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, ~ FOREWORD _ " -

Thia reportrpresents the results of an'experimental crime prevention

v

e program in Hartford, Connecticah\ sponsored by the National Institute of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, and designed ‘to reduce residential
%

P
burglary, street robbery, and the, éqncomitant fear of theeé offenses in a '

~neighborhood showing signs ¢f increasing crimeﬂgccompanied by physical ‘and

.-(\' * - ¢ . .- - . i ° ’ ’

>

soclal deterioration, - " A
1] . * . ~ B .

‘The program was based on a new "environmental" approach to crime
prevention:” a comprehensive view addressing'not only the relationship amorg
~. citizens, police, and offenders, but -alsdo -the effect of the physical envir-

onment: on their attitudes and behavior. . Prior to'Hartford the National

o~ -

'Institute had funded a number: of studies which had included physical design

conceptS'in crime prevention programming. However, the Hartford,project
. - [} " '
and 1ts evaluation was the first attfempt at a comprehensive test'of this

-

environmental epproach to crime control. .

a .

As a pioneering'effort inthe integration of urban design and crime
» C : T - ' /
‘prevention concepts, the Hartford project expanded the field of knowledge ,7

about the.role of the physical environment in criminal'oppOrtunity reduc-

t

tion. Many of the tneoretical ddvances that were made in the proiyft have !

- - !

now been widely "adopted in the field of environmental c¢rime prevention.
< }

In ﬁﬁgition to its theoretical contributions, the project generated .

copsiderable practical knowledge about the implementation of an integraued

crime prevention program, As an example of the successful application of

. n

" theoreticsl principles to an existing physical setting, it provides a
realistic. test of the practical utility of 1its underlyidﬁrzoncepts and\
13

)
- ghould thus represent avvaluable model to urban planners and law enforce

o T ment agencles in other communities, ' B ’

- xiti 10




{ ™ ‘ | ‘..
. ] ! @ * - . } -
’ . 4 .
K l S ’ ‘N ' ) 5
. M . ~ ‘ &
- B o Finally, the g;mtford project has important implications for ovalu-
ation. The d‘ta collected bcforo, during, and ni;.r ‘the expcrimont vere _7 °

extensive and methqdologically sophisticated», As a result, the ovaluation

is.'an espectally figorous; thorough, and scientifically sound 9sseaament of

a comprehensive crime control project, providiné'an excellentagodél for ~. .
_ R R X ) . - ’
future program evaluators. . D e : .

( L -
Although only the short—uqrm.(one year) evaluation has been completed,

th; e§rl& fi;dinés offer~gncoq%agi;g preliminary ev%dénce in support of. the

qjor'projéct assumptiont that qhéqges ﬁade in the ghyaical environment of

. - nei;hbqrh;od;fan préducg‘éhanges i{ resident bePavior and attituded which
| . ~make it more difficult for crimes to occur unobserved and unréported. A |

substantial reduction in resideneial burglary and ffar was observed in the

experf;ental area and, while less conclusive, there appgars to have been an K
. S N '
S e effect on street robbery and fear as well, -
T It must be reme%bered, however, that theée findings reflect only short-
term program, impact and'thus'prbvide only tentative indications of poten-
¢ " tIal'progfam success, More definitive conclusions will be possible only
P L. after a re-evaluation qf the program -- currently in its initial stages --
‘ C e, . v '
has measured the long-term pro%ram“effects.qn crime and fear ip the target
\ " - ' ‘
1 * R * » -
’ Lois Mock
- Fred Hainzalmann )
Community Crime Prevention Program
Y - National Inetitute of Law
. Enforcement and Criminal Justice
& » o ’ -«
» ’ ‘
A
) v . L . , )
) . ' A4 . ' «
. .' . . 1 1 . ’ ( {
: \ e Xiv ' '
' . o0 : a ,
v , .‘ Y ’ ) Al 9 -
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PROJECT DOCUMENTS

-

: . .
REDUCING CRIME AND FEAR: THE HARTFORD NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PREVENTION
PROGRAM: _TECHNICAL RESYARCH REPORT, -

« : i [}

4 : »

This is the principal document, providing the most thorough and
' é

»

. ' 4
technical description_ qf the research, Sections of the report present'

detailed discussions of (1) the background, conceptual framework, and

objectives qf the program; ‘(2) the data sources, methods and findings
utilized in identifyf’g and anflythg target area ' crime probleMs (3)
;he design of a comprehensive program for reducing target area crime,

| including strategy components for theaphysical environmenf, the police,

. /
and the community residents; (4) the implementagion and monitoring of

- ‘ ’ -
h prdgfam strategies; (5) the evaluation methodology and findings for
: . ! i.5)"- K
. S ty ‘ _
assessing program impact on target drea cgime and fear; and:(6) the

conclusions and implications of the Hdrtford project experience for

crime control program design and implementation in other ‘urban resi~
-dential settings;' Finally, extensive data tables and research instru-

-ments are presented in appendices to the report., This technical docu-

ment is of primary interest to the research and academic communities,

REDUCING ‘CRIME AND FEAR: THE HARTFORD NELGHBORHOOD CRIME RREVENTEON
PROGRAM: AN EXECUTIVE SUMMARY REPORT,
’ ¢ o . . ) A

This_document is a summary of the technical reaearchlreport,

described above, presenting an overview of the major project concepts,
objectiﬁes, findings, and implications, It necessarily'Omits much of

- the technical detail of the tesearch and is. of interest to a broader,

?
. . . ] . . ’
non-technical audience of urban planners, program implementors, and
o, o "

,
\ Y REEEOE 4. .
. . -

criminal.justice personnel,

o, \
+ '\ ’ » t

The following documents have been produced by the'Hartford project:

»
U

s

-
-




.+ The appendix of the Executive Summary consists &f two related Qorkiﬂg -

papers which describe pfoblema and special issues relating to ‘the project,

The first, entitled Implementation ot/?he'Hartford Neighborhood Crime s
. \ . .

Prevkntion Program, describeg the special problems encountered in imple-

menting future programs, The second, entitled Evaluation of the Hartford
. . T

Néighborhood Crime Prevention Program, addresses some of the special pfbb- |
A) Q 1

’

lems and issues encountered in the research and should be of primary inter-

‘esE to program evaluators and ofher reséq“kers. B . '
. ) ' ' . -
A limited number of copies of both published reports’ are available

v [ h ]

from™the National Criminal Justice  Reference Service, P.0€'B6X“QOOOl  . .ﬂ'
Rockville, Maryland 20850, Coples are also available fdr'sale from the,’

~ Government Printing Office in Washington, D.C.




7
i T - Abgtract B . o ‘ .
) ——— 'S ' .
. REDUCING RESIDENTIAL CRIME AND FEAR: ’
THE HARTFORD NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM
v eThe Hartford project was an experimenfal effort to reduce residential |

byrglary and gtreet robbery/pursesnatch and the fear of those crimes.in an

_ . \ ‘ . <
'urbqn.risidencial neighborhood. . : L
' . ) ? ,
.Its most distinctive feature was its integrated appfoach: police,
. ¥

: ’ ¢ . .
community organization, gnd physical design changes were all used.to in-

\‘ ‘Pl- .

crease the &illinghess and ability of residents to control their neighbor-

.

hébd and reduce criminal opportunities,

The neighborhood, North Asylum«Hill, was located near downtown H?rtford

?

" and several insurance office buildings. Its population of 5008 residenks
* A
was largely unmarried, ejther older'pr younger adults, living in low-rise

apArtment houses. A seation of the area had two and three-family houses.

At the time of the experiment, slightly less than half the residents were
¢ . . ‘ ‘

v

white.

\

Analysis of the crime in the area was uﬁde;taken by an interdisciplin-
ary team. Its task was to understand the way in which residents, potentfal
offenders, police and the physical environment interacted to cFeéte'criminal

opportunities; and to dasign inexpensive strategies that could be quickly

~
"

‘implemented to intervene’in a pattern of rising crime,

-~

. One principal concludion of the analysis was that a number of.feétures'

of the physical environment were working to destroy the 1esidencial charac-

ter of the neighborhood. Cars and pedestrians from odtside.the neighborhood

passing through the areasdominated the streets and depersonalized them. The

.gtreets belonéed more to outsiderg than to residents, creating an tdeal

’ .
A environment for potential qffﬁﬁaers.

-




appeared‘to be essential'to achieving'thesé tésulté{

v A

In 1976, a three-part program was implemented including:

. . I ’

_ a) ciosing.and narrowing streets as a main strategy fqr,reducf:;&,qaﬁ-\kh
. AR . 1 - .

\ [
*outside .traffic on the streets and for increasing the
residential ¢haracter of the area.a\,

i ' 4'

'b) institutﬁhg a neighborhood poliﬁe.unit withngtronélrelqtion- . y
J- ' ;Vships‘to the'residents. ‘ ; L o N
» ~ . ' ' ‘

-

c) cféaping and encouraging area organizations to work with the

. o poliée and to initiate reéident efforts to improve the‘gr" .
neighborhoad and_reduCe'criminal oppoftunities. o

N
-~

} catreful evaluation of thHe program was carried out after the program

was fully in place for nearly a year. The evidence 1s that rate qf burglary

.

dnd'residents' p&rceptions of the incidence of burglary were clearly re- . ..

ducedy, while a pattern of increased robbe*yﬁ;ufsesnatcﬁ was halted, All of

the program components had a role to play and produced some positive results,
. - ~

Howeyet, among ‘the various &hanges observed, increased resident use of and
e fortd{io control the neighborhood apgparéd to be -tfie most important

reagons for the initial success of the program,: Tﬁénbhyeical changes

1.
~

-

. P

.-

/




o ) - AUTHOR'S PREFACE . . e,
L ‘

Y

In July 1973, a meeting was held at the Hartford Institute of .
. ] . ) .
. Gr}minal and Social Justice, At that meeting,"there were two project

) » ¢

monitors from NILECJ, an expert in urban desigh and planning, a former e
. . \ . ’

¢ . . . : : . . .
Chicago poltce officdr with a Ph.D. from Harvard in qu}ic administration, _ .

N e : T, R oy
a lawyer who had made a commitment to become involved in ctiminal hMStice

.

. , - . \ - N . ’ .

- policy, and a sacial psychologist who was an expert in survey research
. X l . K . ‘ ‘.\

methodology, together with various suppowt personnel. . That meeting was ;hé : o

“first official event in what'was to become known as the'Hartford project.
[ C . ‘ ¥ - ' ¢ . 7
The original schedule called for an 18 month, proect. Dy;ing the

first six months, the problem was to Je analyzed and model program.
proposed. In the. next three months, the program would be implemented. Six
. ' o . .

months later, the impact of the program would be evaluated, with three B .

.

months to prepare a final reporg,

The fact that this rep is being written in 1978 should not be )

attributed to a lack of dedicdatiof or effort pn the part of the participants,

»

\\/f’ Rather, it ié ; reflection of tHie naivete of| the initial project dﬂtljne,

< A great deal has be;q learned since 1973 as éiresult of thé Hartford pFoject.

» Those who assembléd én Hartford in July, 1973 did not know how ;ittlé }hey-
knew, We hope that the report that follows will do justice to the wisdoﬁ

and understanding that we have gafned.

" . . F. J. Fowler, Je.
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A o
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J

. \
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. 4 4 [}
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'
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' \ Cor . 4 .
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n l Al
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R a . N ' '_ / “ . t
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-
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A ' h - P
mention, - ’ : - e .
\ L . \ . ) . .

. o

' : 4 v . LN
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L]
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[ Ty
'S
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' : a ) ) N 12 : 3
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. . 3 ° .
4 . Coa v
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< N p3) .
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> ¢ - R .
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L
Al
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3
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centers of Hartford,. Connecticut, In the early part of the 1970's this.
o . . ~

CHAPTER ;f. INTRODUCTION

N

Ovéfview of the froi?dt:

» L}

*

Agylum Hill is a regidential area nedr the business and insurance--

-

attractive area, consisting priparilyuof %ow-risq buildings and multi-unit
frame structures,, was in danger of'becoming an undesi{gble neighborﬁood.

Landlords were reluctant to maintain the‘\pusing stock, £ong-timb'residents
', . - T
were leaving.: Major factors in this incipigmt decline were.thought to be

’

rising rates of robbery and burglary and the fear they engendered.
In 1973, an interdisciplinary team of speciplists began an assess-

ment of the nature dﬁ}crime in Asylum Hill and the factorsg that contributed
- . ¢ B

to it., An innovative aspect -of their charge from the National Institute

. - . ' . . .
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) wgs to give special atten- -

[

. .

¢ . . -" ‘ . .
tion to the way that the physical enyironhment contgibﬁted to crime, either
: e

by a;ding”qffenders‘9?“5?wﬁbking the task -of ptotection more difficult for’

police and residents. . ' o . ; |
Exom this analysis emerged é‘plan to reﬂu&ﬁ trime and fear in the
e : '

nortﬁerﬁ ha}f of the aréa,‘Norttheylum Hill, whefb crime was more a‘’problem

~than in the sduthern part of the neighborhood. ". The plan outlined ‘an inte-
. 3 . .

v

‘grated, three-proﬂged approach td re@ﬁcing criminal opportunitdes, It'ip-3

cluded g?opogglsagor changihg thé physical éhvironmgnt, in additiqq to
ghangeS'in the organization 6f‘police ana efforts to\work~d;rgcp1y with
residgnts. ~_' | o e
.'; Cpmm;nityiorganization efforts began in.the‘;all of 1974; Police’
reorganization bééan early in 1975. Work was begun in the summer of 1976

- )
on the physdical e%vironmental.part of the program, consisting primarily

4

' of‘changés in the 1aydu£‘of the'stréétsvoﬁ Narth Asylum Hill, with the

L] v -

s

’
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& J
\ o ‘ .
. - . N ‘ ?g} »
final construction completed in November, 1976. o
N ) . . ‘ ' * ' . 1‘
\ Background of-Project
: !
v The idea that a neighborhood crime control effort must. be multi=- .
’ +
faceted and should include attention to the’physical 1ayout of a neigh- '
borhood, and—how it 1is used, emerged from a va;iety of soyrcds, : S
Studies.of offenders-had produced several important insights re= ; -
L, R _ . S ‘ :
garding crime control, First, a substantial amount of crim%nal actiwity

o * L

is relatively unplanned,1 /It occurs when a criminal sees an opndrtunity. .

As opportunities, offenders prefer a neighborhood environment where thé&
I'a

can. spend time yithout attracting attention or feeling out of place. They

look for targets which they can approach unobserved. Neighborhoods in

[

which residents are out-of-doors, where surveillance is easy and vhere
Y :
' 1 , : f

non-residents without‘identifiable purpose are likely to‘attract attention
) r

" are> less attractive to offenders. .

Studies of police have described.what they can and cannot %ccom—

plish, Police can retard crime in public pldces through intensive patrol.

power retards crime., In the Kansas City preventive patrol experiment,

However two experiments in New York City demonstrating this capability T

involved major increases in persongﬁl assigned to target areas. There is

no evidence that random patrol without a significant increase in man-
[y

completed more recently, varying the amount of random patrol in marked cars ¢

did not, by itself, sé‘m to affect crime and.fear. Moreover, the decreases
in crime produced by intensive patrol in New York were offset by pr0por¥‘
tionate increases in crime in adjacent areas, Intensive patrol has not

2

. ‘ N .
been found to be effective against crimes occurring in private places,

’.the most important of which is residential burglary, Studies of arrests

-~

indicated that most arrests for robbery or burglary are made at the time

13

.
[ ' !
'y
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»

.

" crimes that occur, Interwention into a crime in progress offers”therolice

about the role of physical enviromment in crime. Jacobs observed that R

the'crime occurs or on the basis of evidence obvious at the scene of_the
crime, Follow-up detective work yielda relatively few arrests; only a rel= C
atively small Hgftion (1ess than lO percent) of robberies or'burglaries are

cleared by arrests. Thus, wyhile police are important, it apparEntly is
= . ’ . .

-

inappropriate and unrealistic te think that they alone’ can reduce crime

in a neighborhoed. _ ) L . y

Theirole of the citizens in crime prevention is of two types. Firat,

. o . _ L =3 o
they can_assiat'the police by calling tHEm,a%out suspicious events-and . - :

.- '

‘the best chance to ‘apprehend a'criminal.6 An aCtiwe'citizenry can watch .

over a neighborhood, particularly private spaces, in a way-that poh‘iﬁh R

cannot hope to do. Second, citizens can themselves directly affect crime

by asserting‘their control over their own neighborhoods.' One way’ of doing
this is thrOughforganized patrols'or block watches.j, However, less formal

mechanisms that communicatd® to potential offenders that residengs are-conék

. .
' . [y

cerned about their neighbors and what goes on in their neighborhood also

appear to be deterrents to crime.

o ]

.Four research efforts were the primary initial sources of insight .. :

certain neighborhoods were relatively immune to crime despite being lo- .
cated in highly urban settings where crime rates ‘were high ail around, 9
Her conclusion was that two Egctors contributed to this situation. First,

two such neighbdrhoods had commercial and residential properties mixed

#® [
2

together producing a considerable number of people on the streets and

/kopportunities for surveillance. Second, the residents cared about the

quality of their- neighborhoods and watched out for ome another.
d . . - . . ~ !"

.
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Angel reached:a related set of .coaclusions regarding the role of

L

1 .
Uhe physical environment in street crime, 0 His concept of 'critical den-

3 x hall}

sity" was‘gssentially that .use -of" space should be organized so that there
]

- v

were quite a few pe0p1e on the streets most people used, His contention

’

was that robbery.targets were cpgated when there were streets that had onLy-

-~

"a.small number of people using tHem --~enough to-provide targets‘without

'tog much waitiné, but not enough &o sgrve as a deterrent to criminals.

Aw

’ Newman's work focused bnEthe role of the~pub1ic3housing environ~

ment in residential crime.11 HE fbund that crimes in public housing proj-

ects occurred in places that could-not "be observed, He also found that if

’l

buildings and spaces could be structured to increase the msmber of- door-

ways and other spaces that cou1d be easi1y observed from windows and public

L
spadhs; the amount of crime was reduced.

