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de51 gned to combat urban crime tErougE ‘the establxshment of 85

‘innovative ne:ghborhood based crime_prevention: progects across nine

cities for 18 months. UCPP's main goals were to increase citizen

- partitipation in innovative neighborhood crime prevention efforts, to

bolster the capabilities of neighborhood groups, and to forge workxng'

partnersﬁ:ps between these groups and related agencies and
institutions: A two- year evaluation, summarized here, .concluded that

the most effective crime preventlon approaches, as. measurgdfby UCPP
- goals; involved property crime and arson prevent1on pro;ects,

-, primarily because they were based on the organxzat:an of citizens

through neighborhood groups. Many UCPP projects had difficulty w:th

more complex approaches, particularly if the project was located in a:

. deteriorated neighborhood. -In an overall sense,.however, it was =

concluded that the genmeral neighborhood orientation of UCPP, combined

with the estab11shment\pf working gartnersh:ps with other agencies;

‘ offers promise for combattisy urban crime. It is recommended that (1)
@ommunlty crime preven

citizens as the basic strategy; (2) strong working partnershxps be

ion programs emphasize the organ:zat:on of

established between neighborhood efforts and relevant criminal

justice agencies; (3) involved neighborhood groups receive _.

Mz = - e e = e s = —e . —

substant1a1 tra:n:ng and’ tgchn:cai assistance; and (4) nexghborhood

based crrme\greventxon strategies receive the continued support and

attention of officials Eéﬁéérned with urban crxme. (Author/CHG)
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The-Nationaldnstitute-of-Justice is-a-re Whmehopm ke U.S. Department of Justice. The Institute’s .

mission is to develop knowledge about criitie, “Its causes and control. Priority is given to policy-relevant

research that can yield approaches and information State and local agencies can use in preventing and

reducing crime. Establnshed in 1979 by the Justice System lmprovement Act; NIJ builds Upon the foundation

. laid by the former National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice; ‘the first major, Federal

research program on crime and justice:
Carrylng out the mandate assigned by Congress; the National Institute of*Justice:

. Sponsors research and development to improve and strengthen the criminal justice system and related

civil justice aspects, with a balanced prograrm of basic and applied research.

Evaluates the effectlvehcss of federally funded _|ust|ce |mprovement programs and |dent|ﬁes programs ‘
that promlse to be successful if continued or repeated { , o N

i the em;.a drecommends
g - actions that can be taken by Federal, State d local %overnments and prlvate organ|7at|ons and
- individuals to achieve thig goal.

Tests and demonstrates new and |mproved approaches to strenrzthen the_|ust|ce s

Disseminates mformatlon from research demonstratlons evaluations; and special programs to Federal,

! State. and local governments and serves as an mternatlonal clearlnghouse of justice |nforrnat|on

_Trains criminal justice practitioners in research and evaluatlon ﬁndmgs and assists the research commun-
]

ity through fellowships and Special seminars. ‘ : o ’

Authorlty for administering the lnstltute and awardmg grants, contracts, and cooperatlve.agreements is

vested-in the N1J Director. An Advisory Board, appointed by the President, assists the Director by recom-
mending policies and priorities and advising on peer review procedures

Reports of NU-sponsored studies are reviewed by Institute officials and staff: The views of outsnde experts

_knowledgeable in the report’s subject dared are also obtamed Publlcatlon indicates that the report meets the

lnstltute s standards of techiiical quality, but it stgniﬁes no endorsement’ i;)f eoneIUS|ons or recommendatlonsr
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| o ABSTRACTf C 2
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_Thé Urban Cr]me Prevention Program (UEPP), sponsored Jo1nt1y by ACTION and the

Law Enforcement Ass1stance Administration; was designed to combat urban crime .

through the estab11shment of 85 innovative neighborhood-based crime prevention
proaects across n1ne cities for a period o ;/18 months. The ma1n goals of UCPP were

to increase the !participation of- citizens in innevative neighborhood crime -
prevent1on efforts to bolster the capabilities of neighborhood groups, and to

forge- work1ng partnersh]ps—between—these groups—and— reTated—agenc1es—and—ﬂnstﬂtu-

t1ons The:two-year evaluation focused dn~four pr1nc1pa1 types of crime prevent1on

and d1spute sett]ement

~ The most effect1ve crime prevent1on approaches as, measured by the UCPP goa]s
were the property crime and arson prevention projects; pr1mar11y because they were

based on the organization of citizens through neighborhood groups. These projects

were genera]]y successful in gaining citizen involvement;: bo]sterfng their

7capab111t1es in crime prevention, and establishing. work1ng,partnersh1ps with other
agencies. However, many of the UCPP projects had d1ff1cu1ty with the more complex -
approaches part1cu1ar1y if the project was located in a deteriorated neighbor= -
“hood. “In an overall sense, it was concluded that the general neighborhood

" orientation of UCPP, comb1ned ‘with the establishment of- working partnersh1ps with

other agenc1es, offers promise for combatt1ng urban crime.

’ It is recommended&that (1) community crime prevent1on programs emphas1ze the"

organ1z1ng of citizens &s the basic strategy, (2) strong working partnersh1ps be

estab11shed between neighborhood-based. crime prevent1on efforts and relevant

criminal §t1ce agencies,: (3) -neighborhood .crime - prevention groups receive

substantial “trainjng “and technical assistance, and“that (4) neighborhood-based

crime prevention strategies receive the continued attent1qﬁl/and support of -

officTals concerned with urban crime. A series of regearch cetommendat1ons are
y1s6 presented. S : ‘ oo g

-

(X3



fa : ACKNOWLEDGMENTS I,

" The evaluation of the Urban Crime Prevention Program owes much to many people-
in Washington, D.C., and in the nine participating cities across the nation: -

Several people at the National Institute of Justice, LEAA, and ACTION helped

- to guide and monitor the research. Dr. Richard Rau of the National Institute of
Justice deserves special thanks. Dr. Rau:took over the monitorship of the
——evaluation—at—the—critical—juncture—when—the—evaluation—was—at -its—midpoint_and— -

LEAA was winding down. Largely through his professionalism and clear vision of the
purpose and practices of evaluation research, the project was successfully =

completed on schedule without disruption: Ron Steger; who monitored the project

. from his post at LEAA before Dr. Rau, was also very supportive and helpful through

. the first year of project activity: Melvin Beetle; Director of ACTION's Evaluation

- Dffice, was our chief liaison at ACTION. Mr. Beetle's support, integrity, and his

highly cooperative relationship with Dr. Rau contributed significantly. to the
success of.this inter-agency effort. , : o

- In each:of the nine cities which served as sites for the 85 Urban Crime
Preverition projects there were many people who assisted us in myriad ways.. The nine
grantees always provided a cordial welcome to project staff and were_generous with -,
their time and materials. We are especially grateful to Grace Fisher of the s
Cjtizens Committee of New York and Bonnie Kruger .of the Community Chest, the = -
grantee directors in New York City and €incinnati,; where the intensive studigs were

conducted. The directors and staff of the individual UCPP projects not only gave
freely of their time for interviéws; but alsc completed the routine data forms
which servedZas the basis for our cprocess study¥ Finally, we wish to thank the:
numerous officials in each city who took tYme from their busy schedules to provide

us-with helpful data ahd perspectives on UCPP activities.

Royer F. Cook, Principal Investigator .
Janice A< Roehl; Project Director o
Institute for Social Analysis

Reston, Virginia

1

| 3
[ YR

¥i

- ®




LA ' ; PRECIS OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

~ The conclusions of thé eva uation of the Urban: Crime Prevention ﬁrogr*” are:
Summar1zed as follows: ’ B ! : :

. In .an overa]l sense, the genera] ne1ghborhood or1entat1on of the Urban

_batting. urbangcr1me

i

. The most effective crime prevent1on strateg1es ~-- as measured by the UCPP

criteria of involving ¢i izens; strengthening ne1ghborhoods, and build-

- .ing working. partnersh1ps -~ were those based on organizing residents to

. address prob]ems of cr1me or arson -- ~the neighborhood watch approach.

< ~
’ The effect1veness of the crime prevent1on proaects was re]atedrto the.'

nature of. the neighborhood in which they were -operating. Tt  was

34

: cons1deraﬁ1y more difficult to promote: s1gn1f1caﬁt citizen involvement ¢ —

in low-ipcome, deter1orated ne1ghborhoods than in :those wh1ch were -

re]aﬁ1ve1y stab]e. .

Tra1nnng,and techn1ca1 assistance were critical to proaect succes§,

‘particularly among the more 1nexper1enced neighborhood groups and those

- .attempting to implement the more complex crime prevention strateg1e5*

Substantially more technical assistance was needed than was offered 1n; T

the UrbandCr1me Prevent1on Program

. Strong cooperat1ve work1ng re]at1onsh1ps with re1evant criminal Just1ced

' ’*”ﬁ“agenC1es were 1mportant deteruunants of projkct soccess &
The fo]]ow1ng recommendat1ons are based on the resu]ts of the eva]uat1on 7
. \._/" vA;rJ R
s 'Eommun1ty crime prevent1on ‘programs shou]d empha51ze the organ1z1ng of
citizens -- the neighborhood watch concept -- as the bas1c beginning

"strategy for crimé prevent1on.

