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CHAPTER 1

AN ANALYTIC OVERVIEW OF THE REACTIONS

TO CRIME PROJECT

By

Albert Hunter






Introduction

What we know as scientists must always be couched in terms of how
we came to know it. The reports that are now emerging from the Reactions
to Crime Project must be interpreted in light of the research methods
that produced those results. The purpose of this volume is to present
an ‘overview of the numerous methods and data sets that have gone into
the production of the research presented in the previous volumes. Ac-
cordingly, this material will describe and analyze the process of re-
search carried out in theﬂkeéctions to Crime Project from March 1976 to
June 1980.

There are four central dimensions that characterize the Project;
it is: ‘(1) large scale, (2) inter-disciplinary, (3) multi-site, and
(4) multi-method.

As will be described more fully below, this project employed many
different sources of data and methods of analysis. This reflected, in
part, the different disciplinary backgrounds brought to the project by
its staff. The variety of research methods was also made necessary by
the breadth of issues which the project sought to investigate. While
survey methods are most appropriate for collecting data on individual
perceptions of crime and attitudes about problems, other methods are
better suited for pfoducing detailed information about group dynamics
and collective responses to crime; since we hoped to determine the
effects of newspaper images of crime on individual fears and concerns,
we turned to content analysis to obtain systematic data on the content
of metropolitan newspapers.

The entire research project was complicated by the different levels

of analysis, and the number of research sites. The research reported in



Volumes I through III focus on individuals, community organizations,
and neighborhoods, respectively. At least one member of the research
team combined individual- and neighborhood- level analysis (Baumer,
1980) . Conducting the research in three different cities, and in several
neighborhoods within each city produced additional problems. Chapter

4 of this report describes some of the strategies employed to obtain
representative samples of telephone numbers in different neighborhoods

in different cities. Other problems were encountered in trying to

manage the collection of field data through participant observation.
Chapter 2 describes some of these difficulties in more detail.

Finally, the large scale of the project, and the lengthy period
of reseérch, produced unique if not unanticipated problems. These were
related to the variety of methods and data collection strategies used
by different members of the research team, and to the ebb and flow of
frustration and enthusiasm in the entire project; These difficulties
will be addressed later in this chapter; and in the final chapter in
this volume.

It has become commonly expected, if not obligatory, that contemporary
soctal research should be self-reflective. This ekpectation extends beyond
the need to assess the validity and reliability of specific methods to the
fuller realization that the research process is a creative act, involving
real people working within real constraints. Beyond the intrinsic mertis
of analysing scientific_research; and describing how these numerous sub-
stantive results were generated, it is hoped that this discussion will
provide critical insights for further research, such that others may

learn from our experience.



Scale: Duration, Personnel, Funding

The project has officially run from 1975 to the middle of 1980.
A five year plan is understandable perhaps with reference to a nation's
economic and social goals, but this is an unusually long period for a
single, more limited research project. The problems with a project of
such duration include varying enthusiasm and morale. These are not
divorced from the phases that research tends to follow regardless of
scale, but may be exacerbated by increased duration.

The extremes of morale exist as a U-shaped function, highest at the
beginning and end. At first, interest and interaction are heightened
in defining and coordinating personal and collective research objectives.
The first flush of success in getting a grant, staffing the project,
and engaging in general intellectual debate —- the overall process of
"setting up shop" --— are high points in the research process. The
final period of analysis and write-up of findings similarly produces a
burst of enthusiasm as years of work finally result in the products of
academic currency -- more words on paper, names in print, new knowledge,
and practical policies being advanced. The middle of a large scale
project tends to involve more problems; debates turn to doubt, tolerance
becomes testiness. The results are not yet in; the initial and slowly
emerging structure of the research is questioned at the very crucial
time when the data are being collected. This is the point at which
prior decisions are being put into action. The results of these
decisions are felt, at the time, to be the ultimate determinants of
the worth or value of the entire project.

