
:t' 
)i 1 

r 

~l 
J 

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

This microfiche was produced from documents received for 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise 
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on 
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality. 

1111,1.0 
Wli£ I~ w 
~W 
K:J wli£ 
w 

1.1 :It ~ ... .. "' .... ----

""'1.25 111,,1.4 "'" 1.6 

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART 
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANOAROS-1963-A 

'\ 

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with 
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504. 

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are 
those of the author(s) and do not represent the officiol 
position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice. 

National Institute of Justice 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 20531 

'0 

o , 
I, 

0" 11/20/84 I 
\ ,-"--'--'" 

'. 

... 

Evalu<ltien lof Proj ect "Help Stop Crime! Strike Force" 
1f!:nal Report 

. .. 

ort Submitted to: 

~rt Submitted by: 

~:t.~. ~. .' • ". r 

~(i\' NCJRS ! 
II" 
i'fl, 
b· 

;:ACQUISITIONS 

Department of Legal Affairs 
Office of Attorney Gencrnl 
The Capitol 
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 

Lawrence J. Sc~ery, Ph.D. 
William J. Fromir;tg, Ph.D. 
John H,lllam 
Brian Reaves 
Department of Psychology 
University of Florida 
Gainesville, Florida 32611 

Dccmnbcr 15, 1982 

« • 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



I! 
I 

. 
; .... 

I. 

II. 

Introduction 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

.................. ........................ 
Description of Evaluation Project ..................... 

III. Evaluation Methodology ................................ 

1 

2 

6 

8 IV. 

V. 

VI. 

Sample Chara~teristics ................ '" .............. . 
Evaluation Design .................................... . 11 

ll, Impact of the "Help Stop Crime! Strike Force" Program .. 

A. Safety Concerns of Residents .... , ................. . 14 

A of "Help Stop Crime I" ................... . B. war~?-ess 15 

C. Knowledge O.Lt: Burglary - Relevant Information ........ 22 

D. Knowledge of Crime Prevention Techniques .......... . 26 

E. crim~ Prevention Heasures Un~ertaket1. by Residents •. 28 

VII. Crime Statistics ...................... .................. 39 

VIII. Supple~ntal Posttest Items ............................ 
IX. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Summary ............. . . 

U.S, Department of Jusllce 
Natronallnstltute of Ju&lIce 

90370 

This document has been reproduced exactly as recelvod from the 
person or organization orlglnalln9 It. Points 0: view or opinions stated 
In this document are those of the authors and do !':ot necessarily 
represent the oil/cIa I posltlon or policies of the National Insiliute of 
Justice. 

PermissIon to reproduce this copyrighted materIal has boon 
granted by h D 

Lawrence J. Severy, P •• 
·University of Flori~ ___ -. 
lothe National Criminal Justice Reference Servlco (NCJRS). 

Further reproduction outside or tho NCJRS system raqulres permls. 
slon of the copyrIght owner. 

42 

l,8 

I 
i : 
~ 

c' 

, 

I 
~9 

i , ! 
; : 
, i 

! 
\1" 

:) , . " 

'J'AHU; 1: 

TABl.E 2: 

TABLE 3: 

'J'/'"iiLB " : 
fABLE 5: 

'I'ABLE 6: 

IABLI~ 7 : 

I'ABU-: 8: 

'I'J\HLE 9: 

TABLE 10: 

'l'ABLl<~ 11: 

1'1\111.1:; 12: 

TABLE 13: 

l'Ai3Ll; VI: 

,.\ 1;' t' f,i\ )nx A: 
-' '. 

·\PPENDIX B: 

l1ct tclU.1."tf, Cri Lm-.i (t ......................................... 5 
R(~sident I s Chan1.c Lcr Ls L:i.c.\S •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9 

Il e s i g n 0 f S L LJ di .....•..................................... 13 

Safety Concorns of Residents .............................. 16 

A~·7arencss o.f. "Hc.'] p Stop Crime!" . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 18 

A'!i7arel1Css of Other Programs....... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 21 

Beliafs About Burglary Rates.............................. 23 

Beliefs About Hho Commits Crimes.......................... 25 

KnO\'7lo(~e of: Crime Fravent:ion Techni ques . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 27 

Behaviorial Precautions and Structural CharDctcristics CA) 29 

Bchaviorial Procautions and Structural Characteristics CD) 33 

lkhav:tol'ial Precautions nnc.1 StJ;llctural Chm:act0.ri~;tics (C) 35 

Crir'lc Stat;Lstics .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . •. . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. 40 

Supp1eJl1ental Ques tionnairc ............................... . 

.. 
Gcn~n:al QU(!S tionnal.rc: ................................. . 50 
Supp1:'cmant:al Qucstionna:Lre 

• \I ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

.. 

~--~~~~---- '------'---'----~=-------------'----"~~_-=-~----=---------L--~~'__"___~~. L ~~ ___ , . 
'. i 

. -' ~ :;:;~.!;:~r:,,-~. :~'~::'. 



l 

) 

I. Introduotion 

The current report represents the technical findings 

from the evalua·t ion of the "Help Stop Cr im.e! Str ike Force" 

project. The "Help Stop Crime! Strike Force" project \H;l.S 

conducted in South Flof ida dur in6 the sU:UTller of 1982. 

Initially the discussion will center on why the project ... 
",as done and hOl'! the part icular s iteo ,'rere selected.. Next 

the means by i'lh ich the evaluat ion ",as accompl ished will be 

discusoeJ as well RS the characteristics of the people 

interv ie",ed. ]linally the quest ionno.ire find ings will be 

presen'bed for each component of the eva,luat ion and the cr ime 
.r 

stat ist ics will be exam ined to asseGS the impact of -the . 
"Help stop "Cr ime! " proj ect. We turn initially to a 

'-, 

d:-.. . t· - th escr lp 'lon 9:r . 0 scope of the evuluatjon 

project. 

1 

I 

l 
,J 

In rDo}>01100 to a l'0'1UCf1 t hy tho J)op'u'I,'ncm t of IJoenl 

Affairs for 'Lhe State of P.lol'ida an evalu:~.tion of projcct 

"Help fJtop Crimo!. Strike lilol'ce" (nsc:':m) \'1IJ:1 undortaken. 

ThG overall IH'ojcH.:!'li \'f(-1.0 ailned at I;ilrec C0Ul1"t:ios in 80uth 

Florida (Dado, Bl'oward "nel Pal'" })n ,,} . ., ~l) "' 'J! .... , ...... Within thnt aro~ 

one location wao selected for the evalu~tion project. Since 

one of the aima of HSCSF was to incr~uae awareness of, and 

reduce the OCDurence of, residential burglaries, a highly 

residential aren wus souGht. The seleoted area was Melrose 

Park, in Broward County. The borders for the area were 

Broward Boulevard on the north, 31st Avenue on the east, 

S.W. 12th St:1Jackson Boulevard on the south and U.S. 441 

. on the "rest. The location was chosen due to the 

predominance' of sinBlo family, o~'l11or occupied homes. Also 

the aroa was r0ughly middle cla3~ and d~tailed crime 

EJ'ua'u 1st ics "Tere available • 

.r 
l!'or purposes of evaluating differen'o componenL.3 of the 

ltSCSlt' proj ect", 'Lhe targe ted 
oJ 

area 'vIas d iv ided in half (along 

6th Stree't Bud Glondalo Boulcvcird) . The southern half 

roce ived the; full complemen·t of HSC! eerv ices. These 

included med ia adv0rt ioemen'us, in:f'orm.a~ ion v ia the mail and 

(when possible) home security surveys. 
• 

Home security 

survoyo consiaLed of an inapectlon of a "reDid~nt's home by 

an off io ial of a In.\-r enforcoment age110Y or the fISC! off ice. 

These E.1Urv0Ys \'ler0 offered to res idents in the sou'thorn half 

of Melrose Park on n door to door basi9. In CQses where the 

}'o\1i(lont '''as nob availahle, an inE.1p,wLion of the outr.::irlo of 
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I; 

I 

.l 

Lhe houoo \,/,Il~j eonduc1,r:cl and the rO:ll.111;n of Lhjn inflp •. 1cLjon 

,.,ere lef L at the re~d.d cn b IS cloor. The home3 j n the nor thorn 

hnlf wore only exposed to the media advertisements. For 

.futlu'e reference "10, \'1 ill. reier to the ronidentn \·,ho received 

the f!lll complement of serviccf.l as lIB01 . The group that 

only rece ived the med ia informtl.t ion ,.,ill be called IIS02. 

A third group was also selected from oulioide the three 

county area so that the impact of the media campaign and/or 

the full HSCSF program could be compared to a group which 

was not exposed to the HSOSF materials and intervention. 

Forty-nine possible compar ison groups "Tere chosen from 

various lj'lor ida cit ies and out of thoGe one \'1'13 selected to .. , 
be employed in the evalua.'b ion proj ect. The forty-nine areas 

were chosen based on the criteria of (a) hnvine a suffi~ient 

number of o\'rner-occupied residences for purposes of random 
• 

selection within the area choGon; (b) havine a location near 

or in a moderate-to-large sized city; anel (c) having a 
./ 

location outside of the PorL Lauderdale/r'lia-mi area. This . 
final eriteriu ,.,as essential (linea a major focus of the 
J 

evaluation proj ect involved mc,1asul'lng the impact of a med ia :-

campaign. Therefore the control group had to be outside of 

the telev is ion and rad io recept ion range of -the target areas 

(HS01 and HSC2). The cr i'bor la employed aro d ir-Jplayed in 
a 

Table 1. Selected areas included secbions of Fort Meyers, 

Saracwta, 8o.in b P0ter~burg, TC'Lmpa, Orlando, Gainosv ille, 

Daytona Beach, Jacksonville, TullA.hassce, :).nd Pensacola. 

19~0 CenGUf3 data "ras obtained for, each of thr.~ ... le areas. A 

cluater anlllys is \'Tao then performed us ing 'Lh,) chooon I"ort 

Laudordale ar.ca. as a cri'berioJ'J, in an atuomp'u 'bo find its 

~ 

I 
( 

I 
l 
I 

i 
I 
I 

\ , 

" 

}lrO'1I Lh'i (: j nib ial I i.nt 
(.·O)lt~'l'll 'I'.'l,t! A9 f'rou ,\ 1 22 . hl 

•• I ::. 'r 1..1 y fl an ( v ~l.l' 1 f1. , c:: , 'Lhn group:, vlh :i nil 

proved 'Lo be reasonably oimilnI' (all ero llp:3 \-lith initial 

diAbanc~n o'.p J.o, .. rlr,1 ~hQn v 20 ~. - I. ~ II <'" :J.. 

re-Cluotered w.4~h a rnducnd ~o~ of v l' '1 
.L II ~... "" • II eor a~. (.:!f.l con~rbructcd 

from the ini't htl set. Thus, 14 groapo \1ere clustered '1ith 

11 of the original 22 census var.i.£tb19.:.1. This second clll.ster 

analysis indicated that the Audubon P!J.!':{ area of Orlando "TBS 

most demograph ically s iln ilar to r·lolro~e Park. Audubon Park 

is bordered by Oorrine Drive on the north, Bonnet Road on 

the eal3'u, Colonial Dr ive on the sou't!1 and Bumby AvenuC3 on 

t1.0 \-Teot. 1!10J:' futurf~ reference the Au1 ubon Park area \,{j.ll ... 
be referrod to as liSO,. 

To summar ize, thE:~ evaluat ion In'oj ect selected three 

areas for study. T'iTO carne from Nelrose l'ark. HSO 1 reue ived 

all aspects of the HSOS], program ;.,h j,le HSC2 rece ived only 

. the med 1a c~poncnt;. JISC:'; \.,as a ~mburb of Orlando i'lhel'e 

residents rec~ived no USC! materials beyond those offered 

tQ a non-targeted area. 

" 
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TABLN ~ 

Cr 1 bel' in U;JO<! :c~ l'l:~~~ H£ui~:::~~.f~ I!! .TI~Q~r:Il.!!..<;;]2.~{~l --,,---........ -
And Control Areno __ < __ a_ • ___ .... 