. ,;_Strong work1ng partnersh1ps should be estab ished between ne1ghborhood- R
- based crime- prevent1on efforts and relevant ¢criminal justyce agenc1es ’

. 'Abundant tra1n1ng and technical ass1stance should be supp11ed to crime -
prevent1on groups in t1me1y'fash1on

e Nelghborhood based cr1me\prevent1on strateg1es shou]d receive the con A
_t1nued attention. and support of off1c1a1s concerned with urban cr1me A

Lo
r . -
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A. INTRODUCTION N . ; <

, ~ The. Urban Cr1me Preveht1on Program was 1n1t1ated by ACTION and the kaw
Enforcement Assistance Adm1n1strat1on in 1980; ‘to combat urban crime ‘through

commuﬂ1ty action.  In nine cities; ne1ghborhood organizations implemented innova-
tive crime- prevent1on strategies. Emphas1z1ng citizen 1nvo]gement, workipg part-
nersh1ps with public and private groups, and strengthendigg the capac1t§ of the-

. ne1ghborhood groups. Anevaluation of the UCPP was conducted by the Institute for

Sdocial Analysis; this report summarizes ‘the fiadings, conclusions,. and: recommen-~

:::::iifdat1ons_ofmthat research

B -'BACKGROUND N L ¥ .‘ =

Dur1ng the past 20 years the urban areas - of our ‘country have exper1encedra'i

- “tremendous ircrease in reported crime. During. that time, the nate.of property

v ‘crime in-our large cities (populations above 500,000) has more than doubled, and

the rate of violent crime has roughly tripled. In ‘neighborhoods which were once -

'+ dranguil and secure, residents are noew afraid to walk the streets at night. People .

;4 who dnce gave*]lttle thought to protection of home and propertysnow find themselves

~ wondering when the thieves will strike them. For while we are not all victims of

-&rime, the incidence of. Er1m1na1 acts hag risén to the point where most citizens

feel vu]qerable to crime. As though.that were not enough, the effects of crime_go

beyond -individqual injury,; violation and property loss to weaken the broader ‘social

fabric of thezcommunity. ' Crime cam disrupt the routines of citizens in myr1ad

f, largely constricting ways, promoting isolation and alienation. And as crime rises

in a neighborhood, it is often accompanied by a pattern of general decline and

. disinvestment. Property values decrease, businesses- leave, homegwning familiés

are replaced by more trans1ent renters in a sp1raT of crime and ne1ghborhood
deterioration. - . ; -

The response to this problem has taken several routes ch1ef1y in the form of

attempts at improving the operations of the criminal JUSt1CE system -~ .improved law
enforqement_pract1ces more efficigpt prosecution, changes in courts; correctional

reform; etc But there 1s ‘scant v1dence “that these “system-based responses to

&

R In-recent years, c1t1es have turned to . commun1ty based crime prevent1on
strateg1es in the face of the. growing recognition that crime and_ its control are-
closely linked'to the. social dynamics:/of .our neightforhoods #hd communities:

Increasingly, citizgns and commun1ty{broups have receognized .the need Yo work
co]1ech}ve1y to fight crime in the{r ne1ghborhoods . ;', C :

A )

LR The c0mmu51ty cr1mefpreventtqn movement 1n genera] (an¢ the Urban Cr1me

Prévention- Program .in particular) has its roots 1n what, DuBow and Emmons (1981)
have 1abe1ed "the commun1ty hypqﬁhes1s" _ Sy S .

- (1) Ne1ghborhood res1dents,can be mob117zed by’ commun1ty organ1zat1ons to
bart1c1p§te bnlpoidect1ve crime prevent1on proaects R
, " . » '
.(2) Invo]vement in these act1v1t1es creates a stronger commun1ty because‘
peop]e will take greater responsibility for their o protect1on and
U local prob]emse and interactions among: ne;gthrs will be increased; both

3 forma]]y, through the activities of the crime prevent1on proaects, and
' 1nforma11y, as. a Byproduct of these act1v1t1es. » - o
, : o : L s

. . ‘'
. - . . .
, . i . N - . : . . -
R— . . . . ’ -
_ . . _ - L . .
T
.




2% (3) A stronger sense of comfunfty and increased sgcial interaction Teads to
more effective infoymal; social control. =~ =~ =

’ B - + .

Y

(4) Aside from the direct effects of commuriity crime prevéntion activities
~ in reducing crime or the fear of crime,” these actiyities may also reduce '

: - crime or the fear of :crime by rebuilding local-isocikl control in; the -

L _neighborhood. =~ o =T . o . L S

| C.  THE URBAN CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM ~ . - . . - S :

[ X

' In structure and™®bjectives, the Urban.Crime Prevention program was designed

to promote community crime prevention through innovative prevention strategies,
citizen 'involvement, working partnerships among. neighborhood. organizations.and,

approximately $7,500 to $47,000) to neighborhood organizations located in_low and -5
moderate income areas of the community: The structural elements of the UCPP were’ -
carefully crafted to effect> program goals. By _relying heavily on'voluntarism, ‘
citizen participation, and the development of coalitions with other.groups and city . .
agencies; grass-rpots® crime ‘prevention activities would be canducted.:amid the -.

_“general theme of jneighborhood development and citizen control. Through'irnovative

crime ‘preévenbion approaches (dispute settlement; arson preventionh, etc.) community

‘residents would “reclaim" their. neighborhoods from: deterioration_and crime. By .
combining modest funding, neighborhood control, and the building of solid linkages -

* and coalitions, it was hoped that the community crime_prevention projects would

" have a greater chance of surviving beyond thé fegerally-supported demonstration
period. In virtually all these respects, the Urbanyime Prevention Program stands ..
in contrast to its more heavily funded prédecessors, notably the Community Anti-
Crime,Program, Comprehensive Crime Prevention Program, Hartford's crime prevention

through environméntal design project, and the Seattle community- crime: preventj,

program. . e _ e : .
" At the initiation of the.UCPP.iT 1980, the program structure at the national '

TevelincTuded AETIONzthe Office of Community*Anti-Crime Programs within the Law -

Enforcement Assistance Administi-ation, the national evaluation team- from ‘the

Institute for Social Analysis, and A.L. Nellum and :Associates, the techhical
assistance contractor. In March 1982; “as LEAA's program operations were phased -

out,. programmatic responsibility was transferred to the' Office’ of Justice

Assistance; Research, and.Statistics, while the ACTION staff:remained actively
involved throughout the funding period. The evaluation.study:was transferred to .-

the evaluation division.of the National:Institute of: Justice; to bé monitored .
jointly by NIJ ‘and ACTION's evaluation office.’ I . ;
. - “ N . N . X . N .

 Urban Crime Prevention Programs were implemented in nine cities %é]ét{%ﬁzby

ACTION and LEAA through,a systematic _compétitive process. - In each city, the major
elemefifS of the UCPP were a grante€.organization, Advisory Council, and project
organizations. = Each city received “a grant for an' 18-month period, from the

. beginaing of 1981 through the middle of 1982+, Structural information on each city
. ig Shown iR abie 1. ) e By -,_;_;‘_.{", . ) . ] .

Each grantee was required to;be:d private non-profit corporation -with legal

. responsibility for administering the UCPP grant and the demonstrated capacity to .
work with-both public agencies and neighborhood groups: The granteeés. administered

_ ﬁﬁé7gfggt$53hd;GVéfaTJ;ﬁkbgiéms; and werdiyiewed as key factors. in developing a set
of. working relationships between project organmizations, municipal and county
officials; criminal justice:officials; and otheripublic and private gfoups:. - .

T ] ; S
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| Suggested | £
. Project Project |9
|_ Models -Areas- |5
| : ENREEEREE
——————— o 15 e ¥ o
Table 1: UCPP Grantee Characteristics o = E il I I -1
. L . > o| o|o|=]-
' Elw 2l E| 3T
, ‘ HEEREHENE
~ - :{ S ¢ I
, R st 1212l ¥ 2
o . Range of project g g2 s -1stsi=z| 2=
R Description of T . . budgets (namber Praject § ZX(rigl 3l 3/8]5]8
Name of Grantee Organization Grant Amount Grantee Staff of projects) Budget L el sl s B Bl i S B
Justice Resource Independent research $250,000 Program Manager  {2/3) | $32,518-36.120 ({6) s3aas1 [1f2] |11 1
Institute .- and development organ- Program Director (173)*|" - .
ization N
Citizen Informa- Commanity education. $397;924 Pragran Director i?ft $30,256-45,685 (9) sigiee || [tit v} ft];
tion Service branch of the League Bookkeeper-typist (FT
of Women Yoters
Community Chest United Way affiliate, $370,419 Program Director (FT) § 7.613-33,622"*(13) $23,759*" 4 2j2|t|e
human services organ-- , ' .,
1zation
Comnission on “Soctal action arm of _ ; $450,600 Program Director Etti $22,688-46,470 (11) $35;139 ti] |11 .
. Cathalic Com- the Cleveland Catholic  |* 57~ Sub-Prgm. Director  (PT) . .
munity Action Dlocese Org.-Trainer  (172) . - s
- Admin. Assistant {172) o
. R
Houston Metropali- Ecumenical _service $149;406 Prgm. Coordinator (173) $30,605-44;268 (8) $34,831 2|2y |2
-tan Ministries organization Prgn. Administrator (FT) ) . .
N h R UCPP Yolunteer  (FT)
Fiscal Director (PT)
United Way Homan’ Services $350:000 Prgh Supervisor  (PT) | $14,9%0-38,255 (8] | $35.369 2 i ;
R organization : Program Directar .(ET). )
. . Progm. Emagg,o,f,ficerzlﬁ; |
] Prgm. Secretary = {172 i
— L - — - - - _
Newark Coalition Toalition of Héigﬁﬁéii $424,936 Grantee Director {273) $28,845-38,535 (10) $35,346 8 1 1
of Néijﬁbbi’ﬁéﬁdi hood ‘organizations Program_Monitor, FT) . - :
+ i ] _ Secretary_ ({FMy ’
Bookkeeper {173)
Citizens Comnittee Community service or- $450,027 Supervisor  (P1) $ 7.678-22,739 (12) $29, 741 2133)1|1 1 1
“ for New York City ganization-for neigh- Program Director -{FT} ) !
- borhood se!f-help Eiscal Officer (273} g
. Secretary. . - (172)
Field Assistant  (3/5)
Neighborhood House Umbrella service or- $419,975 -Project Director  (FT) $37,563-47,053:(3). -| 41,997 2|2 1] 1
g n for public Field Assistants {PT) ' ' : )
_housing projects .
5 , " olshol 7715 s 3i5]
K ' o stosxize) 8)&}9) eI <
| sy | 28 cem)

s of staff time devoted to UCPP are approximat ions.
11y devoted less than 25% of their time to the UCPP.