‘Y

‘Reppettolzlooked at residential ¢rimes in 17 neiéhborhoods; While °

L

proximity -to 8ffender -populations was an important féctor in crime rate,

like Newman he found that opportunities for surveiliance made a differencey
like Jacobs he found evidence that nei%hborhood‘cohesion had a deterrent

o

effect on crime. : ' e . .

3

4

.Thid set of observatigns and conclusions was'the basis of the ideas
that the Hartford project team brought into the initial problm{ analysis
and Z;j?ning phases of its work, Since. then, the implications of these

idea§ have been more fully developed and articulated than the§ were in

\ S

" 973, Although the ideas have evolved over time, their integration may

J ¢
be labeled a'new approach to crime control,
W “ .
? ! T
Stated abstractly, the approach focuses on the inferaction betwyeen

human behavior and the (phybically) built environmenth It is hypothesized

that the proper design and effective use of the built anvironment can 1ead

.~




* 4

o ® e

» ‘

to a reductioh in crime and fear, and, concomitantly, to an impfovemeﬁt in
k- . -,
the quality of Mrban life, Although the purpose of proper design of the

’ - ‘cw) :
built enviropment is to indirectly elicit human behavior pattern, and the

= L

. effective ube of the built envirommént represents a direct influence on

\

human behavior, it is the combination of proper design and gffective use -
[ . N\ . .
that leads to a synergistic outcome, 'where the combinatioh‘of part§ is .
( _ . . a \ .
more effective than any of EEi parts alone.13 \

< \

More c¢oncretely, criminals operate in an enviromment .that includes:

P -

‘police, citizens'and a physicai environment. All three affect\criminal". ~
opportunities, The total set of relationships among dffenders, the police,
. ) . ) ‘ e
and citizens, structurad by the physical enviromment, should be considered
‘ » - : - ' '
in anélyzing the ure of crime and in trying to reduce it. Some of these

v

relationships af® implicit .in the research described above and may be out-

lined briefly as follows: S - ‘ /

A

The phxgiéal enviromment directly affects the movement of offenders
7

. A . )
by providing places where they can be concealgd o':e inconspicuous, as

v . X

4

well as defining escapc¢ Toutes,

-
.

Offenders are deterred by the pHysiéél proximity of police, How-

ever, given typical police resources;ﬁpolice must choose either frequent
. : . 4

- [ -

Y

presence in a few areas or less frequent presence over a wider

181'63..

Offenders are deterred by citizeng who u@e'the spaces in'their
neighborhoods, thereby exercising surveillance,  and who exercise control

over who uses the neighborhood, thereby making extended waiting for an

.

opportunity less comfortable.

The physical enviromment affects the task of police to the extent

-

that opportunitieé far crime afjr;kructured. To the .axtent that there are
\ T ) v

’ " - . \\M




]

+ 1lihood that residents-will care about, or take pride in, what happens in

P . '

[

fever places where offenders may operate freely, either because of environ-
mental effects on ofngdera'or on clgizens, the task of police patrol iB
made easier., The more familiar police are with the distribution of crime '

over an area, the more effectively they can allocate patrol resources.

.
.

The physical environment affects citizens' ability to reduce

4N

criminal opportunities in several ways, To the gxtent that 'pRysical puf-

veillance is easy, the. citizens' abilit; to excrcise gurveillénce is im=
pruvéd. To the extent that the enviromment encoutages residents to use
their neighborhood, their oppéftunities for surveillance are increased,

Ip additfbn;.the amount of social interaction among’ neighbors is affected -

by the arrangement of houslng'spaces. A high degree of interéction should

increasc residents' ability to distinguish between neighbors and strangers.
& 4

Tt may increase the likelihood that residehts will concern themselves with

°

criminal opportunities,<as interaction often leads to- increased.cohesion,

Finally, the physical'appégranhe of the neighborhood may affect the like-

thelr neighborhood, /

.

1

Police and citjzens can each facilipatehthe other's success in op-~ |
~\>l - ’ .

. portunity reduction, Citizens,.asrﬁbted, can communicate to police places

_‘or events where police ate needed,” In turn, if police are aware of citi-

¢

zens' fears and concerns, thgy can be responsive-in ways that may reduce
fear and increase citizens' use of the neighborhood,

Each of the above points could be elabgrated extensively, However,
ghe last two begin to giye the flavor of what is meant Dby synergism:. the
iden that.each relationshxp; 1f it “is improvedj can both a{fecf criminal
opportunities directly and;‘fn addition, may produce otha{ results that,

. N
in turn, may further reduce opportupities. The interdependence described -




. . ‘ A .

means that to neglect the policé, ‘the cifiizena or the physical anvironment

will limit the potential of any program to reduce criminal opportunities,

(¢

. ’ _' “ Project Description -

r

4

: », Before 1973, no approach combining police, pitizans.and the physical
'_eﬁvironment had been applied"to an existing, ;esidential neighquhoo&.
However, tgé limits and failures of more limited approaches to'crime con-
trol, ;ogether-with the ‘untested:but persuasive nature of the rationale
-outlined above; suggeéted the need for an‘gmpirical test of its appli-
cability and utility. .

" Hartford, Connecéi?ut was éhosen as the site for this test for .-
tﬁree reasons, F{rst, there weré"néighgorhopds in Hartford similar to
those in mény cities where crime 1s a major problem, It seemed essential

~

to test the approach in the kind of areas where exténsive crime control
efforts were most needed. and most likely to be attempted. Secdnd, the

Hartford Institute of Criminal and Soclal Justice provided an‘ideal or- y
. - N .

)
v

g?ﬁization to carry out such experiments. As a non-profit institute out- <§&
Pide the city government, with strong working relationships with city
officials,:the police departmeng and’the business comm;nity, it offered

a potential that did not exist in many cities for successfully coordﬂhating';
and implgmenting a comple#,experiment. Thi:d, the project requir;d inde-~
pendent funding of the proposed crime contfol program, including any

physi;al design cha  required. NILECJ could only fund the planning

[}
and evaluation components of the experiment, In Hartford, ﬂhz;g"wae an

expressed willingness on the part of private and public interésts to

¢ o

make capital investments in an existing nedghbgrhood, 1if a feasible and

convincing plan could be developed.
\\ )
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v ~ Two areas in Ha%tford were chosen for initial aﬁalysis. Clay Hill/

. ézuth Arsenal was a minority area with a high rate of various urban problems,

¢ including property crime, 'Asilum-Hill was a predoninantly,white apartment

/

- R

house area, inhabited %7rge1y by single individuals, young and old, It had a

high rate of-transiency and a relatively high rate of street crige., Each' o
) p ,

area was' judged to be simflar to areas in other cities likely to have par-

ticularly acute crime problems.

\ The interdisciplinary team, including experts in urﬂan désignfbnd

land use planning, as well as criminological, police and research experts,

, . _
was assembled to work with the Hartford Institute, Eogether; using existing

Y ‘ police record data, data from a sgmple survey of residents, site analysis

1 e : ¢
and the results of interviews with offender police officials and other

’ knowledgeable people, this team assembled & composite picture of the crime
- ' . . : . -
and fear in the target areas., The principal focus of the analysis was the

. way the neighborhood -environment contrjibuted to the creation of criminal
. opportunities. A major task for the urban design_experts was adaptihg d

planning and design concepté to address the specific problem of reducing .

A

criminal opportunities. The analysis algo included assessment of the roles,
. » )

current and potential, of citizens and.p}lice in opportuniﬁy reduction,

4

The pext task was to develap a program which could be implemented - ° .

fairly rapidly and économically, which was politically acceptable to city

" leaders and citizens, .and which, 1if successful, would be applicable to ° .
neighborhoods in other cities, “The team concluded that it could not develop

a program for the Clay Hill/South Arsenal area within this set -of con-

straints which. would make even a &Bdest'difference. Both residents and

- . 2
"Vt v . .
' leaders felt there were better ways to spend money in a neighbo;hood be-

gsat with a wide range of problems. However; the tegm did feel an acceptable

'

Al
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program could be put together that would reduce crime and feal in the"

"\

northern half of Asylum Hill, ‘ -

J L v

_ a3 :
_ ﬂlthoUghvthg"physical design team made numerous recommendations for

long-term changes to strengthen the neighborhood, its proposals for initial
‘ b

¥ .

steps were:
b

a) To restrict traffic through the neighborhoéséand to channel
most remainiﬁg through trafific onto two streets,
b) To define visually the bo&hdaries of  the neighborhood and sub~

parts of the neighbqrhood. o .

The combination of these changes, which could be accomplished in a
reasonablys;hort'periog of «ime at a reasonable price, was intended to make
.the neighborhood more residential -- to make it more.a placé that beionged
to the residents, which they would feel part of,nwhichﬁthey'would take care
of., ) : P . , > Ve
- " The proposal for the police was decentralization to create a team
that'was assiéned permanently to the area and that had some autonomy to
éstablish its own procedures and pri6¥ipies. It wag felt that policé could
/ﬁé\m;fe effecgiye in opportuni?y reduction if_they_were familiar with the

neigﬁborhodd. Th pfoposal also'provided'an opportunity for increased
communication between citizens and police so th§t each could support the
efforts of the other more effectively.

It waé felt'thét an increased citizen role inropportunity reduc-
tion would resu}t from'uhé pﬁysicél changgé’and,lperhapaL,from.clgger re=-

]

" lationships with the- police as well,

However, an important part of the

.program ehtailed relating to the existing community organizations and
encouragipe the development of others, Community,organizhtions were

needed to enable citizens to participate in the planning and i ementation

9 90

\ll.,




of the physical cha;yegr’ Their approval of the plans was required before
the physical improvements could be funded., In addition, such groups pro-‘

vided a mechanism for establishing a Police Advisory Committee through

B ‘e 4
which citizens and police could discuss concerns, problems and priorities.

... .
Finally, it was thought that -these- groupe might, on their own, iniﬂiate

activities directly related to crime and fear or related to improving the
neighborhood in general, The.purpose of the community organization com-
ponent of the program was not simply or primarily to mobilize citizens

to fight crimex This component was essenti&l to implementing all three
parts of the program.: Mbreover,lthe goal of increaaed citizen involvement
in crime reduction was expected to be achieved: through the tombined effects
.of the physical changes, the reorganization of police and the work of for-

‘mal community groups.

. s

Commenity orgarization work began in the fall of -1974. At that
time, there was one existing residents' organization serving the northernﬂ':
' part of the neighborhood, Over a period of six months two more.organiza-
tions servihg other parts of Asylum Hill were formed.

.
The Hartford Police Department created a district which included

L

Asylum'Hi1l early in 1975. Within the district, two teams were created,
one of which was®designated to serve AsYlum Hill. Eventually a plan was
apgroved that entailed eleven changes in the public streets, all in the
northern half-of~the neighborhood.* Two key east-west streets were.olosed
ta throogh‘trafffe. A numher of other streets -were narrowed at inter-
sections;lone was made one-way. One north-south street and one east-west

street were left open to carry traffic not routed around the neighborhood.
\ .

BLJNE

*The community organization afid team policing components of the program \
were implemented for the entire Asylum Hill neighborhood.




The goal was to make most 0f the streets in the neighborhood of use pri-

marily to-rasidegts. ‘Sema oflthn streat narrowings were also intended tb
give'definitipn;to neighbgrhood boundaries, The intersection treatments

wereldesigned to be attractive, including planters and areas for resident

use;. Work began in June, 1976, AlI streat closings wera complete by

November, 1976, Some of the Mnal landscaping was added in the spring of
i _ ! ‘ ,

1977.
' The formal evaluation period for this prngam was July, 1976, through
june, 1977, The above description of implementétion makes it‘clear that the

"program' did not begin oh a particular day. The police and community dt-
! ) ' y '
ganization efforts pegan more-than a year before the physical changes were

begun; and for all three program components, implementation was & process,

not a single event, The unique feature of the program was the integration

of physical design considerations into a program of opportunity reduction.
. 7 B ‘ d ’

. ! Y - . .
The ''program' could only be said to be in place when the physical changes

$

had been made.

There were three separate, but obviously related, parts to the

evaluation: ' ' ’ . .

{
L4

1) To describe the program as implemented. Because there 1s only
. one experiment being evaluated, the quality of this descrip-
tion is the main basis on which readers will be able to reach
conclusions about the general applicability of the Hartford
. ' »
experiment,
2) To assess the impact of the prosrém on burglary and robbery=
pursesnatch and the fear of those crimas,,. N s

3). To attqmpé to evaluate the extent to/;hich the underlying

. hypotheses ahout the way the grogflm was supposed to work

. | [ | )
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were confirmed or fefuted by the experim%nt.
« B

The_information on which the description of the project'was basged

<

came from four sources. First, the Hartford Institute provided periodic
written reports describing community organization activities, plans and

events regarding the physical program, police activities, and other events

A

-

in Hartford that might affect the experiment.~1$9cond,.police activities -
wete monitored qualitatively by on-site visits every six weeks by an out~

side observer, Third, the physical changes and use of spaces weré also
observed systematically on several differenttoccadions. Fourth, a panel

L

of about thirty individuals, includ{ng community 1eaders, businessmen,

realtors and uninvcdlved residents was interviewed twice during the experi-

4

mental year regarding events and happenings in the neighburhood These (
sources.Were supplemented by periodic meetings between the evaluation staff

and Hartford Institute staff to discuss‘events, problems and accomplish- -

-

ments, . N N v : ‘
. ‘ v

AN}

“The assessment of the impact of the program makes use of thése

gualitative gsolrces but,relied primarily on the following sources_ for ]

Ay
g —rr

quantitative conclusiods ‘ \ -

.

a) Citizen gurveys taken in 1973 1975, 1976 and 1977. -

s . '

. b) Police record data covering information about crimes ‘reported

e s

to police, arrests, and characteristics of-arrested offenders,

c) ‘hicular and pedestrian traffic counts on key streets taken:

LY

" © in 1975, 1976 and 1977 g A ‘

d) Questionnaire from police of ficers, 1975 1977,
ﬁetails about these data sets and-the methods used to gather them

are presented in Appendix A, An overview of the schedule of project events,

-

including major data colf;ctions, appears in Figure 1, .
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Figure 1:

- May-June, 1975,

‘Schedule of Events

May-?Zne,
1977} Survey-

period.

measured key variables - fear, use of ptreets, etc, ~ ag of Jupne, 1977,

-

Sept., 1973 , A ,_// . updates;
initial survey update; May-June, 1976, ’ *" pedestrian:
resident " pedestrian codhéh survey update, 4 and traffic
survey - S | Fall, Agylum Hill only; May, counts
‘ 1975 pedestrian and 1977 ’
2 traffic¢' counts police
; police -
. o q aire
= q'aire X "
EVALUATION
: L PERIOD ,
¥ 1974 1975 1976 - 1977 7], ‘1’
! | ] 1 BN ) " V|
A N VY
July 1, : Sept., 1974 ' : Nov., 1976 : N
1973 '+ Meetings street '
project with June, 1976 closings
begun c community street closings complete ‘
: groufls begun
& begun | . - *
. March, 1974 Feb,, 1975 June 30,
Bagic Plan Police Team o 1477,
Developed set up in- . ~Evaluation
District 5, period
. Asylum Hill over
M : §
*¥NOTE: Crime ‘rates were for the entire year - July, 1976-June, 1977 - 4B the evaluation

However, most measures from the surveys and observations essentially




" Organisation of This Repost
; e = ,
: T%éa report is primari]y about the evaluation of the Hartford ex-

periment. As backgrpund,fChap;er II describes the afialysis of the neiéﬁ; :

borhood; Chégter III describes the plan that emerged from that analysis,
. S : ’

‘The gainfﬁqdy of the report Opnlilt; of Chapters IV, V, 9hd Vi, =
Chaﬁtor\IVIil a detailed dolcrip:ian of the p;ogram as implemqnted. P
| Chapter V describes %ho'rolults and cxplbre; the evidence for the‘way the
program did, and did ;ot, have tho desired efféctl; ghé;ter A d;scrgbea

othar developmants in the target neighborhood and the city of Hartford thaF
, ’ . " « " -, .

could affect program impacts,

' ~

In'\the concluaion,& Chapter VII, we discuss the implications and

limits of the conclusions that can be drawn from the Hartford experience,
. Bl . ,
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CHAPTER II ' '

ANALYSIS OF THE ORIGINS OF CRIME AND FEAR

, B Introduction

/ .
This chapter describes the analys{s of the way in which citizens, po-

v

lice and the phy31cal enviromment contributed to criminal Opportu‘ities in .ﬁ( /7
North Asylum Hillf ]‘ was a complex task fgr at least two reasons, First,

ther wéfe no models to follow, In particularq the relationship between

traditional physical design concepts and opportunity reduction had bee; out =~

lined onl& in a very genéral way. Second, the various'disciplines‘representeh : o -
on the Hartfordvtemn,¥nrdefinitipn, came at the problem of crime from dif- L A
ferent perspectives, The task of blending their ins}ghts,’findings-and analy-

ses into an integrated understanding_of.the nature of burglary and street

crim% in North Asylum.Hill required a great deal of time and effort,

As noted in Chapter I, the target of this project was reduction ofSt
residential burglary and street crime, street .robbery and pursesnatch, and )
fear of these crimes, Burglary is the crime of breaking and gntering with

/ .
intent to commit a‘felony, most often grang larceny (stealing). Robbery is

the crime of taking something from someone by force of by threat force,
Pursesnatch is the crime of tak;ﬂé someone's purse from his/her persoirs
The d}fference between a robbery and a pursesnatch is often very slight;
UniforT Crime Report (UCR) conventions indicate.thai a pursesnatch becomes a
robbery if more fource is used than is necéssary to pry a purse from the vic-
tim. Although pursesnatch per se 1is pot a Part I (i,e,, seriqus) crime, -
according tQUCg conventions, its similarity to%robbery and its potentiél
for producing'feag in victims seemed to warrant its inclusion with robbgry.