DENSITY (Populat ion/Number of Hou"~"'.:hold') 

INCOl>1E (in thousanus of dollars) 

HO~1E VALUE (in thousands of dollars) 

AGE 1 (% less thull 18 years old) 

2 (~ between 18 and 25) 

JOB 

3 (% between 25 and 35) 

4 (_ bc~ween 35 and 55) -
5 (% bet· .... T~en 55 and 65) 

6 (% oldor than 65) 

1 (% blue collar) 

2 (% technical skills) 

3 (% pyofessional) 

O\'lNER 1 (76, o""~ler occupied) 

2 (% rept ing) 

3 (% other - leasing, etc.) 
I 

YEARS,l (% living in area 0-2 years) 

2 (% living in area 2-5 years) 

3 (% 1 iv ing in ar ea 5-10 years) 

4 (% living in area greo:ber than 10 years) 

Ii) 

I 
d 

. '. 

, 

n:Lt iLurlnu uncI bcl.i.ofll :.tbou L a V!:tl' 1~11iy of C1- imc relaccd 

top:i CA. 
Since one impor Lan t aim of 1I3CSF \'ml1 'bo rcd uco 

resic1enti:ll burglaries, the qu::n;tionnail'El \-rUG designed "li'th 

residential burglaries as its primary focus. The areas of 

inqu iry vlere: 1) demograph ic character iBt ies of respondents; 

2) safety concerns; 3) a"rar en eGS elf HSC! programs; 

4 )knowledge of burglary relevl3:ht informat ion; 5) kno\'rledge 

of crime prevention techniques and 6) actual measures taken 

to improve home security. For a copy of the questionnaire, 

see Appendix A. 

-. 
The res idonts to be interviei'Ted "rere randomly selected 

from the poo:}. of all res idents in the des ignated area "rho 

1 ived in single fam ily homes. C icy director :i.es from r.lelrose 

Park and Audubon Park ,\r~re ut il ized to choose the interv iei'l 

. samples. In ..the HSC1, group, approx ima.tely one out of every 

t",O s ingle-fG,mily houses ".ras selected to be interv iewed 
" 

..in it ia11y. In HSC2 ono out of every five ",as selected and '. 
.' 

in HSC3 tho c~mparable number "ras one out of nine. This . 
yieldod potent'ial intol'vio\,T sa.ilples of' 400 in IISC1, and 100 

in both HSC2 and HSC:? In add it ion, the nearest home to the. 

target address ''las des ignated us a "baakup" address, to be 

intervie~red if ei-ther an adulL resident;· \'r::.w no~ home on 

. three separate attempts to intervie\'l' at the primary address 

or if the resident at the primary address refused to 

par t ic ipate. InterViewers were instructed La identify 

themsel ves, bI' ic:t'ly explain thL'! purponc o.r the in cerv iel\'Ir'!, 

i • 



and an it porm In!1 jon La in Lorv .lei" \'hCl ('Otl tdcmL All 

intcl"'vlo\'10rn VTere sLlpplind "IH.h cl"otlcnl;inlo incUc:1bine thoy 

vltJre \·loI'k.inB uncleI' tho anopj(!C~l of thc ::iLatmr:ic1c lISC! 

offices the Florida Attorney General's office, and the 

Univcraity of Florida. The intervie~ itself WUD given 

verbally ",ith anSi'rers recorded by the intarv Jm·lor. The 

first round of interv iet-rs '\'las conducted beti·recn Nay 1 and 

May 1 5, 1 982 . 

The actual s·tr ike force proj ect began on Nay 14, 1982 

and lasted until July 23, 1982. Be8inning on July 24 and 

cont inuing unt il August 11; the second group of inter\rict'lS 

was conducted. All participants in phase 1 \'lere once aeain 

targeted for ihtervievring in the second phase. In addition, 

100 other addresses in each of the three areas were 

identified tb be interviewed. The reason for conducting 

these • belm-T. interviews is explained 

"backup" addresses .... rere also identified . 
.r 

For these 300 homes, 

The res id(1).ts ".rere asked the same ques'l; ions at both 
... 

. yoints in time. In addition, the second round of interviews 
'. 
included some;- additi.onal questions thn.b dealt vlith specific 

information tram the HSCSF program. A copy of these 

add it ionn1 quest ions can be found in Appr.md ix: B. 

" 

t 

To inaur6 thnt Lho recjd~nts who wcro intcrvie~cd wore, 

in few b, reprcfJEm'bnt ive of the general populnt ion in the 

community, bhe demoGrnphic chnractorinGics of tho 8~mple 

were comD~rcd to the oyorall chara-c br.:lr lot lC:1 of the 
cOlamunil;y. Statintical an8.l.yscs revoaled thn.t the 

interviewoeo ware no dl·.·f·f.el·e~t ·~y.·om the th 
1< ~ o' er residents in 

their community. The charactr.:ll'ietics of the res idonts 

interv iO""(3(l in each of the sU'llples ar e displayed in 'fA TILE 2. 

. .. 

.' 

u 
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TABJJg 2 Incoroal(' 
---~,.,--.. -

De 1n.C?G l::.<':P..l!;l~ Q ~~~.1:.r.f!:ql~:!:. ~'?~!<1.rl J/CBS than 10,000 9·9 4.6 16.7 
(In percent) 10,000/20,000 22.0 )0.2 25.0 • 

20~000/)0,000 40.7 44.2 33 ':1,' • ..,1 

HUOI HSC2 HSC3 )0,000/50,000 22.8 18.6 21 .4 
I' ( 1\10lr06e Pk. (Helrose p~~ (Audubon Pl{ . 

50,000 4.6 2·4 3.6 

Expcr i!llontal) Control) . Control) 
Refusals 11.8 10.21- 16.0 

I Harital S'catus ---Sex 
I , 

Single 
.> 

J 
14.4 26.7 16.0 Male 56.8 54.2 42.0 

filarr ied 67.1 66.7 65.0 Female 43.2 45.8 58.0 1 
Separatod 1 .. 3 0.0 0.0 t·, . 

\ J Divorced 
. 

" .. 6.4 4.4 ~.O 

Age ". 

18-29 16.8 26.1 17.0 Wido\.,red 10.8 2.2 14.0 
30,-39 23.0 23·9 6.0 

(> 
40-49 14.4 13.0 10·.0 -)c. Uote: IncolOe level percentagGs arc based only 011 thone vlho 
50-59 19.9 15.2 27.0 responded to this '!uestion. The refusal percentages are i; . 60-64 9.2 13.0 13.0 

I: ~ 'based on overall number of respondents. ~~herefore , the --(; 
16.7 8.6 27.0 lQ' 

first 5 cateJgor ies '-Till to 100%. 
65+ 

sum ... 
... 

'J 
'J 

I i '. '. Race :-
.' 

". 
(; vlhite 88.3 87·5 87.0 

I 
'PI .....-

Black 6.8 10.4- 13·0 f , 

4·.9 2. 1 0.0. ~ Other 
t a 

I ;. e 
1 a) 

Homc t 
1\ 
I 

O\'Tn~@'~~12 I 
Oi-Tn 93.2 87.5 87.0 I; if 

t 
~ C> 

6.8 12. :> 13·0 Hent 
r 

If:! 
(, '\ 

. ~l 

'-~-~-
. . ... L 
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The design o£ tho project allowed for a variety of 

comparisons to be made. The primary focus of bho evaluation 

\.,ras the detect ion of chango in respond ine for 11801, IWC2 and 

HSC3 res Idents :from the time of the in i't ial in'terv iev1 to the 

second interview. A pattern of change in the HSC1 group, 

b'ut not in HSC2 or HSC3 .... ,ould indicate that the USCSF \'TaS 

having an impact. Changes in HSC1 and HSC2 (but not HSC3) 

would be the result of the media information since those two 

groups both had exposure to the media campaign. Lack of 

change in the groups or equivalent changes, in all three 

groups "TOuld ind icate that tho HSCSF .... , as not hav ing any 
. 

impact. These' compar ison8 w'ill be the pI' j,Jary analyses to 

be reported. 

A number of secondary compar isons ,"ere also conducted. 
• 

One major concern is that the process of evaluation can 

sometimes contaminate the findings. In tho present case it ,/ 

could be that the init ialround of interv iev's vTould alert 

res idents to'" cr 1me related issues. If so, some of the 
'''' 
changes could ~ be the result of the intc·}rv iCVTS or other 

fac'bors apart ;from the HSCSF program d ireD ijly. To assess 

this possibility, intervic\,ls vlere conducto(J. "lith a separatp. 

samplc in each location vTho did not get the initial round of 
a 

interv iews. If the residents who wer9 interviewed only 

dur ingphll8e 2 of HSCSF responded s'im ilar1y lio 'bhe residents 

who underwent both interviews, then the initial interview as 

an important factor in any observed ehanga can be rciled out. 

While thesc comparisons ~& important for methodological 

I 
I 

I 
I 

J 

,I IfJr 
'I 
1 

.I •• 

reSlOOIl!! nnd ",ore condtw tf..ld .cOl' (JVCl'y 1'\':1)01' Lcd (!o:np:.t.t'l;,,)n 

bolo,." i'lC ",i11 1'()Cul" 'Lo -thorn only '\'1ho1'e 'Lhcy lIl:lke a 

d j,fferol1Cc in 'bIll.) in bel'protut ion of the rorml tn. 0 l.henl in(:} 

we will report only the pretcot-po~ttoot comparinona. 

Table 3 summar izcs 'the d(~s ign of -thc study. ThreG 

groups \'TGre 111 11i ltl. Y ~n crv ~e~-,c ... ._ • • I.' 11 . t . d ';n phfl ... sn 1 (IIsrv"l, 1:13C2, 

IISC)) . In phaGe 2 each of ~hesc groupo was again 

interv icn.,ed and a second Broup ,-, ithin 0aeh geograph ic area 

",as also intervie,.,ed (nSC4, HSC5, USC6). 

.. 

. .. . 

u 

,. II!", 
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~1elrose Park 

South 

f<1elrose Park' 

North 

Audubon 

'''; ,-
Park 

.. 

. .. . 

TABLE 3 

PHASE 

INTERVIEWS 

(group 

label) 

HSC1 

HSC2 

HSC:; 

STRIKE 

]'ORCE 

Intervellt ion 

Type 

Co:nplete* 

Complete 

Partial 

None 

None 

PlIfl.SE 2 

INTEHVI Ems 

( group 

label) 

HSC1 

HSC4 

HSC2 

HSC5 

}ISC:; 

HSC6 

----'.--"'--.-.---,-------,----------~----------

*Complate treatment inGludes all components of llSCSF. 

**Part ial treatmen<b inclurl es med ia component only. 

I 1 

I~ 
I 
I' 
I 
I' 

• 

.. l j.. 

A. S~foLy concerna of roopondonLu 

FollO\'rine btw'uemClgraphic profile, the fjrsl; series of 

questions in tho intervie,'l dc.H1.lt ~'rit:l rC:Jic1entr.;I sa:eei;~r 

concerns. These questions eXamined the L0flcern residents 

had for safety in their neighborhood and surrounding 

environs •. A total of ten questions ,.,ere examined under this 

head ing (10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 1'7, 27, 34). A total 

score ''las constructed by add in6 res idents I responses across 

the ten quest ions ''lith a 10\" score ind ioat ing that the 

respondent felt safe in the situations assessed and a higher 

score indic~t'ing higher concern levels.' In add it ion, 

subsets of quel3'b ions deal ing wi-bh 1'1 ight safety concerns (12, 

14, 17), and'thoiJe dealinB \'llth daylight safety concerns 

(13, 15, 16), • "Tore comb ined into .l!ii'iO separate subsca10s and 

analyzed • 
.t' 

On the pre~est interviews, responses to each of the .. 
three combined measures indicated that the Audubon Park '''; 

'. 
residents had~ f€HTer safe'by concerns than did the ~lelrose 

Park res iden'us ( 1. e., they felt safer in 'che ir env irons) . 

No significant pretest differences wore foun~ between HSC1 

and Hf3C2. Af bel' the 11808(1', HSC1 anu H802 ahoi'led sign if ican'u • 
increases in dayb :Lme safo'by concerns. Tho imp~ct of these 

increases is temp~red by the fact .that the USC:; sroup also 

sho~Ted a small (non-signif icunt) incl'en.r:l13. Allo''ll11B for the 

gain showed by IWC), ,the inprease~ of HSC1 and HSC2 two not 

si'gnifican'b. The 1'ao'(; bha:b all 'three groups 'bended to 

, th" d 10 ' n.f t con ; ""l'n<:! fl'orn PI'o't','"H,1 .. 1.: to 111 c r e as e - e 1 r n.y Ii llll 0 (~< 'e y 1;, v .., , ,~ \.I 
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postteo~, 'bhe procono of queohionning 

reo idento abou·t cr ime ra:i seD tho ir lovel of concorn. 