This is not to suggest that the initial and final periods are not

without their unique problems, or that the middle period does not have



‘its positive and intrinsic rewards. Major problems in the early stages
of a project include arguing over the epistemological content of the
research, deciding what will be included, what excluded, and what will
be considered relevant or irrelevant. At the final stage there is
intense debate over the general political directions that policy recom-
mendations may take. In the middle phase of data collection new methodo-
logical developments, ranging from technical refinements in telephone
surveys to innovative and serendipitous strategies for field research,
may produce a sense of progress and commitment. In the Reactions to
Crime Project these included a sense of accomplishment in coordinating
a large and diverse field staff. In developing the telephone survey
project staff felt they were contributing to the technology of ob-
taining multiple samples of neighborhoods within cities.

Another aspect of a lengthy project concerns the polar issues of
continuity and innovative change during the course of the research.
The long duration meant that innovations could be adopted on a trial
basis without fear that an imprudent decisions would cripple the
research. In the field research a number of substantive issues and
concommitant methodologies were planned and later abandoned. One of
these was a comparative mapping of protective fences used by businesses
along the major commercial strips in each neighborhood. This project
was subsequently dropped, being too time consuming and of limited
value. However, the concern with residents' cognitive mapping of
dangerous and safe spots within the neighborhood did filter into later
field research and to items on the survey instrument. Siﬁilarly, data
from earlier city-level surveys compiled in the initial phases of the

project (these are described in Chapter 6 of this volume) were not fully



exploited in secondary analyses as planned, but they did feed directly
into the construction of iteﬁs on our own survey. In short, the
lengthy duration permitted a relatively anxiety-free experimental
period, during which some ideas were abandoned while others filtered
into the final research design.

The Reactions to Crime Project was also large-scale in terms of
the number of people employed at any given time and throughout the
duration of the project. The large numbers were possible because of
the level of funding, and necessary because of the intrinsic design
of the multi-method, multi-site research. The sheer numbers required
a division of labor and organization that tended to shift through
various phases of the research. For example, the requirements for
field researchers and a field coordinator in each of three cities
during the data collection phase produced a sharp increase in the
number of personnel, and actual needs for new personnel once the
research entered the data analysis stage.

It is obvious that such a large scale project was predicated upon
sufficient'funding. However, a number of aspects of the large-scale
funding over the lengthy period of time affected the design and course
of the research. A major factor specific to the RIC Project was that
the federal funding agency was undergoing major review, criticism, and
assessment by Congress and the Administration during this period. The
ambiguities which this generated in the field resulted in a ''staged
products" approach——what might be termed a ''salvage mentality."

Were the research to be terminated at the end of any given fiscal year
an attempt was made to anticipate products that would not mean the
efforts to date were entirely wasted. Products in the academic mold

meant manuscripts, articles, and monographs that would satisfy interior



goals, if not fulfill the overall objectives of both researchers and
the funding agency.

There was a second aspect of the large-scale funding that emerged
over the course of the research. This was a piggy-back expansion of

the research, a form of "the rich getting richer."

As new grant
announcements or solicitations crossed the desks of researchers and
administrators in the Project, new proposals were submitted that drew
upon existing strengths and resources. The result has been the creation
of allied projects linked to, though somewhat autonomous from, the RTC
Project. These have included the Rape Project and the Community Crime
Prevention Project. Both are described in Chapter 6 of this volume.
Large funding should not be interpreted as an unabashed good.
There is no doubt that such funding does provide unique opportunities
in research, and for‘that very reason it becomes difficult to make a
cost/benefit comparative evaluation of one large scale research project
versus ten smaller ones. The effect of large resources versus
scarcity is not a determinant in and of itself of the quality of
research. One might more fruitfully ask if the scale of funding resulted
in unique contributions that would have been unattainable by aggregating
a larger number of smaller scale projects.: One may compare the nutri-
tional efficacy of different crops within the constraints of soil,
climate and other resources, but if a grapefruit is seen to have
unique merits, then ten kumquats will not add up to a grapefruit,

even though they may equal its nutritional value.

Inter-Disciplinary Research

Donald Campbell (an advisor to the RTC project) has defined a dilemma

for research as the countervailing pressures between adherence to a



disciplinary division of labor versus cross-fertilization among dis-
ciplines focusing upon a joint problem of investigation. The efficiency
of specialization among mature disciplines is unquestioned in producing
scientific results. The dilemma becomes one of coordinating these
diverse findings across disciplines with their varying research
strategies, different foci of substantive interest, and distinct con-
ceptual jargons. The problem becomes particularly acute when an attempt
is made to focus upon a real world problem, where policy as well as
scientific outputs are expected.