- . , |
These crimes were chosen for two reasons: they are common and they are

thought to be fearyproducing., Of the 'serious' crimes against property,
: . | - }

’
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Lurglary is usuaLly the most ‘common, Moreover, neither car theft nor grand
larceny (which involve theft but not breaking and entering) involve the

violation of one,s home by a gtranger. . ,. s
Robbery/pursesnatch, though less common .than burglary, involves a
L. . N ‘
confrontation with a stranger. The other "serious' person crimes, rape,

murder, kidnapping and agsault all would be judged more serious by most

-

raters, However, the rate at which the first three occur is extremely low,

C—

Moreover, with the exception of kidnapping, the majority of such crimes is
committed by persons known to the victims. To the extent that this is the \

case, they are not subject to community crime prevention strategies.
14

In this document, we will attempt to describe fully the analytic
process° Rather, the purpose of this chapter is to present the integrated
' ~
analysis results as a basis for understandin&\the origin of the/ﬁlans and

the context into which the experimental program was introduced, .

When the analysis process began, three separate ‘research and analysis

§ -

efforts were undertaken simultaneously. The physical design team had two °

principle tasks:

[

1) to describe the physical enviromnment in

2) to analyze the ways this environment in uenced, behhivior of those

Q

who used it so as to increase opportunities for burglary and street

A

crime,
Using informat.ion and materials available from city agencies, 1970‘&;nsus ’
data and extensive on-site observation of the area, the features and problems

of North Asylum Hill from an urban design’ point of view were compiled

At the same time, a-team headed by a criminologist was observing

b ad

police activities and interz*gglng police, studying police record data and

interhiewing persons who had been convicted of street robbery in the North
- . - . - “

-t

¥
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s o ' e | | .
Asylum Hill .area, This team ‘had two principle tasks. 4 : \

«

v

1) to describe the, way in which residential berglary and street crime -

~

were carried out: “in North Asylum Hill
2) to describe'police organization and prccedures, and to analyze the

,way,police‘operated to reduce,criminal opport'unities°° S . A

1

‘A third team, meanwhile, was carrying out a sample survey. “Asqum\Hilll

' residents were sampled at a higher rate than the rest of the city ;nﬂurd;r
ey PN .
to permit detailed analysis of their perceptions and experiences, the sample

was citywide in order to provide a basia for comparison. A principal task
0 .
of the sample survey 3,9)t° obtain measures of victimizatjon of Aswlumwﬂf—f‘\\wv
» .
residents and'their fear of crime, However, sample survey data were also ’

uged to sdpﬁlement other'aspects.of the analysiS' S . \

1) to update the demographic descriptidn of the neighborhood from

‘v . .

the 1970 U.S. Gensus, ;A ' . ' . : -

-
‘ [
.

»2) to measure citizen perceptions of police and police~community re-
. . 5 .

"lations; M

3)-to measure general attitudes-toward the neighborhood and'social

<

‘cohesion within the neighborhood;

4) to identify rates at which residentis themselves were doing”some;

-
v

: thing to pravent'or‘deter crime; )

5) to identify pattevné of the way in which residents use their neigh-

C ¢
4

‘borhood; , S . )

. ~
- >

_6) to “dentify p1aces and problems in the neighborhood which residents

..

consiﬂered to be fear producing. " D _ a |
*This was the first of four probability samplé surveys carried out as part -
of the project. Although the sample. sizes and rates of selection varied,
the sample definitiqnﬁ’_'d‘fie}d procedures were''identical, thereby pro=

viding comparable data at each® point., Procedures are described in detail
in Appendix A, ' ‘

. ) . 17 /r
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These efforts went on relatively independently, tholigh there was con=
] ‘ ' '

giderable intevaction among team members while they were being carried'out.

When the respective analyses were completed, the'three groups came together

. to produce ap integrated analysis.

Below is presented a summary of the main conclusions which drew on tha

‘work of all three/study teams. First, we present an overview of the four _ »
. $ . A3

ma jor compernts of the neighborhood area that would affect crime 7(;,he

physical environment, the police, the offenders and the residents. 4 Second,

" we describe the nature of the crime and fear problem as it was identified.
{ v
Third, we describe the study team's- conclusions about the fvay the relation-

ships dmong police, residents, potential of fenders and the physical environ-
7 of

ment created criminal opportunjties.
o o

. .
. v /7 -

The Physical Environment

The physical enyironment‘of.North.Asylum Hill mas analyzed by breakin;
it into a number of elements. These elements are a combination of the charac-
teristiés of the physical environment itself and the wa& tHe physical environ=
ment 1s used by people;- they provide a useful framework for p‘hsenting the ‘ ' )
ma jor conclt%ions of the physical design team (Figure 2).

The area called North Asylum Hi1l is less than one square mile. It
consists of about 15 city blocks. A person can easily walk from one side

of the neighborhood area to the other in less than 15 miﬁhtes. N

The- population of the area in 1970 was approximately 5000 peopla,

living in approximately 2500 dwelling units, _
. _
' The boupdaries of tha area were clear. It was bounded by three rela-
tively busy streets alons'which were'primarily commercial land uses nnd

. . N
by a railroad track.
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The;gfedominant 1a:& uge was residehtial, - The majority of'housing

A . .

units in th; area were in Xow-rise apartment houses. However, there was a
section in North A;ylum Hill along Sargeant and Ashley Streets, consisting
of two or three-family‘frame houses. Scattered within the boundérieé of
North Asylum Hill there were several small neighborhood service atores:ﬁ a.
liquor store, a& drug store, a grocery gtore, a pizza shop and a cleaner-
tailor. The ﬁ?EdUminant land use, however, was clearly regidential; and
this served as a touchstone for analyzing the significance of other elements.

. oy
of the physical enviromment.

 The surrounding land use was nonresidential, " Several large insurance’
companies had their mgin offices. adjacent to North Asylum Hill. A large

hogpital and a factory were within the borders of North Asylum Hil1ll, It is

less than half a mile to the main downtown area of Hartford, The bordering

streets of the area were predominantly commercial,’
' A
A re¢sidential area bounded by commercial land use is fairly typical of

* - many urban neighborhoods. One of the main attractions for living in the .

Asylum Hill area was its proximity to downtown and to wérk° However, it
wag the conflict of the relationship between these two land uses, the resi-
dential land use within North Asylum Hill and the commercial land use.on its
borders and surrounding igz which the.pﬁysicgl design team identified as one
of the critical issues in understanding North Asylum Hill,

!
The housing stock is also very important to understanding North Asylum

Hill, First, being composed primarily of apartments and multi-unit houses,

the housing stock dictated a rental population; tewer than 5 percent of the

. . : ’
- units in North Asylum Hill were owner~-occupled, Second, ‘the apartment units

weré generally small, appropriate for one or two persons. ZThird, al.though

the housing stock was gtructurally sound, it was not new. “Therefore, it ©

raquirpd continuous maintenance. In 1973, there were already signs that
. * L)




- needed routin;\xyintenance was being deferred by some landlords., Unlegs

v -

" landlords had sufficient confidence in the neighborhood to in%est in routine

maintenanég; there was, the potential that the housing stock would deteriorate,

-3 N

Generators is the term that planners use for institutions or facilities

. which structure human activity in an area. In the case of North Asylum Hill,

3

;tiimportant generators lay on or just outside the neighborhood boundaries,

T insurance companies generatedé&'daily in~ and out-migration of employees.

The hospital, inlgddition to employees, generated activity from the coming
and going of patients.ang visitors., Its locationlwas such that visitors
frequently parked on North, Asylum Hill streets. Finally, three schools,
an elementary school, a middle:school, and a high scﬁool, all_locéQed south

of North Agylum Hill, generated a daily flow of students through the North

Asylum .Hill area.

L]

In addition to.institutions and facilitjes, there afe also places
ﬁhich generate activiﬁy more informally. The most importap;‘such generatoy
in North Asylum Hill was a park in the center of the neighborhood area,
Numerous teenagers 'hung out'" in this park, most of:them nonresidents, It
was a favorite place for men to loiter and drink, A liquoy store wag lo-

" cated conveniently nearby, a T
v \ [vg

The resident survey showed that the park was.consistgntlyvidentifiea

as a place in which residents did not feel comfortable, in which they were
\ ’ ' .

~

\\\fggffulo By observation, it was apparent that many poEential users of the

park: particularly older people and~families with small children, did not

use the park, Because of its central\location, the park .exercised a ng~z
. A

nificant negative influence over resideft use of a good portion of the

. : ‘

North Asylum Hill neighborhood,

The circulatjion patterns defined by'the streets of "North Asylum Hill

-
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(::\\‘4L- were an important part of understanding the significance of the generators,

. Although it was easy to ¢ircurmavigete Worth Asylum Hill, the existence of
- .
.four streets through the residential area connecting the major-boxrder streets,

” * .
one north-south and three east-west, provided little incentive to do go. As

a result{isome teh thousand cars per day went thrrotgh North,ASyium Hill on
their way to somewhere else, In effeot, commuters were using these‘resi-\
dential streets as major arteries. Moreover, though most of the traffic
used these fouf through streets, the layout of the neighborhood was such that
considerable tLaffic was siphoned onto the other neighborhood streets as well.
< A particular ?oigt that the physical “description noted was that all east-west
streets carried considerable traffic, even though they were psrallel and went
to the same pglaces° The effect of having three such streets instead of one,

was to disperse heavy traffic throughout the neighborhood.

Transition zones that physically signaled a change in land use from

-

{ commercial to red(dential were not clear., Thus, neither those entering the
neighborhood nor the residentsvthemselves had any €lues from the physical

envirorment that the residential area was separate and apart from the rest

-

)

of the surrounding enyironment.

The definition of 'semi-private" spaces was seen as another particularly

’;?significant problem in North Asylum Hill. People's homes and front p.rches
' " .
and usually their yards are "private" spaces where only people who ?belong”

or "have g purpose'' normally go, Main streets are clgarly public spaces
, ,

where anyone can go without being asked his/her purpose or attracting atten-

\

tion, In between, there are a number of kinds of spaces for which it is not
so C!Lar who has a right to be there. Legally, these are either public or
private, but they may be perceived as either more public 5han private or

vice versa, For example, gsidewalks in from -of people's homes or even the

v
-
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streets themselves are technically public; However in some neighborhoods

»
rbsidents consider these to be their own, use them as extensions of their own
private spaces, and take cognizance of and influence activities in these

-

spaces,. Parkihg lots, on the other hand, are techhically private /spaces‘
for the use of authorized persons, A‘parking lot for an apartment housa ‘
offers a good example of a spate which residents might, on the one hahd,
congider their own and coqtrol or, on the other hand, might consider essen-
tially a public space, with what happens there being ''none of their bus}ness v
From its observations, the physical design team concluded that much of
the _space that should have been "semi~private', because it was adiaceht to .
cldarly private space, was in fatt "public", ! Spaces such as sidewalks,

residential streets and parking lots belonged to anyone anyone and every-

‘one; residents did not take an active part in controlling who used them and

v

Lack of dagag;t;og of interior spaces was one factor that contributed-

to'this situation. The urban planners felt that visual definition of small

’

for, what purpose, . ‘ _ (|

neighborhood areas within North Aaylum Hill, such as a residential block
or part of a bloéh, might'wéll have helped regidents feel that there was
a physically defined geographic area of which they and their neighbore were

a part,- In the absence of such'definition, they felt it was difficult for

residants\t? feel their responsibflity for the public, semi-public and semi-
private spaces around them, et ) e

¢ . ‘ ‘
The heavy flow of vehicular and pedestrian traffic through the neigh-

borhood was ‘considered to be a major contributor to the situation, Having
the streets and sidewalks outside of people's homes dominated'by non-residents

[}

made the task of “controlling these space's virtualt; impossible, The spaces

seemed to belong not to residents but to non-resident "outsiders',

23

-




The porosity of private gpaces exacerbated the problem, according'to
.the urban design specialists. “There were & gignificant number of places In
North Asylum(’ill where a person could easily pass through backyards\ Two *
featuras of the arear contributed to this' 1) the lack of fencing along the
‘railroad tracks; and 2) the presence of numerous voids, paéking lots and
vacant lots which aflowed easy passage. Together, these conditions helped
to make the private spaces in North Asylum Hill nearly.as passable as the
public ones.  §§ a ‘result, pedestrian traffic, particularly of students
commuting to and from school was not restricted to public ways. .By “ob- )
servation, the urban design specialists concluded that taking shortcuts
through‘private spaces was a routine phenomenon. .The'effect of this was to
render even private spaces into public spaces not controlled by residents.
Sunmagyo Taken together dthese points added up to one simple con-

clusion; there were numerous features of the physical design in and around
North Asylum Hill which underminedlit as a residential neighborhood area.’
Three main problems can be cited, First, the area was Surrounded by in-
-stitutions and facllities that'generated use of the neighborhood by non-
residents. Second, a major public space-in the middle‘of the neighborhood,
the park, was the focus of activity 'considered undesirable and fear-producing
by the majority of neighborhood.residents. Finally, the absence of clear
dafinition of the residential character of the area as a whole reduced the
likelihood that residents would exercise control.over‘public and semi-private

a

Spaces .

3 The Hartford Police Department

The analysis of the Hartford Police Department was based on extensive

interviews with police officials, participant observation in police ac~

[
L]

b
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[ ]
tivjties, and extensive examination of the record data,

"The size of-the Hartford ?olice Department was larger than averpge for

a city of its size, at 480 sworn officéra.

-

The organization of the department was centralized, -There were nof po- -

lice districts; and, h%pce, no disq;iag offices.’ Patrol units were aséigned.Fw
out of pentraluhead&uafters»to various segments of the ;ity; assignmenés for_
patrol were rotated on¢a 60-day basis. Investigative units, specialized

by type of crime, were separate from uniformed forces (traffic and patrol):

All sworn positions.were filled by civil service, a fga;ure which restricted
the chief's authority to appoint §ubordinate commande:s.

The record keeping system within the Hartford Police Department in

. 1973 differed in seQeral important ways from UCR standards in its accountiné
: ;f arrests and crimes. Two were particulariy impogﬁant for t:'his.projecto
First, UCR standards include unsuccessful attempts ;o brgak and enter a
2?housing unit as "attempted burglarfes" in.burglary rates. By local con- J : et
vention, such cases were not included with bﬁrglaries in Hartfd?gl In most
cities, such events account for about 25 percent of.recorded'burglaries in ‘
police records. Secénd, a pursesnatch i1s considered a robbery by UCR stan-
dards iﬁ more ‘force ié used -than necessary to relieve ﬁhe victim of her o _ \L’
purse, Again, by local COnvent{on, pursesnaﬁches were almost never classi-

A
fied as robberies in Hartford.

“

Another feature of the record system was its lack gﬁ'éomputerization.

\ ‘
In 1973, the ability of the Hartford Police Department to retrtiii1252ﬁ/;;s

; ,
minimal, Consistently, the extent to which the Hartford Police Department

used information ‘about patterns of qri&e and offenders to carry-out its work

\

was alsp minimal,

\ ' 25
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. Citizen regard for police was generally high in Hartford. Standardized

measures that had been used in other cities generally resulted in the Hartford

police receiving ratings as high as, or higher than, other police departments, ' A
Particularly noteworthy was the fact that the black cpmmupity regarded the
Hartford-police'in a positive way, with substantial majorities giﬁing.posiq

tive Yatings., Although, as in other citles, blacks were less favorable
o toward polite than whites, the differences were generally less than had been

!
~/’/,‘Eound in other similar commumities. Asylum Hill residents were very much -

like the city avefage ip their regard for police. ‘

Summary. Of the'Various characteristics of the police department,

: ¥
two stood out as be/pg most 1mportant when thlnking about a neighborhood

crime control problem. Flrst the centralized nature of the ‘police effort

was not particularly well-soited’to §pecialized responses in a sub-area
within_the‘cityo‘ Secohd, the lack of a good information and record heeping
system creeted considerable barriers to on-going.crime wnalysis and. strategic
deployment of patrol. On the other hand, Hartford polic® were well regarded

by Hartford residents.

The Resident Population

(o

The analysis of the resident population was based primarily on survey

-

data, supplemented by 1970 U.S. Census data and conversations with informed

°

gsources in the community.

!

* . ;
The g!ze of the population was approximately 5000 people in 1973,

as noted above,

M /

The household types in North Asylum Hi}l were considered to beosig-‘

nificant,. Consistent with the type of housing available -- mostly small

apartments -- over 60 percent of the housing units were rented, There




r

. | ) . .
were two household types which dominated the North Agylum Hill population:

single individuals under 40 living ‘alone, and persons 65 or old®r 11ving

alone. Fewer than 20 percent of the households contéined any minor children,

Thg gocio-economic characteristics of the population were also notable.

Boéh Qhe.edﬁcation levels and income levels of residents.of North Asylum Hill
were higher than the average for the city ofl Hartford, : .
Ethnicallx, the neighborhood was heterogeneous, closely approximating
the city of_Haftford as a whole, In 1973, about‘60 percent of the residents
of Noréh Agylum Hill were whiﬁ;, ohly 30 percenﬁ were -black, and the balance
were Spanish, .Theﬂbléck and Spani%h‘populaﬁion had been iqéreasing since

1970 in North Asylum Hill, as it had been thrpughout the city of Hartférd,
X} -

The stability of the population can be viewed in two ways. On the one

hand, consistent with the type of housing available in North Asylum Hill,

the turnqver rate was higher than the average in the eity.of Hartford., A

4

third of North Asylum Hill residents had lived at their current address one

year or less, compared wifh one in five for the éizy as a whole. On the
othe; hkné, there was a segﬁent within the population Qhat was relatively
stable: homeowners and an older'segmeﬁt pf the population that rented.
Approximate}y 31 percent of this population had lived in North Asylum Hili
for more than five years, These long-time residenﬁs wére almost all white,
The black populatioﬁ had arrived’more recehﬁly.

~

The gocial cohesionp of the neighborhooa\Was considered to be .a var-

\

iable which, based on'some past research, would. affect crime, The physical

design analysis identified some forces that might well undermine.identity

r

with, use ofxahd caring for the area -- factors believed to afﬁect neighbor-
hood cohea‘i:m° Had the area had a strong common set of ties, such as a

similﬁr/ethnic background, these factors might have been less gtgnificant,
i . .

