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I. Introducztion

The current report represents +he technical findings
from +the evaluation of the "Help Stop Crime! &trike Force"
project. The "Help Stop Crime! Striks Porce" project was
conducted in South Florida during the summer of 1982.

Initially the discussion will center on why the project
was done and "how the particular sites were selected. Next
the means by which the evaluation was accomplished will YDe
discussed as.well as ‘the characteristics of +the pcople
interviewed. PFinally +the questionn;ire findings will Dbe
presented for each component of the evaluation and the crime
statistics w;ll be examined to assess the impact of the

"Help Stop ‘érime!" project. Ve furn initially to a

déscription Qf the scope and purpose of the evaluation

project. :
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Ll Doueripbion of Mvaluilion Projesl

i - w6 - .

In response Lo a request by the Dopartacnt of Iiegal
Affairs for the Sbtate of ¥Florida an gvaluation ol project
"Hcip 3top Crime! . Sbtrike FPorce" (H3CSF)  wos  undertaken.
The overall project was cadmed al bhree counties in  South
Morida (Dade, Broward and Palm Bouazh). Vithin that area
one location was selected for the evaluation project. Since
one of the aims of HSCSK was to increuge awvareness of, and
reduce the occurence of, residentisl burglaries, a highly
residential area was sought. The selectad area vas Melrose
Park, in Broward County. The borders for the area wvere
Broward Boulevard on +the north, 31st Avenue on the east,
S.W. 12th St%/Jackson Boulevard on the south and U.S. 441
-on  the west. : The 1location was chosen due to the
predominance - of single family, owmer occupied homes. Also
the area was) roughly middle clasd and detailed crime
statistics were available.

f
For purposes of evaluating different components of the

8CSI project, the targeted area was divided in half (along
”

6th Street and Glendale Boulevard). The southern half
received the; full complement of HYJ! services. These
included media advertisements, information via the mail and
(wvhen possible) home secur ity surveys. llome  security
surveys consisbed of an inspection of a resident's home by
an official of a law enforcement agency or the HSC! office.
These gurveys were offered to residonts in the southern half
of'Melrose Park on‘u~door to door bhasiu. In cases where the
regident was not available, an inspaction of the outside of
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the house way conducted and  the resultbs of Lhis Snﬂpachon
were lefl ab the resident's door. The homes in the northern
half were only exposed +to the media advertisements. For
future reference we . will refer to the residents who reccived
the full complement of services as 1SC1. Tne group that

only received the media information will be called HSC2.

A third group was also selected from oubside 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 HSCSF materials and intervention.
Forty-nine possible comparison groups were chosen from
various Florida cities and out of those one w43 selected to
be employed igithe evaluation project. The forty-nine areas

were chosen based on the eriteria of (2) having a suffisient

number of owner-occupied residences for purposes of random

4

selection within the area chosen; (b) having a location near

or in a moderate-to-large sized city; and (e) having a

“location outggde of +the Fort Lauderdale/Miami area. - This
final criteria vas esgenbial gince a major focus of the
‘EValuation project involved measuring the impact of a media
campaign. Thérefore the control group had to be outside of
the television and radio reception range of the target areas
(HSC1 and HSC2). The criteria employed are displayed in
Table 1. Selected areas included secéiqns of Tort Meyers,
Baragota, Bainbt Petersburg, Tampa, Orlando, Gainesville,
Daytona Beach, Jacksonville, Tallahassee, and Pensacola.
1980 census data was obtained for each of theie arcas. A
cluater analysis was then performed uéing the  chosen TFort

Lauderdale areca as a criterion in an atbtempt +to find its

iy

-the media cdﬁponent.

“

clogoul mabeh, TnQLu Vopresenls Lho variablos ubilized in
bhe  dnilinl clusler analysisg, From Lhis  initial 1 iad
containing 49 agroups and 22 variahles, {hoe groups  which
proved Lo be reasonably similar (all groups  with initial
distances of less than .20 against the bargel  arca) were
re-clustered with a rcduced set of variables constructed
from <the initial set. Thus, 14 groups were clustered with
11 of the original 22 censug variablaz. This second cluster
analysis indicated that the Audubon Park sres of Orlando was
most demographically similar to Helrose Park. Audubon Park
is bordered by Corrine Drive on the north, Bennet Road on
the east, Colonial Drive on the sousa and  Bumby Avenue on

the west. Fog‘future reference the Audubon Park ares will

be referred to as HSC3H.

To summarize, +the evaluation oproject solectéd three
areas for study. Two came from Melrose Park. HSOY received
all aspects of the HSCSP program while HSC2 received only
H3C3 was a suburb of Orlando vhere

residents recgived no HSQ! materials heyond those offered

4Q a non-targeted ares.
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TABLE 3§
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Cribevia Used To Habeh Residunts In Experimenlal

And Control Areas

DENSITY (Population/Number of Houszholds)
INCOME (in thousands of dollars)

HOME VALUE (in thousands of dollars)

AGE 1 (% less than 18 years old)
2 (% between 18 and 25)
3 (% between 25 and 35)
4 (% between 35 and 55)
5 (% be;ween 55 and 65)
6 (# older than 65)

JOB 1 (% blue collar) ;
2 (% technical skills)

3 (% professional)

 OWNER 1 (% owner occupied)

o
.

2 (% repting)

3 (% other - leasing, etc.)

YEARS 1 (% living in area 0-2 years)
2 (% living in area 2-5 years) .
3 (% 1iving‘in area 5-10 years)

4 (% living in area greater than 10 years)
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T Mo Luskion Methodol Oty

--------

A questionnaire e conslructed that assenned residents
attitudes and beliels aboul a variely of erime related
topics. Since one‘imborbant aim of U3CSF was to reduce
regidentinl burglaries, the questionnaire was designed with
residential burglaries as its primary focus. The areas of
inguiry were: 1) demographic characteristics of respondents;
2) safety concerns; %) awareness of HSC! programs;
4)knowledge of burglary relevant information; 5) knowledge
of crime prevention techniques and 6) actual measures taken
to improve home security. For a copy of the questionnaire,

see Appendix A.

The residents +to be interviewed vere randomly selected
from +the pool of all residents in +the degignated area vho
lived in single family homes. City directories from Melrose

Park and Audubon Park were utilized to choose the interview

.Samples. In Ahe H3C1 group, approximately one out of every

two single-family houses was selected to be interviewed
)j?itially. I; HSC2 one out of every five was selected ang
in HSC3 the cﬁmparable number was one out of nine. This
yielded potenéial interview'samples of 400 in IISC1, and 100
in both HSC2 ana H8C%. In addition, the nearest home to the

target address was designated as a "backup" address, to be

interviewed if either an adult resident was not home on

; three separate atfenpts to interview at the primary address

or if the resident at the primary address refused to

participate. Interviewers were instructed to identiCy

hhémselves, briefly explain the purpose  of the interviews,




.
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and ask  permingion lo inlerview Lhe reusident. ALl
interviewers were supplied wilh credentinls indicabing they
vare working under the awngpices of the satateowide H3C!
office, +the Florida Attorney General's office, and the
Universiby of Fl&rida. The interview itscelf was given
verbally with answers recorded by the interviewer. The
first round of intervicws was conducted Vbetween HMay 1 and

May 15, 1982.