to Eiﬁiiiig 6; oné project.
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An Advisory Colncil was formed in each city. by the grantee to assist in

planning and conducting the local program. In addition to_the Mayor (or his ‘or her -
designee). and a representative from each project organ1zat1on members were from a

~wide variety of relevant private and public organizations in;the city. The
“responsibilities of the Advisery Council were to include:

(1) _ﬁrbviaihg policy aha;prbgram‘guiaahCé to the grantee;

'(2) Providing general oversight ‘on matters of program implemertation and

maintenance, including involvement irt the monitoring and. evaluation -

processes of the grant and in the review of project organizationsy
(3) Providing, through its members, liaison with and access to public and

private agencies whose -assistance would be- useful in carrying out the

program's objectives; , ' :

. (4) Publicizing the graht in the broader community; and

(5) Serv1ng as :a forum in which information can be exchanged; mutua]
1nterests defined, and cooperative relations estab11shed among members

Project organ1zat1dns were most1y neighborhood groups such as local commun1ty‘

program guidelines required that at least 60% of the project organ1zat1on§fygrg to
be in the form of the principal project models: (1) property crime v1g;1m1zaggrj2
(2) community dispute settlement, (3) arson prevention, and (4) victim/witness

services. : The remaining progects could be locally-initiated or in one of the

organizations, churches, business ‘associations, tenant organ1zat1ons, etc., The

crime, public housing anti-crime, and school crime. The UnQQQ_Qerngrgyggt1on
Program placed a special emphasis on the use of volunteers, stating that:grantees

- and project organizations must involve volunteers in a variety of ways. In

suggested project areas of family violence, consumer fraud, unemployment and

addition to recruiting part-time community volunteers; each project was to recruit

a full-time, stipended volunteer s1m11ar in concept and operation to the VISTA
program vo]unteers _

The nine cities received UCPP grant funds ranging from $250 000 to $450,600:to

- operate 18-month crime prevention programs. In turn, the nine grantee organiza-

tions administered 85 projects,; which operated on contr -ts of $7,613 to $47 053.

four pr1nc1pa1 models: The most common_project was the praperty crime. v1ct1m1za-
tion ‘model; which compr1sed 35% of all the projects. Fifteen (18%) projects
offered v1ct1m/w1tness services; ten (12%) focused on arson prevent1on and seven
(8%) offered d1spute sett]ement alternatives. __ E1ghteen of the’ 23 non-model

projects were in the "suggested areas" of the YCPP crime prevention activities’--

unemployment and cr1me,,schoo] or general juvenile_crime,_consumer fraud; and
public housing anti-crime. Five projects were locally initiated; three a1med,to

“. prevent subway crime; auto® theft, and crimes against .the . e]derly Two 1OCa11y-

" jnitiated projects combined mode] elements -- one assisted the property .crime
victimization projects 1in nine ne1ghborhoods and the other combined youth
emp]oyment and property crime prevention strateg1es

UCPP goals and objectives. The principal goals of the UCPP were to increase

neighborhood participation and problem-solving capacity and to forge a working

_partnershlp _among_ ne1ghborhood groups cr1m1na1 3ust1ce agenc1es, and other

. ,‘.9 : ~

- 4 14

\



- . borhood orlentatlon, and partnersh1p Spec1f1c obaect1ves related to the goa] of
supporting 1nnovat1ve approac es were the fo]]ow1ng

3 -
e

a. Encourage proaects that have not received s1gn1f1cant ‘emphasis in.

“past federal funding.

Promote progects ‘that expand the focus of attent1on beyond thea
actua] commission of a crime to include the social and. economic

factors that are directly assoc1ated W1th criminal act1v1ty

{eal]

c. Generate. act1v1t1es that provide for adoption of project mode]s,

suggested project areas, and locally initiated projects that_are

consistent.with the program s goals and objectives.

UcpPpP obJect1ves re]ated to the goa] of neighborhood part1c1pat1on were the
following:

a: Becrease the fear of cr1me among residents. ’

b: Increase a sense of ‘responsibility for dealing with crife among
residents. :

c. Increase res1dents percept1ons of the 1mportance of ne1ghborhood

d. Increase the number of neighborhood groups that work w1th a broad-
based Advisory Council and are engaged in community Crime preven-

tion; including new or fledgling groups and those not previously’
involved.

e: Increase the financial and manager1a1 eompetence of ne1ghborhood

groups to conduct a funded crime prevention program.

Y

f. .Increase the ongoing ability of neighborhood groups to def1ne”a

analyze: local crime problems; develap solutions; and implement
projects designed to combat such problems. .

g. - Increase the ability of nnghborhood groups to work in partnersh1p .

with other private and public sector organizations and agencies on

crime prevention efforts.
. / ‘ :
h. Achieve substantial volunteer part1c1pat1on by res1dents in UCPP

fdnded projects.

i. Create new. roles for and effect1ve1y utilize the talents of

volunteers in the operation of crime prevent1on programs

Je Increase cohesiveness among ne1ghborhood residents through efforts

s directed at prevent1ng criminal activity.
- ,TUQ third goal of the Uﬁﬁﬁ to forge work1ng partnerships, had the fo]]ow1ng
‘ spec1f1c ob3ect1ves -
- * a. Ensure the input of a wide range of expertuadv1ce data, and support
g in the planning and implementation of ne1ghborhood crime prevent1on
:prOJects




hﬂ Assure the. cooperat1on and support of urban government and other R
© interests 1n carrying out 1ntended .crime prevention efforts. ST

c. Av01d-,dup]1cat1on or conf11ct of prevention act1v1t1es among

projects being developed in the UCPP -and other urban  crime °
prevent1on efforts

d. Set in motion a process of coalition bu1]d1ng that over a period of
© time; will define mutual interests and forge. cooperat1ve relation-

sh1ps for 1n1t1at1ng future.crime pnevent1on prOJects _ =

D. THE UCPP EVALUATION

The eva]uat1on of the Urban Cr1me Prevent1on Program con51sted of a. process
study of -all nine sites and an intensive study of two cities. It was designed to
examine the effect1veness of the, programs. in all cities and assess 1ntens1ve1y the;

processes of the four major mode]s of crime prevention:

~ _Early in the evaluat1on the,smaJor -program goals and obJect1ves were
identified and weighted by the key ACTION and LEAA administrators. The focus of the
evaluation was determined by this weighting process.and by a review of program
goals and proposed activities, evaluation resources, and time. constra1nts The
eva]uat1on was predominantly process rather than 1mpact oriented, i.e. , largely
devoted to" a descriptive account of the projects' activities and progress on major
objectives. Following from the program goa]s the major areas of focus for the
evaluation were: . : P

. Crime prevent1on act1v1t1es ' The eva]uat1on descr1bed the prOJect

prevention, victim/witness assistance, ahd commun1ty dispute sett]e-'

ment . We wanted to know if the: proaects actually engaged in the

activities proposed, and if so, to what degree. The evaluation- examined

the form, processes, and prob]ems of the models as 1mp]emented by diverse

ne1ghborhood groups in different ne1ghborhoods

. ﬁltlzenglnvolvement, The projects were based on the notlon that c1t1zens

would become involved in, and mater1a1[y part1c1pate in the projects'

activities. Citizen 1nv01vement was ‘defined in terms of awareness,

N ~ response, and active participation. : ‘ N

. Eoalition building: A program goal was to develop work1ng partnersh1ps

among the erime prevention projects, key city agencies (particular]y the

criminal justice system); and other public and private organ1zat1ons

The type and strength of these linkages were assessed.

. Capacity building. . Through UCPP; it was intended :that neighborhood
organizations would improve their capacity to fight crime specifically
(e.g.; learn the techniques of arson prevention) and strengthen their
managerial and-financial competence:. The methods of capacity building

and degree to which the projects eapab111t1es improved were examined.

"~ The UCPP: proaects wWere not” expected to redUCe overall crime_or create strong,h-
unified neighborhoods within the time period of this experimental program nor was
the eva]uat1on designed to assess these ultimate goa]s

~ Methodology. Jheﬂpr1mary data co]]ect1on procedures used for this essen=
tially descr1p§1ve study were 1ntery1ews with program staff, citizens, and agency

i. : : . = , \ .
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- materials developed by the. projects: -

"nical assistance, and organiZational capabilities. At

‘officials; on-site observations of project events and récbrds;.and,gngpjngfrév1ews

\ =0T -

. of\monthly reports to the evaluation staff; quarterly réports to ACT;ON/LEKA; and

ST e v , S [ 7

~ \At least three site visits were made to each city, plus two édditipﬁal visits
to New York and Cincinnati, the intensive study sites. During gach visit,
structured interviews were conducted with each project director in charge of one of

"the four model approaches and the grantee staff. Project materials and records

were reviewed or collected, brief tours were made of the targét'ﬁéighborhoods, and

project activities were attended and observed as much as posible./” .

o

. ; ) ) . - obe Fi Lo i e
77777 Grantee directors. were asked about  program-wide. issues,; including grant

'develgp@gnf§;phojééf'éé]ééfiéh; AdViSbkj‘CﬁUﬁCi]ﬂhdlé;,déVéjiging linkages, the .