'\ : _ . : .
. - . » . N
b & RN , [ : ’
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However, in the context of a resident population heterogeneous as to age and

have A detrimental affect on hhedsocial cohesion of North.Asylum Hill.

It was not eurprising then that survey meaeures indicated the level of
eocial cohesion was relatively 1ew. North Asylum Hill residents were about
as 1ike1y'as not to conmsider the neighborhood "just a place to live" an&
more 1ike1y than average to say Ehat neighborhood residents ''go their own
ways'' rather tha "help each other", Although about twofiﬁ/§ive residents”
said they- knew at least five families in the area well enough to ask a
favor, the same proportion knew fewer than three families that well., A
number of reeidents said\their neighborhood friendé.ﬁere moving away. These
indicators consistently sh;wed 1ewerleocial cohesion in Noreh Agylum Hill
than elsewhere in Hartford, Taken togeeher, they suggested that there
were not strong Znterpersonal ties among the neighbors in North Asylum Hill.

On a formal level, the same kind of evidence was apparent. There was‘
only one formal resident organization in the area qoncerned with neighboi- !

hood problems. In 1973 this ofganization had fewer.than 40 active members,

Use of space-by residents was considered to be an important dimeasion

of the analysis. Ag an urban neighborhood, a prime virtue of which was its
proximity to‘work and to downtown, walkingfmight have been expected to Pe a
common way to get around. However, it was found that Noréh.Asylum Hill
residents were very unlikely to walk places in their neighborhood.or to

use public transportation. A number of indicators guggested that North

| Asylum Hill residents avoided their neighborhood streets.,

\/ Perceptions of the streets reflected the physical desigh ahalysis .con=

clusions. Most residents thought there was reiatively heavy pedestrian and

vehicular traffic during the day, and almost half thought traffic remained

28
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raclal/ethnic background, with a high rate of transiency, these factors could l




heavy after dark, Perhaps most importont, North AsylumoHill résidents were
_munlikely.towsay,that thay could easiiy reoognize-strangefa using their streets,-
' Summary. Thus; four points could be said to stand out in the analy;is
of the reoident population in North As&lum Hill, First,4a relatively high
' p}ooortion of the population‘was relatively traﬁsient{ habing recently arrived
and expressing plans to leave soon. Seoond, it was a heterogeneous neighbor-
" hood with a growing minority populatien. Thifd, thefe was evjldence of a low
level of social ohesion,.boto formally and informally, Foorth; the public
.spocés wero used at a low rate by residents, and resideots generally found

’
it difficult to distinguish noneresidents using the streets frbm residents,

)

-

The Offender Population -

-The offende; populatioo and’it@qstrategies for committing crimes were
analyzed in threeﬁways° First, incident reports were.carefully anal&zed for
characteristics of the offenders, where they were known, and the way in which
" crimes were carried out, 'Secohd, about 50.persons convicted of pu;sesnatch
or robbery were interviewed about their style of operation as well as their
other characteristics.¥ Third, knowledgeable police officials were inter-
viewed about what theyx&new about the offender population and the favored

N
modes of operation in Asyluh Hill, ) ,

. It was found that those committing residential burgiary and robbery/

pursesnatch in Asylum'Hill were similar to offenders in other cities in

several réspects, As ‘has often been found, the offenders were generally
~ young, with three-quarters being under 25, 'Street crities in Asylum Hild

L

$

*Burglary offenders were not interviewed.,' A similar project carried out 1in
Boston in 1971 had included. interviews with burglary offenders., It was con-
cluded that information from the Hartford incident reports and police, com-
bined with the results of the Boston interviews, would suffice to provide

a picture of burglary offenders in Hartford, ,

29 : -
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ware c0mmitqé5’predominant1y by black offénders agalnst white viCtims, whlla

) those committing burglaries were approximately half white and half black.
.V : \ .

About half the offendere in both categories were known drug users. ° ! .
. //ﬂ' The timing of crimes wag also fairly typical._ Most burglariea took
. ’ .

- . -

o 3 place during the day. Puraesnatches aleq took plage during the day, though

\J

B they were concentrated in the early evenings;. Robberies took -place in the =

.

‘early and late evenings.

4

<A final point to be made, whith again is not atypical 18 that inter-

* views with offenders suggested that most of their crimes were relatively un-,

! o . _ e . -

o
'gr‘planned. In essence, they wandered around looking‘f%r an opportunity.

- . B

There were, howewer, three ways in which the offendere“in Asylum Hill

U
/;l "r.ggéer; quite di{fferent  from what one w0uld normally find in other residential
| ?areag.' First, 75 percent of known offendere in Asylum HilL\wene not reai- e ;;
, . N .
BN .dents of Aaylum Hill. That-is, the vast majority of crimes of concern to " .
2;_mw|thls proJect were’ being committed by outsiders, Second, although they wer:u . o

e 8 not regidents, most offenders did.not live far away. Seventy—frve pencent'

-}

of known offenders lived within a mile of Asylum Hill and 90 percent lived

within a mile and a half. Third, almost all crimes in Asylum Hill, both i&
, . =

4

;'robbery and burglary, were committed on foot. This is not.atypical for street  °

.
i’

IXs

ctif, but #t ie very unueual for burglarys However, interviews auggeeted

- that ‘the txﬂ&cal ‘burglary' involved breaking and entering, stealing and

Nt (l. .
. L]
\””_j;) leaviﬁg tHe Toot in, a niarby drop place to be picked up later (in a base=-
i
o ment of an apartment house, lgﬁ’example), . 2

‘ §2ﬂﬁg;;- The important features of the offender population and its

mode of operatiOn identified in the analysis, then include the facts that-

’

offenders lived*hdarby but not in Agylum Hill that they operated on foot, and

that they were dpportuniste// A etandard procedPre involved wandering or
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“hanging arp@nd in the neighbofhood.waitingdfbr.a good opportunity“to-commft
. . ., . . t K - o ., . \ 7
4 ftreet crime;of'residentiai burglary. : 4

“ ‘\ . . » ) ) ’ . . ‘ . ] . > ". -

. Crime Rates and Patterns

4

.

The analysis of fhg rates and patﬁgrne of crime in North Agylum Hill

and_throuéhoutvﬂartford were carried out using both police records and vic= al
‘ ' 3
timization survey data (see Figure 3).

\ L)

As:derivea'frémApolice records, tbp rate 6f,burglary in Ha{tford as a -
- whole was considerably higher thean burglary rates in most other:copparable ,
cities, Hér:}ord is_an.unusuallydémall ¢entral city for a metropolitan area
of itg size, TQis meand that 1$w-denaity residential areas, where crime
rates @rg traditlonally lower, are sgburbs of the city of Hartford,:(wherer
as many cities have "annexed such areas); Bqnce,-their lower corime rates are
~ not {ncluded #n the calculation of érime‘rates for the city.™ &ven tak?ng

this fact into-account, however, the burglary rates in Hartford would have

ci.

to be considered high,

In 1973, the bﬁ;glary rates in North Asylum Hill were slightly lower
than the city-widé rates in Hartford, 'Nonetheless, with a fate of” almost 8
per IOO'Hogsehélds egtimated from th;.victimizatién survey, and a.raterﬁp
percent higher than that 1if a#témpted bJrglaries_are included (as éhey would ’
be acqordiné ta UCR conventibns), there was a significént amount of &r_glary * r
in North Asylum Hill, : ,

&hg fate 6f robbery/p&rsesnatch in North Asylum Hill'ig 973 was a T
higher thén elsewhére in Hartford,- The viqtimization~;urvey;é;timated that : |
resident; were victimifbd at.the rate of 2.5 per 100 peréons in 1973, mora 2.5;
than double the rate for the city as a whole. Moreover, this estimate con-

stituted a serious underastimate of the éctual rate of robbaery/pursasnatch

in the area, Because the.grea wak/used heavily by nonresidents, many of

t

) DR
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‘ | PROBLEM MAP
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thgp were t;jtims q@ well, DBased on police incident data, it was estimated
¢ . ) -

. h ~ . .
that about.alf of the victims «of robbery753¥sgsnatch in North Asylum Hill

~
were nonresjidents of the area,

[

In addition, analysis of the streat crime showed an interesting pattern

which became important to the study team's conclusions about the crime problem,
. p . v

Typically, rqueries and pursesnatches occur on or near main streets; crimes

4

such as these on residential side streets are relativel¥ rare in most areas,

1

However, in North Asylum Hill, the majority of all street crimes occurred on

)

residential side streets, not dn main streets. .

Thus, in 1973 street crime appeared to be proportionately more of a
[ . . .

problem in North Asylum Hill than burglar&, though the rates of hoth crimes

-~

were relatively high,* : .

1l . -

o

Fear of Crime

s
]

At the time the problem aﬁalysis began fqr this projﬁct; not ‘a great
deal was known“about fear of crime or its origins. . It was t'.ought that fear
of crime, of course, was affected by the actual ¢rime rate, In additdon, it

was thought that there might be other factors which ‘contributed to the level

)

of fear over and ‘above the actual crime raté,
. ‘ n
L8 ' .
The term "fear of crime' is used loosely in the 11tera£§;e.to cover a

¥

variety of perceptions and feelings, Numerous questions were included within
the citizen survey that dealt with various aspects of 'fear'": the perceived _,

likelihood of being a victim, perception of different crimes' as a préblem in

the qeighborhood,.tﬁe amount of "worry' about different crimes; When these

.. responses were compared with the responses elsewhere in Haréﬁprd3'the following

o~

*It should be noted, however, that by the time the program begah to be {im-
plemented in 1975, burglary, too, had risen to 1er}s above the city averagé,

.

' | | W
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conclusions emerge

——

Ag the victimj#stion data might‘iead one to expect,. there was distinc~

tively more concer bout.street crime than about buxglary among residents -

- -

of North Agylum Hi} v Compared with the rest of Hartford, concern about
burglary in North A;ylom Hill was about average,*

Re§iQeols were also asked to rate the seriousness of a variety of pos-
sible‘problemo in tkeir neighborhood. Among thogse asked about were prosti; . ‘
‘tution, drug use and drug sales, ond teenagers hangiog out in groops: Analy- <\

sis of the responses on i}ems related to fear of crime indicated that those
feople who saw‘prostigutioo, t%enagers and 1oitering men as the most. serious
probloms, were also most concerned abouo crime. This finding was impertant
for two reasons. First, it suggested that citizen percepﬁions'of crime, .
whi}e clearly very much affected,by the actual_rsto of crime,lwore also af-o
.fected by noighborhood coaractétistics which did not necessarily affec;othe
probability of victimization, Second, it reinforced a number of points in,
‘the neighborhood analysis by indicating that what was going on in the neigh-
borhooa‘stneets, in publjc places, was producing fear in neighborhood_resiﬁ

)

dents. Thué, the analysis of fear, like ma?y of the analyses described

aoove, pointed at the public spaces and the use of space in North Asylum

1

)

Hill as a key to the problem of crime ahd fear in'the area.

Anolysis of Factors Contributing to Criminal Opportunities

The géneral findings and conclusfoﬁs outlined above were pulled to-

gether to produce an integrated analysis of the factors in North Asylum Hill :

which contributed to criminal opportunities and to fear of crime. It should

be emphasized that in some cases the link between the area analysis and crime

i

*Like the experience with burglary victimization itself, concern about bur-
glary increased im North Asylum Hill during the period 1973-1975 so that, by
1975, subjective concerns about burglary were egqual to or above concerns:
about street cr%he'in North Asylum Hill, ’ .
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were hypothesés whiéh had not been tested elsewhere, though the crimino

L] -

The analys?s 1éh to looking at a set of relationships between the four

h]

components of the environment in North Asylum Hill: "the physical envfronment,

the residents, the potential offender and the police,

: o )
The physical environment ‘in North Agylum Hill was seen as the touch=

1

stone for the reation of criminal opportunities and fear in North Asylum

'H{11l., The institutions surrounding North”Asylum Hill -drew vehicles and

'Y / T - ’
peﬁagtrians through the neighborhood area. Almost all gf'the Stteets were

more heavily used'by through vehicular traffic than was appropriate., Like-

" wise, pedestrians freely used not only the maiq'stréets_but all of the side

streets in North Asylum Hill, Moreover, because of the lack of definition

. of gpaces and the presence of mény voids, their paths were not restricted

o}

to public ways; ;Zfsiders dominated Erivate spaces as well,

This situdtion created a perfect opportunity for potential offendefs

- » .

. "from outside of the neighborhood to wander the neighborhood, looking for a

criminal opportunity. A person could gé almost anywhere and not appear out
. . v

of place or be questioned| about his/her .activities, As the urban .design

.t;Ammsaid, "the spaces in North Asylum'Hill-belong tgkghyone:and everyone,"

As whs noted) the significance of"the physicéi ;nvironment cannot be’

. L}

separated from the charagteristics of those who use it, Certainly part of
" . .

the responsibility ;ug the intrusion by outsiders on private and semi-private

. ' . - L
spaces in North Asylum Hill must be laid on the character of the resident

| population, Its frahsiency and lack of cohesiveness partly'stemmed'from its

demographic characteristics, 'Thé physical environment did little to ‘foster

_or encourage resident cohesion; indeed, it appeared to digceuraged gcohesion.

Not only were the streets and‘publié gpaces dominated hy ovitsiders whose -

-

-~

logical
. —
"literature discussed in the introduction guided and informed thqu‘hypotheses.

Y




activities were often fear-producing and who created a neighborhood which geemed

alien to residents; in addition, the neighbgrhodd lacked the physical defini=

N tions which would have increased the 1likelihood of neighborhood idenéificatidn
. and a sense\s?‘”terriE;rialiﬁy". - " . -
Residents have an important fole to play. in opportunity.reduction.
They can lodk out. for one another. They can make it uncomfortable for would=-

be offenders to wander around neighborhoodé looking for opportunities. In

North Asylum Hill, however, residents did not play this role very effectiVely.

They avoided public spaces and semi-private spaces which would have ipgcfeased
it . _ . <

 their opportunity for surveillance, There was liéEle evidence thatd#he ad
; ) .

a sense that they 'could control what happened in their neighbor he

interaction of the physical environment and the residents' charactWfistics
was felt to contribute to.t@;& situation,

The physical enviromment also made the role of the police ncrime -

prevention more difficult, One of the striking_feétures of street crime in
North Asylum Hill was its dispersal to residential streets rather than being
concentrated on main streets. Pdlice pétrol and surveillance can be mdst

effective if it can be targeted on a limited number of areas where crimes

.
*

are most likely to occur. 'However,.because offenders felt comfortable on

all streets, and "worked" side streets even more than the main streets, the
b b

potential for police patrol and surveillance to effectivelf'limit criminal
opportunities was constrained

‘ There were other factors which c0ntributed to criminal opportugities.

+
If the neighborhood residents had been better drganized, it might have

.affected the wbility of residents to exercise control over their neighbor-

¢ .
N hood, The fact that police officers were rotated every sixty days limited

\ggeirzability to become familiar with residents' concerns and, more impor-
' N ‘ ‘

1
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tantly, the details of the patterns of crimes in North Asylum Hill, The fact .

that offenders were 1ike1y to be more familiar with the area, including eg~

capé routes, thdg police was something less than ideal. Furthermore, al- .

though the police were well-regarded by the Nerth Aajlum'Hill residents, there

had been no particular effort td enlist citizen cooperation in crime preven-

tion. The rate at which North Asylum Hill residents called police about

?
: . . .
crimes was only average in the city of Hartford., Perhaps there was room for

improvement in this respect. ) T T~

»

These issues, while importhnt, appeared to be secondary within the
total picture of criminal %pportunity in theverea. The fundamental problem

wag that the residential character of the neighborhood was undermined by the.

way ih which it was being used by outsiders, The task of surveillance for’

’

residents and for police was difficult, perhaps impossible. The opportun-
{ties for residents to work together to také control of their own neigh-

‘borhood were also undermined, According to the analysis, it was this prob-

2
L}

lem that most needed to be addressed,iﬂ,order to affect crime in North

Asylup Hill. ‘ e

s
e

-t




CHAPTER III

THE PRUPOSED PROGRAM

o e

] ' IgEroduction

The history of intervention in on=-going social processes by social
scient{sts 1is not encduraging° Time after time, {nterventions have been
shown to have no effeats or ?nly short-1lived ones° Citizensuhave been
mobilized for 'block watches or patrol efforta which haye effects on neigh-.
borhood crime, until citizen intereat wanes and th%'program dissolves, Pare
ticular patrol strategies by nolice are initiated, only to be abandoned when
leadership changes, A head start program,‘a leadership training program for
executives, psychotherapy, repeatedly have produced short=- -term changes for
the‘%etter in individuals, but the’ gains are lost when the treatment ends.if
the individual returns to his/her previoua gituation. The lesson from the
history of.intervention is”that fundamental changes in the structure of sit=-
uations are required if change is to endure, '

There were tno critical assumptions behind the Hartford plah. First,
if the changes were to endure, they could not depend on the imagination, en-
tnusiasm or verve of»a.few indivi’duals_° Second, the problém was synergistic:
that 4s, it was the interaction of all of the partS'of the.social and physical

environment which created ériminal opnortunities° The effect of the. way -they
were interacting was worse than thé sum of the negative eifects of each com=.
ponent individually, Consequently, to the extent that the progrjr could af=-
fect all‘'parts of the situation to make them mutually supportive, the bene=-
fits of the program would be multiplied; and they would endure because each
component wou}d be operating in a supportive environment, - X

The program was_proposed within a get of constraints, some known in

advance, some not, - The phyasical changas had to be politically acceptable,
\




*

.fundable, and'able to be accomplished in a short time. The .community com-

ponents of the program would consist of what citizens in the North Asylum
Hill avea were able and willing to do. The police program was limited to
" what the Hartford Police Department was willing and able to do. The program

designers were not the implementors., Their mode of infld&nce had to be per-

)

‘suasion, Inevitably, any pﬂogram they proposed could only'be a set of strate-

gie and goals; the details would have to be worked out with thOBe respon=
gsible for approving\them and carrying them out, $ | o y

N .