The actual strike force project began on May 14, 1982
and lasted wuntil July 23, 1982. Beginning on July 24 and
continuing until August 11, the second group of intervicus
was conducted. All participants in phase 1 were once again
targeted for'ihterviewing in the second phase. In addition,
100 other addresses in each of +the +three areas were
identified +to be interviewed. The reason for conducting
these interviews is explained below. For these 300 homes,

"backup" addresses were also identified.
Ve

The residents were asked the same questions at both
_points in tiﬁe. In addition, the second round of interviews
ihcluded somef additional questions that dealt with specific
information from +the HSCSF progran. A copy of these

additional questions can be found in Appandix 3B.
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V. Bample Choracborislics

To insure that the residents who were interviewed were,
in fact, representative of +the general population in  the
community, Lhe demographic churucteristicg of the sample
vere comparcd to the overall characleristics of the
communiby. Statistical analysocs revealed tbant the
intervieweces were no differeat from the other residents in
their community. The characteristics of +he residents

intervievwed in each of the samples are displayed in TABLE 2.
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TABLE 2 ; ‘ 5 A Income¥
Demographic Characterisbics | Iiess than 10,000 9.9 4.6 167
R (In percent) ;f 10,000/20, 000 22.0 30.2 25.0
N | 20,000/50, 000 ’ 40.7 44.2 53.73
30,000/50, 000 ' |
Hi HSC?2 HSC3 ,000/ 22.8 18.6 21.4
‘ . 50,000 ‘ -
¥ (Melrose Pk. (Melrose Pi. (Audubon Pk. 3 4.6 2.4 3.6
Refusals ,
Experimental) Control) . Control) : 1.8 10.4 16.0
Marital Status
¢ Sex .
i § L Single '
Male 56.8 54.2 42.0 | & 14.4 26.7 16.0
: Married 6
Fenale 43.2 45.8 58.0 t | 67.1 66.7 65.0
: y Separated 1.% 0.0 0.0
‘ Age - | 4 Divorced - 6.4 4.4 5 o
18-29 16.8 26.1 17.0 | Widowed ' 10.8 ) s o
3039 : 23.0 23%.9 6.0 g
€ . . | X’ . |
40-43 14.4 13.0 | 10,0 " | ¥ Note: Income level percentages arc based only on those who
50-59 9.3 15.2 27-0 ; responded to this question. The refusal percentazes are
s “ : . )
{ - 60-64 9.2 13.0 13.0 i based on dverall number of respondents. Therefore, the
¢ '3 '
T 65+ < 16.7 8.6 27.0 , ; - first 5 categories will sum to 100%.
. R\é.ce > ’ | :; A >
¢ White © 88.3 87.5 87.0 e ,
Black : 6.8 10.4 13.0 §
Other 4.9 2.1 0.0 ~
| L ’ ' . ‘ fj@ i :
' Home |
Ownership
Own 93.2 87.5 87.0 : ;
€ : g
Rént o 6.8 12.5 13.0 L
T o L
W
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The design of +the project allowed for a variety of
comparisons to be made. The primary focus of bLhe evaluation
was the delection of change in responding for 1SC1, IHC2 and
H3C3 residents from the time of the initial interview to the
second interviewv. A pattern of change in the HSC1 group,
but not in HSC2 or HSC3 would indicate that the HSCSF was
having an impact. Changes in HSG! and HSC2 (but not HSC3)
would be the fesult of the media information since those two
groups both had exposure to the media campaign. DLack of
change in +the groups or equivalent changes in all three
groups would indicate that the HSCSPF was not having any
impact. Thesé-comparisons will be +the priasary analyses to

be reporied.

A number of secondary comparisons were also conducted.
One major concern is +that the process of evaluation can
sometimes cogﬁaminate the Ffindings. In the present case it

-

could be that the initial round of interviews would alert

residents +to crime related issues. If so0, some o0f +the
»

éﬁanges couldsbe +the result of the interviews or other
factors apartgfrom the HSCSF brogram dircetly. Yo assess
this possibility, interviews were conducted with a geparate
sample in cach location who did not get.the initial round of
interviews. If the residents who were interviewed only

during phase 2 of HSCSF responded gimilarly bto the residents

wvho underwent both interviews, then the inibtial interview ag -

an important factor in any observed change can be ruled out.

While these comparisons aie important for methodological

(=

N

R ENTRT T T TN o N L NG L ST R MG S AL

.

£555

reagsons and  were conducted for every raporled compnr ison
below, we will refer Lo  them only whore ‘{lhey mumnke a
difference in the interpretation of 4{he results. Obheorwise

we will report only the pretest-positest comparisons.

Table 3 summarizes +the design of the study. Three
groups were initially interviewed in phaso 1 (nsct, Hsc2,
H3C3%). In phase 2 each of +hese groups was again
interviewed and a second group within each geographic area

was also interviewed (HSC4, HSCS, HSCE).

g+
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TABLE 3

Design OC The H3CSE Assacsment Project
PHASE 1 STRIKE PHASE 2
IRTERVIEYS FORCE INTERVIEYS
(group Intervention (group
label) Type label)
Melrose Park
South HSC1 Complete¥* HSC1
- - Complete HSC4
Melrose Park - . |
North HSC2 Partial*¥* HSC2
- Partial HSCS
e
Audubon N
Park ; HSC3 None HSC3
E - Hone HSC6

ISy -

*Complete treabtment includes all comppnents of HSCSF.

*¥¥Partial treatuwent includes media component only.,
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VI, Impact of the "lelp Blop Crime Sirike Force" Progean

A, Bafely concerns of respondenls

Following the demographic profile, +the Lirst series of

questions in the interview denls with residents! salfety

concerns. These quesbtions examinzd  the gencern residents
had for safety in their neignborhood and surround ing
environs. -A total of ten questioqs vere examined under this
heading (10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 27, 34). A total
gcore was constructed by adding residents' responses across
the ten questions with a low score indicating that the
respondent felt safe in the situations assessed and a higher
score indicd%igg higher concern levels. ' 1In addition,
subsets of questions dealing with night safety’concerns (12,
14, 17), and'thoée dealing with daylight safety concerns
(13, 15, 16), were combined into two‘sepafaﬁe subgcales and

analyzed.
f

On the pretest interviews, responses to each of the

N
three combined measures indicated that the Audubon Park

N

résidents hadf ﬁewer safely concerns +than did +the Melrose
Park residents (i.e., they felt safer in their environs).
No significant pretest differences were found bebween HSCH
and H3C2. After the HSCHSI, HSC1 and HSC2 showed significant
increases in daybimelsafety concaerns. The dimpact of these
increases is tempered by the fact that the H3C3 group also

showed a small (non-gignificant) increase. Allowing for the

‘gain showed by H8C3, the increames of HSC! and HSC2 are not

significant. The fact bhat all three groups tended to

increase their daytime safety congerns, from prebest 4o

("




posttest,

suggests lhat the process of questionning

regidents aboubt crime raises their level of concern.

The nightltime concerns and overall safety concerng

showed no significant inc¢reases. Table 4 vprcscnts these
data. In no case was a difference noted}between ASC1  and
H3C2.

Within HSC1, residents were divided ‘according %o

whether they had received full security surveys versus only

the partial survey. While +those who received the full

security survey showed consistently uore safety concerns

than those who received partial surveys, the differences

were notv statistically significant.

COAMENT: The Melrose Park residents in both HSCH
and HSC2 showed increased concern with daytime
gsafety. Due %o increases in the control group,
these changes should not be viewed as resulting
from the substantive aspects of HSCSP. Nighttime
safety concerns rand overall safety concerns vere
not influenced by HBCSF. Interpreting these
find ings depends on one's viewpoint. The resultis
indicate +that HSCSF did not increase residents
concern about crime. To the extent one eguates
"oconcern with crime" with "fear of crime", the
lack of HSCSF impact may, in fact, be viewed in a

h positive light, since to increase residents' level
of fear trould generally detract froam their quality
of life.;

’

B. Avareness of "Help.Stop Crime!"

A portion of the interview was devobted to examining
residents' awareness of the overall "Help Stop Crime!"
("Neighborhood Watch" and

"Help Stop

program and specific subprograms

"Operation Indentification"). The genoral

Crime!" question (number 18) was followed Dby specific

attitudes and knowledge of "Help Stop Crime!". The specific

<
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TABLE 4

Combined saleby concern analysiy.

PRE-INTERVENTION

HSC1 2.53
HB8Cz2 2.52
HS8C? 2.20

Safely concerns

HSC1 %.03

N4

Safeby concerns
f

HSCH 1.92
Hsca2 1.89
HSC3 1.60

of Residenls

-

-

at night.

during the day.

POST-IUTERVEIRLON CHANGE
2.66 +.1%
2.59 +.07
2.28 +.08
3.d0 +.0'7
2.97 -.09
2.71 +.08
2.07 +.15
2.02 4T
1.70 +.10

g

o pag s




2

queat ions (questions 19 bhrough  24) wore asked only of
regidenbs  indieabing awarencss  of the program. Tuble Y
presents these data. Overall, recognition of the "Help Stop
Crime! Program" is fairly high. All residents who received
both pre- and postiest interviews including HSC% showed
higher recognition levels at posttest time, rresunably
reflecting the effect of the initial interview. Therefore,
recognition of HSC! did increase as a result of HSCSF but

the increase was equal in all three groups.