The diversity of disciplines in the RTC Project is evidenced by
the research personnel from anthropology, political science, psychology,
and sociology. Geographers, historians, and journalists have also been
consulted. No simple analytical division or typology among these
personnel is possible. Some shared substantive interests while diverging
on methodological styles; others were commonly enamored of a given
method but disagreed on the substantive interests that should be pursued.
A balance was struck between the unique approaches, such that what was
for some the otherwise unexplained "black box of assumptions' became for
others the precise point for initial empirical investigation. The
intolerance of disciplinary boundaries were more often than not shattered
by personal ties, and/or methodological alliances.

Methodological cleavages were more intractable than differences on
substantive issues, primarily because in the early stages of the project
the diverse substantive disciplinary interests were talked through, and
a common set of issues emerged. These issues were nevertheless inter-
preted somewhat differently by practitioners of the various disciplines.

For example, the issue of control within one's social milieu was inter-



preted in terms of "attribution theory" by social psychologists; for
sociologists this was an issue of informal social control among neighbor-
hood residents, while for political scientists this related to police
functioning and control by the state. Affinities on joint subprojects,
most often initiated through a common substantive focus, led to a mutual
methodological education among those involved. Similarly, there was a
sharing of literature on reactions to crime across disciplines. The
full nature of the interdisciplinary character of the research is
evidenced iﬁ the dilemma of submission of papérs to various journals.
Some have been sent to journals that focus upon the issue of crime,
others to disciplinary journals with more basic theoretical and methodo-
logical concermns.

By and large, few problems emerged from the interdisciplinary
nature of the research. There was even an element of self-conscious
celebration, having experienced an often verbalized but seldom realized
ideal of participating in interdisciplinary research. This extended
from the personal level of sharing different biographical experiences
to the more intellectual sharing of disciplinary knowledge.

One should note as well that from the outset two other structural
factors contributed to the interdisciplinary character of the research.
These were: (1) the preexisting interdisciplinary organization of
Northwestern University's Center for Urban Affairs, and (2) the specific
interest of the funding agency in interdisciplinary research.

The interdisciplinary character of the Center is illustrated by
a decade long history of such research. This history has meant two
things. First, the Center strongly advocates that academic research

into urban social problems should take precedent over a particular



discipline's theoretical persbective. Second, there is an informal

set of social norms within the Center that support and encourage inter-
disciplinary contact. The Center's support of such research often has
to be waged in an arena of conflict and compromise with various academic
departments and their claims to disciplinary integrity. Sufficient
latitude must be provided for individuals to ﬁtilize their specific
training and expertise within a general intellectual climate that does
not mandate specific roles but encourages and supports, whenever pos—
sible, this frail but fruitful hybrid.

The interdisciplinary character of the RTC Project was also
influenced by the initial proposal writers who believed that this would
be a significant and unique selling point of the project to the funding
agency. This was also a realistic assessment of what would be needed
to complete such a project. The generality of the initial proposal
meant, as well, that the evolving specification of particular problems
could be worked out with a sufficient degree of freedom that would more
fully integrate the varying interests of principal investigators from

different disciplines.

Multi-Site

The third major defining characteristic of the Reactions to Crime
Project is its multi-site focus. This results from the intersection of
three concerns: (1) an explicitly comparative design, (2) the use of
intensive participant observation field research, and (3) multiple
levels of analysis. The use of comparative data is widely heralded in
social sclence research, whether it be the psychologist's experimental
and control groups, the cross-cultural comparative perspective of Max

Weber or Ted Robert Gurr, or the field researcher's "discovery of
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grounded theory" (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). Keeping the comparative
perspective in mind, urban neighborhoods seemed to be an appropriate
and manageable primary unit of analysis. The question of levels of
analysis was simply a further extension of the realization that just

as variations in individuals' behavior are rendered more understandable
when placed within an immediate social milieu, so is the variation in
neighborhoods more readily understood when placed within an immediate
structural context. Therefore the multi-site design was intimately
linked to the fact that three levels of comparative analysis would be
attempted: individuals, neighborhoods, and cities. The final design
evolved into a comparison of selected neighborhoods and their residents
in each of the three project cities.