In this chapter, we will describe the model program that was proposed
to the appropriate groups and agencies in Hartfordf Although the physioal
design, police,'and community organiZation'proggams_are discussed separately,
| it should be understood that "twé'orogram” would only exist if all three were.‘ /

* ) -

-implemented in combination. It was designed to intervene in the processegs-
' .

identified in the analy31s which made North Asylum Hill a depersonalized
neighborhood, one in which it was fairly easy for offenders to operate and
in which resident control was discouraged, It was designed to restructure
police operations to make. them more effectire at the neighborhood levgd and
more gsupportive of citizen eflforts° It was designed to be an integrated,
enduring intervention in a process that was creating 1ncreas1ng burglary and’

~

street robbery in an urban res1dent1a1 area,

The Plan for Physical DBSLgn

.The physical design program had four general goals 1) to diminish

the use of North Asylum Hill by non-residents, both in cars and on fo t;
2) to struotdre and channel remaininglthrough traffic onto a small number of
selected streets; 3) to define the neighborhood’Spaces more clearly, both

overall and for interior residential areas; and, thereby, 4) to increase

residents' use of the neighborhood and their gense of control over what
. 24 4
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happened there,

v

There were several constra 8 on the options available to the physical

_ : v
design team, First, the &ype of physical changes proposed had to be such \

that they could implemented in a reasonably short time, Secénd, there

€, o

were reaT/iimits on what the proposed changes could cost, Third ,-any set of
specific changes proposed had to be ratified by ‘both area residents ang city
+ officials, The time constraints almost necessarily limited the program to'
. public places streets, sidewalks andsparks. An‘integrated‘programcof.
chagges on private prooerty would have entailed a time-consumfng process of
" persuasion and funding-that would have extended well heyond the projected o
target date° The cost constraints meant that.prooosed thangesnhad to be-
re1ative1y Simple, The constraints of political acceptability meant that’ the
_Spec1f1c details regarding design and location of proposed changes had to be

Y -4

worked out through a process of negotiation and compromiseu

3

There were.fivetspeciflc targets of the pr0posed physiqal design
changes; vehicular traffic, pedestrian traffic,ﬁdefinitioﬂ of’ the neighbor-

. . / . '
hood area and interior spaces, open spaces; and "porousy private spaces.
,
) . Vehicular traffic, commuting ;hrough the neighborhood was carried on

I

three east-west streets and one north-south stfreeto The physical design peam

ey

wanted to reduce the number of through streets from four to one (an eagt-

west street) or'iwo (an east-west and a nbrth-south street): The principal
. : \ .

means proposed for doing this was blockimg some streets at'intersectiohs,
\ \ ‘

. creating cul-de-sacs, These ‘streats would no longer be through streets,

. 1In addition, they proposed treatments of a number 8f side streets which

. » . ’ i, . .'
wére designed to make them unattractive for use as shortcuts' through the '

-

area, - Thegse treatments included creating cul-de-sacs, changing two-way

: *
~-
street's to one-way streets, and creating ''gateways' by simply narrowing

!




the'entrance to a.street t@ make it appear clearly residential rather than a
o’ ' . ' -

‘through street. . . X N -’ .

(4

One east-west street had to be kept open to handle bus trafﬁic (for-

cing outsiders from.the north or south to go around the neighborhood) and

directing all east-west through traffic onto a single street., However, there

-

was some doubt about the political feasibility of such a plan° A compromise

N

plan would keep the north-south street open as_ well The overall goal was

to define one or two "collector' streets as the only streets which would
] .

carry traffic through the neighborhood, thereby signifiéantly reducing the

traffic on'most. streets in :North Asylum Hill and possibly reducing the total

number of cars driving through the area as-wéil (Figure 4).
. y .
. .

Pedestrian traffic was seen as much more difficult to control, It is

i

not difficult to design streets to discourage through vehicular traffic,
while leaving them acces le to residents, It is very difficult to Sﬁiuc-
ture non-resident pedes rian traffic without cresting impediments to resi-

dents' use of the neighborhood as well.

°

" There was a bridge across railroad tracks which constituted the sole
public access to North Asylum Hill fron the north., This bridge was heaviln
used by students commuting to schools,’ Eliminating that bridge would have
encouraged students to walk around the neighborhood This. change would have

‘produced a4 marked reduction in non-resident pedestrian traffic in North

-

ﬁsylum Hill. However, it was decided at an early stage that removing the
[ ] "
bridge was not politically feagible.

Alternative ways of structuring pedestrian traffic through the neigh-

borhood were considered including gates and barriers of other kinds° How=

-

aver, none of these approaches coulg} accomplish their goals without causing

undue inconvenience to neighborhdod residents,

¢ B .

'’ I {‘l\
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SN PHASE 1 AND 2 PLANS

.’ @ . ) ~ Flgure 4

The closing of Sargeant. Street east of Sigourney Street and two or three
~other minor changes were not implemen/t,ed. ' . . ~
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It was concludad that there was no sure way to struc’ure the paths of
thoae walking through the neighborhood.- 'There was some hopeé that the streétl
closed to vehicular traffic and defined by gateways would bagin to appear to

non-resident walkexs as areas where’they would not feel comfdrtable. This:.

 would, be'particularly likely to happen if the reaidents of those_streets be-

t

gan to use their yards and streets more and began to assert control over
those streets. However, an alternative outcome could be that atreets with
reduced vehicular traffic would be particularly attractive to pedestrians,
There was no confidence that'thene wab a way to control or structure pedes-
‘trian traffic in North Asylum Hill unless residentairesponded to reduced
vehicular graffic on their streets by creating an ennironment in which out-
aidera felt less welcome. - ' s ' | // ;

(-

Definition of spadks wés a problem 'which the physical team attempted

to deal with in two ways. Their first concern was that North Asylwum Hill\:\ s

a

as a whole was not visua}}y defined as a residential area, JIn particular, x'/\?

the tranaitiona from the commercial str bounding it into the reaidential 4

: 4
area were not clear, The proposed aolution'was to create "entrance ways''

on as many of the streets entering North\Aaylum Hill as poasible. These

”

‘entrance waya would conaist of street narrmlings with attractive landacaping,

'and would give a Viaual sign that land use was changing -~ that one was

entering & reaidential neighborhood , _ -

E3

The other problem of dgfipition was that of interior apaces. Some

blocks in North Agylum Hill are long ones, and the urban deaign team felt

v

that these spaces were too large to promote resident identification with an
o "

area larger than tnat'immediately around their homes, To address this
problem, the urban design team proposed "mid-block treatments': breaking
up the longer blocks by narrowing the streets, possibly putting an island in
’ ~ L .
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the middle of tﬁé’btreet,kagain with attractivé landscabing: In this way,

- ' - & .
they hoped to create\s‘é?mber of subunits within Nortl lum Hill,

AN

Open spaces or voids were of three différent types: a very importanﬁ
. - | :
park in the middle of the neighborhood, ‘4 few: vacant lots or lots where houses
. ., o e R , s ’
had'been_abaﬂ%?néd} and parking lots for apartment buildings and offices,

e . «

Esgenfially, there)was-nothin'g‘to be done about the parking lots
) . ‘ . [} .
' since they+were private property. The one proposal advanced was to encour-

age 1and19rds to fence their parking lots, théreby decreasing the likelihood

.. ~ »
that people would pass through parking lots imto.residents' backyards and

wother piivgte spaces, ‘However, landlords could only be encouraged to do
" this,; public funds could not be used for this purpose.

. . : -
The vacant lots apd abandoned*buildings, which were re{itively few

3 Y

in.number, were also private property. The urban ﬁesign team recommended

4
that efforts be melle to encourage the owners of these properties to up=-
- ' '

gradévthem and, if possible, to help by encouraging'private financing to X -7

restore bujlldings., However, anin, these problems could not be solved
- . 4 . 1
* by the direct use of public funds; sq such efforts were not part of the
- . o . > . . . . . . .
. - .
program, : e -
The park could be treated by the program, The urban design téam par-
bt : N

ticularly singled out the parR as being importankd ¢ The exact kind of changes

‘ e - ’ .
could not be gpecified, because they would clearly have 70 be designed with Yo

. . ‘
resident cooperation anz input, However, in general, the urban design team

’ d ' .
encouraged #leaning up the park and defining certain spaces wi"xin it for . K

~
» >

use_by small children and;eldenly bédple; This would encourage residents T
v _ . i - '
of the neighborhaod to regain control over the use of this important place

as a public space. .

.
]




\\\ The porosity of private gggées in North Asylum Hill waa the final.’

‘uged for private fencing. Simply communicating to 1andlo;ds“that increased

’p | | : | :

_tralized, there was not a good mechanism for collating and tra‘kmitting the )

v
-

problem addressed by the urban design. .team, Again, salutions were limited

by the fact that they had te be private solutions; puhlic funds could not be

fencing would be beneficial to the neighborhdbd as a whole was the only
-

short-term proposal developed, with one exception., As previously noted, the
3 * ' ’

only pubiic-entrance‘into North Asylum'Hill from the north-was a single bridge

) 1 . ‘ .
over the railroad tracks along the northern border of the area. However, the

‘land-along the tracks was unfenced. This allowed entrance into the neigh-

borhood through backyards across the entire north border. The “urban design .
. [ . ¢ :

tead'urged that negotiations be undertaken with the railroad company -regarding
R :

)

the fencing of the entire length of the area. ‘ ' .

In suﬁmary then, the'physical design proposal included: creating
cul-de—gacs, gateways and one-ﬁa§ streets to reroute vehicular traffic through
the neighborhood to. une or two codlector streets; constpuctinglentrance'ways

and midblock treatments” to give visual definition to the entire area and to

* \
" create smaller interior spaces; cleaning and structuring the park; negotid-

ting with .the railroad company for fencing along its tracks; and encouraging

other private landowners to fence or improve their properties

¥

The Plan for the Pollice .,

Wdartford team thought th&t the police role in the reduction of

criminal opportunities and of resident fear in North Agylum.Hill could be

strengFl¥ned in three main ways. First, the quality of information avail-
able to.police could bq\i::roved. Because of geographically rotating assign-
ments, officers: on field patrol had only a limited opportunity to become

familiar with any neighborhood area, 'Because police operations were cen-

o~

~




Id

9 Ty ' |
infdrmation‘which iQdividual,officers did have about a particﬁlar neighborhood.
!

area to those méking decisions about gtrategy and priorities. In 1973, the

-

Hartford Policé Depaftmenﬁ's system for keeping records on crimes and offen~
. . v '.\ \.\‘

ders made retrieval of the information they contained difficult. .This oo \x

severely?iimited the use of record data in planning strategies and allocating -
. . ) . . . -"t. . \ .
resources, ' L

‘ W
Second, because decision making waslcarried out in central hé;dquartérs,
therc was little inclination br capagit# for tailoring police str&teé@ép to ;. S

the needs and problems of a particular neighborhood, ‘ N 1

- TNy
v

Third, although the police were well regarded by residents of North L
. and South-Asylum Hill, jt was thought that streﬂgﬂﬁening relationghips be-~ .
' : [ .

/S _ ‘
tween the police and citizens might help the residents themselves play a more -

significant'&dle in opportunity reduction. One way was for police to encour-
- > A
age and support both formal and.informal efforts by residents to protect e
‘ : o Ay e
nd to control their neighborhood, In addition, by ‘becoming R

"

themselve
familiar with resident concerns and responding to thosegconcerns where appro-, \

priate, police might be able simultaneously to improve conditions that were B

producing fear and to increase further residents' sense of.control.

The police prbgram proposed Qas one that would deal with all of these
problems: creation of a. neighborhood team assigned to the Asyluﬁ Hill a{ea;
The prOposal had  four features that were considered“essentia%kfor achie 153 N

the goals of the police component of the program:

1) Permanant geographic assigpmment of men to the area was one i YOT ~

tant feature, The most important reason for this was its potential to in- -

crease individual officers' knowledge of the neighborhood and its crime, It

was thought that an additional benefit might be to increase the officers'’
) . ‘ ~ - A . '.
commitment to solving the problems of the neighborhood, S
’ N

r ! '
. | !
\
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It wag thought that for police responses to be tailor%d to'the needs of the |

2) Dacentralized command of this team Wwas anothervessenxial feature,

'neighborhood, decisions had to be made at -the neighborhood level, A vety’

important benefit- of this change would be improved acgess of"déoision makers

to detailed information about the area,

both experience in the area themselves and an improved ability to obtain in— R

formation from individudal police officers.’ '{ . - | (*R . \~\\ | S
4 N

1) .
3) The development of a formal relationship between residents and - _ .

- police was algso considered essential. This would not only:creat a'mechaniSm

e .

for communicating resident concerns and’ priorities, it would. als create some Y :' ok

resident leverage to increase the accountability of police to re&idents.; Of

L. - . %
equal importance, such a mechanism would provide %«&?jthf police to learn

about citizen ideas for reducing crime in the neighborhood area, It also

would provide a way for police to enlist citizen cooperation in reporting-
/“\

h problems and conditions that might warrant police intervention,

n4) Finally, it‘was felt that the police would be more effective if

~

they had better informatioh about the patterns of crime in the area, In

particular,.the p/Z{ce needed to dnderatand the role of thelphysical environ=
ment:h1‘roducing criminal opportunities and in shaping their distribution,
It was propoaed that gpeacial procedures be eatablished to provide this
'information to the Hgighborhcod team in. Asylum Hill; . oY
Becauge of the similarity of the proposed police program to other ex-

. perimentp_labeled "neighborhood te policihg”, it .1s worth noting too fea-

tures often'associated with team.po‘:cing that mere not part of the pro;,l.g\‘msﬂ'“Y

model., First, neighbgrhood team police‘units sometimes have ''full service‘
responaibilities .+. They handle sll police activities within thelr aBsignLd

area, However, the Aeyﬁim Hill‘ar'l was not large enough to support a tull

~ ad *
' . B E N .
o ‘A ) Y .
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aervice:té%m. Given the strength of the'Police Department of the City of
Hartford, the Asylum Hill share would be 20-25 men., A team of that size can-

. not afford to have verysmany specialists., Also, Hartford is small in area.

'People,'including offenders, can move about it easily. Therefore, the city-
N P L : ' .

. wide' scale would seem to be the most efficignt and effective for specialiiqd

units, It was assumed, then, that city-wide investigative units, such as

L4

vice and burglary, would continue to service the Asylum Hill area as needed,

] \Aﬁ§:;ver, it was hoped that the units would work closely with the team so that

- N,

all police responses in the area would be intekgsfed and. consistent, -
. A second feature often associated with team policing is ''participatory
management'. This was seen as an-internal issue for the police department to

evaluate for itself and was not, in itself, essential to meeting project

goals. However, a good information flow within the unit serving Asylum Hill

v
-

was considered to be desirable.v
The above four features outline the proposal that was submitted to the

Hartford Police Department ﬁor its cgnsidefation. .

.~ The Plan for Community Organjzation

some form of community organization was 'needed in Agylum Hill for two

reasons, First, physical changes could_only'be implemented 1f residents par-

’ .
ticipated in the detailed planning of those changes and approved the changes
proposed. Participation in such a process necessarily involves volunteers

who are willing to spend the time and effort required to attend meetings and
» _
become informed. Formal voluntary organizations are the most usual and pfbﬁ-

ably the most efficient mechanism for .such a process, ,
In addition, a formal relationship between residents of the area and
the police was proposed, While formal neighborhood organizations are not

. '«'/¢r%/// . ;“\ ‘
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. S »
necessary, one of the best ways to insure that resident needs and interests
are fuily represented is to work through formal organizations,
For these reasons, the first and basi@objective of the program was
. to establish a.formql organizational structure that could represent the resi- ™
dents of North Asylum Hill, At the time the proggam was‘begen, there was

only one neighborhood organization. Its meﬁbership came from only a part
of North Asylum Hill, The project team considered. it essentigl that either » '

this organization be expanded or new organizations created to provide a mech-
anism for participation for all segments of the resident population,
The criteria for these organizations were fairly straightforward:

they needed to provide an opportunity for all residents to participate; they
{

[

needed to be viable organizations that could stand on their own over time;
they needed to be perceived as reasonably representative of the resident

population as a whole; and‘they needed to have neighborhood problems in

»

. - ‘
general, and crime in partic%lar, among their major agenda items. )

‘The goals for the mm“nity component of the program were as general

3
as the outline above indi te9\ It was recognized at the outsat that the

oy .
y

project team could not contirnl organizational decisions or the kinds of
—

activities gﬁey initiated. It was hoped that the community orgamizations

!
would initiate two general kinds'of activities on their own. First, it was

thought that they might undert a some’ activities that would formally involve
N :
regidents in crime control, Secend, it was hoped that they might develop
3 .
activities which would promote interaétion and cohesion among neighborhood

tesidents. In addition, these groups were to be reprasented on a police

advisory committee of some Rind%

s




. e . ‘ o Conclusion

W In the preceding SeCtiona, we have .outlined the. components of the

A i

program which was proposed for the North Agylum Hill area of Hartford, It

is important toidndersténd how the three components fit.tog;tﬂer tO'produc;
_ 4 \

o : an integrated effort to control criminal opportuniéies and to reduce fear.
It,élso 1s important to_understaqd that it .is a combiqation'of tha direct
and indirect effects of the program changes that was ;xpected to:prbducé
significant reductions i% crime and fear,

The Speéific anticipdted effects can be summarized by ;ookiﬁg again

\';at the-set ofl;elationships among the ppysigal environment, theg{esidents,

. .potential offenders and the police,

- The physical design changes had the direct goél of structuring and

LY

reducing vehicular traffic, making the residential streets more residenpial,
better defining the neighborhood.as residential, and making'the neighborhodd
area more éttraétive. A§ a result of these changes, 1t was hpped that resi=-
dents would be encduraged to use neighborhood spaces, that they would inter;
-act more with oné another, and that theyiwoula begin to’'become more familiar
with, and'take more interest <4n, who used the neighborhood for what pur-
pose. Thege changeg, in turn, would lead to increased resident coﬁtrol
ovgf the;neighborhood, particularly in the_residential areas off the one

« “or two through streets, which would produce more mutually protective be-

havior on the part of residents and make residential areas less attractivers
: . ,

~ to potential offenders, ' .