For those who indicated knowledge of HS(C! programs,
questions 19-24 were also asked in order to assess the
source of tggir knowledge about +the program. In +the
posttest interviews, residents! knowledge of HSC! cane
primarily fr?m three sources: police (22;), printed media
(21%) and electronic media (29%).  Prior to +the strike
force, knovledge of HSC! had come from no clearly
identifiable‘,source. Of those wao indicated knowledge of
.HSC!, nearly' all (99%) correctly identified +the major
purpose of H3C! as being crime prevention through citizen

.
involveament. »

The levél of active participation in‘ HSC! was
generaliy low with only 114 of HSCH respondents indicating
that they had passed information on +o friondg and neighbors
and 21% indicating thoy had not even sson the materials.
Questions 22 and 2% assessed citizens' perceptions of the
program's effectiveness in educating citizens about
prévention techniques and in actually reducing burglary

ratés. Eighty percent of +those HSCH residlenby who were

Pl
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TABLE 5

Avareneis of UHelp Ston Crime!" Irograms

Have you heard of a program called "Help 8top Crime!n?

Yeu jifs)
HSC1 pre-post (at posttest) 67% 435
HSC1 with security survey 67% 3%%

Have you passed any "Heip Stop Crime!" materials along %o

any of your friends or neighbors?

Yes No Have not seen
HSCH1 114 685 21%
118¢2 103 . 4553 457
HSC3 10% %565 54%

J)

How would you'rate the effectivencss of "lHelp Stop Crinelm:

{a) in educating the citizens of Florida about burglary

prevention?
Very ’ Pretty Not Too

Somewhat Not at all

Effective EIffective ffective Effective Effective

»

[ISCH 10% 294 41% AR 55
18c2 40% 20% 30 107 03
0503 22% 20% 585 16% 4

o,
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(b) in reducing Florida's burglary rate?

HSC1 9% 25% 427% 204 4%
HSC2 26% 38% 36% . 00 0%
H3C3 75 7% 57% 225 7%

The state of Florida spends about $130,000 per year funding
"Help Stop Crime!". Do you think the state funding of

"HSC!" should _____ for the next fisczl ysar?

Be Increased Kept the Same Be Dezcreased

HSC1 pretest ( T4% 23% | 34

posttest  47% 42% 1%

HSC4 post only  54% 42% * 4%

HSC2 pretest ,  63% 31% 6%

‘ posttest  27% 64 9%

HSC5 post oni§ 645 31% 5%
.

1SC% pretest ? T1% 20% 364

posttest; 46% 507 A%

o

HSC6 post only  67% 535 Og

T i AN ’
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avarce ol +the progvam indicabed it was  al least "somewhal
cffective"” in education and 76% indicated it vags at least
"somewhat effective" in reducing burglary rates. Finally,
the vast majority 'of all respondents felt HSC! funding
should at least be maintained ati present levels with 47
percent of HSCY! residents indicating a prefcrence for
increased funding levels. Surprisingly, the posttest levels
were down somewhat from pretest levels indicating +that

residents who received only one interview were more positive

than those who had rece‘ved two interviews. As noted by the

interviewers, residents receiviﬁg two interviews were
generally less cooperative on +the sccond visit. Their
comments indicated +that <they felt the second visit was
redundant and a waste of +time. The failure of residents to
understand the purpose of the interviews is the likely bhasgis
for the decrease in positive comments,for IHEC! funding from

pretest to posttest.

s .
Two questions assessed citizens' recognition of
"Neighborhoods Watch"  (question 31)  and "Operation
.iﬂentificatioq" (question 3%2). The results of these

questions arepresented in Table. 6.

r

"Neighborhood Watch" vas extremely high, with all groups but

Overall, knowledge of

one  showing at least 70% recognition. "Operation
Identification" shows lower rocognitioﬁ lavels with average
recognition levels around 40% and fairly‘ low participation
levels. 'No statistically significant differences were notod

across the groups.

COMMENT: Taken bogebher, the results indicate that
citizens who are avare of "Help Stop
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Crime!Y—gponsored programy ara genarally pleased
with the resul bs. Increaced emphasis on
"Operation Identification" could presumably
increase awarencus  of  it. Hone of ‘the groups
interviewed fLeltb Lhat funding levels for 150!
should Dbe decreascd. Six  of the 9 groups
indicated more funding would be appropriate. The
% groups which were interviewed +twice werce less
positive the second time compared to the Lirst and
indicated +that fLfunding levels should simply Dbe
maintained at current levels. Tne 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. Knowledge of Burglary-Relevant Informabion

The next general set of questions was concerned with
beliefs about residential burglary. Two of these questions
wefe measures of comparative burglary rates (25: How does
the burglary ®ate in your neighborhood compare to the state
average?; 26: Would you say the incidence of residential
burglary increased, decrcased, or staysd the same in the
past year?). Table 7 vpresents the results of those two
gquestionsg. Both Melrose Park groups indicated that they
. felt burglary rates were similar to the state average, while

the Audubon\Park sample indicated +that burglary rates in
~J§heir neighborhood were lower than the state averages. This
difference w%s statistically significant. "The sﬁrike force

produced no differences in thesc estimates.

By and large residents in all threc groups felt
burglary rates were similar to lasti 'eér. No statistically
: gignificant differences were ‘noted exceﬁt' for the pretest

H3C2 group, which indicated that
increased.

when the same residenls were re-interviewed following the

intervention.

burglary rates  had |

However, this initial difference disappeared

eyt e

g

o

) o
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TABLE 6

Aw* are 1166 1" - H
[uarencss of Melp Sbop Criue!"=ielabed Progrims
e A P LA ¥ ML

Ifave you heard of g program called "Heighﬁorhood v

Tatch"?
Yes, my Yes, but my No, I haven't
neighborhood neighbornood
participates doesn't participate

Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

HSC1 47 59 33 20 20 20
HSC2 40 60 45 10 15 30
HSC3 55 53 45 43 0 4

Have you heard of a program cailed "Operation

Identification"?

HSC1 13 16 28 %4 58

49
HSC2 5 15 35 30 60 55
- / |
HSC3 16 18 ) 31 25 53 51
Néte:

Numberg do not always add +to 100, due to "don't know"

responses.




! TALLE 7 | ?5,5 The other questions in  {this sesbtion probed forv
Residenls' Comparative Msbimales of Burglary Rates % renidontst bollofs houb who comnlic erimes and when.
A fn Their Communitz ] if Average responses tq these questions appear in Table 8. A
' T | ‘ number of these comparisons were statistically significant.
25. How would you say the regidential burglary rate in your : v On Questioﬁ 35 (Most burglaries are comnitted Ty
neighborhood compares with the state average? | b professionals.)  the Audubon Park group iﬁdicated more
d (scale values: 1= much higher 3= about the same | agreement with the statement than either of the Melrose Park
5= much lower) | groups during the pretest interview and again following the
1 4 Pretest Posttest : §$g strike force activity. The target area residents (HSC1)
sC1 . 3.08 3.22 | L indicated stronger Ybeliefs that burglaries were more likely
HSC2 2.96 3.15 ‘ g to be committed at night (question %6) than either control
g HSC3 %.89 4.09 ) group at the: pretest, but this difference disappeared at
. re-inbterview and was not apparent in the posttest only
26. Vould you say the incidence of residential burglary in group. The control Melrose Park group (HSC2) changed their
. your neighborhood increased, decfeased, or stayed the A, o . attitudes mosl toward burglary prevention;(quesbion 37 "most
) same in the pas®t year? . ; é burglaries could be prevented if homeowners took proper
L Increased Decreased Stayed same g? é _precaut ions ,-%o’ safeguard their  homes."),  injtially
o " HSCH preteét 33% 22% 45% & iﬁﬁ indicating the least agreement with +the statement, but
) . POSttes% 24% 207% 56 ﬁ _indicating the strongest agreemeat on the re-interview.
‘)HSCZ pretest, 51% 147 55% ’J f}nally, Melrdsc Park residents were more likely to believe
" POSttesﬁ 25% 50% 45% | k thnt burglapies are committed by teenagers (question 38)
HSC5 pretestd 28 15% 595 than the Audﬂgon Park residents on the pretest. At the
posttest 30% 25% . 457 ‘ re-interview, however, thic differenge - disappeared as
- o Melrose Park residents moved 'slightly~ mwore <toward the
undecided response and Audubon Park residents moved toward
agreement.
o= *i '
he . COMMENT: In general il can be said that residents
in all 3 areas were largely undecided as to
whether professionals commit +the majority of
burglaries and the ‘timoe of day in which most
. )
m i
i . o )




TABLE 8

Residents' Beliefs Aboub Circumstancoe:s

- -

Surround ing Burglaric:

5. Most burglaries are commitbted by prolesissionals who know
the tricks of breaking inbto homes.
(scale value: 1= strongly agree 3= undecided
5= strongly disagree)

Pretest Posttes?t

HSC1 3.48 3.63
HSC2 3.81 3.90
HEC3 3.22 %.45

-
»

%6. Most burglaries are committed at night.