Tho njghttitne concerl1s and overall oafety concorl1o 

ShO\'TCd no s ien if icant increaseD. Tabla 11- pre::wnts thoDe 

data. In no caGe 'vas a a ifference noted bet't:leen IISC1 and 

HSC2. 

Within HSC1, residents \'Tere d iv id~d 'accord ing to 

\,The'ther they had rece ived full secur ity surveys versus only 

the partial survey. ''1hile those who received the full 

security survey showed conSistently more safety concerns 

than those who received partial surveys, the differences 

"Iere not sta.tistically significant • 

'J 

'. 

B. 

CO~1iI{EHT: The !olelrose Park res idents in 'both HSC1 
and HSC2 shO\'red increased concern 'Ilith daytime 
safety.' Due tiO increases in the con brol eroup, 
these change:'1 should not be v ij::med f~S rosul't ing 
from ·the substant ive aspects of HSCSl!'. H ightt ime 
safety concern~ "and overall safety concerns \'TerO 
not influonced by HSCSF. InterpretinB these 
findingf;> depends on onels vie\-Tpoint. The results 
ind icate tha't HSCSF did not incrcr~se res id ents 
concern fLbou'h cr ime. To the extent one o.qua.teo 
"concern '\-lith crimo" with "fear of crime", tho 
lack of HSCSF irnpac t may, in fact, be v ie"'19d in a 
positive light, since to increase resiclonts l level 
of fear ~Tould generally detract from. tho i1' quality 
of life.; , 

A\'Tareness of "Help. Stop Or ime! II 

A per'bion of the in'bervie\', \'rao d.evoliocl to exsmininB 

res idents I a\'raroness of ·the overall "Help Stop Or ime! " 

program and specific subproBnuns ("Neighl)ornood \'latch" and 

"OpCl'at ion . Indent if icat ion") • The BCnoI'al lI}lelp Stop 

Crime!" queation (number 18) was :followed by 'Specific 

a.'-tt:ltudor:l and knol',lcdge of "Help S'bop Crimed". The specific 

~ 

;\\ 
1 
, 

\ 

J 

Lc~ ___ ~ _____ ~ ________ ~ __________________ --'--"""" , ___ LL-

a. 

b. 

'.,) 

'. 
c. 

Ba('o L.Y COtwClrnn of H(m i'l'!\1 Lu 
... *' .. ... -- - -_. - - - .. - - ._ ..... ,. -~'- - .,.-

C.oml, inl10 safety concern analysiu. 

PHE-IN:~ ERVmfT.r Ol~ POST-I!rTERVE~~tOrl CHANG1<J 
~--- ....... ---~ ----_ ... _- _ .. _-- - .. ----

HSC1 2.53 2.66 +.1 J I 
HSC2 2.52 2.59 +.07 

HSC, 2.20 2.28 +.08 
. .. . 

Safety concerns at night. 

HSC1 3.03 3 •• 10 +.0'7 

HSC2 3.06 2.97 -.09 
,/ 

HSC:; 2.63 2.71 +.08 .. 

:-

Safety conoorns during the day. , 

HSC1 1.92 2.07 +.15 

& 

HS02 1 .85 2.02 -I .17 

lISe:; 1.60 1 .70 +.10 
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qUUi.1 ~ iOIlH (qUO!~ ~ l(lI1U 19 ~J\l'c)llSh 2(1) "I")1'U anko<l only or 

to(;l idcn ~a ind icn.~ :LnG aWl.rone~lfJ of thn pro[;rwn. TablO:J 

presents tho{Jo drt tao Overall., rococn i t; ion of the "lIelp S'top 

Or 1me! Program" is fairly h 19h. All 1'0<1 idcrtt:~ ";ho roce ivcd 

both pro- ana p0~t;t;eab interviews includinB HS03 showod 

higher recognition levels at pootte;:; t t i:!l.o~ presuuW.bly 

reflecting the efrect of the initial intervio~·T. Therefore, 

recogni·tion of lISC! did increase as a resttl t of HSCSF but 

the increase was equal in all three groups. 

For those ",ho ind ica:ted knowledge of HSO! programs, 

questions 19-24 were also asked in order to assess the 

souroe of the j,x. kno,'Iledge about the program. ... In the 

posttest interv ie",s, res idents' knovrledge of HSe! came 

primarily from three sources: police (22~), printed modia 

(21%) and electronic media (29%). Pr ior to the str ike 
~ 

force, knoi'll edge of liSe! he.d come from no clearly 

identifiable or source ° Of those who ind icated knoi'11edge of 

HSC!, nearly all (99%) correctly ideu'l; if ied the maj or 
.. 

purpose of ESC! as being crime prevention 'through citizen 
..I 

". 
invol vemen't. .' 

The level of act ive partiCipation in nSC! "TaS . 
generally lov, \l1ith only 11% of JISC1 reGpond(mts indicating 

tha:t they had passed information on to 11' iondo and ne ighbors 

and 21% indicatinB 'bhoy hud no't evon seen bho materials. 

Quest ions 22 and 23 assosned c it izens I P'>l'l!Opt ions of 'the 

program's effectiveness in educat ing c;f;izens about 

prevention techniques and in actually reducing burglary 

rates. Eighty percon'b of thos(3 HSC1 l'UO Utml;u ",ho "~foro 

LL ______ ._' .~~~ ______ ~ ___ ~ _______ _ 

\ . 
c .' 

)
'i, ~', ' , 
(~ 

, 

Have you heard of a proBrml1 culled "Help ~Hop Or :imo! "? 

YOH 

liSC1 pre-post (at posttcst) 

llSC1 with security survey 67% 

Have you passed any "Help Stop Cr ime'!" mater ials along to 

any of your friends or neighbors? 

HSG1 

IISC2 

HSC3 

. .... 
Yes 

11 % 

1 O~ 

No Have nO'b seen 

21% 

54;~ 

Ho\'1 would you..°rate tho effect ivoneoG of "Help SiiOP Or l!nG! " : 

'{4) in educut ing the citizens of Flor ida about lJurglary 
.' 

preven'tion? 

Very 

Effective 

HSC1 10;(, 

IISC3 22% 

Pret·t;y 

IH''f.'ectivo 

20% 

Some"rhat 

lDffect ive 

41~ 

30;~ 

. 

Not Too 

Effective 

• 
17~ 

Not ~J:t all 

lDffect ive 

'7. ./ 
);3 

A" 
't/U 
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f 

('h) in rcduc:i.n~ Florida's bUl';gl:try rate? 

rlfJC1 

lISC2 

HSC3 

9 ~' ;0 

26% 

42j6 

7% 57% 

J J 

20;~ 

22.;; 7% 

The state of Florida spends about $130,0,)0 per year funding 

"Help Stop Cr imc! ". Do you think the state fund ing of 

11 HSC ! II should ___ _ for the next fiscal year? 

Be Increased Kept the Sa~e Be Decreased ... 

HSC1 pretest 74% 

posttest· 4 7~~ 

HSC4 post only 54% 

HSC2 pretest 63% 
,/ 

posttes t 27% 

HSC5 post only 64% 

lISC:; pretes\; 
I 

post'tes't 

HSC6 post only 

7'7% 

46% 

67~ 

23% 

42% • 

31% 

64% 

3'116 

20;~ 

.Y3rl 
:;J iO 

3% 

11 % 

4% 

5% 

4% 
0% 

1 
j 
I 

~ 
I 

.... 
J 

effect ive" in educRt ion and 76j/J ind ienced it VIas at least 

"S0IUC\'r'h::t'!i offcc\;ivc" in l:educing burglar:'l rates. Finally, 

the vast majority of all respondents felt HSC! funding 

should at least be maintained at predent levels with 47 

percent of HSC1 residents indicatine a preference for 

increased funding levels. Surprisingly, t~c posttost levela 

''lere dO\m somevThat from pretest levelB ind icat ing that 

res idents ,.".110 received only one interv j,e,', 'wore more positive 

than those i'lho had rece ~ "red tVlO intervicTITs. As noted by the 

interviewers, residents receiving two interviews 

generally less cooperat ive on the second v is it. Their 

commen to ind ic.p,ted that they felt the sDcond v is it "laS 

redundant and awas'be of time. The failure of residents to 

understand th!3 purpose of the interv iE:nrs is' the 1 ikoly l)aB is 

for the decrease in positive comments.for DSC! fu~ding froll 

pretest to posttest. 

,/ 

Tivo questions assessed cit izens' recognit ion of 

"Ne ighborhood': vTa tch" (quest ion 31 ) and "Operation 
'.J 

rdentifica'bion" (question 32). 
.' The reoults of these 

ques·t ions are; pr esented in Table. 6. Overall, knowledge of 

"Ne ighborhood vlatch" vlas extremely high, vi eh all groups but 

one showing at least 70% recognition. "Opera:t i011 
• 

Identification" ShovlS 10vTer recognition 1':)llel0 "lith average 

recogni'c ion levels around 40~~ and fairly' 101'1 part icipat ion 

levels. No stat ist ica11y significant d iff0renc0s "Tere notoJ 

aeross the groups. 

COMMENT; Taken bOG0bher, the rosults indicate thnt 
c i't i~en~l \'rho are at-Tare of "Help Stop 
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Cr i.mo! "-oponGol'od pl'Oel'amu art., f,onorally pl (Hwnd 
"iT i. th the renul LfJ. Incr8u'\cd C:npl1fl~J:tO on 
"Opel'nt ion Ic1 en L"if :i.cat:i on II could pro:mmal)ly 
incl.' ()n.UQ mmrcnCL{:: of j t. Hontl 0 r 'bho gl'oupn 
in Lorv ie\'lec1 1'01. tLhat fund in~ level H for HUG! 
should be decreanea. Six of the 9 groups 
ind icated lUore fund ing \'lould be appropr iate. The 
3 Broups which wore interviewed t~ico were less 
pOG:i.tive the seconJ time COl"'lIn.red to the firnt and 
indicated th~b funding levels should simply be 
maintained at current levels. Tao reason for the 
decline in their endorsement of H3C! appears to 
stem from their misunderstanding of the rationale 
behind the evaluation process and procedures. 

C. Kno\'rledge of Burglary-Helevant Infor:nat; ion 

The next general set of quest ions ,ras concerned "iTith 

bel iefs about res ident ial burglary. T\'ro of these quest ions 

were measures of comparative burglary rates (25: How does 

the burglary r.ate in your neighborhood co:npare to 'the state 

average?; 26: \'lould you say the incidence of residential 

burglary inc.reased, decrcaoed, or stayed the same in the 

past year?). 

quest ions. 

Table 7 pI' esentG tho re8ul'IIs of those t\'1O 

Both Helrose Park groups indicated that they 

. felt burglary' rates vlere s 1m l1ar to the state average, vTh ile 

the Audubon Park sample ind icated that but'glary rates in 
" 

·.Jthe ir neighborhood 'iTere 10i'Ter than the statC:! averaGes. This 
'. 
difference w~s statisbic;:llly significant. rehe strike force 

produced no d'ifferences in bhese est imates. 

By and large res 1.d ents in all three groups felt 
.. 

burglary rates \'TOre s im ilal' to las1.i year. No stat ist ically 

s ignif icant d ifff)renc€)s vlere no ted except' for tho pretest 

HSC2 group, wh ieh ind icatc(l th0.. t burglary ratefl had 

increased. However, thiu initdal difference disappeared 

"iTl].en the sarne res idents vTere re- interv ie\'fod fol1m'fing the 

interven t ion. 

',. 

.J 1>< 

r 1 
~ 
\ 

f 
, .... 

n --~ 

~ .I ' .. 
J 

! I, 
I 
J J 

T 1\ 1111'J G 

Have you heard of a IH'ogram called "1:T • ~elehborhood "latch"? 