‘Potential offenders Ehémselves might feel less comfortable on streets -
'

on which vehicular tra%fic had been significantly reduced. Vehicular traffic [
was thought to have created an impersonal aB®mosphere where outsiders could. Co

“ : .
_comfortably "hang mround'". The.reduction in traffic, in combination with. ‘ ’

.

A . e




: )
activities than to more 'serious' crimes, If they learjed from residants .

»

an increased interest in street activities and in use of the streets by‘resi-
» : .. .

dents, was designed to ‘discourage offenders from wandering the neighborhood

streets,

¥
0

.The physical changes weré also designed to help the police. To the
”extent-that‘offendef.aptivity would be restricted to a smaller number of
places, the less residentia} streets, the potential fo; police.sﬁrﬁeillance
and interveﬁtion in crimes‘would be increased. o ‘L .

Thus, the goal.of phyéical changes was not sihply to rgduce?tréffic.
Rather, a_gomplgx set of consequences was expecte& to ‘result from the4simp1e
changga.which included'strengthening resident relationships with‘ong énothér,
increasing their control in the\ggfgﬁborhood, disgouraging offender behavidr,

and-structuring criminal opportunities to make police intervention easier,

Similarly, the police program was designed to have several different
>

kinds of effects, Certainly it was thought that increased familiarity with

the neighborhood and the ability to respond uniquely to its problems might-
improve police ability to intercede in crime andvto arrest offenders, 1In
R ,

addition, it was thought that the geographic stability of i‘fiCers would

strengthen the informal relationships between policq and résidents, en-
couraging resident cooperatio:'with.police and the residents' sense of

having an effective working relationship with police. It was also hoped

‘that the relationship with residents would lead Fo some shift in police
prioriFies, reflecting the}needs and ;ongerns of residents; For‘example, ~
it had begm found that residents feared what went oé in-the §treets (pros-l

titution and loitering). Police generally give lower priorities to such

that these activities created a serious problem of fear, police could make

an effort to control them, thus directly reducing fear,

¢




Finally, the community organization program was essential in implemen-

ting the physical design and in establishing the formal relationship between
résidents and the team é%lice unit, It was also hoped that these organizations
would, on ;heir own, initiate resident efforts, both formal and info;mal, to
deal with crime‘iq the area. Formar programs such as block watches might be
establisheé fo discourage offendérs from wanderihg éhe streets, Of even more

importance, however; would be communicating to residents their potential day--

" to-day role in_lqoking out for one another and in informing the police of

% . .

.

suspicious events. Efforts by community organizations to increase interaction“

amongdfésidents and to make the neighborhood-more attrgétive might also en-

hance the 1ike1ihood ;hat‘residents would increasingly look out for one

adﬁthero | , : | ' ‘ L%
In Hartford, as in any other city in'which someone would attempt to

implement such aiprogram, the residents were going to decide what community - -

organizations woFLd do, and the physical changes emerged out of a political

process, The.tﬁsk of the project team was to present the. goals that it saw

as desirable and the analysis on which those goals were based,

\
The above outlines of the program were presented to the appropriate

\ . .
constituencies in Hartford, There followed a period of negotiation, meetings
.and decision makin§o In the next chapter, Chapter IV, we describe the pro-

gram implemented,

%..

-~

\
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L4 CHAPT%R/TV
! _
IMPLEMENTING THE PROGRAM

Introduction/

Implementation was a devélopmental process, not f/single event, for all

three progrém components, The model plan was presented(fo the Hartford com-

the’

—

munity as a set of ‘more or.less specific program objectives together with

. . -1
underlying rationale. Part of the implementation process for all three pro-

Y

gram components was to develop, in cooperation with residents and the public

v hnd private agencies concerned, acceptable means of reaching the objeétives. ;,

There were, necessarily, some compromises and as a result, some changes in

the plan,
v The purpose of this chapter is to provide a good description of the
6gram as actually implemented, This is necessary for two reasons, First,

ause, there is only one experiment being evaiuated, this description is

.

the main basis on which readers will be able to reach conﬁlusions/ﬂbout the
general applicability g§ the Hartford program. .Second, we must compare ?rat

was achieved with the proposed Plan in order to assess the significance of

the impacts of the program.

The Hartford Institute began preliminary discussions with city officials - »
. , . i B -
and neighborhood tresidents in the summer of 1974, )

At that time, there was one organization in Asylum Hill Eomposed of

® e

residents of one section of .the area, Over a period of six months two more
organizations, representing residents oi\éézjr parts of “Asylum Hill, were

. ¥ y
formed.

The initial agenda for community meetings was the feasibility of form-

ing a Police Advisory Committee and the possiblé street changes. A Police




-

Advisory Committee was formed and i¢ included reyresenﬁati&es of the th}ee
e A - -
major Cﬁﬁgynity groups, Over time, the groups initiated a number of programs,

sbme‘crime-related, some not, All thred groups were extant through the

~spring of 1977, although the }evel and kind of activity which they engaged

in varied.

A ’

i

/ Early in 1975 the Hartford Police Department .created a district which
’ ﬁncluded'Asylum Hill.,)Wlthin the district, two teams wexe created, one of
which was designated to serve Asylum Hill. The team had a stable assignment
b

of men to the area, a high degree of intgraction with citizens, and it gained

L 3

-

a moderate amount of autonomy in deci‘sion :making. 4 ~ . | g
The physical design plan underwent a period of review during which a -
number of details were modified. Approval was a slow process for several
reasons. It was the most radically innovative component. The logical con-
-nection-between cloéing streets and crime reduction is a subtler one than
thatqbetwegn police or citizen efforts ‘and crime and, therefore, more dif-
fi;ult to communicate, The;proposed street closings necessarily affected.
more people directly than the oéher two program compoﬁeqts;'so more people
L v_had_tq_pgmggngpltgd~and‘convinced of the value of the changes.
Eventualiy a plan was approved which entailed eleve2 changes in phe_
publié streets in North Asylum Hill, w;;k began in June, 197¢. Two k!y
east;west streets were closed to through traffic. 'ﬁ number of other streets
* were narrowed at>intersections; one was‘made one-way. One north-south
street and one east-west street were left open 'to carryrtraffic not routed
‘around the neighbotrhood. All street closings were complete by November,
x
‘11976. .Some of the ftnal landscaping was added in the spring of 1977.
| Bgcause the unique feagture of the program was integration of physical

n

~desrign.considerations into a multi-faceted program of opportunity reduction,

34
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the program could only be sald to be fully "in place" when the ph&sical

ot

. . o
changes had bean made. Although implementation of community, police and
. . , . % ¢ -
physical design program components are treated separately in the discussion

’

that follows, it should be kept in mind that they are not independent

entities, Rathe?, they are interdependent parts of a whole and have con=- ‘
sistently been thought of that way.

.t

#,
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Imblementing The Community Organizagidn Prog;am

Introduction C . . . _ |

-

~ Tﬂis discussion begins with the community organizatipn_componeni af

the program because, chronologically, the first step gf implementation was

to begin to involve the area residents. The two immediate goals of the com- '

- Puni?y,Otganizat109.§ffofglwére to include area.residents in the planﬁing C .

;nd implementation of the pﬂysical changes a;d to establish a fofmal_rela— C

tionship between residents and police;; In'order go do this effectively, it

: : : : -

was evident that it was necessaty either to exgénd the one existing'resi-'

dents' dféanization or to create new ones, The necessary chaEacteristics of

these organi;ations included: 1) Servihg the entire geograbhic area of

North A;ylﬁm Hill; 2) represepping the range ?f needs, and concerns of neigh-

borhood residents; 3) having crime as a signi%icant agenda item; and 4) hav-\

ing enough stability to permit participation éf residents over an extended

pe;iod of time, y " |

| Although it was understood that community organizations'wbuld\define

their own prioritieé and activities, it was hoped that they.would contribute
} o _ .

directly to the achievement of‘ﬁhree general program goals: involving resi-

dents direétly in the control 8f crime in their neighborhoods; éddressiné

neighborhood problems in a way that would make the area more attractive’ and

Jess fear producing; and eﬁcouraging interaction among residents .as a way of

streQ§thening cohesion and mutual concern; |

i 4

Establishing the Organization

\.( ‘
In the fall of 1974, when the Hartford Institute first began the
process of presenting the results of the analysis (described in Chapter II)
to the community, the only existing resident organization in Asylym Hill was

the Sigourney Square‘Civic Association (SSCA). tit had approximately 50

| o 56
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member households, mainly Whife, middle-aged and older home owners,-long—time

¢

‘regidents of the area in the northern half of North Aleum Hill, The goals

}of the organization at that time were diffuse, Many, of its activities were

v

social. i

Institute staff, the project's urban désign team, and_the Har£fdrd-7

police officer whodwas to gommand:the neighborheod's police team met with

. ' SSCA members to outline the pr9blem analysis and the %inds of solutions the

~

project team thought would be helpful. The membership almost immediately
IA

responded to the project in a positive way. Early in 1975 a committee to
work with the pblice was estgblisﬁed along with a physical design committee,

as a formal means of participating {n the project. SSCA consistently was an

active and important participant in the implementation of the project from'

then on. e . -

v

The area served by SSCA represented only half of the North Asylum Hill

area. Therefore, it was,necessary'to stimulate the formation of a group to

’

represent the residents in the remainder of North Asylum Hill. A group of
dbout two dozen interested residents was identified. This was a rather
]

different group from the one involved in SSCA. They were primarily young

¢

profegsionals, renters, who had chosen to'live in-Asylum Qill, They had some

ideological commitment to the vélue of a city and to life in an urban envir- .
) : p

onmeﬁt. ~They represented not only a digferent geographic area but also a

different segment of the ﬁortp Asylum Hill cgmmunity.

A series of discussions was conducted with thié'group in laﬁe 1974 ahd
eariy 1975, similar to those held with SSCA. These meetings resulted in the
formal establishment of Céntral Asylum Hill~Association (CAHA), This group

. ;

too est?bliéhed police and physical design committees to facilitate formal
” \ . E .

L}
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) volunteersvexﬁreused Lnterest?in partjcipating. Institute staff suggested

( , L
. o .
. s ; . ' Ny ¢ \ ‘ - ¢ /}
par%icipatiOn_in the project. _ _ : ‘
. : ! ( . [ .
- ‘. e
A third civic assoclation; Western Hill Orgamdzation (WHO) grew put of :

«
* B Y

an independent effort’ of the Hartford Institute to encourage a street ob~- v
T N 3’ N ’ .

server program, In L975, geveral property owners in Asylum Hi}l had

suggested to the Hartford Institute that somesguch program might.be‘usefdl.

The idea was supported by. the police,. "In the spring ‘of 1975, some two dozen

\
<.

) : 7] ’ \ -
that these voluntcers and their neighbors form a civie asSociation to pagﬁd«

.

cjbatu id.a brpader way in affecting ngagﬁborhood problems, By the spring. of
™ ) .

1975, .WHO was ‘formally establisheq. o ‘ . ( ’ | .

:T@is agiin was raLHer a different oréunization. .Gedgraphically, the , '
ma jorit} o£ membérs lived just south of Asylum Avenuc Tﬂey tendéd éo be

. ¢ . ‘ -
'older'réqters, long—~time residents who had an in;estmont in stayin% in the
 aféa andvmak;ng it a bettermplqce tg live.. 1hé socinl.bﬁné%itg ot bnrtici~ v
. ; .

pating in a formal orgamiZation were also of importance to a considerab e

t .‘\\ ] ' a '

o number “of members. ' N .

L

' . t
i “ ‘ ’ L4d
Becduse'SSCA-ahd CAHA were both involved in building a relat lonship

BN . . .
» . . » !

{ » .
with the police through a special committee, it made sense to all invzlved
../\‘ TN 4 .

. [ . ]

o combine'the efforts of tﬁe two organizations, 1n late spring of 1Y75 the s
Asylum H®1l Police Advispry Committee (AH/PAC) was created with }eprésenta—
tives from each organizatign. Represéhtntive§ from WHO were added when 1t \l'

<+ - ’ » . ‘ '9 : Ty
bccame\formally organiked. : \ : B

\ ’ Yl .

) Fhus, by the end df the spring “in 197 thtne were three UrgZE}waLionb ’M,‘”

.\!\ - { ( , - ' (.l‘f

representlng‘Asylum Hill reémdents, eaah of whith had errObeantPVGS on a - S

v

police advisury‘Lommittée, 'The two organlzatiions {p North Asylum Hill'weﬁé

.

» ’ .
* . . . . . g

" v Mfermally involved in the plannlng ahd implemedtation of the phyajcaL;dégign."h

prygram,




Organization Activities

3 - : . Al
. ' » » .
Participation in the planning and lmplementation of ethe physical

.

_changes. was the first 1ssag\bf2yght to the community organizations., Thefr
I ’ : , .

.

pafticipation was made critical by he fact that the funding for thg physical

£ .

design changes had to come from the city. Documentation of majority resident

’
v ¢ v 4 . L3
support for the physical program was required by the' City Council prior to )
,authorizing the changes.
] | : Y ] ¢ ! \
Y The cdhuunity orgunﬁiption meetings served as a, forum for prescating
. ’ ° - . < N ) '
and discussing the suggested physical design changes. Not only did the
, \ ‘ .
memﬁerphip become informed in ‘this way, but the organizations also hosted |
open meetings attended by other residents and Lntereated non-residents whith ,
were an essential part of the ratification process,
. . A ‘ '! . - . ’ -
.The. organizations were more than simply passive vehicles for the ox-
' : s
R : . v D
change of 1ideas. Thf leadership of these Organizations, particularly’ $5CA
v . i . .
P . . . 3
-and CAHA, took initifative in a mumber of ways to help ensure theimploment .-
- 1 . i .
. BN . ..
tion of the physical design program, They attended meet inps of tlr‘ City »
Council and other pubtic forums. CAHA undertook a survey ot residents to
help document theo h\zr;aﬁt of resldents in the progranu":\rruguthvf, the
contribution of these organizations was not simply that the majority of
their members 'votod fn favor ot [mplementing the progrdam; they also togk an
active role in priishing the Cityv Council andvorhérg to act on {t, ) ,
Ffurtherntore, -onee a program had b¥en appreved, a monitorfng committog
N -
was ZﬁtubLiuhvd to Uernah‘comstrdctiun and other aspects of the physical
. . . t
design ‘changen. Needlogk to say, that mnmnﬂr(xglnpludud wfuniffgnnt Feprne-
: _ : ' w7 ¢ .
pentation from the throe area community organlzat fous, . . :
. o, » . R ) v
’ The establishment of the A/ PAC provided one vuhiylv-wﬁprw)v resident s
. ) , , , , \ ~
c d relate directly to police, This group, ag previously noted, wan »
. - ) * .
' ) 4 ‘ v
39
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IR

established n the gpring of 1975, it met regularly with police leaders<G:’u

the are&, sometimes bi-weekly and sometimes monthly Thus, the two essential

4
implemented

1]

. . ]

- .
It was hoped that the community organizations would undertake activi~

*
activities for the (community or‘ﬁanization component oi’ the _program were fully

ties which would encourage resident'crime prevention‘and strengthen the neigh-

borgood. It is difficult to apply strict c¢iteria to determine the extent to

a nnmber of activities initiated
»
tommunity organizations that “were generally supportive of project goals.

which this occurred. however

There were.
by
Perhaps 'the most ambitious corftinuing activity of this sort was the
Street.Ohgerver Program, which had served as the Qasis for the establishment
of WHO and which was adbpted by SSCA in 1976. .[The volunteer street observers
from both organizations were trained‘by Asylum Hill police in such subjects

as the use of CB radios and the detectipn and reporting of susplcious

Observers worked during ghe spring, sum-
»

activitles and crimes"in,progress.

mer and early 'fall months, Monday through' Friday, from six to eight in the

. . . s
-

evening. The program was termidcggﬁ for the winter months of each year be-
. » o . . '

cause of the reluctance of volunteers to be dutside during the colg, dark

winter evenings.

Observers were assigned on a per- -block basis and provided,with\g CBv

. radlo or a walkie—tflkie with whfch to relay calls about-suspected criminal -’

activity to a base station. The base station was located in\the Asylum Hill

Neighborhood Police Field Office and staffed by rpsldents volunteera. Calls

A

for service were r@iayed by the base station to a specially assigned area

patrolman,. The WHO program had about two dozen viluntesrs in 1975 and 40 _—
v \ .

VOlunteersvin 1976; 50 SSCA members participate In.

”

the spring of 1977, about 40 WHO memben&land 70 SSCA members volunteered for

the program in 1976,

~

60

(W)




training. . '

- . 1

Another program diredtly‘aimed at grime prevention waalthe Burglary?

(U

Prevention Program initiated by CAHA in 1977, The purpose of the program . ) ;

»

was to reg“cé-qpportdnity forlresidential.burglary and ;d;increase general

‘awareness of citizen crime prevention.' TWelve‘volunteersbtrgiqed by Asj!hm’
» . ' \ . ) . H

Hill police\and\aﬁparvised by CAHA members conducted a door-to-door campaign

_ S A\ ‘ |

with Operation Identification Engravers and information gbout home security.

Engravers and OPEE?tbOH Td!ntification stickerg were supplied by the Hartford

~
»

4

Police Department.

® : . » ) . 5

Turning to activities of a moxe\genéral nature, all three groups held
~ . : ) , . . .\; i . 'y ‘
periodic social events (such as blqgkfparties) to which they invited police ™’

.

team members and their families,  as.well as residents of the area who did not

belony to the organization.’ ¢
4

‘The numbeq and type of otger activities of the organizations varied.

‘

For example, SSCA and WHO generally concentrated on problems specific to
their areas, such as WHO's Transiency Reduction Program and SSCA's Redevelop-
.ment P"gram for Sigourney Square Park. CAHA was interested in more éeneral

problems, ‘as wh!n its wembers prepared draft legislation on mandatory sen-

tenting and legali;ation of proaﬁiﬁytion., SSCA and CAHA engaged in a larger

number and wider variety of projects than did WHO. CAHA's projects tended
to be re}aoiveiy rt;term ona§i§§§:reaa‘SSCA ard WHO had a number of con-

- -
tinuing projects. One of .the most important of these may turn out to be the
Neighborhood Housing Services program, which was just getting underway at the
é‘r‘xd of the e\}a/uacion" .‘period.»;,SSC‘A has played a nmjor role in working with
the Hartford Ingtitute and other interested” persons in Hartford to arrange Y

tundﬁpg for improving thé housing stock In the North Asylum Hill area. Many

vbservers conaidor this tg’be a critical part of strengthening the neighbor— .