'u’fdll-time-io%?nteér; and training and technical assistance. A-Substantial portion

of each interview was. devoted to their perceptions of project”activities, progress,

obstacles; and capacity building,.-Project directors were intervigwed regarding

hk .end of the grant period;

project activities, citizen i olvement,devéloping;;?kages, training and_ tech-
t

the grantee diréctors Rated their projects' current/strength.and improvement in
capabilities, and\ project
to their efforts:\ J S o H e

-/~

Face-to-face futeryiews were conducted with/82 key)agency officials ddring

the final visits. The<interviews covered the nature and exterit of the contact.

. between the project ard agency, the official's understanding of the project's main -

effectiveness of the prgject. . .\ %/

“activities, and the afficial's view of the relationship. established ‘and the -

telephone interviews with disputants (N=7) and victims

In the Fall 1982;

(N=40) assisted by the ‘dispute settlement and victim/witness projects were

completed. The follow-up interviews were conducted to “assess the citizens'
satisfaction @ith the sérvi;és. ' '

~ From June 1981 through May 1982, the 62 model projects completed, forms on a

monthly basis which, summarized their activitiesiand sent them to the evaluation
staff. The Monthly Activity Summary:forms were used to keep the evaluation staff
informed of project activitiesfand;}jsg;gqyeréd citizen involvement, community
outreach and education, publicity, and caseload characteristics of victim/witness

and dispyte settlement projects. Flyers, newsletters, meeting minutes, letters to

‘agéﬁc1é”9 and many other project materials were attached to the Mohth]y Activity

Summary forms. =
iy Ter s ‘
E.  MAJOR FINDINGS

LN

The major findings of the evaluation are summarized in this section. The
areas covered are the activities of the project organizations, the degree of -
citizen involvement in their crime prevention activities, the type.and strength of

linkages developed with outside agencies; and capacity building of neighborhood
groups. ' ' o

. Project_activities. The most common approach of the property crime

victimization projects was organizing and maintaintig neighborhood watches) where
the, central activities involved the simple, straightforward strategies ofy resi-

dents looking out for each other's homes and observing neighborhood activities
generally, marking valuable property (Operation Identification); and .increasing
home security. The number of watches organized by each project varied from..a

handful to 70, depending on the nature of the neighborhood, the staff's organiziﬁg

;—— .
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irectors rated citizen 1n@olv%ment d agency response
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| skills and techn1que5* and the’ prOJect resources available: The preperty crime
victimization model emphasized the issues of .insurance availability in addition to

property cr1me prevent1on efforts Most of the prOJects tried to document‘

safety and 11V1ng cond1t1ons of bu11d1ngs -which appeared to be arson-prone: The
bu11d1ng 1mprovements‘-- enforc1ng safety codes; boarding ‘up vacant structures; .
*_repa1r, clean-up; “inereasing - security; etc: --; were-achieved by residents:and .

tenants' grbaps'argahiiéd and: tra1ned by proaect staff to negot1ate W]th landlords

on]y one prOJect was engaged in deve]op1ng a.complete pred1et1ve system as part of_*
an ongo1ng arson strategy. Sy . R ’
Un11ke the property cr1me V1Ct1m1zation and arsen prevention'projects'in'
w1tness ass1stance -and d1spute sett1ement proJects prov1ded d1rect serv1ces to‘
citizens in need. The maJor1ty of the.victim/witness projects: prov1ded one- t0aone/
assistance-to the victims of. crime;. the: primary services: were. counse11ng/cr1s1s
~intervention, referrals for additional assistance, and victim . advocacy (inter=
ceding. on the v—1ct1msr behalf with -1andlords, soc1a1 service. agencies, etc.).
Projects serving the e]der]y and_sexual assau]t victims reached a substantial
number of. peop]e, but dué- to the lack of ‘referrals, many projects provided
' mean1ngfu1 services to only a handfu] of ne1ghborhood res1dents. Court monitor1ng '

proaects R . : N : s
. s : . L - 7 .

The commun1ty'd%spute sett]ement prOJects offered d1spute reso]ut1on,serv1ces s

== typically conciliation, - and- less frequent]yLLmed1at1onAe- to neighborhood - »h;

 residents. Substantial project tlme and:effort was focused: on,oommun1ty outreach-

and developing referral relationshipsiwith Justice system age cies; other City: and

social service agencies, and community organizations. The’ case]pads of  the
projects were quite small, ranging from.a couple to fewer than 100 cases for any one
prOJect on]y a handful of medqat1on hear1ngs were held. _ . ™

C1t1zen 1nvo]vement \ The property crime. v1ct1m1zation and arson: prevent1on

progects achieved substantial commun1ty involvement in their activities, specifi-

cally in the stra1ghtforward organizing of citizens into neighborhood watches and

. tenants groups. .- However, the extent to which citizens became -involved in the

prOJects varied cons1derab1y, depend1ng partly on, the skills and tactics.of the:

organizers.  Crime and arson.were often addressed within the context of other . = s

‘neighborhood and building concerns; as “an -isolated.issue,.crime or arson seldom,.

served as an effective organizing tactic: - The organizing strategies also:.varied

great]y, from one-shot;. one-meeting efforts to a multj-meetings approach focused-
on training, education, and 1eadersh1p5deveTopment . . Achieving substantial citizen '
involvement was most d1ff1cu1t in.lowe 41n¢ome, 1 *fragmented and’ deterjorat1ng
neighborhoods; particularly pub]ic hous1ng an renters communities. - The more .
complex and less tangible activities of the arson and property crime progects .such
.as documenting insurance unava11ab111ty -and conducting arson research d1d not. -

attract much citizen 1nvo]vement : .




* The victim/witness and dispute settlement projects. experienced difficulties

in achieving citizen involvement, with the exception. ‘of the victim/witness

projects serying populations of special need. 'In the main; ‘these projects had low
caseloads, serving only a small segment of their neighborhoods:’ The citizens who
did receive victim/witness or dispute settlement services were satisfied with the
_ services and found them to be very helpful, as indicated by follow-up interviews:
* Although few citizens were recruited to serve as victim service providers, the
dispute settlement projects had no problems in recruiting and training mediators.

In spite of substantial effort in the areas of community education and outreach,

the victim/witness and dispute settlement projects did not achieve an adequate

level of community awareness and acceptance.

-

. , o -
77777 Developing linkages: : The property crime and arson prevention projects also
achieved considerabTe success in garnering the support-and assistance of police and

fire departments as appropriate; and in gaining cooperation from city agencies.

The property crime projects developed cooperative-relationships with the police
departments, particularly the crime prevention units; and police officers often
actively participated in project activities: - Police officials; in general, held
positive views about neighborhood watch programs; where negative views were

present, they were usually related to resistance to community involvement in what

was viewed as the policé's realm or irritation at community demands. -

T . - i 3 oL 3 ool . oL .
~_The arson_prevention projects established excellent working relationships
with the fire and police departments and with many city agencies concerned with

housing and buildings: These linkages were often mutually beneficial relation-
ships, since the projects and the agencies shared the goal of improving building
conditions and community involvement was viewed a5 a real asset. In general, city
officials had highly positive views of the projects and believed they were
instrumental in arson prevention. ‘ : ‘ : ‘
~ The vietim/witness assistance and dispute settTement projects had many
 difficulties in developing linkages for referrals, -particularly in developing
working relationships with criminal justice system agencies. Police departments
served as passive sources of cases for. the victim/witness projects, by simply
.allowing then access to recent crime information. Court officials and prosecutors

.. were rarely involved. :Agency officials had mixed views of victim/witness projects,
__jrecognizing the. individual benéfit of the services yet questioning whether such

i'to crime. preverition.

-~

services should be cammunity;basgd amd viewing them as social services not‘rglatéd

R R _ S S
~ - 0fficial response to the community dispute settlement projects was moderate

. to low. -In the few instances where referral relationships were developed, they
°- were gStablished after months of meetings and contacts with appropriate officials.

. .'1Ih?xprimaryjdﬁstacle,was'that community-based dispute resglution lacked legitimacy
- in\the eyes of justice 'system officials, who felt such services should be under

"+ court control‘and were concerned- about. confidentiality, enforcement; and profes-

e P S - e - T
.’; -sionalism issues.

i o o

In' gerieral, cooperativé relationships were more easily developed by estab-

. " lished projécts with a well-known track reeord and: experience in working with
~outside agencies. :Effective relationships with appropriate agencies were also
'more éasily developed when projects engaged in crime preventian strategies _in which

: community involvemerit is generally recognized as needed and beneficial (e.g.,
_neighborhood. watches and ‘improved :building conditions :for renters). Linkages:for

- community-based services generally of fered by prosecutor's offices {victim/witness: -
"', assistance) :and: court systems (dispute resolution) weremore difficult to develop. - .




.. techhical assistance occurred on a one-to-one basis; although formal and

_ Capacity building. A major goal of the UCPP was to increase the capacity of

‘neighborhood groups in the areas of crime prevention and financial and managerial

COmpétéh%%. The UCPP was designed to support both established groups with a track.

record o
previous experdgnce in crime prevention.