Yes, my Yes, but my No, I haven't 
neighborhood neighborhood 

part ic ipates doesn't pnrticipate 

Pretest Posttest Pretest 110sttest Prete3t Posttest 
HSC1 47 59 33 20 20 20 
HBC2 40 60 45 10 15 30 
HSC3 55 53 45 4·3 o 4 

~. 

Have you heard of a .. program ca.Lled "Operation 

Ident ificat ion"? 

HSC1 13 

HSC2 5 

'HSC3 16 

" 
J 

'. 
Note: Number3 do 

, 
responf.ies. 

1 6 

15 

18 

28 

35 

31 

34 

30 

25 

58 

60 

53 

49 

55 

51 

not abTays add to 100, due to II don't know'" 

=' « 

u 
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25. 

in Their Community - -----

HO\-T ,muld you say the res ic1,cmt ial burgl~try rate in your 

'I s "j"J.·th the state average? ne ighborhootl compare ; 

(scale values: 1= much higher 

5= much 10\"er) 

Pretest Posttes-t 

3= about the same 

IISC1 . 3.22 

3.15 

4.09 

11SC2 

B;SC3 

26. 

11SC1 

-..-

vTould you say the inuidence of residential burglary in 

. hb 1 d J.·ncreased, decreased, or stayed the your neJ.g 01'100 

same in the past year? 

Increased Decreased Stayed same 

pretest 45% 

posttest 56% 

ilsC2 pr etest;-

33% 

24-% 

51% 

22% 

20~ 

14% 35~ 

posttes:t 
I 

lISC) pretest 

postteElt 

25% 45% 

13% 

25% 4-5% 

! 
t 
{ 

i 
i 
f 
i 
I 
I 

I 

quor~ ~ .lonG 

l'C'flldcntst boliofn ahoub who co'nm.itn C!l'jtnOG and \-,hOll. 

Avorage responses to thone ques t ions app0~J.r in Table 8. A 

n'..l1Uber of thooe cornparisonG \·rore I3tath;l~.l(!ally fdgn:i.:Cicant. 

On quos tion 35 ( r·10st bur c,lnr .ios aro committed by 

profeGs ionais. ) the Audubol1 Park grou9 indicated more 

agreement ,'lith the statement:; than either of the 1\lelr06e Park 

groups dur ing tho pretes t intorv ie~., and again foll01'l'ing the 

strike force activity. The target area residents (HSC1) 

indicated stronger beliefs that burglaries were more likely 

to "be coromi tted at night (quest ion 36) than e jther control 

group at the~ pretest, but this difference disappeared at 

re- in herv i0'-' and \'las not apparent in the posttest only 

group. The c?ntrol Melrose Park group (HSC2) changed their 

att i tude::; most tOi'lard burBlary prevent ion. (ques t ion 37 "most 

burglar ies could be preventcd if homeo~mers took proper 

precaut ions .t' to safeguard ~heir homes."), injtially 

indicating the . the statCl1lent, but 

_..,indicating tho stronges b agreement on the re- intervie\'T. 
"', 

Finally, r'1elr~Elo Park resid0nt,:l \'rere more likely to believe 

-thn t burelar ies are comm it bed l1,¥ teenagers (qucst ion 38) 

than the Audvrbon Park res iden'~s on the protcf3t. At the 

1'e- inborv ie,'" hovrover, thio d Lf.'ferenQe· disappear ed as 

MelroDC Park residents moved slightly. more ~ow~rd the 

undecided response and Audubon Park residents moved toward 

agreement. 

COMMENT: In General it- C8n be s~id that residents 
in all 3 areas were largely undecided aD to 
whether professionals commit the majority of 
~urglaries and the t~no of day in which most 

L. _______ .~·;,._~~ ___ ______.:__.._ ______ ____'____'_____tL~1 __ ~ ____________________ ~ ....... " ______ 
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:J. Hos'b burGlar ieG arc comm it tod by proTes;; ionals ",ho lcno\·/ 

the tricks of breaking into homen. 

HSC1 

IISC2 

HSC3 

36. 

HSC1 

lISC2 

HSC3 

. 37. 

'~ 

'. 

HS01 

HSC2 

HOC3 

38. 

HOCi 

HS02 

HDC:; 

(scale value: 1= strongly agree 3== undecided 

5= strongly d i30,;3roe) 

Pretest Posttes·t 

3.48 3.63 

3·81 3·90 

3·22 3·45 . 
~. 

~Iost burglar ies are committed at nlgl-t't. 

2.78 3·04 

3·23 :5.10 

3.07 3.37 

Most re~iden'tial burglaries could be prevented if 

homeol'me.rs took proper precaut ions to safeguard 

their homes. 
:-

2.?2 2.26 
I 

2.50 1 .80 

2.18 2.04 

Moot residentinl burglaries are committed by teenagers. 

2.18 

2.12 

2.70 

2·34· 

2.20 

2.39 
.. I J 

burglm'ilw are COlJ1mJ~ted. Ho:~i(lcn~H,il1 nl'l HI'C!ar; 
are in ngrc.l(J,IlCn ~ ~hn.t PI'ClVUil L .lon io ponG .ihle and 
that bUr'clarica are prodo:nl1'lnLt;ly COlUl11i,t~cd by 
te(Hlaeers. To tho ex'Lf.)nli illdividll~ls lwlinvu 'that 
cr i:l1e ralies h:.l.ve chun8ed, they bcl icvc or ime rater; 
have incrouoed in the Ian Ii yenr. Porhap::-J the 
ruos Ii pos it ive a.spect of th is Beet ion is tha'~ 
residontG do believe in goneral thali lmrBlal' ion 
at' e Pi" c.'!Ventab to' tihroU6h precnqt ionary mOllsures. 
In general, hmv~h'cr, '~hn observed ClUl.llgr:):3 ul)pear 
to be rather non-systo, .. atic. There docs no t 
appear to be a clearly ident ifiable inr.:l'easc in 
cit izemo' genoral knovledgc about burglary as a 
result of llSCSF. 

D. Knm'll edBe of Cr imo PI' even t ion Techn iquen 

An add itional cornponen't of this sec t ion concerned 

residents I kno\vlcdge of cr illle prevent ion techni.CJ,ues. Three 

open-en{led quest ions asseosed "That stepa rC:J id onts \'[01'e 

a\'1are 'Of to;..secure outs id e doors, 81 id inc glass doors and 

"Tindo\'1o from burelary (quest ions 39, 40, 41). Each of these 

\-Tere quan'b if ~ed us ing tht; number of measu1' 03 cit izens '\'Iere 

ai'lare 0 ('. Tablo 9 prt:}3en'Cf.l the m.can resp,:>nse ra'lies for 

these measures. On tho question of securing doors, the 

control r,lelrpse Park group (11802) was in it inlly 10iller than 

the t\,IO other. groups. Th is d ifferenee d isappna.red :E'ollo\'ling .. 
~the stl' ike force, hOivever, ind jcat ing the med ia campaign may 
'. 
have been o1'f'ective. Furlihcr suppor'li for 'lihi8 finding is . 
the post-str;ike force compaX'i80n between 'the comb ined 

Melroete Park giloupa and the Audubon Park group ,·thich 

ind icatE:Hl 'I;ha:b 1 overall, the j·1elroso. Park groups Imm'[ of 

more precaubionary, mo~r.;lUr.!}u lio ~1ecuro doo:t'$ tltnn the Audubon 

Park res idents following the HSOS:~'. 

On' tho que 13 t ion of; saeur ins; 81 id ing glas3 doors (1140) a 

pa;lrlier~ of increase(l report Ine of aI)prOpr ial,{3 measurerJ \'ras 

ev iden'c itt. a:LI thrE!e group:;, from pre'~eCl t to posttes t 

... 1 (1 . .. ,~. ______ ~ _____ """""'___........o__ __________ ,_.......... _ _.l..L_..lL_._"______ ___ _____'''_____ ______ _.. __________________ __....._---'-
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L. _ ~ ______ ~ __ 

39· \-That steps can be takcn to make an outs ide door more 

secure from. burglary? 

HSC1 

HSC2 

HSC3 

Pretest 

1. 66 

1 .27 

1.41 

Posttest 

1.58 

1.60 

1.35 

40. What steps can be taken to make a sliding elass door 

HSC1 

HSC2 

HSC:; 

41. 

HSC1 

-'H8C1 

lISC:; 

Note: 

more sec~re from burglary? 

.88 

.89 

1.15 

1 .04 

1.20 

1.28 

\-lhat steps can be taken to make ,'lindo\'ls more se(;ure 
./ 

f'rom burglary? 

L,07 1.19 

.89 1.35 
:-

1. F4 1.28 
I 

All responses are mean number of acceptable 
• 

sUBgesliions made. 

1./ 

I 
I 
! , 
! 
J 
i 

, 
-~ J 
f; 
,I . 

/, 

n.l(;hoHglt, only .in J[BC2 \1an H uLa~.iu(;ic:!a't Iy t;.il3nU'lc:mL 

The mean numbrJr 01' meH,fHlror, cit h;f.'!I10 \'1,,)1'0 t.l',l:"'.l'() of did no t 

. Quontion 41 (securIng 1,o'indo ... ·lO) yiulc1cd a IJar.'c0rn in 

Melrose Park nearly identical to the previoU3 quo3liions with 

HSC2 siBnificantly increasina their numb~r of responses, a.nd 

HSC1 increas ing the ir numbor of re8poll;'308 (but nO'D to the 

point of statistical significance) • HSC) sho'\·md no 
s ign1f icant differences on this variable. 

COHMEHT.: It appears that the strike force effected 
changes in res idents I kno"11edge of. precaut ionr:t.ry 
measu~es. Surprisinsly, however, this effect was 
mos Ii appt'l.ren t in the HSC2 Gl'OUp ,·,11 Joh did not 
rece ive "secur ity surveys. Th is lllay have been, in 
part, due to the lower levels of responding in the 
HSC2 group on the pretest • It appears that, 
given 10vT initial knot'lleclge of theo3 precautionary 

, measures, the media ~omponel1t of lISe! can cffec Ii 
positive changes. 

E. Crime Preven'bion Neasures Undertaken by R.esidents. 

The :Cin~l maj or sEro of ques'o ions asked at ·the pre'test 

interv iew an<}· again at the pos b best "ras concerned with the 

-'Ie.inds of crime prevention measures that 1'e8i<10n'os actually 

practiced. Ipcluded in this section are items dealing with 
f 

aO'bual behaviors "rh icll c it izens may have und er taken, such as 

locking doors. Also includ€ld are QUCi3t iOl1o deal ing with, 

strUIJtut'aJ. character is Ii ios of 'oho.i1'· di'rell ina wh :i.ch may 
. 

affect i-ts susceptibility to burglary, such as dcadbolts on 

doors or the installation of a burglnr alarm systom. 

Questiono falling in the former cateeory wore items 46, 57, 

58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 65, 66 and 67. Items in the latter 
• 

category include 45, 91, 52, 5~, 54, 56 and 64. Of 
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TAB.Lg 10 

Yce;-if9. HC:~ne.l.!~~~~ 10 1" ItQ.!.l1E. 1l.9E.U!!& !!.!th 11Ch!ly'~Q.~'h 

Precautions and ~Hl'uctural Chnracterii:rbicfJ of R'J~idcHlCO. 
------- -'.- ----- -- --.-.. ----~---- -- -- .-_~ ___ ._ta.<. __ 

(All numb~l's reported arc perccntage o!.roDpondontu 

indicating that lovel) 

45. Do you do anything to identify or mark your valu!l.bles 

and personal property? 

HSC1 

HSC2 

nsc3 

46. 

HSC1 

HSC2 
",J 

H:SC3 

51. 

HSCl 

HSC2 

HSC:; 

Pretest - Posttest 

Pretest 

yes no 

27 "·73 

45 

31 

55 

69 

Preheat - Posttest 

Postteot 

yes 

27 

35 

37 

no 

73 

65 

63 

Do you keep a list of your personal prop'3rtios in a 

safe place? 
./ 

48 52 

60' 40 

55 :- 45 

53 

70 

58 

47 

30 

\\ 

I , 
Do you secure your sliding glasD doors with a key lock, 

ha.ve a rail, pin or 9crO\'1 in the 'brack, or ",edge th<:Jm 

to provent them from beins openea~ 

47 

40 60 

79 21 

61 

75 

50 

39 

23 

50 
, . 

! .. ! 