A major problem with multi-site research centered upon coordination
of the activities of field workers scattered in ten neighborhoods
across three cities from coast to coast. Some of these problems were
organizationally based; these will be dealt with in greater detail in
Chapter 2. Briefly, the central dilemma was one of balancing the need
for providing sufficient control and direction in order to produce
comparable data from different sites on the one hand, and preserving
the freedom needed by field workers to pursue the variety of behaviors
and conditions in different sites on the other. A related problem
emerged in designing items for the telephone survey. Design and
sampling issues resulted from the multiple site scale of the project.
These issues are examined in Chapter 4 of this volume.

In summary, the multi-site design of the research waé well-
grounded from an analytical perspective, but it created more serious
problems in terms of organization and administration of the project than

did other aspects of the scale of research.
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Multiple Methods

The history of multiple methods research may be traced to Plato's
parable of the shadows on the cave's wall. In contemporary terms
reality is what we see, observe, or measure it to be. With different
minds behind the eyes, from different vantage points, or with different
'‘research techniques reality's shadows may take on variable and chang-
ing forms much as rising smoke from the cave's fire appears as a will o'
the wisp.

A more recent statement of this problem for social science research

is to be found in Webb, et al.'s Unobtrusive Measures (1966) and in

Norman Denzin's methodological work The Research Act (1970). Both of

these exemplary works emphasize the desirability of obtaining multiple
measures of the same concept. The "triangulation" of measurements
implies that reality will only be partially determined by any given
measurement technique. This is because each measurement technique is
a combination of both some aspect of the reality and error from a
variety of different sources. Therefore, by combining different
measurements one heightens the probability of ascertaining which
components of the measurements overlap, and which are due to the
idiosyncratic error components of each particular technique.

Most of the discussion of multiple methods research to date has in
fact been a discussion of the relatively narrow topic of multiple
measurement. Measurement, however, is but one step or stage of the
research process, a process which begins with a definition of the
problem and ends with write~up and dissemination of results. Therefore,
a more comprehensive approach to multiple method research, which this

project pursued, would suggest that each stage of the research, should
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be approached with a number of different perspectives. Not only does
this provide for a greater confidence in research results, but it has
a liberating influence in allowing the substantive problems to take
precedence over the research method. As an ancient adage says, "if
you give a child a hammer, then the world is for hammering." We are
proposing a larger tool kit.

What one defines as problematic and the way in which one thinks
about a problem are hopefully linked to the data that are to be
gathered. Multiple methods allow one to think about a problem from a
variety of perspectives and with different data sets. The same concept
may be recast in different theoretical ways if different methods are
utilized. For example, in the Reactions to Crime Project, the very
central concept of "reaction" has been considered in terms of both
attitudes (fear) and behavior (buying locks). Each of these concepts
implies a different set of methods to measure them, but as well each
implies a different body of theory and literature, one of which might
have been overlooked had but one conceptualization of the problem been
advanced. A multiple method perspective at this stage heightens the
possibility of creative rejuggling 6f categories and concepts, producing
a synthesis of what may previously have been a disparate set of findings
and theories.

The population to which one wishes to generalize research results
will often be dependent upon the method selected. Different methods
allow different degrees of generalization. For example, one of the
major strengths of survey research is the ability to generalize to a
universe or population from which the sample in the survey was drawn.

One of the limits of participant observation and field research is
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precisely the fact that such generalization is more limited, even if a
comparative analysis is adopted.