HSC1 2.78 3.04
HSC? 3.23 3.10 ‘
HSC3 3.07 .37

"%7. Most regidential burglaries could be prevented if

homeownars took proper precautbions to safeguard

e

s their hoges.

HSCA 2.%2 2.26
HSC2 2.%0 1.80
HSC3 2.18 2.04

)

38, Most residentinl burglaries are committed by teenagers.

HEGH 2.18 2.%4
HEC2 2.12 2.20
HEC% 2.70 *  2.3%9

&2

|
¥

¥
& 9
Rt

¥

o
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burglaries are commilbed. Residenls in  all areas
arc in agreeacnt  that prevenlion is possible and
that burglaries are predominately commitied by
tecnagers. To the exlent individuals believe that
crime rabes have changed, they believe cerime rates
have increased in the lasl year . Perhaps ihe
most positive aspect of +this scetion is  that
residents 4o believe in  general thal burglaries
avre preventable {through precautionary measures.
In gencral, however, +the observed changes appear
Y0 be rather non-syste.atic. There does nob
appecar to be a clearly identifiable inerease in
citizens' general knovwledge about burglary as a
result of H3CSPF.

D. Knowlecdge of Crime Prevention Techniquesn

An additional component of +this section concerned
regidents' knowledge of crime prevention techniques. Three
open-endled questions assessed‘ vhat steps residents were
aware of +to ..secure outside doors, sliding glass doors and
windows from burglary (questions 39, 40, 41). IBach of these
vere quantified using the numbér of measurcs citizens were
awvare of. Table 9 presents +he mean response rates for
these measures. On the question of securinz doors, the
control Melrpse Park group (lSC2) was initially lower +than
the two other, groups. This difference d isappzared following

Jthe strike fgrce, howéver, indicating the media campaign nay
S

have been eﬁfective. Further support for +this finding is
the post—str&ke force comparison between  +the cowbined
Melrose Park g%oups end the Audubon Purk group which
indicated that, overall, the Melroseg Park groups knew of
more precaubtionary measures bto secure doors bthan the Audubon

Park residents following the HSOSP.

On the question of securing sliding glass doors (f40) a
pattern of increased reporting of appropriale measurecs was

evident in, all +three groups fronm prelest to posttest

.
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TABLE 9

Residents' Knowledge of Crime Prevention Techniques

59. Vhat steps can be taken to make an outside door more

secure from burglary?

Pretest Posttest

HSC1 1.66 1.58
HSC2 1,27 1.60
HSC3 1.41 1.35

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

more secure from burglary?

H3C1 .88 1.04
HBC2 .89 1.20
HSC3 1.15 1.28

41. What steps can be taken to make windows more secure

from bu{glary?

HSC1 1.07 1.19
HSC1 .89 1.35
HBC3 1.24 1.28

’

Note: All responses are mean number o@ acceptable

suggestions made.

i

&
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although, only in HSC2 wan il stubistically wsignilieant.
The mean number of nmeasures citisens wvere avare of did not
differ among the threo groups (1801,2, or 4).

¥

" Question 41 (sccuring windows) yiclded a pattern in

lelrose Park nearly identical to the previous questbions with

HSC2 significantly increasing their number of responses, and
HSC1 increasing their number of responses (but not to the
point  of statistical significance). HSC3 showed no

significant differences on thig variable.

COMMENT: It appears that the strike force effected
changes in residents' knovledge of precautionary
measures. Surprisingly, however, this effect wag
most apparent in +the 1302 group which did not
receive security surveys. This may have been, in
part, due to the lower levels of responding in the
HB5C2 group on the pretest . It appears that,
given low initial knowledge of thene precautionary

" measures, the media gomponent of HSC! can cffect
positive changes.

]

E. Crime Prevention Measures Undertaken by Residents.

The {inhl major set of questions asked at the pretest

interview and again at the posbtest was concerned with +the

~kinds of crime prevention measures that residents actually

practiced. Included in this scction are items dealing with

[ 4
actual behaviors which citizens may have undertaken, such as

locking doors. Also included arev queations dealing with .

stru&tungl characteristics of their * dwelling which may
affect i@s susceptibil ity to burglary, such as deadbolts on
doors or the installation of a burglar alarn gystem.
Questions falling in the Cormer category were items 46, 57,
58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 65, 66 and 67. Items in the latter
cﬁtegory iqclude 45, 51, 52, 5%, 54, 56 and 64. Of

(.
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TABLE 10

Yes-io Responses for Ibems Dealing with Behaviorul

Precautiions and Structural Characteristics of Residence.

s S e e

(A1l numbers reported are percenbage ol .respondents

indicating that level)

45. Do you do anything to identify or mark your valuables

and personal property?

Pretest - Posttest Pretest -~ Posttest

Pretest Postteut
yes no yes no
HSC1 27 = 73 27 735
H3C2 45 55 35 65
HSC3 31 . 69 .37 6%

L]

46. Do you keep a list of your personal properties in a

safe place?
s

HECA 48 52 535 47
H3C2 60 490 70 %0
H8C3 55 . 45 58 42

H
5. Do you secure your sliding glass doors with a key lock,
have a rail, pin or screw in the track, or wedge them

to prevent them from being openeld?

Hsc 47 53 61 59 -
HS¢2 40 69 15 25

HSC3 9 21 50 50

Yo
¥

foog

¢ ?

pes s T T

2. Do your ouhside doors huve a uolid corn?
Pretest Posttest

all most wome none all most somne none

SC1 5% - 26 21 5% - 35 12
sc2 58 - 21 21 60 - 30 10
HSC3 64 - 8 28 56 - 25 21

5%. Do you secure your windows with a key lock or some

type of rail or pin to prevent them from being

opened?
HSC1 12 6 11 71 11 8 8 73
HSC2 11 5; 5 79 17 5 o 178

HSC3 16 § 4 76 23 11 6 60

54. Do you have an alarm system installed in your homa?

Pretest -~ Poshteét Prubest - Postbest

Pretest Posttest

yeg no yves no

HSC1 12 88 8 92
“HS02 16 84 ' 5 95
HYC3 2, 98 6 94

’

55. Are your jalousie windows covered with bars or an

iron gate?

A

Pretent Posttent
all most some none all most some none
H3C1T 6 1 11 82 3 2 9 86
HSC2 T 0 20 5 5 0 17 18
scs 14 0 0 86 14 7T 4 75
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) ‘ i ] ' parbicular  inlerest  din bhis  seclbion are  the respongse

56. Do you have a deadbolt lock on all your oubside . differences belveen USC1 and HSC2 since bhe major difference

doors? ‘ *g betbween

} HC1 62 16 16 60 16 1M 13 |
562 79 0 16 5 85 5
nsc3 68 6 6 20 69 6 8 17

bhese groups was  whelher they had received home

lo

seeur ity surveys, .which arc primarily intended +to educate

1
Ui

citizens about securing one's home aguinst burglary.

?'k Pretest versus posttest comparisons yielded a number of
statistically significant results. On item 51, whereas on

the pretest the highest level of securing sliding glass

{'& doors was reported by HSC3, this group was the lowest on the
posttest. This vas due to a combination of an increase in
1" the reported incidents of properly sccuring thes doors by

HSC1 and H3C2. and o decrease on the part of HYC3.