'oJ 

~~. Do YOUt' out-dele: dOOt':'; havH a tloLW (!()J'o'? 

all mocb 001110 none 

lWCI 53 

lISC2 58 

HSC3 64 

26 

21 

8 

21 

21 

all mos t no;n~1 none 

GO 

56 

30 

12 

10 

21 

53. Do you secure your window3 with a key lock or some 

type of rail or pin to prevent the!!l from being 

opened? 

11SC1 12 

HSC2 11 

HSC, 16 

6 

5:., 

1 1 

5 

4 

71 

79 

76 

11 

17 

8 

5 

23 11 

8 73 

o 78 

6 60 

54. Do you nave an alarm sY3tem ins'haIled in your home? 

HSC1 

HSC2 

H8C3 

Preteot - Posttest 

Pretest 
./ 

yes no 

12,' 88 

16 84 
," 

2: 98 . , 

• Pl't.~ bes'b - Post bes b 

Posttest 

yes no 

8 

5 

6 

92 

95 

94 

55. Are your jalousie "'indo .... /s covered \'1ith bars or an 

iron gat(:~? 
• 

l)rebcnb Pas bt·.w t 

all mosb some none all most SO~B none 

HSC1 6 

'7 

1 

o 
o 

11 

20 

o 

82 3 2 

;; 0 

9 86 
HSC2 7'5 17 78 

II~C3 14· nG 14 '"( .4 '15 

d d 
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56. Do you 

doors? 

J lIBel 62 

Hf3C2 79 

IIBC3 68 

'oJ ..... 

~, 

hnve a deadbolt lock on 

6 

0 

6 

. -. 

16 

1 G 

6 

16 60 

5 85 

20 69 

all your outside 

16 11 13 
r-
::> 5 5 

6 8 17 

.. 

t 
t 

I 
i 
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! 
r. 
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!, 
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I'" 
I 
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\ 

i 
..... 't 

,I 

f 

diffel'ol1(!cJrj boL\'fOCn rIaC1 flnc1 JWU? I:lineo t~') In:tjOl' dH'forencc 

~ocurity survcyn, Mhich arc primarily intended to educate 

Pretest verSUG poottest comparisono yieldod a number of 

statistically significant results. On item 51, \',hereas I')n 

the pretest the highest level of securing sliding glass 

doors 'iiaS reported by lISC), this group "laS the 10i'lost on the 

posttest. This was due to a co~bination of an increase in 

the reported incidents of properly sccuring these doors by 

HSC1 and HSC2. and tl dccre,'I.se 011 the par't of. H~8j. 
'", 

i'lh ile the reported number of homes \', i th all sol id core 

extcr ior doors did not change sUbstant i:.~l1.y, tho number of 

res idcnts ,'rho ha.d prey iously l'eportcd~ IInoll concorning such 

doors decreased and the number' reporting "8011e" solid core 

. doors incrsll.6cd (question 52). This pattern i'iastrue in all 

three group~·. QUestion 53 showed no change in either 

'"14,elrose Park group, but lISC3 residents did jnd icate a slj.ght 
.' 

change in 'bhe number of windo\'lfJ wi-th key lock~l , rails or : 
I 

pins. Althoue!1 nO'b s'bat i~rl; iC:;11J.y sisnificant, the same 

patbern (no cha.ngo in HS01 or 11802, bu'u a sl i811't chango j,n 

JISC,) '''l:I.~l o.1.so found in rca Id em'bs' .. l'l3por'bn of securing 

ja10uDie windows (question 55). 

On 'tho remainder of the j-tems (i:hoS0 contained in 

Tables 11 and 12) no signific~nt changes were noted aver 

time for HSC3 (the Audubon l~arlc group). In Melrose Park, 

hO\'10ver, a n'u!Tlber of change~) \icr€> found. For HSC2 thero \'/0S 

l. 

4 tL 
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TABJJ1~ 11 

~1ca~ Ro~p"'~E.~'2. .of I t2}no D~H1.1-i!!~ \'/ ~!:'b. l3';ll::" !~l:a!. Prec:au!!2p:1 

(1 = all'lays 2= usually 3= some'bimos 4= seldorn 5= never) 

57. Even "Then you are ou.t of tho house for only a fei'l 

H3C1 

HSC2 

USC3 

minutes, do you still lock your doors? 

Prete~b 

1.58 

1.63 

1.47 

Posttest 

1. 51 

1.95 

1. 51 

58. "Then you go on vacat ion, do you have del ivery of the 

HSC1 

HSC2 

HSC:; 

. 59. 

HSC1 

HSC2 

HSC:; 

60. 

118C1 

HSC2 

HSC3 

mail and;..ne\"spaper stopped, or do you have someone 

collect them for you? 

1 . 58 1 .36 

1.2'( 1.26 

1.18 1.17 

When th' family is gone for the evening, do you try to 

make th~' house look like someone is home by leaving 

something such as a light, TV, or radio on? 

1 .22 1 .26 . 
I 

1.10 1.35 

1.22 1.40 

Do you check to soe who is ab the dopr by asking (or 

looking) '~o uee i-rho it is before you open it? 

1.49 1.61 

1 .56 1 .85 

1.67 1.46 

I 
1\ 
1\ 

j~,! .. ~ .. 
I 

, ~) , 
, i 
. I . 

I 

f' 

l 
I 
I' 
j,! 

! 
1 
L 

r: 
!' 
i 

rl 
1 

t~ 
! ' .. 

\ ' 
I 
If 

J ~ n l ' 
1 

i I, 
I; , • 

61. 

HGC1 

H8C2 

nSC3 

62. 

HSC1 

HSC2 

HSC2 

HSC1 

HSC2 

USC:; 

65. 

· .... HSC1 
'. 
HSC2 

HSC3 

66. 

lISC1 

nSC2 

H(3C:; 

])0 you keop tho doorB to your houae locked wheLhor you 

are home or moray? 

1.66 1.,0 

2. 11 

1.88 

Do you keep 

home '01' not? 

3.08 

2.17 

1.52 

the 

2.00 

1 .80 

garage 

2.44 

1 .75 

1. 95 

doors locked whether you are 

Do you requosb an identification card from repairmen 
~. 

before you, will let them in the house? 

2.81 2.93 
, 

2·94, 2.85 

2.72 2.23 

"/hen go1ng on vaca'b ion, do you notify the police about 

your pla.ns? 
... 

4.48 4.50 
.-4 .. 75 4.78 
: 

3.'92 3.80 

Do you keep the shrubs around your w indOivs anel doors 
• 

cub so an intrurler can"b conceul himself? 

1 .78 1 .90 

1 .82 1 .79 

1 .54 1 .7') 
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(1 = alvlays 2= u.Gually 3:;: somct imes 4=s01dom 5= never) 

64. Do you use an automat ic timer that cuts lights of.f 

and on at diff~rent times when you are on vacation? 

Pretest Pre-Post .Group 

at Post 

HBC1 3·35 3·38 
HSC2 2.94- 3.16 

HSC3 3.54 3.32 
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, , (. , I ) n 19l1 1'1 J.e'tn ; cl ocroanc j n 

t f. I.t I. ' t 1""0 l.',I. ,"1)1)("),·,"1' that rcoidonts' repor 0 o. n:lI cmp't,lng a rna .. , 1I.. -'~ 

someone is home (q~0stlon 59). 

liSC1 showed ~our otatistically significant changes 

bet,'reen pretest and post test. A decrea~:le VTaS found in 

res idents I reports of checking to see "rho vTas at the door 

prior to opening it (quest ion 68). Three increases vTere 

found: A greater tendency to keep doors locked at all times 

(quest ion 61); a greater tendency to lock garage doors 

(question 62); and a greater tendency to leave lights on at 

night (question 67). 

Since a: Q,ertain number of the c it izens in the str ike 

force target area (HSC1) did not actually receive the home 

secur i ty surv:eys, it also "Tas dee:na1 appropr iate to analyze 

residents within HSC1, div id ing resuondents ... accord ing to 

",hether they' had or had not received the survey. \'1 i th on€! 

except ion, tv.-e :pattern of results i'ras essent iaJ.ly ident ical 

1 f HqC',1 to the overa~ means or ~ already reported in Tables 

10-12. The one exception was item 66. In this case those 
• .J 

'. 
\v-ho had rece~ived the secur i ty surveys reported that they 

~'7ere also mo~e 1 ikely to keep the i1' shrubo cut back than 

those who did not recoive the surv~ys. 

Given tho l' elat; ively sh6r t per iOel of time bet'.v-een the 

stl' ike force act iv i.t ies and the 80CUl1d round of interv iO\'IO, 

and the fact that many reoidEmts intervic'Ired \I/ero retired 

1 t " 1 :f'xed 4ncom~s, tho ito~e in this al;ld 1 iv ing on re a J.ve. y J. .L. '" 

s.ec·t ion vrare reBroupecl into thana changes vTh ich required 

d th.o 8e ~hich did not. Responses expenditurea of money an -

~ 
1

1

\ 
! 

I 

r~'! 

\d 
l 
1: 

\ l 

(' 
i. 

II 
I : 

1 
R ~J 

~ .... 

!l 
'! Jt ... 
r~' ,I 

indicated th~~ no group had an a 

stutisLically siBnificant number of prevention praotices 

\'Thich required monetary expcnditureG. For IISC2 and HSC3 

this "ms also 'Lrue of practices \,1hioh could be effected 

without spending mohey. However, HSC1 reoidonts increased 

significantly the use of the no-coot practices. They 

indicated that follo'Vring the str ike force -bhey vTere more 

likely to lock doors and garage doors and to leave outside 

1 igh'GS on at night. 

Cor.li'lENT: It appears that the intens ive HSCSlil vias 
effect ive in gett ing res id ants to adopt nevl 
behav ioral pract ices \'Th ich decrease the 
probabil;j:ty of burglary. The kinds of changes 
adopted. \·rere behav iors that 'lTere simple and 
inexpensive. 
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• 
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VIr. Crimo Sbabinliion 

One final moans of ar.HjOOS ins thf) 1I3C~n\ I ~l ovorall 

e:f:foc tivel1cos io throu8h exarninfl.t ion of nc'hun"!.. cr imc data 

deal ing ",i th ros iden"t i0.1 burglar iee. Data froln AUBu::rli and 

September 1982 \'TOrO of pr imary interest. \'lh ilo tho HGCSE' 

was operating in June and July, much of the activity 

conneoted ,., i th the program took place during tho latter part 

of July. Thus, the first occasion for the impact of HSCS.!!' 

to sho\,1 up 1-lould be in the August/September nrime 

stat ist ics. Tablo 13 shO\'T3 the number of burglar ies in each 

of the targeted areas in Bro'\'Tard, Palm Beach and Dade 

Counties as "Tell as the control areas. In addition, percent 

change from 'tne prev lous t"TO month per iods and from the sa:nc 

two month' period one year earlier (1981) are given in the 

table .1 

Examine Table 13 to note the impact of BSCSli1 in tho ti'lO 

areas of' M,lrose Park. There \'las a decrease of 55;~ 'in 

residential burglaries in HSC1 whereas HSC2 experienced a 

10% increase'compared to the burglary rates from the 

---.----- -----,,--... _.- _ ... --------- ----------- -_._-'_"'--_"""- -"."'---. A 

1 It should be noted th.~'t s inco often the numbers of 
burglar i08 ropor L(~d is 10\" (oxepb in t:lO' Dude-r·Tiarn i nl'oao), 
even a small change in actual nutnb:Jrcl is associo.tecl ,'ri'th 
ralat ivelylaree percentage changos. Thus, an ex trllt1l'lOnS 
factor such as o08aonal cr~ne fluctu~tione or the preucnco 
01 a bur glary II r in6" in a commun ity ::1r.l.Y affect -the val id i by 
of theoe results. 
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# Re or ted 
. April/Hay 

June/July 
Aug/Sept 

% Chan e 
Previous 2 

months 
April/Hay 
June/July 
Aug/Sept 

Previous 
Year 

(same months) 
April/May 
June./July 
Aug/Sept 

.. 

;.. 

I, 
/ ResidentiaI Bur~lary Crime Statistics in HSCSF Areas 

MELROSE PARK AUDUBON 
SCI HSC2 
12 ".lO " .- ~ 

12 10 11 

8 11 10 

+ 9% - 0% - 83% .; 0 

0'" /G 0% +550% 

-33% +10% 9% .. 