6ﬂ‘l




hood a8 a whole, although Lt will take some time for the resultg of this
. .

c‘f\forL to have a Ju:*.ighborhood~w1de 1m1)z:;ct.
The variety ol activitles described abgve 1s what one would.expect of
resLdent organizations, The differences in émphasis reflegted differences
fn the needs and J.r.itcrcsts of the vp]e viho Joined f:he organizations,
Nevertheless, .[l,. s clear that each of the organizations fn its own way

fnitiated and carrled out activities that were supportive of the general

Kl

proglram goils, (/ ) Ca

Chavacteristics of the Organizations

Oue ot the initial poals was to ensure that all arecas within North

Asylum Hill were repfirsented by a community organization, CGlearly, this

objective was achieved,  Second, git was c¢nsidered essential that” the com-

.

“munity nrgunizs\',timm lnrme({ had neighborhood problems in general, and crime

in garticular, as the wain focus of thedir agenda,  Although the emphasis in

the oveanizat ions varfed, each of the three organizations discussed met these

eviteria oas o well, A third .b L was that the organizations be viable and

enduringg, praviding a ('()ntLnuir&meuhanism for resfdent participation in

neiphborhood decisfon making. Each ot the three organizations dratted and
approved byv-laws and Were incorporated as clvle associatlions under Connec-

ticut state law. Al had regular monthly meétings ot the general membership

N

thromzboul lhl! evaluation perlod, with more frequent meegings by-sub~com-
mitteea,  With the possible exception of CAHA, whose membershin has consis-

tently been the amallest, all three. organizations seemed to Be stable and

»
viable at the cud ot the evatuation period,

’

The tinal poal tor these organizat ions was that they represent the

range ol area restdent interests,  Those interested o joining o m'i),',lll)()r})()nl

proup are alwava o gmall pr*»lm’rt fon of the total populatlon, The people who

- \}

»

!




12 v ¢

N

. T R .
have «the most Interest and investment in the issues being addressed by an . ' K

organization will, of course, be those most'likely to join and be active.

3 (8

The three organizations were seen by.city officials as sufficieﬁtly repre-

sentétive tﬁft a vote of those attending meetings was 5ccepted as represernt- .
ing the sentiment of the,resideqt population. However, in all three organ-
izations, but particularly CAHA and SSCA, minority resdidents were under-

represented. Apartment dwellers were also under-represented, particularly

i_n SSCA. ¥

Specifically, SSCA membership increased from -50 households in 1974 to - ‘

.

slightly, over 100 in 1977; about 20 of the latter were black, Alt@ough the

residents were nearly 50 pefﬁent black, this did represent a.considerable

increase in the minority membership over 1974, However, despite continuing

efforts to recruit more members from these groups, Hispanics and apartment
[}

¢

dwellers continued to be unddr-represented.

CAHA's membership increased from an original dozen & 40 in 1977, with

the majority being young apartment dwellers.,, ~Although close to half of the

residents of the arca served by CAHA were black, efforts to recruit minority
. ) ;.

members produced no stable bladk wembership, : - ‘ v . )

WHO membership consisted mainly of middle-aged ang o}dur apartment

A !
‘dwedlers. The original 30 members prew to about 50,>virtually all & them

) . .
white, Since the area served by WHO had only a very small minority popula-
tion, its lack of minority membership was less sign fdcant ,

4

It is difficult to assess the significance of this,lssue, The fact - W ’ .

-

that many black and Spanish residents were newcomers to the area, and tended

!

to be young, undoubtedly contributed to the faththat they were less Kikely
to join a group working on neifghborhood problems On the other hand, the

relatively low rate of participation by the black and Spanl'.‘:h residents, who

¢
-

L




constitute more than half of the population, must be viewed as a significant
‘limitation of the community organization program, If 1t were resolved, it
would’pfobably increase the ability of the orgahizations to work positive

changes in the area, E ¥ .

¢
B
Bl
L

In conclusion, the implementation of the community organization program
was very much as was oéiginally outlined: the basic goal of establishing

representative organizations which would participate in the physical desiéﬁ : ',‘(” j
changeq.and relate to the police were achieved. In addition, the organiza—'

J —

tions undertook a number of activities which were supportive of program goals;

~

and they were viable organizations that continued to work on neighborhood

~

community ﬁroblems throughout the evaluation year and beyond, )

2 .
< 14
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. Implementing the Police\{rogram v
. ) Al

. . . \

Introduction

b

Ag describeg 1n Chapter 111, there were four main components of the ..

’

model plan proposed for police. First, there should be geographic stability
“of the assignment of police officers serving the area. Second, decigions ;

about tactics, policies and priorities.shOUld beumade-at the neighborhoo

“

: ¢
level., Third, there should be mechanisma developed to strengthen the rela

»
’ -1

tionships between police officers and neighborhood residents, Fourth, police
should have good information about the patterns-of;crime and the role the

) ' ,‘. 4 o .
 physical environment plays in creating opportunities for crime. The extent

t

to which each of these goals was achiered,during the implementation will be -.

" the main topic of this section. Other features of the implementation that

were important in understanding the police'role in opportunity reduction in ¥
Asylum Hill will also be discussed. In addition, because full servicd re-

spongsibilities and participatory management are often goals for similag

-~

~
police programs, the extént to which these were or were not part off this

experiment will be described. | . B N
. 3 \ N

The Main Components of the Program

13

In January, 1975, the Hartford Police Department issued the order

dividing the city into five police districts, As project plapnners had

\
recommended, District 5, which included the Asylum Hill and Clay Hill/South

- Arsenal areas,~was divided imto two separate teams, with no:incrgase in man-
power over the city average. The teams consigsted of offiiers representatdve

of ,the department in capability, educational background, and commitment:
rather than the "cream of the crop A group of 59 men was assigned-to

District 5 as follows one distriet commander, two team commanders (ode to

head each team), six sergeants (evenly divided between the two teams), and-




55 uniformed_patro‘“bfficers,(about 25' per team). Lach team establiaheq a

t ! . : v
v L.

_fielﬁ office in the area which it served. .

5

»

Geographic atability of assignment was established by this order.

“Except for attrition, the;same officers- served in the Asylum Hill'area'frpm
early 1975 when the team‘was established through the evaluation period.
There was some change in leadership, however. The district commander was
promoted and left District 5 and the taam leader in Asylum Hill changed in
1976. # | |

U . . /\\ , '
One other aspect of geographig stability should be dlscussed at this

‘ timé: One idea behind . geographic stability is that members of the Leam

.y

would respond to most calls for service within thelr LLﬂm area, However, in

.

1975, approximately 20 percent of all calls for service ln District S were

.

assigned to non-district'units, and District 5 personnel found that approx-

imately 35 perceat of the-calls to which théy were dispatched were outside

the district.
-~ . ) .

Several reasous may be:citednfor these rather high "arnASuvur” rates
Although District 5 ranked fourth in Bopulntiun served, it ranked tirst
among thé five districts in caiis"for service in 1975, District 5 is

, :
aentrally located, with ;hree~of the oaher four districts bordering it,

Therefore, it is the most convenient district to call when there 'is an over-

load in anoth&r district. Finally, all calls for service are relayed

[

v

through the central communications division at central hundQuurtoral

Claarly, the central problem was that dispatchers inftlully‘hud not adjusted
L 4

’ ) .
to the district concept. Many of the:'crossovers' were tor non-emergency

calls, = . >

Some steps were taken to try to reduce '(r§ZQUVp~' rate, " District

]
supervisors were encouraged to keep thelr c¢ars within thelr districts and

’ R N B




Residents-and police discussed policies for handling this problem at the
o ) : %,
AH/PAC meeting,

R N

Thus, AH/PAC appears to have served its purpose as a mechanism for

establishing communication between resident leaders and police leaders,

Indeed, more than with some other police-community relationk groups, a

process whs established in Asylum Hill whereby residents could in fact
L9 . .

affect police decisions and priorities.

It shaquld be noted that most members of ehe poliee'team were not in-

)

VOlved in AH/PAC meetings. 1In fact, only ten of the twenty—four men surveyed

in 1977 who worked in Asylum Hill saild they felt they knew about what the

Police Advisory Committee did. However, there were._numerous other ways in

" which the Asylum Hill police t:am interacted with residents,

.For example, in 1976 the team commander began to attend eommunity organ-.

e

ization meetings'as well as AH/PAC meetings. In addition, he occaglonally

asked patrol officers to attend these meetings, though this occurred

-

infrequently. ~._7~%~g '

v v

There were several examples of the.police supporting activities of the_;
resident community organizations. They partieipated extensively in the block .
wat ch program by training volunteers and providing a location for the base
station where calls could be reeeived. When CAHA initiated its door-to door
campaign to increase physical security and encourage the identification of
valuable objects, again the police supplied training and materials -needed to
carry out the program,.

Finally @there were numerous instances of more informal constructivae
interactions between poliee and residents: Businessmen interviewed cited

their pleasure at the fact that patrolling police officers frequently stopped

by. Community regidents held meetipngs and pot-luck dinners to which police

.
~
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1 . . - ) . _ L C
p . (' :. t * . .
. were even lauthorized to countermand orders to send their cars out of the ‘

-

district on non—emergencies;‘ The problem was discussed with dispatchers and

they were encouraged to.maintein district integfity. Nonetheless, the prob-

~ -~ P

lem was pot solved., In 1977, approkimately'BO percent of District 5 calls

P

.were handled by officers‘fromﬂother_distticts; the cross‘ver rate .from
District 5 to other districts was 27 percent, ‘

- . ’

;: ~ ' ' Decentralized command was an essential\concept of the area team.ﬂ How-
' N ever, the tradigion oi centralized command, Eeinforced by the retention.of ¢
.centralized operation of specialized uni&s in dispatching, made for earlx
difficulties ic realizing this® program goal., Even routine decisions were

- checked with the leadership at central headquarters prior to implementation. -

“

When this pattern became epparént,‘the Hartford Institute initiated a
J : series of discussions with headquarters-personnel_and Asylum Hill team

/ ' ‘leaders., A basic ppoblem’was that there never had been:a written author-

L]
4

ization for the team ledders to act autonomously. However, the district

commander and team commanders developed an operatlons guide defining a

T 1

workable scope of authority.which wag approved by the central c0mmand
Over time, these guidelines were implemented by the teAm command structure

in Asylum Hill, By 1976, it could be said that the Asylum Hi1l team had

a great’ deal of latitude and autonomy in making decisions about policies

1

and priorities within the Asylum Hill area,

The relationship with citizens was focused on the Aéylum HEll Police

3 | X . . ,\

- Advisory Committee (AH/PAC), which consisfted of representatives f rom theA\\_-\\

*

three community ofganizations in Asylum_Hill./ As described in the previous .

[

- section, this organizétion was established in the‘spring of\l975. Jt met

‘ \
bi—mo‘y throughqut the duration of the experimeht Nlect.ings were attended

. r
\

regularly by the district and team commanders. T

o - | 68 - ‘ o
o . . . ! f ‘ . ' . . ' o
;- ! ) . ! . ' ‘ ‘ .
. . \ . . i - ( ) .
. R , .




'

: .Although initially the group served as a vehicle for citizens to voice '

; . vague ‘and general toncerns- about crime, over time, as mutual understanding

grew, the group became more constructive, The basic fact which police had to'

communicate to residents _was their limited reséurces" In order to.do more of

one thing, they had to do less of another. The police,'on their side had'

13

g to hear that the priorities of citizens and the- things that concerned them e
}- * . -~
Q{yaere not always the things that were of highest_concern to the police

department,

b AH/PAC was primarily an atea for discussion and communication be tween

U/

.

the organized groldps and the police. At one-point the group did initiate a

‘ program of distribution of freon horns. However; this program was not con- f.

’

. . \ ’ '
sidered successful by most participants. Future direct action activities

.

~ were undertaken by the individual community organizations rather than by

Sraren }\
AH/PAC

Several examples of police responses: to the AH/PAC could be noted as

examples of the significance of this mechanism. A major concern of neighbor- e
‘ 4
hood residents was the prostitution'problem, which brought many undesirable

-

. people into the neighborhood. In the summer of 1976, the police launched an

aggressive campaign against prostitution in the area

~ -

, which received wide- , )
spread publicity throughout the c¢ity. Another codtinuinchoncern was

Sigourney Square Park, the park in the center ofvtbe-néighborhood ,Asha
- K- ©
) result of the concerns expressed in-the AH/PAC, police patxolled the park‘on

foot as frequently as possible, They also made- an effnrt, Bot””'

_,..c;_..,n.-‘**.'

and elsewhere, to disperse groups of drinking men which were. of .concern to

-

residents. Finally, when thephysical changes were impleméntéd, proglems

A

arogk about the extent to which police sbould st

l

T

}‘ictly enforce parking regl.l"‘ .> S

lations .and violations of the street barniers and oneuwayrstﬁéet'signs;in.




L]

team members were invited. In'l9?7f‘22 of the 24'Asylum Hill officers -

surveyed said’that they- had attended some community activities during the

)

year. Interviews ‘with residents-produced anecdotes'of individual officers .

'going out of their way ‘to be helpful.to individual residents. Thus,.there

is plentiful evidence that an important program goal,_that of:strengthening

v+ relationships between the citizens and the~police, was. achleved.

~r

Special train1ng in crime patterns and the physical environment was the.

final goal oi the proposed program.: To accomplish this, almost weekly N
R P EERED s
meetings were held between Hartford Institute staff and the leadership of the

Asylum Hill team. Crime patterns were, mapped by Institute staff, and the o
" physical team"s analysis of the role of the environment in criminal oppord

tunities was reviewed thoroughly. There can be little doubt ‘that this

objective was achieved for the leadership'of the team., S ‘

. ) [V
. N

However, it is equally clear that the program was -not successful'in
getting ‘these concepts to7most of the men on the polit@ team. -In particula'r, *
patrol officers ‘ever understood the purpose and value of the street changes

‘ proposed 'They'wére only negative about them. In the 1977 survey, 17 out
[ .

of the 24 officers said that they thought the street changes were "not a -’

ood, idea"; the other 7 were "not sure'. IntervieWs conducted durin ‘the. -
8 a''; B ¢

r

monitoring of police openations indicated little understanding on the part

of patrol officers of the relationshlp between the proposed phys1cal changes

<

and crime They saw- the street changes as an interference. In fact , they

patrolled closed streets legs often than other streets in the neighborhood.

f ?

There ‘was no real formal orn 1nformal attempt ‘to explain the reasons

for the street changes to the police officers. The relationships beétyeen

the street changes and ¢rime-was not selfuevident. One could speculate, that

s
X

G K non-police approaches to crime control need ti be presented with special
\ . ‘ “ >, .

-

8

OO o T . - | \.




-~

by the program designers: - that police resources would befconcentrated on

main streets,

. ' . \\
care to police officers, 1f they care to be accepted; bq;hbhﬁzlis speculation,

The fact is that moést police officers did not like the'street changes.

Nonetheless, the police may well have benefitted from knowledge of the

. physical enVironment or from the st eet changes themgelves. For-short periods

during the experimental year, special hurglary and robbery squads were
¢ B R e s .

established by:poflice., These squads did map the patterns of crime and

aﬁtempted to deploy their resources strategically to reduce opportunities, )

- Almost certainly, the officers on the team were /more famiiiar with the

»
physical environment and escape routes than was the case when a city-wide

~~

force was rotating patrol of Asylum Hill. Moreover, even the officers" -

. _ . ' ‘ : o)
avoidance of the closed streets inadvertantly prodycéd the effect aq&icipated
. a M . 3
\
. - ‘ . . N > o
A final word should be said about Lcrime 1nformation. .The lack of a

good information retrieval system in Hart Ford was notéd as a problem.
3

During most of the experiment, the Hartford Institute agsigned a staff

person’ to tabulate crimes and other ddtd in Asylum Hill, These were pre-

3

,sented to the leadership in the weekly meeting. In addition,:the Hartford

Police Department began major improvements 1in its .computerized record system

9

in* 1975, However, the gystem only became fully operational near the end of

the experimental period.

/
In. conclusion, there was, clearly geographiL stability of assignment

of men, though more calls for service- than was desired were‘handfed by out-

1] .

i :
of-district oﬁficers. The tiam clearly achieved decentralized command, It

I3 -

‘established an unusnally @frong sct of relationships with residents in:the

-

areﬂ. Finall}, the concept of thc role of physicnl design in the reductlion

/

of Lrime was succeqqiully LOHVPde Lo poli(e leaderf, but not to thi;gﬁeragWW

)




] s .. - [}

"'. : . . - | . o . . ! ) .
patrol officer. R . . . - ' . . L
Other Significant EMements d@ the Police Prog_sm ' ' . |

»

¢ Therelare three additional issues that need to be discussed to under4
[} -~

-
.

. stand the team police program in Asylum Hill: participatory management, full RO

'service,'and a reduction of manpower in the Hartford Police Departmentt\\\f'

. spring of 1976 as 'a means, among othgr things, of relaxing the traditional

. N

Participatory management was not specifically proposed by the Hartford

project.’ However, because it is commonly a part Pteam policing , i1t should |
L / R [ \, i ','I“

\,

be discusded. ,/' L N~ o .

Stimulated,by a grant from LEAA, several. "PEfreats" were held in the @&’

.

. J
! 7 .
command structure, Before that, there had been gfforts to have team meetings °

»

'A to discuss policies and priorities. However, team meetings had to be’held | -
‘ . - ’ .

!

-

on "overtime", since only)a minority of officers were pn any given shift. - .
There was a lack of resources to pay for overtime, Consequently, during the .

