CamEaign Exposure No Yes No Yes 
(143) (44) (221) (42) 

Neigh. Crime Perception -.16 -.02 -.11 -.12 

Neigh. Crime Risk .10 .32 .15 .12 

Neigh. Safety (day) .02 -.34a 
-.02 -.05 

Neigh. Safety (night) .11 .02 .05 .02 

Personal Vulnerability -.22 -.11 -.l9 -.24 

Property Vulnerability -.23 .02 -.09 -.17 

I 
I 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

~( I 

Upper 
No 

(57) 

.12 

.24 

.00 

.09 

-.16 

-.09 

Yes 
(5) 

.40 

1.00 

.00 

-.60 

-.40 

.20 

r 
I 

I 
\" 
I: 
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1 

J 
TABLE V. 71 

~ '. 

j 
Crime Orientation Change Scores 

by Campaign Exposure and Neighborhood Satisfaction 

I NEIGHBORHOOD SATISFACTION 

J Low High 
No Yes No Yes Campaign Exposure (107) (28) (312) (64) 

:) Neigh. Crime Perception -.26 -.15 -.05 .02 

1 
Neigh. Crime Risk .04 .27 .18 .28 

Neigh. Safety (day) .03 -.12 -.02 -.20a 

] 
Neigh. Safety (night) .08 .15 .08 -.09 

Personal Vulnerability -.26 -.12 -.19 -.22 

I Property Vulnerability -.21 -.12 -.11 .02 
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Alienation 

Trust in People 

TABLE v. 72 

Psychological Change Scores 
by Campaign Exposure 

Campaign 

No 
(424) 

.93 

.03 

Federal Gov't Trust -.08 

Municipal Gov't Trust -.10 

Trust in Police .09 

.'" 

Table V.73 

;1 

! 

~ 
Alie:'lation by Expcsure 

and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

~ 
Exposure Beta 

Alienation 
Yes , (93) 

1.16 
Age .06 

-.18 ~ Sex (F==O) .07 

I· 
.02 

-.02 

Education -.08 

Income -.11* 

.1 .l3 
Children in Household -.07 

Neighborhood Type -.03 

~ Neighborhood Satisfaccion -.09 

i Victimization Experi~nce .04 

Media Crime Attention .03 

n Other Prevention Exposure - .02 

m 
Campaign Exposure .10 

.J 

J 
1 
J 

i I 
r 

I 
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Table V. 74 

Trust in People by Exposur~ 
and Control Variables: Regression Annlysis 

Beta 

Trust in People (T
1

) .32~b" 

Age -.02 

Sex (F=O) -.06 

Education .14'" 

Income .12 

Chi1dr~n in Household .00 

.Neighborhood Type -.03 

Neighborhood Satisfaction .05 

Victimization E)..-perience -.09 

Hedia Crime Attention .00 

Other Prevention Exposure -.05 

Campaign Exposure -.03 

. 17 

-" 

', . 

~\ 
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·f 
I( , 

'I 
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/
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Table V. 75 

Federal Government Trust 
d by Exposure 

an Control Variables.' R ,egression fillalysis 

Federal Government Trust (T ) 
1 

Age 

Sex (F=O) 

Education 

Income 

Children in Househo1rl 

Neighborhood Type 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Victimization Experience 

Hedia Crime Attention 

Other Prevention Exposure 

Campaign Exposure 

Beta 

.29* 

-.01 

-.02 

.05 

-.01 

.00 

.07 

.05 

-.13~" 

.04 

.03 

.10 

.10 
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Nunicipal 

Table V. 76 

Hunicipal Government Trust by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Beta 

Government Trust (T
l

) .26"::{: 

Age .04 

Sex (F=O) -.01 

Education .10 

Income .00 

Children in Household .04 

Neighborhood Type .01 

Neighborhood Satisfaction .06 

Victimization Experience -.14* 

Nedia Crime Attention -.04 

Other Prevention Exposure .00 

Campaign Exposure .06 

.09 

f.l p w 

Table .V. 77 

Trust in Police by Exposure 
and Control Variables: Regression Analysis 

Beta 

Trust in Police (T
l

) • 39"d~ 

Age .01 

Sex (F=O) -.07 

Education .08 

Income .04 

Children in Household -.05 

Neighborhood Type .06 

Neighborhood Satisfaction .02 

Victimization Experience -.07 

Hedia Crime Attention -.02 

Other Prevention Exposure .00 

Campaign Exposure .05 

.17 
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Table V. 78 

~~R-r:. Responses by Comparable Change SCOTe tvleasures 

Prevention Responsibility 
Perc. Prevention Knowledge 

Prevention Concern 
Prevention Confidence 

PropeTty Protection 
Personal Protection 
ObseTving Activity 
Crime Reporting 

A. Reported Information Gain 

No 
(62) 