-31% - 82% 

- 8% - 45% 
-37% 9% 

(J 

PARK 

A 

~-JEST PALM BEACH 
Sheriff 

- ,1' 

10 

Citv 
3 
3 
9 

- 57% 
0% 

+300% 

+ 30% 
+309% 
;- 28% 

METRO DADE 

95 
54 

- 43% 

+ 8% 
-42% 

~1!A~~I 

Zone 65 Zone 72 
45 
52 
29 

+61~~ 

+16/~ 

-44/~ 

+ 6% 
-56,; 

42 
58 
"0 L. .. 

··14 ~; 
+38~~ 

-50~~ 

6" .. , 
- :J,') 

'!; 

f h 
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to tho Wl'llC InOH bh: I fo l'bhe) 

for 19a1 d itl no Ii porm it an nnalyc 11; 0 r 
burglnr i~s by sec tions of Illell'OflC park). 

. fllight cleorense in l'esiucmtial bUl'Bl~,ri(w, - 9~ . 
. 

results argue that the HSCSF was effective in reducing 

residential burglaries. 

This conclusion is reinforced ,-,hen one exa'nines the 

results in the other targeted areas. Three of four areas 

'show'cd decreaseD in cr ime. The t'tl0 zones of the city of 

I.1iam i that const i tuted the target area ShO':10d decreases of 

44~ and 50~ compared to the previous two months und 

decreases of ~6~ and 6~~ compared to the previous year. The 

target area in north Dade County reported a 43% decrease 
. 

from the prev iouo -1;"0 m011ths and a 42,j decrease from the 

previous year. The one area to show an increase wao the' 

\'1e91; Palm Beach t:uget area \'there there '\liaS a 300% increar..;0 
./ 

i'rorn the prev ious t\'l0 months and a 28;~ increase from the 
. 

prev loue yoa1'. 

COrHiE:IT::- 'of i th only one excep)~ ion, reported 
burglary; ratiO.:! W3rc do,.,n in targeted areas for the 
ti'10 mortthf3 i'ollo\'ling the s tr :i.ko force. Thin held 
true both whon tho August/September statistics 
'\Irare compared to the pr lor ti'TD months and also 
!/Thcm compared to August/SeptemlH31' 1981. The sizF.) 
of th<? dcCrOttDe ranged from 3:;;~ to 63? ThOBe 
effects appear to be the direct result of the 
H3CBli'. 

" 

ft\ ~ 
f 
i 
i 

, 

l I 

I 

Crime statistics for commercial armed robbery in the targeted 

"cas were analyzed for the possible impact of the strike force 

lctivity. These statistics are presented in the accompanying table. 

he selection of a base rate for armed robbery, against which to measure 

he impact of the strike force is problematic. One possible comparison 

s to examine the amount of crime after the strike force activity 

Aug/Sept 1982) compared to crime rates before the HSCSF! (April/~1ay 

982). Such a comparison reveals a major decrease of 60% in MiamiJ 

·one 65) a decrease of 100% in the Metro-Dade area, no change in Broward 

11' Miami, Zone 72, and a 200% increase in Palm Beach. In a second 
. 

'omparison, to contTol for seasonal effects, one could compare 'Aug/Sept 

·f 1982 to the same months of the previous year. Such a compar~son 

'oveals decreases ranging from 33% to 100% in four of the five targeted 

. reas. One area (Broward) showed an increase. A third compar ison m igh t 

;ompare armed robbery rates while the strike force was operative 

.June/July, 1982-~eeping in mind the fact that much of the activity 

'ccurred during the last two weeks of the strike force) to rat~s after .. 
It wa~.concluded. The comparison reveals that two areas showed decreases 

:11 armed robberies:(Metro-Dade and Miami, Zone 72), two areas showed 

:ncreases (Miami, Zone 65 and Broward) and 6ne area showed no change 

Palm Beach). Considering the results in their entirety, they present a 

'ather mixed picture. No clear trends toward decreases in commercial 

~rmed robbery rates emerge, with the possible ~xception of Aug/Sept 1982 

'ompared to Aug/Sept 1981. Thus this component of the HSCSF! appears to 

'e less successful than thi\j',P,'d~t(~~iC~h~~ld'~~~ID~". on residential burglary. 
~ I- '''',I' • ~~,.. ~ t~·'\dl 

I. ',\ J . ~, 4,.1t.". 1 

l
:I~'~ ~ . 
• ~\ t '.._ ., " 
..t\ ... \. \. t:: [3 ~ ~ i:~G5 
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(" .. 
Commercial! Armed Robber~ Statistics in HSCSF! Areas 

I, Miami 
l 

# Reported Broward Palm Beach . Metro Dade Zone 65 Zone 72 ~ 

'.J 

Apr il/~lay 4 0 15 4 

June/July 2 14 3 6 

Aug/Sept .. \- -,- t( • 2 .' . 0 6 4 J 

% Cha.nge 

Previous 2 
'. 

Months :;1. 
+400% 

. f 
+900% +750% - 33% Apr il r~ay -2007~ . 1, 

~~ 

June/July - 75% +200% " - 44% - 80% 50% 

Aug/Sept +300% 0% -500% +100% - 33% 
.. 

Previous yearl 

(same months) I 

April/July +300% -100% - 40% 17% - 76% 

June/July - 67% - 33% 50% 86% 60% 

\ Aug/Sept +300% 33% -100% 68% 80% 

______________ ~ __________________________________________________________ ~~ __________________ ~~. ____ ~ _____ .~~ ______ ~ ______ ~4_4~ ____________________ ~_~ __ ~ ______ ~·~.~ __ _ 
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In [uldibion Lo l'u-n.dm:inifJtOl'i.n:?, -~ho prcL(lf:t intCl'vjQ\'f, 

during tho post-strike force interview a BeL of thirteen 

supplelUenl,al. quest.ioml asked. 

spec if ieallyaosessed rOG idents' kn~nrl.3dBe of nnc1 a-tt i tudes 

to\lTards: home secul"iiiY surveyn; crime prevention behaviors 

\I1hich may have beon unclertalwn in the previou~; t\'lO months 

(i.e. durinB the "sbrike force"); and \,fhether citizens i'Tere 

a\·rare of the atr ike force. Since only the experimental 

Nelrose Park group (lISe 1 ) aciju'ully rece ivod the full str ike 

force activity, only tho datu. from this group \11 ill be 

reported here~ Further, the data presented here are based .... 
only on the respondents i'rho ind icated to the interviei'Tcrs 

that thoy had received a socuri"c:r survey. In actuality a 

much larger num1)er of ;·;e1rose P~rk 1'03 idr:mt;-) rece ivod at 

least part of the security surv0f (90~ of the residents in 

the souther~ half of M0lro~~ Park). App~:l.l:en tly, many 

-oJ 

residents did not interpreb the external security surveys 

(undertaken in the event they \'T~r-d unavaila.ble u:b the time 

~.n HSe! vlOrlr.or came to the ir home) as a tru~ SOC1.1.1' i ty 

su.rvey. . , 

Table 14 summarizes the resp~nses to thODe questions. 

Of those v;ho rece ived a survey, 92· .. ~ i'S2t it "Tan complete or 

extremely complete, "'h i1e only 8ij inrl ic~t'od i-\j \'H3,S Ions than 

adequate. F ifty-tvTo percen't of tho~:le i'Tho reported hav:tug 

reco ived a secur ity survey a1.$o ind icated th0y had taken at 

least one suggest ion mac1.e in the Sltrvey. By far the most 

often reporbed.suegosb1on~ wore Lhoue ,of lelwing liBhts on 

I 
i 
l, 

II 

.J 
J 

11 

1.·,' r 
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1. 
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I 

1. 

2. 

::$. 

4. 

TABJ~J!! 14 

Have you requeuted and rec~l'ved ahomA ... - tH~cur i by survey 

by your local 10.\,1 enforcement agency in the last ti'lO 

months? 

1. no (skip to quos-t ion 5) 72% 

2. yes (do 2, 3, 4; then skip 5) 9% 

3. requested but not yet received (skip to 6) 1% 

4. not specifically requested but received vThen offcred 

at my door (do 2, 3, 4; skip 5) 18p 

. ... 
HOi." comple'te "rao tho survey? 

1. extremely e01np1ete 34% 

2. eomple~e 58~ 

3. incomplete 5% 

4. extre~ely incomplete 3% 
v> 

Have you s. tarted :Collo\'Tl'nt:! f t' u any 0' 'tW Buggee b ions made 
" during the survey? 

1. yes: 1f so vh1ch 01160? 5276 

2. no 

71 % had taken 1 

197$ had taken 2 

10% had taken 3 

Now more specifically, havo you mudo any of the 

:[;'ollo':TinB e11an608 (aok all 5) 

1. il1stal1ed/chal1Bod door locks 

2. inotalled/ chnn,ged windoi'l' lockG 

.. 

Yes No 

30 

1 4 
70 

86 
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3. cut 'bac1{ !:hrubn .from n.rotll1c1 1.11" hou::(: 

4. locked doorah"inumw \'1110/1 at'lay from 

home 

5. left 1 iglrts on \'Thon not at homc 

29 

39 

36 

'(1 

61 

64 

5. '!t/hy have you not roqu0s ted a home survey? 

6. 

7. 

'J 

'. 

8. 

Modal answ'or = Don 1 t kno\,f 

Do you feel that there has been an increased emphasis 

in the last t,.,o months on reduc ing res ident ial 

burglar ies? 70 30 

Specifically, do you think there have been increases 

in any of, the follo~'ling areas? -
a. more telav is ion ads or programs 

b. more nevTspaper ads or art ic1es 

78 

64 

c. more radio ads or proBramo 48 

d. increased mail to your home on the 

subjec·t; 62 
,/ 

e. increased pol ice patrols in your 

neighborhood 33 

f. more e~lphasis on home secur i"l:iy surveys 

65 

Ha.ve you attended any neiehborhoou raeetings 

residential crime in the last t,·TO months? 
.. 

9 

22 

36 

52 

38 

67 

35 

about 

91 

Sa. If yes, "ffW this tile firs'li you ever attended? 

54 46 

8b. If no, \-Te.re there any meo'bingo available \·rhich you 

chose not to attend? 

68 32 

) 

G. 

OJ 

I 

9. Have you hOU1'a l'ucon VLy abou t a program culled 

"Citi~,iCn'8 Slirilcc ForcG"? 

2? 78 
10. If yes, ~lat is 

thc purpose ofbho "s br ncc :Corco"? 
90r::~ ,~ accurato 

10% inaccurate 

11. "'/here did you hear about the "strike force"? 

50% maSG media or security surveyors 

12. HOi., effect ive do you think the "str ike force" vTill 

be in redUCing the reSidential burglary rate in 

your neighborho~d? 

1- very effective 4. not too effect ive , -2. pre'tty ~effective 5. not at all effective , 

3. somen'That effective MEAN'= 2·56 

13. How ef.t'ective do you think the "s'trike force" "T.Lll be 

in educating Citizens in your com~unity about t,vays to 

prevent residential btt] ? rg .. ary. 
,/ 

1. very effective 

2. prett~'effective 

, 3. somewhat effective 
;-

4. not too effective 

5. not at all effective 

MEAN=, 2.43 

• 
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vThem :lWlY from home: <111<1 "OG1~ irl[~ Cl001'f: all,l \'1 incl()'.1fl vrhlm 'I.\-lay. 

~hcse SU[~GOf)l;ions, it may 1)0 nwnllnd, i'i;)I'O aluo ropori,nd to 

have incroaocd in ~hn pro-pont jnl.~n'vjn\·r. Once fl~~~l.'i.nJ 

sugcoGtlons v1hieh r!,lCluired financial outluJr s had, as of yet, 

not been adopted l)y In:lnj' peoplo. 

Question five was asked of those who had reported not 

request ing a secur it:y survey. No rea0011 for not requeot ing 

a security survey was consistently reported. By far the 

most frequent re$ponse vTaS "don 't knO\·r". 

All interviewees were asked whether they felt there had 

been any increased emphas is on reduc ing burglar ies (qtHJS Ii ion 

6) recently.:". Seventy percent ind icabccl a bel ief that there 

had, vlhile thirty percent felt no change had occurred. 