The researcher must constantly insure that data are gathered at
the appropriate level or unit of analysis. For example, in the Reactions
to Crime Project there are four distinct units of analysis: individuals
studied by surveys, field interviews, and direct observation; neighbor-
hood indicators are produced by aggregation of survey data, census data,

interviews, and field observation; groups, organizations and institutions

are studied by observation, interviews, and records or archives; cities
may be studied using the above methods as well as official statistics
and content analysis of media. The central point from the multiple
method perspective is that different methods may be singularly more
appropriate for different units of analysis. Therefore, with multiple
methods one may provide an important contextual analysis by one method
if one moves up, or a finer specification and elaboration of findings
if one moves down to smaller units of analysis. Also, one may test
whether or not propositions that relate concepts at one level of analysis
(for example the individual's correlation of fear and behavior) are
matched or corroborated at another level (the media's reporting of
crime and of collective and official responses to it).

Measurement is concerned with selecting an appropriate set of
instruments and methods in the collection of data. In analysis a
multiple method perspective provides a variety of benefits. For example,
in the Reactions to Crime Project the analysis of field notes was aided
by the coding categories devised in the content analysis of the media,
and the‘coding of open-~ended survey items benefited from each of these

in turn. Beyond the technical benefits of analysis, substantive mergers
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and the interplay of findings are perhaps more rewarding. The Reactions
to Crime Project has often utilized multiple methods for data analysis.
In an early analysis of secondary survey data on "Dimensions of Fear,"
Baumer (1977) isolated four factors, two of which dealt with neighbor-
hood dimensions. Lacking a clear rationale for keeping them distinct
he combined them into a single factor. In a preliminary analysis of
the field research notes Hunter (1978) reported that residents' sense
of fear often rested not upon crime per se but incivilities of others
and general signs of neighborhood deterioration which have been called

"Symbols of Incivility." Baumer then returned to his analysis of
dimensions of fear and found that, in fact, one of the factors repre-
sented these same "incivilities" such as the presence of drunks and
adolescents hanging out on street corners. In short, having utilized
different methods, the findings of one sensitized the researcher in the
analysis of the other.

A major problem exists in the write-~up and publication of research
results from a multiple method perspective. This is related to the
"normative" expectations and rather standard formats that exist for the
reporting of research. As a crude generalization I would suggest that
field research is generally presented in monograph length and form, in
part owing to the richness of detail necessary to more fully develop the
theoretical arguments and present the evidence. In contrast, the thirty
page journal article lends itself more readily to the presentation of
quantitative research with the section headings paralleling the "stages"
of research, Given that standards and judges are likely to vary widely,
it is often difficult to combine methods in the same research report

and satisfy different audiences.

—~
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Within the Reactions to Crime Project the preliminary working
papers reflect this same sharp dichotomy of separating the reporting
of "soft" field research and the "hard" quantitative analysis of
survey data. One should note, of course, that the form of the report-
ing of research is to large extent dependent upon its audience. Not
only are there numerous audiences within the scholarly disciplines,
but professionals, bureaucrats, policy makers, the media, and the
public itself are all potential consumers of such research as well.
The differential impact upon these varied audiences of research from
different methods presented in different formats of reporting is an
unexplored terrain. It is, however, a problem which the Reactions to

Crime Project is only now beginning to confront.

Summary

Even the most cursory reading of the three substantive research
volumes in the final report from the Reactions to Crime Project will
{llustrate that the various authors have shared methods and theoretical
constructs in pursuing their own research interests. The field research
forms the basis for most of the conclusions in Volume II, but the
authors of Volumes I and III utilize this rich source of detailed
information about community and organizational life in the project
neighborhoods. Each of the three major reports draws upon the telephone
surveys in the three cities and ten neighborhoods, although Volume I
focuses upon the perceptions and behaviors of individuals in an urban
setting. Volume V presents a detailed analysis of journalistic
decision-making and the coverage of crime news in metropolitan news-

papers, but the authors of Volume I examine the role of the media in
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affecting fear of crime. Finally, virtually all researchers affiliated
with the project turned to the data on reported crime in the three
cities at one time or another, and most consulted prior surveys deal-
ing with crime and fear of crime.