-.13 
.13 

B. Reported Attitude Change 

Yes 
f3f) 

.16
a 

.01 

Low 
(37) 

Moderate 
(21) 

HigJ:1 
(31) 

.03 

.13 
.14 
.00 

.19 

.14 

C. Reported Behavior Change 

No 
(74) 

-.68 
1.64 

.12 
-.26 

Yes 
(19) 

.84b 

6.89a 

-.05 
-.16 

~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
;1 

:1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. I 
I 

TABLE V.79 

REGRESSION A!~ALYSIS OF EXPOSURE TO 
CRilIE PREVENTIO~l INFORHATION (N=lS02) 

r Beta 

Age -.09b 
-.03 

Sex (F=l) -.04 -.03 

Education .09b 
.02 

Income .06 .01 

Neighborhood Type (Upper=l) -.03 .02 

Neighborhood Satisfaction .01 .01 

Children in Household .09b 
.05 

Altruism .13c 
.04 

Alienation -.12b _.IOa 

Trust in People .00 -.05 

Institutional Trust .05 .02 

Media Exposure .20c 
.12a 

Media Functions (Ent.=l) .12b 
.06a 

PSA Sensitivity .22c 
.14a 

Media Crime Att. .20c .lla 

Perceived Vulnerability .03 

Victimization Experience 

Neighborhood Crime Risk -.02 -.02 

2 (R =.16) 
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TABl.E V. so 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF ATTENTION TO 
CRI~lli PREVENTION INFORMATION (N=1502) 

Age 

Sex (F=l) 

Education 

Income 

Neighborhood Type (Upper=l) 

Neighborhood Satisfaction 

Children in Household 

Altruism 

Alienation 

Trust in People 

Institutional Trust 

Media Exposure 

Media Functions (Ent.=l) 

PSA Sensitivity 

Nedia Crime At t . 

Perceived Vulnerability 

Victimization Experience 

Neighborhood Crime Risk 

r 

.06 

_.Ogb 

-.02 

-.01 

-.02 

.04 

.04 

.05 

.01 

.06 

.04 

Beta 

-.04 

-.01 

.02 

.02 

.02 

.06 

-.03 

-.06 

.Oga 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.00 
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TABLE V.Sl 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF PERCEIVED NEED FOR 
CRIHE PREVENTION INFORMATION (N=lS02) 

r Beta 
Age 

-.04 -.02 
Sex (F=l) -.lSc -.13a 

Education 
-.05 -.01 

Income 
-.05 -.03 

Neighborhood Type (Upper=l) -.01 -.04 
Neighborhood Satisfaction -.06 .01 
Children in Household 

.03 -.04 

Altruism 
.06 .04 

Alienation 
.07a 

.02 
Trust in People -.OSa -.03 
Institutional Trust 

.00 .04 

Hedia Exposure .02 -.04 
Hedia Functions CEnt.=l) -.04 _.OSa 

PSA Sensitivity 
.21c 

.IS a 

Media Crime Att. 
.13c 

.07a 

Perceived Vulnerability 

Victimization Experience 
.06 

Neighborhood Cri~e Risk 

? 
(R'-::: .17) 
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Table V.82 

Correlations between Crime Prevention Orientation 
Change Scores and Perceived Information Need and 
AnticipatorY- Influence (for the Campaign Exposed 

Group) (N=93) 

Prevention Concern 

Prevention Responsibility 

Prevention Confidence 

Perc. Prevention Knowledge 

Perceived 
Information 
Need 

-.02 

-.04 

-.02 

.00 

Perc. Prevention Effectiveness -.02 

Property Protection 

Prevention Activity 

Observing Activity 

Crime Reporting 

Organizational Joining 

.12 

.24b 

.14 

.02 

.13 

Anticipatory 
Influence 

.07 

-.03 

.10 

.03 

.09 

.11 

.10 

.03 

.10 