Quest ion 7 ,'ras des igned to determ inc "That changes had been 

noted by residents. As can be seen, increaacs in the mass 

med ia vrere noted by a large number of res idents, as v1er(~ 

:. increases :t'n mailing and secur ity surveys, while 

comparat ively. fe"1 res idents felt pol ice patrols had been 
" 

---increased. .... Only 9% pf the attended res idents had 

no ighborhood ~ meet iugs, although generally people vTore aware 

that such meetings had occurred (Bb). 

Questions 9 through 1j were intended to assess the 
.. 

strike force itself. Ttventy-two percent of the targeted 

residentR had actually heard the name and of these, 90% 

correctly identified its purpose. No single source 

predominated in terms of where the 'strike force had been 

heard of, although 50~~ of the 'I' es identa ind iea-Led the ir 

knovTlcclge came from e a.-lihe r -the secur ity 'sur veyors who came 
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t..0 thOJ1' hornot) 01' vnr Jour; m:trw mod -in. f1nuro(:n. 

l!'inal1y, in tcrmr: of itr~ e.r('ectjvr~tHl:W, reoiden'l:n 

ind ica-lied that thu str iko force \'laS generally effect ive in 

l)oth reclucing rer;i(letltial burBlary ratos und in e(lu~at.ing 

citizem~ in prevention techniques (means of 2.56 and 2.43, 

respect ivcly) . 

.J '. 

COftlNENT: Of those vlho \'lsre ai'rare of the progra-::l or 
.... lho had received surveys, the impRct of HSCSF can 
be seen. Residents appear to be taking the advice 
of the security surveyors and generally appoar 
pleased .... lith the effort. In adCl.ition, most 
res iden-bs vlere al-Tal'e of the recent incre~sed. 
emphasis on burgiary prevention in their 
neighborhoods. 

..... 
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In suwnary, it appearn thaI, 'Lhe "Help S'Lop Criuw! 

str ike J!'o l'CO" act iv Ity \'u::tG effect ivo in (lOml! nrena and not 

did noL result in incrcnD0~ concorn for surety on the 

reD idents I part. The str~:~o force also d'id not leo.d to 

greater recognition of specific lISC! proer3o:11:3, though 

interv iei'lCes \'lere a"Tare of Greater e:nphas is on crime 

prevention in their neighborhoods as a result of IISCS})'. 

]'inally, it is the case th~.Lt tho strike force did not 

produc ~ clear incr eases in re:.ddents' knm'11edCt:lflb il ity about 

who commits bure;laries, when they are commitLed, and how 

-they are commi~ted. 

Let us pow review the major chan6eA that did result 

from HGCSF . First, med 1a exp.:>sure • alone a:pIW~tr~ to have 

sorne effects. Changes in kno\'rl::dge about cr irn("~ and steps 

\,111 ich can 00 taken to PI' event cr jtnes ','rere notod; although 

these changcs. appear somevlh::.l.t unr.ys temat iC, \'Thoro ohanges do 

.9ccur , they are in the dusired direction. In particular, 
'. 

residents i'rho~arc relatively uninformed about pr0cautionul'Y 
. 

measures benefit tho most. 

Second, secur i'ty surveys hlwe an irn!l1oc1 iatf) ef.fect on 
.. 

behaviors \-lhich requtro minjfTl.'3.1 effort to offewt. 13I3h'lViorl:.l 

"'Tldch require either a signiflc:1.nt time invc3tmen'c to 

accOlaplirJh ol'chouo 'l'rhich requiro finnncial cxpi)ndituroa <.10 

no't appotJ.r to be affocto(l 1tntned iately. 

:E'innl1y, burglary ratorJ in n.rc~J.S ,.,h1ch roooivo(l the 

.I'u 11 WWUl" Ll'utl 1,1I11!nl. (\'/ i II}t OIl" x I') t 1 .... (! .n':pI.IOIl al'o HI (J':I hoLh !.ho 

pruv jOtW \;\olO mOil Llw ana bho nTno prlr iod :in 19~q. '.eh jn 

inu il!aL~HlLha.L tho H t r iko fo1'cO d 1 LJ . 1'0' UC~( , 10 ulCid.'''lnf!c of 

rctJ 1d on L ial burglar iou in tho tareeted arOtt:J. 
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APPEWHX A 

Hello, my name is: 
-----~--- .. --.------------- I ",ork 

for a research team at tllE: Unl'v 't f PI ',' ers 1 yO' or 10.a. vIe have 

been hired bY,tho state Attorney General's Office to conduct .. , 
a survey in sev~ral Florida. cities that aSKS questiono about 

your feelings about residential crime. The survey also is 

desl'!!.ned to i'l'nd OU,I, hoy h h d 
..... II ," muc you avc' one to protect 

yourself and your home from burglary_ This information is 

VD1'Y importa~t my quest ions will take only a short t irne; and 

you represent (by v irtue of randoi1 select ion) many of your 

neighbors and"·other ]'lorida ci'tizelW by participating. Let 
,.J 

mb begin by asking ..•.•• 
~ 

, , 
I 

Ai 

I 
f 

I 
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t 
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r 
I 
I 
f 

I 
I 

<f'! 
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,e 

(1) Whnt io thc rcspondAn~ls Rex? 

1. rV{nl~ 

2. Female 

(2) P1cafJe toll me to f.'r~Op \'lhen I read your aGo eategory. 

(3 ) 

1. 18 to 29 4. 50 to 59 

2. 30 to 39 5. 60 to 64 

3. 40 to 49 6. 65 and over 

Do you consider yourself White, Black, Hispanic, 

01' ien tal or a member of some other e'thn ic group? 

1. \,lh i te 4. Oriental 

2. Black 5. Other (Specify) 

3. Hispar-lic .. , 
Please tell me to stop "'hen I read. the range d escr ib ing 

your family's total annual income. 

1. under $10,000 

2. $10,000 to $20,000 

3. $20,900 to $30,000 

4 $ '·0 0<"\0 t o1')r~o, 000 • :;, • \.; '0 tI,., 

5. over $50,000 

'vhat is your mar ital s ba.'tus? . .. 
1. SinB1e 

2. ~1:l.rr ied 

3. Soparkted 

4. Divorced 

(6) What is your current level of cduc~t~on? 

1. 8th grade or leos 

2. Some high school 5. Colleg~ graduate 

3. High school graduatD 6. Gradu~tc or profcooional 

degree 

(7 ) How lon's have you 1 ivod in 1"101' ic1o.? 

4 ph J 
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(1 ~) HOi'l !1.1)ou Ii dUL'inc, Lhu dny? 

1 • Very safe 4. No l; too Buf,.) 

2. PratLy E:~:lfe 5. Not at nIl f,l,'"tfe 

';' J. SOlO cmh1l. L anfe 

(1 G) lIovT safe ,.,ould you feel alone a.t homo during the day? 

1. Very sa£,e 4. Hot too safe 

2. Pro'tty snfe 5. }fot at all safe 

3. Some\'That safe 

(17) HO'lI about at night? 

1. Very safH 4. Not too safe 

2. Pretty s':tfe 5. No'c a-t; all safe 

3. Somei'rhat safe -
(18) Have you he~rd of a program called "HELP STOP CRUm! "? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

If flyes" on 1118, ask ques'cions 19-24, if no skip to Ih'5 
(19) vThere did you hear about IllI:!}Ill' STOP CRI1'IE!"? -----.r 
(20) vThat point i'ras the "HELP 81'01' CHIi-iE! " messc:t[~e trying to 

get ... 
co you? \'That did it soy? across 

----------
(21) Have you. .. passed any "HELP STOP CHUiE!" nlateri~,ls along 

to any 01 your friends or neighbors? 

1. Yes 

2. No 
• 

3· Haven't oeen materials 

! t d 
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~,. r , 
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(22) Ho\', "Iould you. nnnOClrJ 'Lho ovnrall,eff r)utivol1(::;:; of the 

"UB.LP rnop CHIME!" proer:llll in cducnlii.llg litH) <.:iI,j,YJolw 

of Florida 'ilio~t burglary prevention? . 
1. V~ry effective 

2. Pretliy effective 

,. Somcmhat cffce t ive 

4. NoL too oCfective 

5. Nob at all cfi'ec:l:iivo 

(23) How would you assess the overall effectiveness of the 

.J 

"HELP StP.OP CRIME! II progral1l in reduc in6 Florida's 

burglary rate? 

1. Very effect ive 4. Not too effective 

2. Pre'tty effect ive 5. Not at all effocciv0 

3. SomEn-Tbat effect ive 
' .. , 

(24) The state of J!'lor ida Sl')l.:md3 about $130,000 per year 

fund ing "HELP STOP CHIf:IE! ". Do you th ink the s'cate 

funcli.ng of II IIEIJP STOP CRITH!:!" should 

1. be increased, 

2. kept the same, or 
.r 

3. be decreased for the nex·t :r iecal yen,,!''? 

(25) HOi" \,Tou]~d you say tho res ident ial burglary r.nte in 
.... 

your neighborhood cO:llpf.tros i-lith the stuIJe average. 

1. r·iuch pieher 4. A little lower 

2. A little higher 5. i·luch lO\H~r 

3. Abou·t the same 

(26) WOUld you say the incidence of residontL~l burglary 

in your nciehborhood increased, decrca~10d" or s'l:iayed 

tho same in the pas'l; yeal"? 

1. Increased 

2. Docrcaoc(l 

,. OUay'od 'the same 

d 

.. 
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(?'{) lIenl oft;oll do you \,/OI'!',Y' Lh~l\. yenll' l'n~1 illl!III:P \'l iLl lin 

bu egl n.r i!-:'irJu wh on you're no L bh(H' n'? 

1. 1)'roqncnL 1y ~. Harcly 

4. NovoI' 

{28) Have you or your family ovor been tho vict:i.ma 0:(' 

burglary or breaking and enter ing a~1i your current 

place of reoidence? 

1. Yes (If yes, ho\" many times? Ho,.; many times in the 

last 2 months? 

2. No 

(29) To your kl1Q\olledge has anyone you knO\'T ever been a 

victim of burglary or breaking and entering? 

1. Yes (if yes, ho,,, many such inc iden·ts do you kno'l'; 

of? Hov' many in the last 2 months?) 

2. No 

(30) Are you aware of .any programs ·that deal "lith 

preventing reSidential burglary? 

1. Yes (if yes, please list them) 

2. No 

· .. {?1) Have you heard of a program called "NEIGHBORHOOD 

vTATCH"? . , 

1. Yes, my neighborhood participatos in it. 

2. Ycs, but my neighborhood doesn't particip~to in it. 

:;. No, I havem' t heard of i·b. .. 

(32) Have you heard of a program called IIbPfoJHAT101T 

IDENTIFICATJ:Ot~1I ? 

1. Yes, I pa.rtictpab~ in it. 

2. Yos, but I don't participatc in i-to 

3. No, I haven't hoard of it. 

'1 
I 
I 
'3 
, , 
j 
~l 

I~ 
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( ';; ';;) J) I '\ ' "'., () you l'OWl. .• noo lll{~ ell' 

rorJ trlon Ii i a1 hUl'l!,ln.ry 1n Llw follo1,'fing plac0o. ('For 

each YOG, c1c~crm:in() H' Lhn Olc::;rJH{~n \'I~l:l fl'Oflt "lIJ~JJP 

IIAV1'} YOU :JJ~I~N? lIiUJP fn'Ol' CIUJ·1 ~~ !Ni.~ [i'gu:e LVJmB~m 
~--.- --- --- - .. - .. ---- --- _ .. _"- -.._. -- -~-- .... -.--... "---

Booklet Yes }To 

Poster 

Security Survey 

Neighborhood "latch Deoals 

Operation Identification 

Telephone Stickers 

Billboards 
. 

Bus Placards .. 

Nei'lspaper 

Radio Ads 

TeleVision Ads 

Yes lio 1 2 3 4 5 

ho,,, much .Y-2E: a~r~\"i'bh th~so ~tat~~~~~~_ 

(34) I feel safer in my ne ighborhooc1 than I d i<1 a year or 

1. Stron~ly Agree 4. Disagree 

2. Agree 5. Strongly Disagree 

3. Undeoided 
a 

(35) Eor:rh burglt·l.l'ies aro committotl by prot'03sion1.l1o who knO~l 

tho 'lir icb:'1 of breaking into homes. 