£
F 5

While the reported number of homes with all solid core

exterior doors did not change substantially, the number of
residents who had previously reported 'no" coacerning such

g ' doors decreased and the number: reporting "some" solid core

s g : ' G - doors increafed (question %2). This pattern was true in all
. | 1 - three groups. Question 53 showed no change in either
‘ ! j Melrose Park group, but HSCY residents did indicate a slight

change in the number of windows with key locks, rails or

>+

’
) ' pins.  Although not statistically significant, <+he same

pattern (no change in HSC! or 1sC2, bub a slight ¢hange in

ﬁ HSC3) was also found in regidents' * regorts of securing

jalousie windows (question 55).

On the remainder of the items (fhose contained in

Lot

Tables 11 and 12) no significant changes were noted aver
time for HSC3 (the Audubon Park group). In Melrose Park,

however, a number of changes were found. For MHS(2 there was

rr
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’ ' : TABLE 11 ! PR ‘
- ? i 61. Do you keep the doors to your house locked whelher you
Mean Responses of Items Dealing with Behavioral Precautions § : - :
T T o - - T ; ! are home or away?
(1= always 2= usually 3= somelimes 4= scldom 5= never) : i},; . 66 50
? - .
) ; ~ 1rscz 2.11 2.00
57. ZEven vhen you are out of the house for only a few ; }
! Hsc3 1.88 1.80
minutes, do you still lock your doors? |
t | Pretest Posttest : 5 § f 62. Do you keep the garage doors locked whelher you are
| ‘ «
H3C1 1.58 1.51 home or not?
HSC2 1.6% 1.95 ; ! HSC1 5.08 2.44
£ . HSC3 1.47 1.51 nE HSC2 2.17 1.75
[ HSC2 1.52 1.95
58. VWhen you go on vacation, do you have delivery of the
- mail and. newspaper stopped, or do you have someone : 53 63. Do you request an identification card fron repairmen
t - | i | - |
collect them for you? % g before you will let them in the house?
HSC1 1.58 1.36 ) ! HSC1 2.81 2.93
> HSC2 1.27 1.26 ¥ By HSC2 2.94 2.85
. ) v TR .
HSC3 1.18 1.17 ’ . : HSC3 2.72 2.23%
+ 59. Vhen 't;h‘é family is gone for the evening, do you try to Y . 65. Vhen going on vacation, do you notify the police about
< - make the house look like someone is home by leaving e i < - your plans? a
. gomething such as a light, TV, or radio on? , i ; ~~HSC1 4.48 4.50
HSC1 1.22 1.26 “ 4 HSC2 4.5 4.78
: ; - 5, :
- HSC2 1.10 1.%5 i HSC3 3.'92 3.80
HBC3 1.22 1.40
_ 66. Do you keep the shrubs around your windows and doors
a 60. Do you check to see who is at the door by asking (or B Fiﬁ cub so an intruder can't conceal himzeclf?
looking) to see who it is before you open it? ;? ‘ - lIset 1.78 1.90
HSCH ‘ 1.49 1.61 ' : 1sc2 1.82 1.79
o HSC2  1.56 1.8 i T HBOS 1.54 1.75
HSC3 - 1.67 1.46 ; .
] !
i -8
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6.
H3C1
HSC2

HSC3

2.20
1.63
3.92

Do you leave an oulside light on during the night?

1.87
1.75
3.92

- .
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TABLE 12

Mean Responses of Item Dealing wita Btructural

Characterisbics of Residuaces.

(1= always 2= vsually 3= somctimes 4=seldom 5= never)

64. Do you use an automatic timer thatk cuts lights off

and on at different times when you are on vacation?

Pretest Pre-Post .Group

at Post
HSC1 3.35 3.38
HgC2 2.94 %.16
HSC3 3.54 3.32




a  slight  (but statistically sisaificant) deerecase in
residents' reports of attempting to male il appear that

someonc is home (question 59).

HSC1  showed -four stabtistically significant changes
between pretest and postlest. A decrease vas found in
residents' reports of checking ‘o see who was atv the door
prior +to opening it‘(question 60). Three increases were
found: A gregter tendency to keep doors locked at all times
(question 61); a greater tendency <To lock garage doors
(question 62); and a greater tendency to leave lights on at

night (question 67).

Since aAqertain number of the citizens in +the strike
force target area (HSC1) did not actually receive the home
security surveys, it also was deemed appropriate to analyze
residents within HSC1, dividing respondents according to
whether they had or had not received the survey. With one
exception, the pattern of results was essentially identical

to the overall means for HSC1 already reported in Tables

~
. 10-12. The one excepbion was item 66. In this casc those
\

who had receiived the security surveys reported that they
were also mor e 1likely to keep their shrubs cut back than

those who did not reccive the surveys.

Given the relatively shortl pariod of time between the

strike force activities and the second round of interviews,

and the fact that many residents interviewed were retired
and living on relatively fixed Incomes, the itemg in this
gection were regrouped into those changes which required

expend itures of money and those which did not. Responses

i

[

2w

«j‘;

were then combianed and the data re-andlyzed. These annlyscs

indicated +that no group had as of yetl adbpted a

statisticall signifi { i
K 3 lly significant number of prevention practices

which required monetary expenditures. For 18C2 and H3C3

this was also ftrue of practices which could be effected

without spending money. However, HSC! residents increased

significantly the wuse of the no-cost practices. They

indicated that following the sitrike force +hey were more

likely to lock doors and garage doors and to leave outside

lights on at night.

CQHMEH@: It.appears that the intensive HSCSHE was
effec?lve in getting residents +to adopt ney
behav1qrql practices which decrease the
pgobibilqty of burglary. The kinds of changes
adopted were Dbehaviors that we i and
orrems tre, were simple and
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VIL, Crime Stabisbics

One final means of assessing the LI3CSI's overall

effectiveness is through examination of actual crime data

dealing with residential burglaries. Data fLrom August and

September 1982 were of primary interest. While the HSCSE
was operating in June and July, much of +the activity
connected with the program took place during the latter part
of July. Thus, the firs} occasion for the impact of HSCSF
to show up‘ would be in  the August/September crime
statisties. Table 13 shows the number of burglaries in each
of +the tfargeted areas in Broward, Palm Beach and Dade
Counties as well as the control areas. In addition, percent
change fronm the previous two month periods and from the same
two month’ periéd one year earlier (1981) are given in the

table.l .

A

Examine Table 13 to note the impact of HSCSF in the two
areas of Mglrose Park. There was a decrease of 3%3%,% in
residential burglaries in H3C1 whereas HSC2 experienced a

10% increase\compared to the burglary rates from the

e
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11t should ve noted tha%s since often the numbers of
burglariocs reporled is low (exept in tae Dade-Miami aroans),
even a small change in actual numbors is associated with
relatively large percentage changes. Thus, an extrancous
factor such as scasonal crime fluctuations or the prescnce
of a burglary "ring" in a community may affect the validity
of these results. ,

iy
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\
. ResidentiaI/Burglary Crime Statistics in HSCSF Areas

MELROSE PARK AUDUBON PARK WEST PALM BEACH METRO DADE MIAMI
# Reported HSC1 HSC2 Sheriff Citv Zone 65 Zone 72
April/May 12 .10 - ‘. 9 . - 3 : - 45 L2
June/July 12 10 11 - 3 95 52 58
Aug/Sept 8 11 10 10 9 " 54 29 29
7 Change
Previous 2
months .
April/May + 9% - 9% - 83% | - - 57% - +617 ~1b%
June/July 0% 0% +550% - 0% - +165  +38%
Aug/Sept -33% 4107 -9 - +300% - 43% -4t% =500
Previous
Year
(same months) ‘
April/May -317% - 827 - + 307 - - -
June/July - 8% - 45% - +3007 + 8% + 67 +23%
Aug/Sept ~37% - 9% - + 287 -42% -56% -637




£

previous monthi.  Compared 4o the asame monbhs  for  the
previows year, the area as a whole shoued a 14 decreane
(statistics for 1981 did not permit an analycius of
burglaries by sections of MHelrosc park). HSC3 showed a
slight decreasc in residoential burglaries, - 9%. These
results argue that +the HSCSPFP was efTective ’in reducing

residential burglaries.