The remaining chapters of this volume focus on the major sources
of data utilized by the Project. Chapter 2 describes the participant
observation phase of the project in ten urban neighborhoods. Chapter
3 presents brief profiles of the three cities and ten neighborhoods
in which the bulk of our research was conducted. These profiles are
primarily based on the field research, supplemented by some census data
and items from the telephone surveys. The telephone surveys are described
in detail in Chapter 4. This chapter includes discussions of within-
city sampling and general issues in survey methodology. A copy of the
survey instrument, and discussion of scales and scaling procedures are
included as appendices to this chapter. Chapter 5 presents a brief
description of the content analysis of metropolitan newspapers, and
includes a copy of the codebook used in this phase of the project.
Other sources of data used at various stages of the project are described
in Chapter 6. This chapter also presents brief descriptions of two
related research projects at the Center for Urban Affairs. Chapter 7
is a reflective summary of the Reactions to Crime Project, focusing on
the organizational, social, and political characteristics of this

large—-scale project.
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Introduction: Overview of Reactions to Crime Project Field Research

I had not accomplished what I set out to do, but this was 4

only the first day. And, anyway, when I wrote up this

experience that evening, I felt that it presented a fair-

1y good picture of this young man and that most of the

material was to the point. Tomorrow, I decided, I would

go back to my original plan -- nothing had been lost.

Tomorrow never came. (Liebow, 1967:238; describing his

first day in the field)

The actual data collection of the Reactions to Crime Project began
with an extensive series of participant observation studies in several
neighborhoods in three cities. A number of different communities
were included in the initial phase of the field studies, but most in-
depth research was undertaken in three neighborhoods each in Phila-
delphia and San Francisco, and in four Chicago neighborhoods. Teams
of field workers and a field director operated in each city from
April 1976 through August 1977. The city directors maintained con-
tact with project headquarters at Northwestern in order to coordinate
activities in the field sites.

Research teams in each city employed a variety of methods to
observe, and to collect information about each of these neighborhoods.
Local knowledge about each area from resident scholars and community
leaders provided initial information about each site. Several dif-
ferent interview methods, ranging from notes about casual conversations
with acquaintances on the street, through more formal interviews with
systematically selected respondents and community leaders, were ex-
ploited to gain information. Special efforts were made to seek out
community leaders and other influential residents. Field workers also

attended meetings of local organizations and collected a series of

unobtrusive indicators relating to the physical and social character—
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istics of the neighborhoods, demographic changes, patterns of street
use, and more detailed information about local crime problems.

The initial goal was to define the boundaries of each neighbor-
hood. This effort, described in more detail below, was begun by ask-
ing a variety of people what they considered their neighborhood
boundaries to be. After defining neighborhood boundaries, detailed
community profiles were developed including the following items:

- general problems in the neighborhood

- crime-related problems, general and specific

- mental maps of safe and dangerous areas

~ identification of opinion leaders

— information about general and crime-specific community

organizations

- assessment of relations with local police
Abbreviated versions of these community profiles are included as
neighborhood ethnographies in Chapter 3 of this volume. After develop-
ing these initial profiles field workers attempted to assess longitudinal
changes in these characteristics.

Field staff were instructed to pay particular attention to the
specific crime issues most salient in each area, and to the activities
of local community organizations. Regarding the former, field workers
sought to identify crime issues as defined by local residents, and to
determine which individual and group actors were involved in each
issue. Information sought about community organizations included
the following: geographical scope, specific activities, sources of
funding, identification of leaders, size and composition of membership,
affiliations with other groups, and interactions with police and other
agencies.

These were the two principal foci of the participant observation

phase of the project. The outcome of these and related field activities
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is a vast collection of information which provides in-depth, street-
level knowldege about neighborhood characteristics in three cities.

The remainder of this chapter presents the general rationale for
participant observation as a research method, describes the selection
of the final ten neighborhoods in more detail, and outlines the general
approach to the field research employed throughout the course of the
project. Appendices to this chapter list the coding categories for
indexing and cross-referencing the voluminous field notes which this
activity produced, and present final reports from the field directors

in two of the three cities.

Participant Observation as a Research Method

In their study of college students in a large midwestern university,
Becker et al define participant observation as:

. « . observation conducted while participating, to a

greater or lesser degree, in the lives of those studied.