1. Strongly Agree 4. Disagree 

2. Agree 5. Strongly Disagroe 

3. Undac ldncl 



1. Strongly Aeree 

2. Agree 5. stronGly DiB~3reo 

e ). Undecided 

(3'7) Jilos t burglar ies could be prevented if ho:neo'.'m.ers 

took proper precautions to safeguard th~ir homes. 

1. Strongly Agree 4. Disagree 

2. Agree 5. Strongly Disagree 

3. Undecided 

(38) HO:3t res idential burglar ies are commit bed by teenagers. 

1. Strongly Agree 4. Disagree 

2. Agree 5. Strongly Disagree 

3. Undecidod 

!rOi'!!- ~ fe,-, qUest ions about home seeur ~.~~ 
. 

(39) Uhat steps can be taken to make an outr:3 ide door more 

secure from burglary? (probe for specific details). 

(40) \'lhat steps can be ta}:en to make a sl id ing glass door 
./ 

more secure from burglary? (Again, specific details 

are need:"ed here). 
J 

(Z!.1) What stel?s can a. homeoimer take to make vrind.o\·T8 more 

secure f~om burglary? (Details again) , 

(42) Have you heard of a security survey \'There a la\,T onforce-

mon't officer or c iv il ian volunteer comes to your home 

and gives you t ips on hOi" to make yo~r home more secure 

from burglary? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

, 

• 

! 
tft 

(43) If y<,tJ, (1 J <1 .yon l'(Hl IW U ~ an ('lff'icr)I' () I'· V 01nll t, l,)f) I' ~() cono 

to your home ~o m'lkc n Gcwur :ity flurv·.lY'? 

1- Yon 

2. No 

(44) ,[n toh(3 p:),~rl.J yenr, havo you b:'l(!:1 to any !nee ~ ill~~~; that 

doal'b "lith 'tho prevention of re.::idontial b1.l.rGln:ry? 

1. Yes (If yes, in the last 2 :'lOnths? Yes __ no __ ) 
2. No 

(45) Do you do anything to iden'ti:fy or mark your valuables, 

and personal property? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

(46) Do you k&'0.p a. list of your personal properties in 

a safe place? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

(47) I'Thioh methorl of burglary prevention do you thin~~ \-Tould 

be most .leffecbive in your neighborhood? 

1) Form~I1g a ne ighborhood or i~c pr event ion c;roul) 

",here ne ighbors \'Tatch each other IS honw;') , or 

2) ,the P?l ico patroll in6 the nl3ighborhood on a regular 
f 

basis? 

1. Ne ighbol'hood group 

2. Police Patrol 

,. Tho two would be equally effective 

______ ~ ____ ~~ __ ~ _____ _'__"_'__ _ _.U.I _ __L_ ____ ___"'_ ____ ___'___ _____ ~_~ ... , 
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(~.u) It YOll oml tlC>ltWOtlU Lry.ttlG Lo bt'!l'lk .in l.() :.t lwJghuo!O'~; 

home wha~ would you bo mont likuly La do? 

1. Nothine 

2. CoJ.1 Pol ico 

3. Personally ·try to stop the cr ime 

4. Bo~h call police Rnd personally try to stop 

the crime 

5. Other. (spocify) 

(50) Have you ever reported a cr ime or snsp lc ious act iv ity 

to the pol ice? 

1. les 

, 

If y~& , how "TOuld you rate the ir handl ing of th is call 

or report? 

1. Excellent 

2. Good 

3. Fair 
,/ 

4. Poor 

. 
. HO\,T often bave you reported such act iv i'by: in the la.st 2 

roan ths? ,~ 

(51) Do you secure your sliding glass doors with a key lock, 

have u rail, pin, or screw in the track, or wedge them 

to prevent them from being oponcd~ 

1. Yos 

2. No 

(52) Do your outside doors have a solid cora? 

1. Yes 

2. Ho 

!' 
; 

I 
I 
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I 
} 
l. 
I 
~, 

n 
\ 

I 
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I .I :I: 

i 
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,~ 
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I 
1 
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I 
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(~) j)Q you nr)OUfO yOlll' \., illJO\·,.1 wll,h tI. kt'Y '/.O(:l: or' nomel ~Y'po 

of rail or pin to J)['IJVon L Lh(~;'l IorIO b·:dng 0L)Ono<1? 

1. All of thClin ). S()~no o:f LllCll1 

2. r·1ost of them 4. Hone of. them 

(54) Do you hav0 an alart!} Sjr~~ ~em in;-·:bJ..1J.od in your home? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

(55) Are your, .jalousie i'Tindo\'lS covered with bo.rs or an iron 

grate? 

1. All of -them 3. Soma of them 

2. 110st of them 4. None of them 

(56) Do you havo a deadbol ~ lock on nll your outs ide door~;? . 
1. All of 'bhem . 3. Smn0 of them 

2. Host of them 4 . .None of them 

(57) Even wh~n you are out of tho houae for only n f.ew 
. 

minutes, do you still lock your doors? 

1. Al "rays 
,/ 

2. Usually 

3~ Sometimes 

4. S01do:n 

5. Nevor 

~'58) When you go on vacal; ion, do you have d eJ. ivory of tho :-

mail ana; ne\'lSpupcr stopped, or do you have SO.11e0119 

collect them for you? 

4. Sclilorn 

2. Usually 

3. Sornetimoo 

4 L 
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C (~9) W} 11:: Il tho IrVll .ily i~J ~one for tho OHm ing, do you try and on ne c11rCel'f!nl. LJ'CllC r.). ",11nn Y()ll I' ? ' - • ,. _ nl'O on V:W!L I Lon. 

t.o mako tho hOU80 look like twmeonc i e• ,) ho'no by 1- AlvmYf; 4. ;301d 011 

leav iug somothing such n!:~ a light, TV or rac1 io on? 2. Usunlly 5. NovoI' 
(' 1- Al'vays , 4. Seldom 

,,.. 
J. Sometimes 

2. Usually 5. Never (65) \'Then gOlng on va.cat ion, do you not ify thE: pol ice about 

3. Sometimes your plans? 

f (60) Do you check to SGB ,'rho is at the door by asking (or 1- AlvTaYs 4. Seldo'n 

looking) to see 'Irho it is before you open it? 2. Usually 5. NeVel" 

1 • A l\'rays 4. Seldom 3. Sometimes 

2. Usually 5. Never (66) Do you keep the shrubs around your \·,indo\"8 and doors 

3. Sometimes cut so an intruder can't conceal himself? 

(61 ) Do you keep the doors to your houRe locked whether 1. AlvTaYs 4. Seldo:n . 
~. 

you are home or 2. Usually 5. Never 

1- Al,·rays 4. Seldom 3. Some'times 

2. Usually 5. Never (6'7) Do you leave an outside light on- during the night,? 
C 3. Sometimes 1. Al\'rays 4. Seldo:n 

(62) Do you keep the garag-c doors locked ,,,hether you are' 2. Usua~ly 5. Never 

home 
./ 

or not? / 
( " 

1 • AlvTay~ 4. Seldom 

3. Somet·imes 

· ... {.68) HOi" effectivG do you think \'rindo\"T stickers that vTarn 
:-

'J 2. Usually 5. Nevel' '. 
:-

burglars, thaG your properJGy is protected by an alarm, 

3. Sometilnes 
(' , 

are in preventing a burglil,r from breaking in? 

(6) ) Do you request an id ent U' ic at ion card frma l' epairmen 
1. Very effective 4. Not too effective 

before you will let them in the house? 2. Pr et ty of:foct i ve 5. Not a~ all effective 

( 1- Al.\'rays 4. SeldoTU 3. Somewhat effective 

2. Ucually 5. :Never 

3. Sometimes 

I": 

_. _______ ~ __ .~ _____ ~ _______ ~ ____________________ ...!._~ ___ ___.:ol. ______ ___' _________ _"_ _____ ,~ __________________ __.oiI!.oIo.oo __ __I 
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(G9) lIo\', cffeeLivQ arc \,rjn(]o\'/ uLiek(!J'~l th:tL \I:t.I'j\ bUl'clarn 

that yeur pcr;nonn.l propert.}' i3 m'tr~:oJ \'fiLh purmanr:mJ\i 

idont if ieat ion markinGs? 

1. Very effective 4. Not too effective 

2. PreLty effective 5. Not at all effecbive 

3. Some''lha·t effect ive 

(70) ~lhat programs are you ~l\'m.rc of that deal ':lith 

.... 

prevention of residential burglary? (Record all 

mentions) • 

, 

. -

. ' 
: , 

l'-~.~ ________ ~, ___ _ 

J 

.. 

t .! 

1. 

2. 

-' ' . 

Al)l)l~aj) rx B 

Have you reque::l!;c:ld and rece ived a hOhlC secur i'ty Durvey 

by your local lai'i enfoI'cernen t aeoncJr in thf~ las'!; t\'lO 

months? . 

1- no (skip to question 5) 

2. :.. .. ~..Js (do 2, 3, 4; then skip 5) 
"/. :;. requested but. not yet rece ivo:1 ( skip to 6) 

4. not sp~cific::].lly requested but received "'hen offered 

at my door (do 2, 3, 4; skip 5) 

HOi" comp:teto inw the survey? 

1. extremely complete 

2. complete 

'l.' .I :;. lncomplete 

4. extrenfcly inc'omp1e'ue 

• 

;;. Have you ~tar'b0d folloi'Ting any of the sugBes b i.ons m~\de 

during thb~ul'vcy? 

1. yes: If so which ones? 

_ .... ""- --~ .. ---,_ .... _ .. ----' .. -"' .... .,- - -- - .. --- ---..- - - ---
2. no 

.... c 4 L 



(. 
• 

( 

( 

4. NO\'l mot'e epec I. r i()rj,l1y, have you maue any of '~hc 

fol10\'!'inl~ ch'mgno (ask all 5) 

1. ino talled/ c 11:':1.118 0(1 door 10ckG 1.yos 2.no 

2. ins'tallc(l/ ehanGed vlindo\,1 loclw 1 . YCHJ 2. no 

3. cut back shrubs from around the hOUH0 

1.yes 2.no 

4. loeked c1 00 rs/ ,,' inc1o':l:3 \1h0n mvay frO~l 

ho21e 1.yes 2.no 

5. left lights on ,.,hen not at homo 1 . yeiJ 2.no 

5. "lhy have you not requestcu a home sur1rey? 

6. Do you feel that there hils l)ecn an incrc£'l..Jod 'emphas is 

7. 

"" '. 

'", 

in the last t\'lO monthf3 on reducing residen-!;ial 

burglaries? 

Specifically, do you think there have been increases 

in any of the following areas? 

a. more 1e18'1ision adfl or programs 

b. 1110re ne,'rspaper ads or art j.cles , 
c. more radio ads or programs 

.' 
d. incroasccl mail to your horne on the 

I 

subject 

e. inoreased police patrols in your 

ne ighborhood • 

f. more empbna13 on home uecuri~y 

8. Have you attended any nciehborhood meet il1 .. ~.J about 

re:3 irlent iul cr irne in the last two months? 

2.110 
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1 • yC!l1 

2.no 

Db. If no, '-Tero ~lHn'c [lilY mcotlngn !lv:dl.::.hl(~ whjch you 

chose not to Il~tend? 

1 .yes 

2.no 

9. Have you heard recently about a proGram called 

"Citizen's Strike liloree"? 

1.yes 

2.no 
. -, 

10. If yes, "That is the purpose of tho "s·tr ike fo rce"? 

--------- -----'---_._._._----,----------.- --

11. "There did you he!!r about the "stroileo force"? 

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

12. HOvI effect ive do you th ink the "atr ike force" vI ill 

be in re~ucing the residentinl burglary rate in 

your neighborhood? 

1. very effective 
I 

2. pretty effoctiv~ 

,. somewhnt effective 

4. not too affective 

5. not at al:l effectivc 

13. Ho\-, offec t ive do you th ink the "stl' ike 1'0 l'cu" \dll be 

in educating citizens in your community (1)out wayG to 

prevEmt res idcnt ial burglary? 

. 1. v cry effect ive 

2. protty effective 

). some\vhat efiec·t iva 

4. not too cffectivo 

5. not at all offootjve 
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