This conclusion is reinforced when one examiﬁes the
results in the other targeted areas. Three of four areas
‘showed decreases in erime. The +two szones of the city of
Miami that constituted +the target area showed decreases of
445 and 50%. compared to the previous +wo months and
decreases of 36% and 6%5% compared to the previous year. The
target area in north Dade County reported a 43% decrcase

from +the previous +%wo months and a 42/ decrease from the

previous year. Tae one area to show an increase was the

West Palm Beach target area where there was a %00% increaue
e
from +1he previous two months and a 287 increase from +the

previous yeat.

o

\0

COMMEHT:f With only one exception, reported
burglary: rates were down in targeted areas for the
two monthe following the strike force. This held
true both when +the August/September statistics
were compared +to the prior +two months and also
when compared to August/September 1981. The size

of +1he decrcase ranged from 335 to 637, These
effects appear to be the direct result of the
H3CSE. -
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Crime statistics for commercial armed robbery in the targeted
“eas were analyzed for the possible impact of the strike force

ictivity. These statistics are presented in the accompanying table.

he selection of a base rate for armed robbery against which to measure
ne impact of the étrike force is problematic. One possible comparison
-8 to examine the amount of crime after the strike force activity
Aug/Sept 1982) compared to crime rates before the HSCSF! (April/May
982). Such a comparison reveals a major decrease of 60% in Miami,

-one 6§/a.decrease of 100% in the Metro-Dade area, no change in Broward
v Miami, Zone 72, and a 200% increase in Palm Beach. In a second
‘omparison, to control for seasonal effects, one could compare Aug/Sept
£ 1982 to the same ﬁonths of the previous year. ®SBuch a comparison
‘eveals decreases ranging from 33% to 1004 in four of the five targeted
.reag. One area (Broward) showed an increase. A third comparison might
.ompare armed robbery rates while the sérike force was operative
June/July, 1982-Keeping in mind the fact that much of the activity
‘geurred during tq§ last two weeks of the strike forcé) to rates after
it was _concluded. The comparison reveals that two areas showed decreases
‘n armed robberies?(Metro-Dade and Miami, Zone 72), two areas showed
increases (Miami, éone 65 and Broward) and one area showed no change
Palm Beach). Considefing 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 éxception of Aug/Sept 1982
ompared to Aug/Sept 1981. Thus this component of the HSCSF! appears to

. o
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Commercial Armed

Robbery Statistics in HSCSF! Areas

’

K Miami

# Reported Broward Palm Beach .Metro Dade Zone 65 Zone 72
April/May 4 0 1 15 4
June/July 1 2 14 3 6
Aug/Sept ) £ - 2" 0 .6 4
% Change

Previous 2

Months g&

April May +400% -200%£ﬁ§: +900% +750% - 33%
June/July - 5% fZOO% i - 44% -~ 80% - 50%
Aug/Sept +300% 0% ~500% +100% - 33%
Previous year

(séme months)

April/July +300% -100% - 40% - 17% - 76%
June/July - 67% - 33% - 50% - 86% - 60%
Aug/Sept +300% - 33% ~100% - 68% - 80%

&
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VILL. Supplemental Pouslbent Ltomy

P T T R R

In addibion Lo re-administering +the pretest interview,
during the posi-strike force interview a sel of thirteen

asked. Phese questions

supplementbal queéﬁiona werc
specifically assessed residents' xnowladge of and attitudes
towards: home security surveys; crime prevention behaviors
which may have been undertaken in the previous two months
(i.e. Jduring the "strike force"); and whethcr citizens were

«

avare of +the strike force. Since only the experimental
Melrose Park group (1ISC1) actually received the full strike
force acltivity, only the data from +this group will Dbe
reperted here: Purther, +the data presented here are based
only on ‘the fespondcnts vho indicated to the interviewers
that they had received a security survey. In acvnality a
much larger 'numbcr of Telrose Park residents received at
least part of the security survey (96% of the residents in

the southerg half of Melrose Park). Apparently, many

-

residents did not interpret the external sccurity surveys

(undertaken‘in the event they wore unavailable at  the time

\b
an HSC! worker came 1o ‘their home) as a ‘true sccurity

survey. i

Table 14 summarizes the responses to theme (uestions.
Of those who received a survey, 925 felt it was complete or
extremely complete, while only 8% indicated it was less than
adequate. Pifty-two percent of those who reported having
received a securiby survey also indicated they had taken at
least one suggestion made in tﬁe survey. By far the most

often reported suggestions were Lhowse ,of leaving Lights on

2
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TABLE 14

SUPPLEMBUTAL QUESTIONS FOR INTERVIBWEIRS

1.

¢

Have you requested and received a home gsecurity survey
by your local law enforcement agency in the last two
months?
1. no (skip to question 5) 72%
2. yes (do 2, 3, 4; then skip 5) 9%
5. requested but not yet received (skip to 6) 13
4. not specifically requested bui received when offcred
at my door (do 2, 3%, 4; skip 5) 18%
How complé%g was the survey?
l. extremely couplete 34%
2. complete 58%
5. incomplete 5%
4. extremely incomplete 3%
s
Have you‘?tarted following any of the suggesbtions made
dur ing the survey? .
1. yes: ;f so which oneg? 52% 71% had taken 1
’ 19% had taken 2
105 had taken 3
2. no ' 48% R |

Now more specifically, have you made any of the

following changes (ask all 5)

| Yes No
1. installed/changed door locks %0 70
2. installed/changed window locks 14 86

b
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%. cubt back shrubs from around {the house

29 71

4. locked doors/windows when away from
home - 39 61
5. left lights on whon not al home 36 64

5. VWhy have you not requested a home survey?

- Modal answer = Don'? know

6. Do you feel that there has been an increased emphasis

in the last two months on reducing residential
burglaries? ‘ YAV 30
7. ©Specifically, do you think there have beocn increases

in any of the following areas?

-

a. more television ads or programs T8 22
b. more newspaper ads or arbticles 64 %6
c. more radio ads or programs 48 52

]

d. increased wmail to your home on the
subject , 62 %8
e. incre;sed police patrols in your
neighborhood 33 67
™ f. more epgphasis on home security surveys
: 65 35
8. Have you attended any neighborhood meetings about
residential crime in the last two months?
S99
Ba. If yes, was this the firgl you ever atitended?
54 46
8b. If no, were there any meebtings available which you
chose not to attend? |
68 32

&.
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9. Have you hourd recenbly about a program callod

Ntaa s .
Citizen'sg Sbrike TForce"?

22 78
10. IT Yes, vhat is the purpose ol the "strike force"?
90% accurato |

103 inaccurate

11.'Where did you hear about the "svrike force"?
50% mass media or Secur ity surveyors

12. How effective do you think the "strike force" will
be in reducing the residential burglary rate in
your neignhborhood?
1. very gffective 4. not too effective

2. pretty effective 5. not at allkeffective

3. somevhat effective MEAN= 2.56

13. How eftective do you think the "strike force" will be
in educating citizens in your comﬁunity about ways to

prevent residential burglary?
s
1. very effective 4. not too effective

2. pretty effective 5. not at all effective

hY 3.'somewhqt effective MEAN= 2.43




vhen away from home and Tocking doors and windous whon LY .
These suggestions, it muy be recalled, ware alsco reporled to
have incrcased in  the pre-post  inlerview. Once again,
suggestions vhich rpquiycd Linancial outlays had, as of yet,

not been adopted by many peoplc.

Question five was asked of +those who had reported not
requesting a security survey. ©No reazson for not requasting
a security survey was consistently reported. By far the

most frequent response was "don't know".

All intervieweces were asked whether they felt there had

been any increased emphasis on reducing burglaries (question

6) recently.- Seventy percent indicated a belief that thore

had, wnile +thirty percent felt no change had occurred.
Question 7 was designed to determine what'changes had Dbeen
noted by residents. As can be seen, increases in the mass
media were noted by a large number of residents, as vere
. increases n mailing and secur ity surveys, while
oomparativelx: few residents felt police patrols had been
-dgcreased. Only 9% of the residents had attended
neighborhood fmeetings, although generally people were aware

. B
.

that such meeftings had occurred (8b).

Questions 9 through 13 were intended to assess the

- strike force itself. Twenty-two percent of the targeted
residents had actually heard the name and of +these, 90/
correctly identified its purposc. No single source
predominated in <terms of where the 'strike force had been

heard of, although 50% of the Tesidenty indicaled +their

knowledge came from either the security 'surveyors who came

.