The participant observer follows those he studies through

their daily round of life, seeing what they do, when, with

whom and under what circumstances, and querying them about

the meaning of their actions. In this way he builds up a

body of field notes and interviews that come nearer than

any other social science method to capturing patterns of

collective action as they occur in real life. (1968: 13;

emphasis added)
This is the research method employed in the initial phases of the
Reactions to Crime Project. It is often used to examine social science
questions about which little is known. The strengths of participant
observation lie in the detailed knowledge which it provides of indi-
viduals and their social setting. Among the important weaknesses of

this method may be problems with the validity and reliability of ob-

servations, and in a multi-site study such as the Reactions to Crime

Project, comparability of the observations in different sites.
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From the outset, the focus of this project has been the problem
of crime, together with individual and collective responses to crime,
in urban settings. As it developed, the participant observation phase
of the project came to concentrate on neighborhoods as units of analysis.
Field observations were undertaken to describe urban neighborhoods and
the individual city as contexts, and locality guided all subsequent data
collection and most of the analysis reported in Volumes II and III
of this Final Report.

Furthermore, as implied in the definition of participant obser-
vation by Becker et al cited above, this method is particularly well-
suited to examining collective action. Volume I and parts of Volume
II use data from the telephone surveys to describe the differences
between individuals who do and do not participate in community organi-
zations. In contrast, surveys are not the most appropriate method for
obtaining detailed information about the groups themselves. Since
the project has focused on neighborhood responses to crime, and neigh-
borhood based community organizations, participant observation with
neighborhoods as the primary unit of analysis was the research method
of choice.

Under the general label of "participant observation" are a variety
of possible data collection strategies, ranging from undirected un-
systematic observations to in-depth formal interviews, the latter
closely resembling survey methods in its use of a structured question-
naire. In the early stages of the RTC project there was greatest
support for the former mode of field research. This was primarily
because of the dearth of knowledge about neighborhood crime problems

and neighborhood-based responses to crime. Douglas (1976) describes
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similar reasons why, in a study of drug-crisis treatment centers, he
opted for direct observation of clinics rather than the use of question-
naire items. This relates to a fundamental weakness of survey methods
in exploratory studies in that questionnaires can only measure concepts
‘that have been clearly tho;ght out and articulated in advance. 1In

this context, the field research conducted by the Reactions to Crime
Project was not only exploratory in seeking to gain information'about
crime as an urban and neighborhood problem, but was also helpful in
designing questionnaire items for subsequent use in the telephone
survey. More directly, the field research was used to guide queries
about groups, and interpretation of survey questions that asked
respondents to name organizations with which they were involved.

The field work did not concentrate on focused interviews, or
standard "shopping lists" of information to be obtained from each
neighborhood, but formal interviews and some uniform data gathering
guidelines were sometimes used. One of the advantages of participant
observation research is its flexibility in employing a variety of
information-gathering devices, and being able to adapt to changing
situations and the new knowledge which is gained from the research
site. '"'Field method is more like an umbrella of activity beneath
which any technique may be used for gaining the desired informationm,
and for processes of thinking about this information." (Schatzman
and Strauss, 1973:14). Becker (1958) stresses that field work is
sequential, in which early observations inform subsequent field research.
The state of relative ignorance about the phenomena under study is hope-
fully supplanted with new knowledge gained from early experiences in

the field. Research methods-are modified accordingly; unproductive



-22~

areas of inquiry are dro?ped; new directions are explored. In this
sense, analysis of field work is being conducted while observation is
still under way. Analysis of the field work in progress can change the
direction of later observationms.

. Glaser (1965) has termed this approach to field work as the constant
comparative method. This method lies between the two extremes of field
research. The constant comparative method involves inductive hypothesis
generation in the early stages of research, and the coding of field
notes and hypothesis testing in later stages. There are four stages
to the constant comparative method as outlined by Glaser, beginning
with the comparative evaluation of field observations and ultimately
producing a theory which may itself be subjected to further analysis
at some later stage. This design guided the initial phases of the field
work and selection of neighborhoods, and contributed to the coding and
analysis of field observations and survey items alike.

In utilizing this method of research, the Reactions to Crime Pro-
ject took advantage of its strengths and suffered from its weaknesses.
Foremost among the former is the detailed knowledge of research sites
which such a flexible design affords. This benefit is not costless;
particularly in a multi-site study such as the RTC project, there are
problems with the comparability of field observations across research
sites.