" The 85 projacts were sponsored by a wide variety of organizations, from very
inexperienced groups to large, established, well-funded organizations:  The

resources and capabilities of the project organizations had a significant impact on
the functioning and success of the projects. Most of the PCPP project organiza-
tions were grass-roots community groups representing lotal neighborhodds and

citizens; these included community counci

 coalitions of neighborhood groupss A sizable number were, neighborhood-based . °
- social service agencies, serving the needs of local community residents via Secial

Security; welfare, and similar government programs: Three projects were operated
by city agencies, and several were sponsored by service organizations such as the
YMCA. | Lo TEr T

Capacity building was‘critical for the newer; fledgling groups, who needed

substantial assistance in managerial and-financial areas as. well .as help. in

stability .and success, and fledgling groups, mauy¢6f‘WHiéﬁ had no

1s, block and tenant associations; and

building skills and knowledge in areas specific to the crime bFéVéﬁtiéh,mbdéJS,‘,Ih'_i 

the more established organizations, capacity building was primarily related to the
_crime prevention activities, o ' ' ‘ Lo

" _The task of capacity building fell largely, to the grantees; much of ‘the
informal-..

training workshops were not infrequent: In many ways; the grantees play jtical

roles in the UCPP-, assisting the project organizations in a multitude of ways (they.

were particularly instrumental in developing Tinkages among the projects and other - :

organizations and city-agencies); and serving as liaisons between them and other
. components of the UCPP. - Grantee he]pﬁahdwsupéerSJQh,géhérally,workgd best- in
situations where -the/grantee staff consisted of a full-time director with day-to-

- day responsibility for the projeécts; who in turn received assistance from an

[ . —_—

experienced senior staff person and had substantial resources (contacts, exper-

~ tise, bookkeeping services, .etc:) within the grantee organization to draw on.

Training and technical -assistance was provided through the national ceme

. tractor-as well as by the grantees. In general, what was received was viewed #%

valuable and yséful. There was also a near-universal opinion among the grantees._

on.. The complexity of the models;

that more technical assistance was needed in all areas, particularly in community.

organizing; the insurance model, and administrati

skil1s needed for community organizing and developing linkages, federal reporting

training and technical assistance imperative.

‘requirements, and the limited time (and sometimes skills) of project staff made

" With a few exceptions; the project organizations increased or strengthened

" . their. organizational capabilities through UCPP. A1l projects hired_ staff,

- initiated . UCPP_ activities, and met federal reporting requirements: ~ Crime .

prevention activities appear ‘most apt to continue in the more established
“organizations -- particularly those in whitch community organizing and safegy,
issues were priorities prior to UCPP and citizen groups with developed leadership

~are in place .and _likely to carry on community crime prevention: Continuation
‘appears most likely among the property crime victimization and arson_ prevention

- s

- .projects, where the emphasis on organizing, training, and leadership has created
"~ bleck clubs and similar groups with the potential of continuing with enly resident
-jnvolvement. Continuation without substantial funding support appears less likely

i the client service, case-oriented community dispute settlement and victim/
witness projects. ’ , 7 2@ .
T e i . . B _10- | ‘
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Nean]y’everypﬁoj@cé\recruitegj;ndsupported a stipended volunteer, a local

‘resident who participated in project activities on a full-time basis. In addition
to contributing; to .individual growth and .knowledge,.the purpose of the local,
stipended volunteer was to develop skills in the community to be used as the basis
for future ‘neighborhood crime prevention endeavors. As reported by the grantee
directors; the indiyidual personal growth of the valunteer was seen as the primagy -

- ‘benefit of-the goncept; and secondarily, the-benefits of additional pérSUhhéllw?ih

_.their community knowledge and insight were riealized. The drawbacks to the full=. .

" time, volunteer component were primarily administrative. Problems were encountered .
in:recruitment and retention; with performance; absenteeism; ahd‘turh§VEr; causing

ongoing difficulties for. a number of projects.—:-*

" The Advisory Councils of the UEPP grantees were to provide guidance, 1iaison

with and .access to public and private agencies; publicity; and a forum for/.

~inférmation exchange. In reviewing: thejr activities and the views of grantee an
project. directors; it was apparent that the Councils<were not as effective as
_ hoped, particularly in developing linkages and building coalitions.. Their primary

?% function was to provide information and assistance to the projects and grantee

directors. Where Council members were helpful, assistance came mainly from a-few

key, active iﬁdiVTdﬁaIS36Ht$$dé;6f'ﬁéuhtil meetings.
F. pIseussiow’ - o] |
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1~ eeting Program Goals - - . . .. %

It bears repeating that the rationale and the goals Of the Urban Crime
Prevention Program were distinctively different than those of most crime preven-

% tion programs; i.e.; the UCPP projects were aimed at the broad underlying causes of

crime -+ if not entirely, to a greater degree than in previous crime prevention

.+ programs.~ And they would dé]Sb-thrdughtthéfépplication,Uf,apﬁrqachgsfwhjghfwgre
. largely innovative. Disputes would be resolved before they;f]qtedugp~infg[jmjn§%;~
. violence or added another;iburdensome case to the backTog of the courts. Victims of -

_ ¢rime would be assisted in ways that would promote citizen perceptions that they
were part of a caring community and that they could make the system more responsive.
By strengthening the bonds of neighbors, bringing residents together to promote the

- common ‘security and foster a more livable environment, our. urban neighborhoods
would be-bettér able to withstand the forces of disorder and decline. It was also

recognized that neighborhood groups probably could not hope.to accomplish these
‘tasks alone; rather; that they should address them in partnership with other groups

and agencies in the city, particularly public agencies, from the mayor's office to
the police precinct station. o ' .

" These broad purposes were captured in_the UCPP goal Statements under the
‘headings of innovative approaches, neighborhood orientation, and working partner-"
ships. Although the scope of an evaluation should not be confined by the bounds of
TWTJZ‘ ;

le program's stated goals, particularly as findings are interpreted and discus- I
sed, it is fitting and fair that we, begin with a general assessment of how well
these goals were met. ‘ i S .

3
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" Innovative approaches. UCPP.certainly succeeded jp establishing projects:

that were innovatjve. in design. Indeed, with the inclysion of projects such_as .

arson prevention, insurance unavailability, and -dispute settlement, the UCPP

projects represented the forefront of community crime prevention models. -‘And UCPP
. provided the opportunity to test these innovations under a variety of conditions.

But . although this goal was clearly met, there were indications that some of the
models were, in a sense, too innovative; i:e., they were of a complexity that often

overwhelmed the neighborjood groups; many of whom had never so much as organized a

ETER
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[ block watch.™ For example; in the property crime projects the insurance unavail-
ability element- was. the most problematic; the 'block, watch, a simpl. 7 less
innovative approach; was very successful.  The use of mediation to help/ resolve .

disputes is one of the most recent inhovations in criminal justice, but dispute
settlement projects, especially those that are not connected to the.courts, find it
- notoriously  difficult to attract a. respectable ,case]dadg‘(Coog,eroeh],ffgnd

~ Sheppard; 1980):. ~And the most effective aspect of the arson preventiop programs

- “"was the education-and-organizing element (which resembles the block watch ‘ap-

proach); the establishment of innovative arson ‘prediction systems was often

- _baffling to- the less experienced groups. In those instances where projects,

successfully implemented the more complex, innovative approaches, they had staffs.
with experience in crime prevention, frequently in the particular a;%«qach;to, be™\
implemented:” > : ' A ¥

.. . o . ) : N : ) ) , . : . \{”
w . Thus; although innovative approaches were established by UCPP; often.(as in .

¢« .

. the case of insurance unavailability) they were éstablished on paper, not by deed: *
And many projects which did achieve in making these approaches operational had

difficulty developing them effectively. sti]-l;mu;ch'wag1éé;r;r1? about, which type
of innovative approach works (and. does not work). in the hands of neighborhood .
organizations; and that tod was a central purpose of this admittedly high-risk - »

program. : . _ : o

 Neighhiorhiood orientation: Involving citizens and building the.cCapacities of
neighberhood groups. hrough ‘the efforts of the UCPP projects, thousands of

citizens. in numerous urban neighborhoods became -involved in crime prevention
efforts. Some people simply became aware of crime and ways to protect themselves

from it; others became active participants as block watchers, mediators, etc. . In
the process, many citizens came to know their neighbors .and; in so doing, took

important steps toward strengthening -- in some cases; reclaiming -- their

_ neighborhoods. ~Certainly, UCPP was effective in promoting citizen involvement,

~ ' but the effectiveness of projects in this respect depended on_(a) the nature of the .
activity, and (b) the characteristics ‘of the neighborhood. Through.the basic =~
mechanism of. block watches, the property. crime projects .were typically very
successful in gaining the participation of. scores of neighborhood residents. By,
meanis of similar organizing. strategies, many arson prevention projects were also
‘effective in-drawing citizens into education and arson watches.. . But the other
types of projects were less effective in involving citizens in. their projects.
Attempts te involve citizens in insurance unavailability research ‘were usuatly-met
with a combination of boredom and confusion: And although citizens were eager. to
become mediators in dispute settlement .projects -- a sPimiulating; somewhat’

prestigious role for a citizen -- they were remarkably reluctant to bring their .

disputes to thefprojeéts;-

B DWW o e “, o oo L
The level of citizen involvement in UCPP projects was. also related to the

characteristics'of the neighborhood:: There are indications that where nefighbor-

_ hoods were relatively stable and/or of moderate income; citizens were more likely

to participate in project activities: It seems reasonable that” in nejghborhoods-
where a substantial proportion of residents have roots in the community, own their -
homes, feel some identification with the community; plan to stay in the, neighbor-
" hood, etc. -- and have adequate social and economic resources -- they_would be 'more™ '

willing to assist in effocts to protect and Sstrengthen their neighborhood. On the
other hand, in low-income; deteriorating neighborhoods where residents may feel

less "ownership" of the community, it may be difficult to persuade somegne to
become involved in project work on a voluntary (unpaid) basis when he or she is

worried about "putting food on the table."”
The literature on voluntarism shows that the yotivation to volunteer s -
' : -12- 22 ' )
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"‘brelated to soc1o economlc stand1ng and education (Anderson and Moore 1978) and

two Tecent studies of _communjity crime prevent1on ‘have: found citizen involvement to

. be positively:-correlated with resident income and ne1ghborhood -integration. -‘DuBow

-and -his associates found that where residént ‘incomes -are h1gh voluntary

part1c1pat1on in cr1me4prevent1on activity tends to be high, and vice-versa (DuBow

: and Emmons, 1979). “Similarly,- in the Skogan and ‘Maxfield (1981) study of why -

7 individuals participate*in crime prevention’ actiyitiesy they found that."the most

' cons1stent correlates of levels of participation  in crime-focused -groups .