Y

N

&3

Lo thelir homeu or various mans medin sourcern.

Finally, in terms of its effectiveness, residents
indicated that the strike force was generally effective in
.t.

both reducing residential burglary rates and in educating

citizens in prevention techniques (means of 2.56 and 2.43,

respéctively).

COMMENT: Of those who were aware of the program or
who had received surveys, the impact of HSCSF car
be seen. Residents appear to be taking the advice
of +the security surveyors and generally appear
pleased with +the effort. In addition, most
regsidents were aware of +the recent incre=sed
emphasis on burgiary prevention in their
neighborhoods.
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IX bumanry

in summary, it appears that lhe "Help Stop Crime!
Strike Force" activity was effective in gome areas and not
others. Let wus firsl review what the USCHE didl not do. Tt
did nol result in increased concern for salely on the
residents' part. The strite force also dil not lead to
greater recognition of specific HSC! prograns, +though
interviewyees were aware of greater cmphasis on crine
prevention in +their neighborhoods as a result of ISCSH.
Pinally, it is +he case that the strike force did not
producs clear increases in residents’ knowledgnability about
who coummits Dburglaries, when they are commitled, and how

they are committed.

Let us now review the major changes thal did result
from HSCHF. First, media exposure .alone appears ‘Lo have
some effects. Changes in Xxnowledge about crime and steps
_which can Wbe taken o prevent crimes were noted; although
these changes appear somevhat unsystematic, where changes do

“

_pceur, they are in the desired direction. In particular,
\0
residents whofarc relatively uninformed about precautionary

measures benefit the most.

Second, security surveys have an immediate egffect on
behaviors which require minimal effort Yo ¢ffect. Behaviors
which require either a significant time investment ‘o
accouplish or those which rbquire financial expenditures do

not appear to be affected lamediately.

Finally, burglary rates in areas which received the

i
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Fut L IBECSE breatment (wilh one excuplion) are below bobh Lhe
provious Lwo months and bLhe same period  in 1941, Thia
indieates  thal the strike force reduced Lhe incidence of

residential burglaries in the targeted areas.
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Hello, my name is: « I work

-

for a research team at the University of Florida. Ve have

been hired by_the State Attorney General's Office to conduct

a survey in se%gral Florida cities that asks questions about
your feelings about residential crime. The survey also is
designed to find out how much you have: done 4o protect

yourself and your home from burglary. This information is

vely important my questions will tuke only a short time; and
e . ‘

“you represent (by virtue of rando:a gselection) many of your

neighbors andcother Florida citizens by participating. Let

e
me begin by asking......

z

o

(1)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

What is the respondent's sex?

1. Male

2. Female

Please tell me‘to stop when I read your age casegory.
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, Hispaniec,
Oriental or a member of some other ethnic group?

1. White
2. Black

4. Oriental

5. Other (Specify)

5. Hispanic

Please tell me to stop when I real the range describing
your fam}ly's total annual income.

1. under $10,000 4. $50,000 to $50,000

2. $10,000 to 320,000 5. over $50,000

3. $20,000 to $30,000

What is your marital status?

1. Single

2. Married
5. Separited
4. Divorced
5. Widowed

Vhat is your current level of cducation?

1. 8th grade or less 4. Some college

2. Some high school 5. College graduate

3. Migh school graduate = 6. Graduate or professional
degree

How long have you lived in MFlorida?

o

e
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(15) How about during Lhe day?

(16)

(17)

(18)

1. Very sale 4. Nol too usafeo
2. Pretty safe 5. Not at all mafe

3. Somewhnl safe

How sale would you feel alone at home during the day?
1. Very safe 4. Mot too safe

2. Prelty safe 5. Hot at all safe

3. Someithat safe
How about at night?
1. Very safs 4. Mot too safe

2. Pretty safe 5. Not at all safe

3. Somewyat safe

Have you.heard of a program called "HELP STOP CRIME!"?
1. Yes

2. Yo

If “"yes" on #18, ask questions 19-24, if no skip to #a5
Where d}d you hear about "HZLP STOP CRIME!"?

What point was the "HELP S%0I CRIME!" message trying to

get acrdss Lo you? What did it say?

Have yous passed any "HELP STOP CRINE!" materials along
to any of your friends or neighborg?

1. Yes

2. No

5. Haven't gseen materials

g?
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(22) low would you asseas Lhe overall effactivenoss of the
"HELP STOP CRIME!" program in educal ing Lhe cilizang
of Florida about burglary prevention?

1. Very offecctive 4. Mol too cffcctive
‘2. Prebby effective Y. Notbt at all effcctive
3. Somewhat effective

(23) How would you assess ihe overall effecbiveness of the
"HELP STOP CRIME!" program in reducing Tlorida's
burglary rate?

1. Very effective 4. Not too effective
2. Pretty effective 5. Not at all effeoctive
3. Som@wgat effective

(24) The statg of Florida spends about $130,000 per year
fund ing "HELP STOP CRIME!". Do you think the state
funding Qf "IHELP $90P CRIME!" should
1. be increased, ‘

2. kept/ﬁhe same, or
5. be decreased for the next Tiscal year?

(25) How wouf& you say the residential burglary rate in

k your neighborhood compares with +the stabe average.

1. IMuch highcr 4. A little lower

2. A Llittle higher 5. Much lower
3. About the same

(26) Would you say the incidence of regid?ntLQT burglary
in your neighborhood increased, decreased, or stayed
the same in the past year?

1. Increascd

2. Docreased

3. Otayed the same

A
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(o)

(29)

=(31)

How oflban do you worry Lhal your residence will be

burglarised when you're nolb thare?

1. Trequently 4. Rarely

2. Somebtimes 4. Never

Have you or your family cver been the viclims of‘

burglary or breaking and entering at your current

place of residence?

1. Yes (If yes, how many times? How many times in the
last é months?

2. No

To your knowledge has anyone you know ever been a

victim of burglary or breaking and entering?

1. Yes (if yes, how many such incidents do you know
of? How‘many in the last 2 months?)

2. No

Are you aware of .any programs thut deal with

preventing regidential burglary?

1. Yes {'if yes, please list them)

2. No N

Have you heard of a program called "NEIGHBORHOOD

WATGH"?

1. Yes, hy neighborhood participates in it.

2. Yes, but my neighborhood doesn't participate in it.

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

Have you heard of a program called "OPBRATLOI

IDENTIPICATION"?
t. Yes, I parﬁioipabe in it.
2. Yes, but I don't participate in it,

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

&3
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(3%) Do you recull secing or hesring iy measages aboul
regidential burglary in the Tollowing places. (For
cich yes, debermine il Lhe messare wao from “HELP

STOP CRIME!M™ and how effecctive the RaNLage vas., )

PLACE HAVE YOU SBEBE? JIELP STOP CRIMB!  WPRPBCPIVENRGS
Booklet Yes No Yes Tio 1 2% 45
Poster

Secur ity Survey
Neighborhood Qatoh Decals
Operation Identification
Telephone Stickers
Billboards

Bus Placards =

Newspaper

Radio Ads

Television Adsg N

Now pleasc answer the following questions by telling us

how much you agree with thesc statements.

(34) 1 feel Safer in my neighborhood than I did a year or

S
two ago..
1. Strongly Agree 4. Disagree
2. Agree 5. Strongly Disagrec

5. Undecided
(35) Foat burglaries ave committed by professionals who know
the tricks of breaking into homes.
1. Strongly Agree 4. Disagree
2. Agree - 5. Btrongly Disagree

5. Undec ided
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£ . . (56) Most residential bm'{',lm' ies are commilliad utb Tli{_;hlo- ' (4’:}) T you, did vou l‘l‘(ill(“%l: art oflicer or volun! r Lo coa
. i . ‘ Yy o A - ERN (24 M ' iC ‘{)f’\ * H i (}
1. Strongly Agree 4. Disagrec
o to your home Lo make a security survay?
2. Agree . Sbtrongly Disagrec : ‘ 1. Y
; . Yeso
¢ 5. Undecided ) 2. N
. gn < & o "
(37) Most burglaries could be prevenbed if homeowners ] (44) In the pas ar. h b & L
i ne pasy year, have you baen to any meclbinzs that
took proper precautions to safeguard their homes. dealt with the preventi o idential b 1 >
, alt v the pr tion of residential burglary?
¢ 1. Strongly Agree 4. Disagree : 3
ELY Ag gree j L » 1. Yes (If yes, in the last 2 months? Yes No )
2. Agree 5. Strongly Disagree : 2. To
3. Undecided .
{ (45) Do you do anything to identify or mark your valuables
€ . (38) Most residential burglaries are committed by teenagers. i and 1 £y
| ~ i £ personal property?
1. Strongly Agree 4. Disagree | 1. Y
: . Yes
2. Agree 5. Strongly Disagree | | 2. No
& %. Undecided | | i:& - ‘
= i | : (46) Do you k&ap a list of your personal properties in

Wow, a few guestions about home security. a safe place?