The field observations were begun by developing field workers,
primarily undergraduate and graduate students from various universities
in the project cities, in the general areas selected for preliminary
analysis. The two summaries of field work prepared by city directors

in Chicago and Philadelphia which are included as appendices to this
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chapter, describe the assignment of field workers to different areas in
their respective cities in more detail.

At first, field workers were given only the most general guidance
on what kinds of information their activities were expected to produce.
City directors and the central project staff were involved in recruiting
field workers and in describing the goals of the RTC project. Thg
field staff was instructed to learn all they could about the problem of
crime in their neighborhood., Among the information gathering devices
employed were street observations of the social and physical characteristics
of neighborhoods. The former consisted of informal activity surveys where
the number and activities of various individuals observed in the neigh-
borhood were noted. Descriptions of the physical characteristics of
neighborhoods included a general assessment of the types and quality
of residential and commercial structures, and more specific descriptions
of particular blocks, dwelling units, commercial establishments, and
other physical features of the areas. In most sites these activities
were supplemented with '"man-on-the-street'" interviews with area resi-
dents.

Neighborhood collective responses to crime problems were of par—
ticular interest for the project, and much of the participant observation
activity sought information on local groups. Field workers attended the .
meetings of neighborhood organizations, conducted formal and informal
interviews with group leaders, and utilized other sources of information
about group activities, membership, and organizétion. Early in the
course of the project, senior research staff decided to restrict their
attention to neighborhood-based groups. While this decision was con—

sistent with the locality focus of the project as a whole, it naturally
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restricts the kinds of generalizations which can be made about organized
responses to crime problems. This problem is perhaps most acute in San
Francisco where the city-wide SAFE project was initiated during our
field work. Although field workers obtained information about Project
SAFE in the RTC neighborhoods, little was learned about their city-
wide activities.

In the Fall of 1976, at about the midpoint in the participant
observation phase of the research; field manuals and various question-
naires were developed by the central project staff in an effort to
obtain some similar types of information about crime issues and group
activities in the various neighborhoods. This reflects the sequential
development of field research as described by Becker (1958) and Glaser
(1965), by which information obtained in the early stages of field
research informs subsequent analysis. As described in the city director
summaries in appendices to this chapter, this activity met with mixed
results. Having grown accustomed to the freedom which the participant
observation method provides, field workers in some sites felt the
development of field work manuals and similar instruments for information
gathering constituted an imposition on their own activities in the
field sites.

The principal product of the participant observation phase of the
project is a very extensive set of field notes, some 10,000 pages for
the 18 sites shown in Table 1. These notes were filed serially, and
later co&ed and cross indexed for subsequent analysis.

As noted in the city director summaries, and in Chapter 7 of this
volume, there was some level of uncertainty and anxiety among the field

workers throughout the participant observation phase of the project.
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Many were uncomfortable with the freedom and lack of direction on what
kinds of activities they were to observe, and what kinds of information
to record. Am I observing the right kinds of actions? Should I be
somewhere else? Should I be talking to more people? Have I spent enough
time talking to people on this block? Should I impose more structure

on the types of questions I ask? Have I talked to the leaders of the
most important organizations in the neighborhood? These and countless
other questions troubled all field workers at some point. While these
problems have characterized the best examples of participant observation
research (cf, Whyte, 1955; Gans, 1967; Liebow, 1967), they seemed parti-
cularly acute in the Reactions to' Crime Project. There are probably
several reasons for this, including the unique and often intractable
problems of this type of research in multiple sites, characteristics

of some of the field staff themselves, and the general supervision of
field activities.

The fact that the participant observation phase of the project was
originally conceived as a multi-city, multi-neighborhood study created
several problems from the beginning. The first and probably most
obvious of these was related to the organization and administration
of several field workers in three cities. Douglas (1976) describes
the organizational problems of team field research as no different from
those of other types of large-scale organizations engaged in entrepre—-
neu;ial activity. This is due to the inherently countervailing pressures
for coordination of the research effort as a whole, and for independent
activity and initiative on the part of individual entrepreneurs or field
workers. Not surprising<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>