‘are...neighbgrhoad social and residential ties:" Across sevéral cities; their

data showed that as these indices. of neighborhood antegratlon and cohesion .rose, so

did participation ih crime prevention activities.. In their. natisnal evaluation of,_

LEAA's Comprehensive’ Trime Prevention Program,  Crew and Perlman (1981) also

identified .the extent of neighborhood integration as a corre]ate of citizen
1nvo]vement in cr1me prevent1on act1v1t1es. o : .

- -

" There also seemed 11tt1e doubt that ucep he]ped te bu11d the gapac1t1es of
neighborhoods and neighborhood groups to address crime problems; Organizations
which had not,prev1ously organized block watches, collected police report datah‘br

"~ -conducted home security checks c¢ame. out of the demonstration period..with Such
‘. "skills in_hand:? anortunate]y, many of the. progects acquiréd these skills’ through
a difficult trial-and-error experience.- Often they wer'e just becom1ng comfortable
with their cgpab11it1es toward the.end of thé demonstratign period.’ A1though-most g
ﬁ{ project directors valyed the tecﬁ§1ca1 ass1stance received, most of the grantee.:
“~.directors (overseeing the projécts in: each city) thought. that, more technical = -
zissnstanee wa)s needed., And for f]edg]1ng,~1nexper1enced groups erngaging in the
more-complex cr1me prevent1on strateg1es, the lack of techn1caﬂ ass1stance was
r1t1caL7 oo N ..; ¢ or - o ( , ..

- il

The capac1ties of. the proaects by the end of the demonstratwon period depended ;

~upon both the genera] experience and stability 'of ‘the community organization and |

its experience in crime prevention. Those. organizations which were stable’.and”
= experienced at the outset -typically reflected: substantial capacity. at the end 3

Most f1edg]1ng groupy - <howed - 1ess -capacity, but often deplayedggreater 1mprove-

ment --_ from a zero baseline. ' The less, estab11shed groups tended +o have - more.

difficulties than the exper1enced organ1zat1ons but it should;be remembered that’

UCPP _purposety. awarded’ grants.to less’ experlenced groups for the purpose of .
1mprov1ng their capacity. -~ ° R ;

- .' .\
“ _

In summary,j%he ne1ghborhdod or1entat1on of UCPP- d13p1ayed cons1deFab1e s

success in' gaining citizen involvement and bu11d1ng the capac1t1es -of: ne1ghbor- o

Hoods and the1r resident organizations: At the: same time, it must be; recogn1zed

’ nature of the neighborhood and the exper1ence and~sk111s of the ne1ghborhood group:

. ~ ' -

Deve]opéngwork1ngpartxmn:ﬁxuos A central goa] of the- UGPP was to,"forgednﬁh' Wy

working partnerships"™ among neighborhood groups and key officials and organiza--
tions. in the city, -particularly criminal Justice system; officials. In many
pro\]ec{gsf effective working partnersiips were. developed; both. at- the. neighborhpod .
‘level and cityswide. . “The T1inkages that wére’ estab11shed between the property’a

, crime : projects 4nd the police wefe especially numerous and apparpnt[y quwte

] hg]pful ~ .In addition, the arson projects typically had Congiderable success in-

:gaining the working cooperaté n of :several relevant. ageqc1es, 1nc1ud1ng the fire
hGr

;" departments- and housing authfrities. But many.of the victim/witness®and - dispute ...
 settlemert projects encountered sdizable.and-continuing obstacles to the estab- - -
* 1ishment of formal- ]?nkages with the criminal justice system, obstaclés Wh1ch v

severe1y hqmpered thear effect1veness o o S PR

that such goals can be quickly scuttled -- or‘at least severely - hamstrung--- by the.s

Pyl
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»
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“would provide the projects with entree to.those agencies or the city government

"It was.hoped that the Advisory-Councils.and the grantee staff in each city
(especially the criminal justice system) whose cooperatiopwas so eritical to the
success df - the project. Jhis entree was.especially imﬁg;taht for the victim/-
/ifness and dispute settlement projects; most of which relied upon the justice;
system to..supply cases. = But many. grantees: apd’ projects had «difficulty in
ektablishing those linkages with ithe justice, system; a weakness that. had a
_ significant negative  #mpact’ on " the. caseloads: of victim/witness and dispute
. ‘settlement.projects. © = i A B -

. Where there were strong 1inkdyés between vietim/witness and disputé,éettLgf

ment projects .and Tocal ¢riminal justice agencies:{e.g:; in New York City), there
- had atready existed a general acgeptance on thé part of the local criminal justice
s of services, as evidenced by

. officials of gehe.value and importance of -these k
. " their - suppor “qffsuch.prgﬁecti;prigngtq»UEPP; here those linkages were more
"difficult to establish, the *1ocal. criminal /justice system did not display: that
level of acceptange. .=~ ‘o T - . L !
- -Thys, with .respect to ‘its three major. goa] statements, UCPP displayed
considerable  siccess, but it :was success of; highly qualified sort. Innovative

", -.projects were estabTishéﬂ,ééfééé.tﬁérﬁihéyc1t%és; but many of them, particularly

e thé,md§t,jhhpvative,_epgbqqte[gq;§éfiéds'bhéfi@jbhaﬁ problems. The neighborhood
~ orientation of UCPP was 'an’ effective_overall“strategy, deserving of continued
¢ - emphasis, yet many neighborhoods most. iy
-resistant to citizen-based crime preventjon. The discussion below addresses these

ang other issues. ' e e LS c

" 2. Issues. and Implications

negd of crime prevention were terribly

e

i T T . -0 A
<" Several issues of central importagce-to urban crime prevention have emerged

,‘frbm,the’fiﬁdiQQgépfrpﬁi$ﬁ§§§]&ati6h;éi§50és,WHicﬁ}have?distinc;7implicat16hs for

“the future of .community crime preventiaon. They are discussed below.

i v Citizen involvement as a function of ‘the nature of the neighborhood. It has
v been noted that a probTem,GhTCh,b1éQUés;COmmUhity,crimefprgqentﬁon approaches is

that in deterioratipg neighborhoods: of low cohesion’. it is often difficult to :.

. generate citizen involvement -- the 'sine gua nion “of most community crime

prevention. And it is in these neighborhoods where erime is most likely to be high.

o7 "
.o

Thus,- we ‘are confronted with the dilemmd that the.neighfiorhoods which need crime
‘prevention most are the ones most resistant to the impTementation of prevention ;
““approaches. There are :perhaps two implications of this finding: ° First, it~

~ ‘gnger§¢6fé§#tﬁé~imbbrtéhcé;bf strengthening nieighborhoods before any precipitous
' “decline can- take place. ‘' These transitionalk:n

eighborhoods are not difficult to

identify: There are many indicators of deterioration -- declining property values,

" commercial disinvestment (closing various retajl establishments), an increasein

~ the number of abandoned buildings; a decrease,_j me-owning families, an increase

.. in. arsons andisuspicious fires Z=and a rise in:g¥ime. - In add¥tion, there are sofie

. :"-observable signs of a neighborhood's vulnerability to crime: rowdy teenagers
-~ gather at; and take over; streat corners; properties begin to look in need of repair
© ‘and paint; the ‘passerby is affronted by inciviljties -- fouk:language, bellicose
jriebriates, the din of portable stereos, and so-forth: At some stage, the number

of citizens*who care about the neighborhood; who are willing to put in time and
, effort. to stabilize and improve their community, drops below some critical mass.
o At that point the.civil, law-abiding citizens are more likely to feel apathetic and™
fearful, that control of the streets is in other-hands, and begin to retreat behind-
locked doors, choosing not to become invalved (see Wilson and Kelling, 1982, for a

description of this process): It seems that the propitious time:(it is not a mere

-
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have. deve]oped & good ba]ance of, concern and conf1dence -- serious concern- that if
something isn't done they will find themselves in a spiral of deter1oratﬁon mixed
w1th an indignant conf1dence that they can defeat the forces of d1sorder

W1th the recogn1t1on hOWEVer, that many ne1ghborhoods which have suffered_

c1t1zen cr1me prevent1on act1v1t1es Lln such ne1ghborhoods, 1t probab]y requires

- -decline are in need of workable crime prevention efforts, we -should ‘begin to v
~develop better ways:to.overcome the resistance of these neighborhoods to organ1zed<'

the cont1nued su#port of official agencies, espec1al]y the pollce -~ if ne1ghbor-:
hood based crime prevent1on 1s to succeed. . . < - ,,A, Ca

! - — _

Type of crime preventwon approach The d1fferent1ayfdynam1cs and effectsfgf

the various crime prevention approaches -have implications. for future urban crime’

prevention efforts. Across the several UCPP criteria (c1t1zen 1nvo]vement

capacity building, etc:) of effectiveness the arson prevention and property cr1me:

victimization projects: (sans Jnsurance unava11ab111ty) rather cnns1stent1y per-,;~f

ExEE el = o2 r s I . il

-formed better than the Victim/witness and dispute settlemenf projectsuzm In

addition, these types of projects:address the crime problem (i.e.;- arsom and'

property crime) more d1rect1y,ﬂ7and are therefore more 11ke1y tO,{;

demonstrable 1mpact on cr1me 1tse1f ' o o ?