¢ (%9) Vhat stebs can be taken to make an outwzide door more ) . 1. Yes
secure from burglary? (probe for‘specific details). g é 2. No .
(40) Wnat Stips can be taken to make a sliding glass door éﬁ j (47) VWhich method of burglafy preveniion do you think would
¢ ’ more secure from burglary? (Again, specific details %& | » . pe mostféffeotive in your neighborhood?
- are nee@éd here). S - 1) Formihg a neighborhood crime prevent ion grouy
Yﬂ1) What steps can a homeowner take to make windows nore é N where neighbors watch each other's homes, or
¢ ; &
. securs féom burglary? (Details again) E | e 2) the pglicc patrolling the neighborhood on a regular
: ,
(42) Have you heard of a security survey vhere a law enforce- basis?
ment officer or civilian volunteer comes to your home 1. Neighborhood group
- and gives you tips on howv to make &oqr home more secure ' ' o 2. FPolice Patrol .
from burglary? ) 5. The two would be equally ef feclive
1. Yes
e . 2. ¥o o ‘
< )
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(48) Lt you saw sowcone Lrying Lo break inlo a neighbor's
home whab would you be most likely to do?
1. Nothing
2. Call Police
3. Personally try to stop the erine
4. Both call police and personally try to stop
the crime
5. Other (spccify)
(50) Have you ever reported a crime or suspicious activity
to the police?
1. Xes
2. ¥o
If ZgéL’ﬁbw would'you rate their handling of this call
or report?
1. Excellent
Good
Fair

s
Poor

woN

S

v
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‘How often have you reportedvsuch activity in the last 2
nonths? *
(51) Do you sécure your sliding glass doors with a key lock,
have a rail, pin, or screw in the track, or wedge them
" %o prevent them from being opened?,
1. Yes
2. No
(52) Do your outside doors have a solid core?

1. Yes
2. Ho

&
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(b3) Do you securc your windows wilh o key Toek or some Lype

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)

“t58)

of rail or pin lo provenl bhem Coprn bzing opened?
1. ALl of 1hom . Some of Lhem

2. Most of them 4. Hone of them

Do you have an alarm system inmtalled in your howme?
1. Yes

2. No

Are your jalousie windows covered with bars or an iron

grate?

1. All of them 5. Bome of them

2. Nost of then 4. Tone of them

Do you @gve a deadbolt lock on all your outside doors?
1. ALl of thenm 3. Some of them

2. Most of then 4. None of them

BEven when you are out of the house for only a fLow
minutes, do you still lock your'doors?

1. Alvays 4. Seldom

2. Usuéily 5. Never

3. Sometimes

When you 80 on vacation, do you have delivery of the
mail an% newspaper stopped, or do you have souneone
collect them for you?

1. Always | 4. Seldom

2. Usually 5. Never

3. Sometimen

b




(59)

(60)

(61)

(62)

(63)

When the Lamily is gono‘for the evening, do you try
to make the house look like someone is homne by
leaving something such as a light, TV or radio oné
1. Alwvays e 4. Seldon
2. Usually 5. Never

3. Sometimes

Do you check to see who is at the door by asking (or
looking) to see who it is before you open it?

1. Alwayé 4. Seldon
2. Usually 5. Never

3. Sometimes

Do you keep the doors to your house locked whether
you are ﬁbme or away?
1. Always | 4. Seldom
2. Usually 5. Never

<

3. Sometimes

Do you keep the garage doors locked whether you are -

home or ﬂot?
1. Alvayd 4. Seldom
2. Usually 5. Never

3. Sometimes

’

Do you request an identification card frow repairmen
before you will let them in. the house?
1. Always 4. Seldon

2. Uzually 5. Wever

3., Somebimes

. g v, g%m”._

s o

sy e e v

2]

1

#

;@3

(64)

(65)

(66)

(67)

Do you une un aubomnlic Limer Ghal enls Lbhe 1 irhls ofr
and on ab diCrerenl Uimes whon you are on vacnlion?
1. Always 4. Beldon

2. Usually . 5. Never
5. Sometimes

Vhen going on vacation, do you noﬁify the police about
your plans?
1. Always 4. Seldon
2. Usually 5. Never

3. Scmetimes

Do you keep the shrubs around your windows and doors
cut so an intruder can't conceal himself?

1. Alwayé 4. Selden

2. Usually. 5. Never

3. Sometimes

Do you leave an outside light on during the nighi?
1. Always 4. Seldoxr

2. Usuafly 5. Never

3. Some?dmes

How effective do you think window sbtickers that warn
burglars?that your property is protected by an alarn,

. 4 - g 3 »
are in preventing a burglar from breaking in?

1. Very effective 4. Hot too effective

N

Pretty effective 5. Not at all effective

%. Sowmewhal effective
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(69) How effecelive are window slickers thal warn burglars
that ycur personal properiy is maried wilh permanent

identification markings?

1. Very effective 4. Hot too «¢ffective
2. Prelby effective 5. Hot al all effective

3. Somewhal effective
(70) What programs are you aware of that deal with
prevention of residential burglary? (Record all

mentions).

3
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SUPPLEMBNTAT QUESELONS POR LNTERVI B

10

Have you requested and received a houe securivy survey
by your local law onforcement agency in the last two
months? -

1. no (skip to question 5)

2. yus (do 2, 3, 4; then skip 5) *
5. requested but not yet receivel (skip to 6)

4. not spgeifically requested but received vhen offerecd

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

How complete wair the survey?
1. extremely complete

2. complcte

5. incomﬁlete

4.

extregely incomplebe

Have you ®tarted following any of lthe suggestions made
during tho survey?

L. yes: If so which ones?

T . 5 A a7 § - - e

T G e . o e ot e o . Y, - s S gom g

2. no




Now more speciflically, have you made any of the
following changes (ask all 5)
1. instulled/changed door locks 1.yes 2.no
2. installeﬂ/changod window locks 1.y¢ 2.n0
3. cut back shrubs from around the house

1.yes 2.no

4. locked doors/windows when away fron

hoame - 1.yes 2.no
5. left lights on when nol at home 1.ye3 Z2.no

Why have you not requestod a home survey?

Do you feel that there has becn an increased emphasis

-
.

in the last two months on reducing residential

burglaries?

Specificaily, do you think there have bea2n incrcases
in any of {the following areas?
a. more television ads or programs
b. more newspaper ads or articles
c. more radio ads or prograus
d. increa;ed mail to your home on the
subjec%
e. increased police patrols in your
neighhorhood s

f. more empbasis on home usecurily surveys

Have you attended any neighborhood mestings about
residential crime in the last two months?
1.yas

2.10 .

ey

¢4

2

¢

%

¢

€%

Ba. U0 you, was Lhis Lhe Pirst you aver allondal?

10.

1.

135.

.1+ very effective

1.yon

2.no

1€ no, were lhere any meebings available which you
chose not to abtena?

1.yes

2.no

Have you heard recently about a program called
"Citizen's Strike Force"?
1.yes

2.1n0o

If yes, what is the purpose of the "strike force"?

-

Where did you hear about the "strike Torce"?

Ve
How effective do you think the "strike force" will

.

be in reducing the residential burglary rate in

T p—

your neighborhood?
1. very e?fective 4. not too effective
2: pretty effective 5. not at all effective

4. somevhatl effective

How effective do you think the "str}kp force™ will be
in educating citizens in your comnunity about ways to
prevent residential burglary?

4. not too effective

2. pretty effective 5. not at all effective

5. somewhat elfective

™
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