There are several 1likely reasons for these d1fferences in performance. ,;“ﬂ

and probably most jmportant,; these projects were based on the fairly §1mp1e'but»

highly valued activity of" br1hg1ng citizens together for the..common purpose of

began with -a strategy of. organ1z1ng all the residents of & block or an apartment..“

~ building to address a problem of: potential concernto all: 7. In. contrast;

,courts) for. cases The v1ct1mlw1tness prOJects encountered fewer obstacles in this

1ct1ms ‘and d1sputants themselves. Second, although both property crime and arsonf.

“improving .the: safety of the homes and streets of ‘their ne1ghborhood Thus, they

'v1ct1m/w1tness and d1spute settlement prOJects focused on a much more circums ';ﬂf

prevent1on projects developed relati sh1ps ‘with;. and were assisted. by, city

agencies; they were neither heavily dependent on the agencies nor did they require

referral of caseés. Eonsequently; thesepragjects and the. city alencies were .

mutually supportive; they had common goals to wh1ch‘each,contr1buted,w1thout.mak1ng

heavy demands of -one another. The v1ct1m]w1tness and’ d1spute sett]ement pro;ectS'
respect ‘than the dispute settlement proaects because they typ1ca11y requ1red on]yu S
pass1ve referrals from the pol1ce (1 eng access to victim records) ‘

The comp]ex1ty of the part1cu1ar approach =< the degree of soph1st1cat1on and:
~sk111 refjuired to mount an effective effort =- also.-contributed to ‘its overall:

L{'

effectiveness, but this attribute was more c]ear]y a factor with1n ‘models than-
. among- them. Thus, the s1mp1er ‘componeht -of the property crime. project, the b]ock
watch, ,worked better than the insurance unavailability- component. In d1spute'

sett]ement projects the establishment of the relatively straightforward med1at1bn.'F

- service “was much 1éssed1ff1cu1t‘than the outreach .component, wh1ch requ1red
' geducat1ng and chang1ng some basic attitudes of the pub11c .

 This is not meant to suggest that v1ct1m/w1tness or d1Spute sett]ement efforts
are unworthy of support' on the contrary, they serve important purposes. But it.

. should be understood that they are not the most effective wvehicles for rallylng e
" citizen support and participation, and that they will have d1ff1cu1ty fu1f1111ng'_ B

.the1r mrssion without solid re]at1onsh1ps w1th cr1m1na] Just1ce agencies

- A
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,ctivities == improving the physical appearance of the neighborhood and -

“heighborhood youth with positive alternatiles == _were® frequently
‘py -the . property crime and arson prevention projects because they were -

cer®s of residents. These activities can be implemented by groups of

citizens without the involvement of city.agencies orysubstantial

. yet they contribute to crime prevention and neighborhood revitalization
1g the "s.igns of disorder" and giving residents and outsiders-a sense that
borhood is cared for and protecteds, Neighborhood improvement and youth

s often evolve from block watches.and sjmilar residents' .organizations
e viewed by residents as natural and necessary comgjphents of community
vention.. ; : o ' Gl

e

oving the crime prevention capacities of neighborhood organizations. ..
the characteristics of the .neighborhood group which should conduct crime : -
n activities, and how can they be most efficiently assisted=n performing:

orts? Generally, our findings showed that more established grodps. Mere - -

essful in launching and sustaining their crime prevention projects: Yet

sortant to help bolster the capacities’ of fledgling groups as_well.
1y, these goals” are not necessarily mutually exclusive.. In most
oods; it is probably best to seek out the most qualified, experienced
ion to conduct crime .prevention, especially if the neighborhood has. -
ted considerably and/or the particular_ approach to be implemented: 3§ .

mplex. In neighborhoods of at least moderate stability where the
n’ approagh will not require inordinate levels of skill and experi

| nol-require inord . and: ex ﬁ,99C§?r3;
groups Should beiable to perform well -~ especially if they@gpg;gggyjﬂed ;
e training and technical assistance. And perhaps. this is-the critical
be made with respect to capacity building: most ‘grolps need some training .

jcal assistance, and the need iricreases dramatically in inverse propor-.

(1) the experience of the group; (2) the in-house resdurces available to
5 (3). the §ﬁgpj}j§¥7wathé‘héigﬁbdhhdédi:ahdv§4) the simplicity of the
As these conditions are found wanting, training and technical assistance :

‘corrgspoqdihg]&-iﬁgﬁéaSEH: ‘ I T .
s betweeh neighborhood organizations and criminal justice agencies.
ned above, the estab]ishment of supportive relationships between appro-
iminal justiceVagenciesAahd,héighboﬁhbﬁd groups is critical to:the success

/witness and particularly dispute settlement projects. It 7s also quite
,p,;helgphgﬁ,tybés‘bf;bkdjécts,which‘make,usg,pf,primgfpréVéhtibh police
(for training; presentations, homé security checks, etc.), and statistics
ce and fire departments, and may influence department resource alloca-
‘or_example, one YEPP property crime project was successful in gaining
1 police patrols of their.neighborhood, and an arson prevention project

| the fire department to assign .two additional fire marshals to inspect.
/ buildings which they had identified as arson-prone: - How are these:.

:hips established; and Whét,bbstac1es;hiﬁder"them?'ra _ :

establishment of supportive relationships in UCPP was a function of (1)
of crime prevention approach (and, by extension, the.type of assistance
| of the agericy); (2) the stanee of the city's criminal justice system,
y.the police; with respect .to community participation in crime preven-
{3) the effectiveness of the project staff and. the grantee in opening




throughout the prOJect period. Indeed, New York City has been a pioneer in the use

of sich crime prevention activities as victim/witness services, dispute settle-

ment, and arson prevention -- well before UCPP appeared on the scene: It is not

surprising; therefore, that the New York officials. were supportive of UEPP

projects. In contrast the Cincinnati criminal justice system has a history of.

being more traditional and less receptive to innovation. Efforts 1ike UCPP have’

been comparatively rare in C1nc1nnat1., That kind of stance was evident in their

relations with UCPP prOJects i.e., they were typ1ca11y distant and non-committal,

at least at adm1n1strat1ve 1evels . _ . _
/ R .

The att1tudes and act1ons of the grantee and proaect staffs also 1nf1uenced

the formation of these linkages. There were numerous. instances where grantees

(either staff or Advisory Council members) .provided needed access to criminal

justice agencies and off1c1a]sf——4?ﬁﬂ%&ﬁﬂaﬂ?*a+so—many—1n§tances in which they

failed to provide access and support. At the .grantee jevel; it not simply a.

case of what the staff did, e.g., who they contacted in what manner

were. For example, in two c1t1es the grantee directors; although we

city and among criminal justice agencies; had 1arge1y negative reputations in the

criminal justice community. The obviaus lesson here is that in se]ect1ng grantee

directors (or the. equ1va1ent) administrators of & crime preventien program should

‘ screen candidates very thoroughly to minimize the chances that they are not viewed

antagon1st1ca11y by the criminal JUSt1CE commun1ty

The actions of project staff also influenced the development of work1ng

partnerships: .Althoidgh there were exceptions; it was generally found that the most

effective stance was one in which  the project staff was non-confrontational;

expressed a sympathetic understand1ng of the department's burden; and- asked
(rather than demanded) assistance and cooperat1on

The main- structure of. ‘a centra] grantee oversee1ng several ne1ghborhood based';ér

projects and assisted by an adv1sory council generally worked well. Within this
- overall structure; certain elements should be revised:«.The advisory counc11 shou]d»

- be awell- connected smaller,; more. functional ‘group convened ‘mainly for the purpose i

of helping toibu11d partnersh1ps between the projects and city agencies. Either

the number of projects should be_smaller or the staff and resources of the: central.
_grantee made somewhat larger. Grantee admintstration and all that went with it--

training; technical assistance; monitoring; "hand-holding", etc. -- seemed to
function better:under a kind of dual directorship (exemp]if1ed by the Citizens
Committee of New York) where a sen1or _experienced staff member serves in a: part-

time superv1sory capacity over a. fu11 time project director and.a part tlme[
assistant. At the project,level, there were several problems with the full-time

volunteer concept, pr1mar1§y prob]ems of recruitment, absenteeism,-and turnover.

At the same time, in many cases it served its intended:purpose of deve]op1ng skills

Within the commun1ty and- prov1d1ng a growth experience for a ne1ghborhood res1dent

On balance, this seems an element best replaced by a part- -time worker who is more

easily recru1ted ‘and supervised -- unless one p]aces an extraord1nary value -on the
- vo]unteer experience itself. :

The role" of community crime prevention: In a broader 'sense; the resu]ts of



is a promising one: citizens' groups taking responsibility for the quality and

security of their neighborhoods, but doing so in clese coerdination with local
criminal justice agencies. '

In this regard, we take issue with Wilson and Kelling (1982), who stated:

Though citizens can do a great deal, the police are plainly the key to
order-maintenance. For one thing; many communities...cannot do the job
by themselves. For another, no citizen in.a neighborhood, even -an
organized one, is 1ikely to feel the sense of respensibility that wearing
a badge confers. : . ' o -

_ Based upon the UCPP experience (and others in the literature) we would suggest

that neighborhood residents are at least as important as the police -- perhaps more
so == in determining the 1ével of order and civility in a neighborhood. "And we have -
seen instances in which many citizens feel very responsible for the conditions in
the neighborhood. Police clearly have a very important role in maintaining order
in a community, but a single police officer cannot watch every home in a

neighborhood, clean up wacant lots; repair broken windows; or regenerate the social.

bonds which hold a neighborhood together._ These are the duties- of citizens;
com unity crime prevention efforts can be effective vehicles for the performance-of
siych duties. T : '
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The diversity, scope, and varied results of the Urban Crime Prevention Program -
preclude a simple label of "success" or “"failure." If an urban crime prevention

- program were being developed today, it should, as we have suggested; retain many of

" the elements which characterized UCPP. - By the same token, future programs should

look. substantially different from UCPP: it will not serve as an off-the-shelf. j
master plan for urban crime prevention. But of course that was not the purpose of -
the program; it was designed as a vehicle to launch- ¢rime prevention activities
- 'threugh neighborhood groups in partnership with other organizations in the public
-.and private_sector. ‘In an overall sense, UCPP exhibited considerable progress
.toward those goals; but the progress was -quite uneven.. Some_projects- succeeded - _

‘admirably on virtually .all fronts; others struggled painfully ' to. realize -the:
smél1éstyaccompli§hments. ST o R :
The central conclusions of the evaluation are stated below.

A

~ 1. Conclusions ) T S g L
. The most effective:crdme prevention approaches as measured by the -
criteria used in this evaluatien were thodse which—were based on the

Tl

organizatipn of citizens to address problems of .crime or -arson: -- the S

' neighborhood watch approach.

© According to the UEPP.criteria -- involving citizens, strengthening -

neighborhoods, and building werking partnerships -- the property crime
"and arson prevention projects were most successful, primarily because

they were generally based on some versjon of the neighborhood watch -

— T . T




The effectiveness of the cr1me prevent1on proaects was re1ated to the

nature of the neighborhood in which it was operating.

It was cons1ﬂerably more difficult to promote s1gn1f1cant citizen

involvement == the sine gua non of commun1ty crime prevention -- in low-

income, deteriorated neighborhoods than in neighborhoods which were

still relatively stable. Unfortunately, it is the’deteriorated neigh-

borhood, the area of low cohesion and high crime, Wh1ch 1s in greatest

need of crime prevention.

Lo

Tra1n1ng and technical ass1stance were critical ‘to proaect successf'm_v

part1cu1ar1y among the. 1nexper1enced, small ne1ghborhood:groups

~ tance h1ghly valuable; but it was often insufficient; part1cu1ar1y for

inexperienced groups which were attempting one of the more complex

approaches, e.g., insurance unava11ab111ty 1ssues

. In an overall sense, the generaT neighborhood orientation of UCPP -

organizing and strengthening neighborhoods -- comBined with the devel-

opment of working partnersh1ps offers prom1se for combatt1ng urban
crime. _ ,

) Basing commun1ty crime prevent1on activities around organ1c social
units -- neighborhoods; blocks and their indigenous_groups -- helps to:
develop cohesiveness and promote resident responsibility and activity in

ways that agenC1es, public or private; from ootslde the neighborhood are

not 11ke1y to do: The formation of working partnerships with these
agencies -- cooperative; mutually supportive relationships-- prov1des an

effective vehicle for assisting neighborhoods and develop1ng prom1s1ng_ a

“crime preventioen activities.-

The ‘more complex crime prevention approaches 7presented‘serio’us di'%f'i-
cu1t1es for many ne1ghborhood groups. ' .

| The more,comp1ex appnpaches--- 1nsurance unavai]ab111ty strateg1es

dispute settlement; arson risk prediction == were difficult for most

neighborhood groups. to master, particularly if the organization was

re1at1ve1y 1nexper1gg§eds1n crime prevention. Considerably more train-

ing and technicaf “assistance :is typically required if. ne1ghborhood
groups are. to attempt these more d1ff1cu1t approaches.

Strong 11nkages == working partnerships nl- with re]evant criminal

A JUSt1CE agenc1es were 1mportant determtnants of proaect success.

:*; The support1ve relat1onsh1ps which property crime. and arson pre-

vention projects typically established with public agencies, chiefly

‘police and fire departments, were very helpful. In contrast; most of the

victim/witness and dispute settlement projects had d1ff1cu1ty estab-

lishing functional linkages with criminal Justice agencies. Because

many of these projects were dependent on the agencies for case referrals<‘

‘Most of the proaects cons1dered the training and: techn1ca1 a551s-f-¢i
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Community crime prevention programs should emphasize the organizing of
citizens == the neighborhood watch concept --- as the basic; beginning
strategy for crime prevention.

The most important initial step in most community crime prevention

activities is to gain the involvement of a critical mass of neighborhood
~residents, and the neighborhood watch/block watch approach is the most
effective instrument for gaining citizen involvement: €onsequently;

community crime prevention programs should begin with this activity..
After the block watch -is underwdy, other approaches of particular
interest and relevance to the neighborhood (e:g:; victim/witness ser-

vices) may be developed:

based crime pr and relevant criminal justice agencies.

Strong working partnerships skduld be established between neighborhood-
based crime prevention effort;

Supportive relationships with the criminal justice agencies are

_valuable to property crime and arson prevention projects, and critical

"to dispute settlement and victim/witness projects. Individuals respon-

sible for planning and administrative functions should.work to"gain the
commitment of these agencies before projects are established, and.
project staffs should take a cooperative, non-confrontational stance in
cultivating such partnerships: as operations begin. N

prevention groups in timely fashion. : R

Abundant training and technical assistance should be supplied to crime

Neighborhood groups often require substantial training and techni-

cal assistance in order to perform crime prevention activities effec-
tively. They need to understand the concepts they are dealing with, and
to develop a_variety of techniques and skills from. organizing to
mediation. The' amount of training and technical assistance required

Will 'vary according. to the group's esperience, the nature of the: o

neighborhood, and the comp]exity of. the:approac

Neighborhood-based crime prevention strategies:deserve the continued
attention and support-of officials concerned with urban crime: . . .=

Neighborhood-based crime prevention projects which develop cogper= . =

ative relationships with other relevant agencies; especially criminal-
justice agencies, can be efficient and effective vehicles for combatting
neighborhood deterioration and. crime. - The UCPP projects showed that

with the injection of modest amounts of fundi? substantial and promising

crime prevention activities can be launched and:sustained. However;
much was learned in the course of this evaluation - about. how such
endeavors should, ‘and should not be conducted. We strongly . urge

additional community crime prevention progrems. N

‘government officials ‘to pay heed to those lessons .before launching

Research Recommendations = :

hes to be ihp]?@éhtégk,nr:?




A multi-site impact evaluation of community crime prevention programs. .. .

. Using the knowledge gained in the course of th1s eva]uat1on,ﬁa

- multi-site (at least three .to four cities) community crime. prevention-

program shou]d be: developed, supplemented by a comprehens1ve impact-
oriented evaTuat1on Although there have been large national”evalu- .

tcome criteria: The

: ,af1ohs of prew1ous federal commun1ty crime. preventﬂgn programs none has

proposed a]uat1on ‘research Wou]d enab]e us to assess r1gorous137the
impact jarious community crime prevent1on strateg1es,,1 e., using -
béﬁore-a er co]]ect1on of data on cr1me and fear. of crime, and emp]oy1ng

‘prevent1on programs and cr1m1na1 justice agencies. -

;Research on the re]at1onsh1p between ne1ghborhood -based commun1ty crime:

N
Eo

Ne1ghborhood based cr1me prevent1on programs rely ‘on the cooper-

at1on of criminal justice agencies for several types of assistance --

crime statistics, training, citizen 'input to. po]1ce crime prevention

strateg1es referrals from prosecutors and Judges to victim/witness.and i

- dispute. sett]ementgprograms etc. The UCPP.experience showed that these_.mi

re]at1onsh1ps varied greatly from prOJect to project and from city te

city.  We'néed to learn more about the- determinants of those re]at1on-l

hi-sh1ps and how they can be deve]oped and improved.

Research on methods for gaining c1t1zen 1nvoivement in commun1ty crime

’prevent1on programs dn deter1orated ne1ghborhoods of 1ow cohesion.

The UCPP projects. had" con51derab1y more d1ff1cu1t1es 1n gett1ng

'jéit1zens to participate in crime "Prevention activities. in ne1ghborhoods

which- were deter1orated -(physically and socially) and cohesion -among"

T R I T I I XS T

res1dents was Tow. It appears -that . spee1a1 intensive efforts are

~required’ to deve10p successful community crime prevention programs in

sample of these ne1ghborhoqu.

'”f“;‘these areas. Such efforts need to be deve10ped and p1lot -tested in a

Assessment oF the comparat1ve effects of commun1ty crime prevent1on
strateg1es versus a generaT economic development strategy

The re]at1onsh1p bétween a’ ne1ghborhood S econom1c deter1orat1on

- decrea51ng property values; loss of retail establishments, exodus of

middle-income families, etc. -- and a rise in crime has often been noted
(indeed; YEPP .was based to . some degree;:. on. a recognition of this
re]at1onsh1p) In the long runs it is possible that general economic

- development strateg1es == assisting business-and industry, improving the

f”1h6US]ng stock; ‘etc. == may- have a greater impact on: ‘neighbor hood
lrev1ta11zat1on ‘crime;- and fear of crime than crime prevention programs

“(although the strateg1es clearly are not mutually exc]us1ve) It s an

issue deserv1ng of further attent1on and research : E

N
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