’ > 1

course of the two and a half years the team .was in place, there were fewer ) -

<han six~full team meetings. ’
. 2 - ]

'od’ From time to time there were efforts by the team commander to involve

g
Al ‘ 3 )

men in decision making and to increase. communication between team leadership .

and-prtrol officers. During 1976, the team leader asked patrol officers to
14

L4
send him suggestions for innovative police activities. As a rebult, a two-

- rode with patrol officers in thelr cars-in order to'plomote more informal r

A

! communication. . ‘.

R}
[

man - anti-burglary squad wasﬁfgﬁrplished in the fall of l976 and a two-man ' 4

anqﬂirobbery squad‘was established during the Christmaz/season when robbery

and pursesnatch were,moet‘common. " For a period of time the commander also
. o ! .

. \ ' f
* rJ .
” o

These efforts were undoubtedly all helpful.. However, for the most
. , I

\ 5 ! ° '
part, they were short—lived.‘ Polibe questionnaire data suggest that over ,
L4 . w

1
-
L] .4

P . ' 72 | i .
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Al

’

the “‘period of the expe;TMBnt men did come to'see(themselvea as much more of

-

a team with itg own identity, However, their participatdon in decision

making remained minimal.

»

~ Full service 1s anotherxéharacteristic often incdrporated’into a teap -*
. . ¥ [ ! ! ) .

' A

police progrhm. The project did not recommend ‘full éeryice for two.reasons,
E}rht, théyq were effective city-wide units for such special/activifiés as
burglary investigationg and Vice, Second; it did nqt seem that the tegps '

wgre~largelenough'to support'spécialized services., As we noted above, tﬁe

" Asy um Hill team did in fact tnitiate special efforts, against’ prostitution,

—

burglary and robbery. "For the most part, however, the model was for the

> N .

team.Fo éttempt to.étay.}qformed of activities Qé\the'gentrﬁlized investiga-
tive qnic; {n its arba. A " | o |

The overall reduction in police resou;ces is a.final topic .that nieds
to be diséﬁsaed hete, There were tﬁb :gfgted issues. in the relationship

4

e ’
o,

between ﬁhé police ﬂepartmept;and the Hartford city goveinment which

¢

affécted the experiment of Agylum Hill, F%rst; dtérting in 1975, there was

)
N

a protracted mnegotiatidn regarding pqiice wages. By 1976, the matter had |

and pbl;Ee officers throughout the city were re-
r

of-t@ctics, including strict ticketing for traffic .

- gtill not been resol

dorting to a variet

'’

violatidns and a redugtian n crime’reports filed, as an. expression gf their
hggravation. §ecdnd, the City Council ordered a reductdon in the police

od, This eventually led to a reduction in man-
. \: ‘ ..

:
i

f'placé worn-irt equipment, ) .

-

. budget during thé£$a£§.P§§

gﬁowér_and an 1nability 't
d

Althoygh the first of'thege events had qome,bearing on the police
. _ . M ) ) * . , ' . }
team in Asylum Hill, the most importgpt effect was cgused by the budget cut

and reduction ih‘manpowér and equipment, Yhe already relatively small team

was reduced‘trom‘ZS to 20 men. Workin§'patrol cars were also in short supply
. ’ ‘I “’ . . ,‘ ’ ' ) . ,
. ' ' .73 »-'J ‘8 :

()" .\ ' ‘-’, . L]

o~
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© Asylup Hill, - ' .

S ‘,r‘ ' o Y
from time ‘to time. The effect of the reduction in men- was to reduce the

flexibility”of the-team commander to institute special patrols .and .assign= : .
/ v
ments, The short -lived anti-burglary and anti rbbberf squads were early

casqalties. In- addition, the ability to assign a special foot patrol to the

eliminated. ' T , : . - . N
In %he judgement of the police monitor, the Asylum Hill Police‘Team '

W v -

may well have been smaller thap was desirable in the first place. In order

park and other places where th:ﬁ/zere desired by citizene was ‘reduced or

»

to fully realize’ the advantages of a program such as-’ this, a police unit
must have the flexibility to initiate new patrols or activities in response

" to resident concerns ar a particular situatiod in the neighborhood. Even at

- full strength, the Asylum‘Hill‘Team had little ess.capacity beyond -

responding to calls for service and beyond performing functio thax Xere

cqnsidered essential, When the ,team was reduced further, the. capability for

-

special assignments was. almost\eliminated The problem was exacerbated for

- A}

the téam commander by elements of the police contract in Hartford which

restricted his ability to ‘allocate resources gs he wanted, In particular, -

.
[N

he was restricted to two-man ‘cars and limited in the extent to which he

could change an officer 8 schedule around to provide coversge in the way he

~
?

saw as optimal \\\é\ ,
The 1issues discussed above \re goodcexamples of' the way req}ity ime -

inges on an experimentali program., None of the problems was unique to the -

..Hartford"ituation. However,. together the problems certainly had an effect . .

!
R . ' .

on the role police were able to play in reducirdg criminal opportunities in
. R .b P ’ o . - o

w : : .
N, o ’ ) o flJ) 4
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'”'4~_p1ementing‘the Physical Design Progrdm'j‘ R

As stated in Chapter II1I, -the goals of the physical design proéram\
: . . . .
were to: 'l) reduce vehicular traffic thrbugh the' neigHborhood and structure

the remaining traffic mainly onto two streets; ‘29 restrict'pedestrian traf-

fic'through the neighbqrhood and atructure remaining trafficy 3) define the

. . -

boundaries of the residential area .and define smaller sub-greas within North

fsylum Hill; 4) structure public spaces> particularly the park, and 5) reduce
the porosit? of private spaces  to discourage their public ude’, In ‘this
section ;; will discuss the efforts‘implemented te achieve;each of these .
objectives. ' .-: '

A .

Vehicular Traffic”
"The heart of the physical ‘design plan was to change the use of, public

streets. by vehicles travelling through the neighborhdod. In early thinking

e +

‘about these changes, the urban design team had hoped to close.the main north-

LY

. . o' r )
south street through the neighborhood as well as all but one east-west

)
14

street.

.

v

As a result,

the basic.

It quickly became clear that this was not feasible; too uany people

-

considered 'the north-south street to be. esgential,

plan presented to the community for preliminary discussion proposed that one

north-south street and one east-west street be kept open for through traffic,
. AG
‘ ) +
but that,the other east-west streets, and.the side.streets throughout the

'neighborhood,_be treated So -as to discourage their use by'non-resideﬁtg;

The tﬁp main strategies for dealing with streets were blocking streets to
create cul—de—sucs)‘comgletely closing the street tplall but emergency'and

‘servicé vqhicles, and narrowing streets to create altraCtively ldandscaped
. ' : J !

: : , _
gateways, whdch would signal the entrance to residential streets,

)

In con=

junction with the latter, the création of some one-way sgtreets was proposed

('- ' .

ﬁ;$ re%uce through traffic., Ag example of how such a‘plan might " look was

., /. L ; ‘ L
. ) * 75 .\ ) ' ) .
) " | ' ) I {) ' . -
. ; ., N
- ) . ‘.A‘. b a s n e orae e A v Ao g gn - sris @) o e e . ‘
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* drawn up, by the physital design team.and ttbecame t basis for a:series of Y

’ . : . .' & 4 ! . ‘" [ .
meetings and discussions. ; ' . ‘ ’
The*process of approval and implementation of Ehis.plan proved to be a -
J oY . . ’ : \V o e —

iengthy»one. When the project was conceived in 1975, it was hoped'that
. private funding would be available for physical design changes. In fact, in
1975, 1t became apparent that puolic:funding was  the oniy way_to achieve im-

plementation of the program. This required appropr}ation of funds by the
. ) . DA . . %

' Hartferd City Council;.whicQ'in tnrn wanﬁed documentéd evidence of residen%

L

support before approving the/program.' - : . ' .
' : » . .
. . ) . . ° ) (2
*A series of community meetings ensued at which both the general prin- 4
] ‘ .

ciples and the details of the proposed street changes were dfscussed: Most

L3
. )

\ . " A
of the opposition came from several businessmen operatine stores in North

Asy%;m Hi1l who were eoncerned that restricted traffic would adversely affdct

s

o their busines$, Eventuaily, a majority of.residents attending commdhity

meetingé(endorsed a\ odified versaon of the program; and the City Council .

. -yoted ‘to fund the" dhanges through a combination of Community Devé&opment o

14 ’ 14

- funds with CETA funds being used for the labor for construction, S

tx]

~ Even afteﬁsthis approval ﬁurther modifications were neoessary. A

factory in one corner fo Asylum Hill, which originglly had" agreed to permit Co

Ton”
a street closing near its property, reversed its decision and forced the

~

.’eliminationdof one cul-dersac. The area businessmen brought a suit against ,

. . ¢ . - : o+ - .
-the City Codncil. The suit was settled out of court, but the pressure fxax; ’ -
w - c 4 . )

-

ted by their efforts led to the elimination of one street closing and moving

- N N

., another'several yards away from'its propOSed ‘site, In addition; as- residents

- and 1eadars worked with the urban deslgn team on the details of the final ‘

« physical design it was decided that two or three other street closings could ',

-

- ' bc‘ Liminated,,making internal transit easier for residents wighoub affecting - "
/
o \ )

' " " “ ' ' ‘ 7,6 ‘ot \ - . \
“ o . | 'I_ ' .

-

.
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. the overhil design.i
‘One fina{-feature of the physical JLsign cbanges should be noted.
Because'of the'experimental‘nature of thefplan and because of continued‘un-

'certainty of” many area residents, businessmen and city officials about its

£

effectiveness, it was agreed that all street treatments constructed would be

temporary.-'The treatments hadvto be designed,~and construction materials
e - (8

chosen, so that they could be dismsntled fairly easily 1f a decision to end

L)

-d

-

the experiment seemed Justified.
Constrlction bedan in June of 1976, using CETA personnel under the
: 4 : .

supervision of the Depgrtment of Public Works,

-

It was expected that'work,
. would be completed by the end of the summer. However, after several months,
little progress had been made,'primarily due to the lack of experience of the

Hartford DPW -personnel completed the work,

workers, rebuilding sites.where

it was judged necessary.' Construction work was effectively compileted 'in

. there/;;

sacs, preventihg through—passage of all but emergency vehicles, and seven

e

November, 1976?*\

Y - A\

, . .
In all, 11 ‘street changes were constructed:

$

re four cul-de-

-

gateways.( One street'was made one-way. This design left only two thrqugh
streets in North Asylum Hill, Sigourney Street running north and south and

-8

Collins Street running east andh:22£;‘”ﬁinal-landscaping wa$ completed in-A

the sprin of‘l97i{

»

Control of Pedestrian Flow .

-

The‘onlylproposal the urban design team suggested which WOuld;

Jiif

?@

direétly affected the overall amount’ of pedestrian traffic through the

v [

neighborhood was to close tbe/Sigourney Street Bridge. As noted Ereviously,

- 1t was concluded at a very early point that such a change was not feasible. :;L ;

'There_was no feasible-way to directly retard pedestrian traffic by outsiders

o 0
. ¥

‘-




without unréqqongbly preventing}residenteffrom using their‘neighborhood. ~b
e . . ‘ _ ‘ 4

The hope of the urban design team was that the changes in street”

traffic, combined with the gateways to residential streets, would help to . -~

structyire’ pedestrian traffic through the. neighborhood The igBact of the ) o

t

program on pedestrians-was necasgtfily going to be pSychological,'hot

] . “ .

physical. It was thought that. reduced traffic on residential{streeté would
" make them lessa:itrygtive to outsiders, particularly 1f residents begen to." . i
_use them more arfd treat the;\vore as their own, *Essentially then, the pro-‘ o
gram to chntrol pedestrian’ traffic was the street changes and the,improve- y o
. ment id definition of boundaries and spaces dieoudsed below\ S ) -

. Definition of Spaces _.' , -r._ T Y

. The urban design team proposed to deal with the problem of definition
, - of speqee in two mays.~ One problemm was the definition of boundarieslof
residential‘areps. The team-felt that there should be a clegrer transition
from non—residential to rasidential parts of Asylum Hill, The main wa;‘to \ﬁx\

ach%eve this was through entrancewavs into, the,North Asylum Hill residential

area and at the intersections of main streets and side residential streets

R within the area. These entranbeways'Were constructed as part of the street

chadges., They frequently consisted of nerrowing the street itself and e%f
‘. pahding the sidewalk area. The entrances were attractively landscaped and
- planters: were placed at the entrances, Not all ofPthe landscaping was com~
.‘plete by ghe fall of 1976; but this work was completed as soon as possible

\ in.the spring of'l977.
The other problem addressed by the’phisioal design team.@es the scale
-~ of the erea within North A?ylum Hill.. Thep proposed a series of "mid-block

4

' treatments", either street narrowings.or boulevards in the widdle of jlocks. Voo
'eppropriately:landecaped, to define'a setfof shb—areas within the 8

hbor-

'..‘E\; | ‘ S .— | 78”"' | .\' ‘- B . b
v \ | | R '-11 : : \ ‘
~ \ _ . ’ - .)1} ) / ’
R "\\ '_ " . . ) -." ~ ) . . \ ' ,p“ /




of economy.

t >

K4

i

hood with which reaidentgvcould more easily identify,

was included with the proposal for street changes to the City Council, -
: . : . . 4 L

= .
_ The proposal-for thguq

How=.

,%ver, it was decided not to"implement the "mid-block treatments" for reasons.

.’ ’\ o

4

Al

Thus, many.of mhe entrances into.North"Aaylum Hillyand entrances onto

. , . , - N

- the’reaidential gide streets were given deginition‘as part of the physical

. N ‘ o 3 . .

design changes. However, th® program as implemented did not include_any

TN ) ] . . v ' ’

efforts to break up-larger blocks into smaller, more manageable sub-areas.
'S

¢

~ Sigourney Square Park s

' IAnother conzideration of the physical deaign team\wga'the open apacéd

'and?voids in the.

eighborhood The team urged that efforta be made to clean

.
-

up or restore'a few vacant lots/or abandoned buildings, However. their main

: cond%rn was wi;h Sigourney Sguare Park, a park in ‘the middlegof the neighbor-
' ‘ : LT
“hood which was thought to e*erciae a negative influence over the area,
FaanS .. »o
The'phyeicaf design team recommended that\the_park be cleaned up and

made more‘attractive in order to encourage its use by residents e most:

' R a ) <

_ important recommendation, however, was to structure the open apace in a way .

that was targeted for use by auch groups as small chiydren and elderly

reaidenta. They contended ‘that as an unstructured apace, teenagera and‘young

-

men, would continue to dominate the use of the park, making it unattractive for

_othera. Only by structufing the space of the park could it be returned for

[}

use by the residents. v 3 ' - d' . ' N
. Q( 3 ] . , . .

. \
were painted,

park and to cut up” the Lpacea wene not implemented during the evaluation

R period, : o : o ' , ’

However, plaqs to incréase the equipment and facilitiea of the

4 .
e e,

v

the renovagion of Siqourney S%Pere Park. lhe park was cleaned up. and benches '

(.

‘.'

The Sigourney Square Civic Association undertook as one of its projects /;;) .
i




."1-';'.' N

.~ ._ YAt the"urging of citizens, égﬁnoted_préviously;'police did make some ;y..'

effort to reduce the use of the park for.gambling and drinking. The’combina-

ition of their efforts plus the’ improx\d attractiveness of the park probably :

L i'constituted some real g}ogress,, However,~the'basic propgsal .of: the'physical i
design team was not implemented. E . ~'_i 5 |
. - ' v e o o, ‘
Fencing - | ) - .‘; . . _ : oL .

Thevphvgica;idesignﬁteam proposed fenciné_of'twp types.. First, one’
border of ngth Asvlum Hill, railroad tracks, made it easy for.teenagerg gnd

R ,/62;;:;7xo enter theierea'through backyards‘and iots; The physical design
:. .team urged negoEiations‘with'thefrailroad companyvto.fence the entire;horder

"along North Asylum Hill toireduce'this trafficﬂ Discussions with the rail-
v » . ' ! ¢ »- ¢ . .
»

: " raad were ‘initiated but no .'fencing lmad been done by the spring of:.197.7'.

Second, the physical design team urged increased fencing of private

* '-_tyards a&d parking lots to reduce the extent to which pedestrians could freely _
° - _ : .

pass through private spaces. ;t was known that such fencing could only .

happen thrOugh private initiative.' As far as the evaiuation-team could deter- °

mine, no significant private fencing OCCurred in North Asylum Hill during the_ .

) ) 8. . v '
experimental year, : _ ?

. . . . . .
~ - . .- oo T N - . ' . L4

ot LY T ' -" L C§§£lusion- o _ P

A (Of all the changes in the physical environment diacussed the sgreet

' changes were consigered to be the most important The physical design team

had concluded that reducing‘vehicular traffic was essential to restoring the
1 * ) ’ B : ‘
y - : i
:) residential character of the neighborhood and to giving residents the ability
‘ )

L

Al * ‘ .
resldents could .not %o_without help. Although there were necessarily some

La . compromises in the final plan'implemented, it was thought‘that the implemented

, ’ '
k‘i’ to’control their neighborhood. Moreover, . traffic control was something the, .

. - - % » L . ’ ) .
plan would have a major effect on the circulation flow of.traffic‘thrbugh the - Ch

v . .




tivetpro‘gcts of their own,?

A

®

neighborhood. e ‘;, y ‘ f ' A;.*ﬂ

»

[

) defining sub-areas within the neighborhood &encing and structuring the space

in 'the park were_all designed to help the residents do what they'could have
- . . . ‘

done, but were not doing, on their own: that'is, to infldence who-used what

. - N

part of their neighborhood and for what purpose.’ Morefof these'wouid have

increased the- odds of success, but the street changbsvwere considered to be a’

very significant posit‘ve step. One basic question which the evaluation was

. ’ @~
’ .

v . a
designed to answer was whether the street changes, with the hoped~-for result
_ . 4
of restructuring traffic- in combination with the efforts of the police and
b ]

che citizen organizations, would be eqbugh to give the neighborhood back to

fo ' il

Thus the implemented program had the three componentseenvisioned;
s . B . . L d ) . ' o . - ®

Active community organizations:pavticipated in implementing the physical ‘

=‘the residents of North Asylum Hili.'

'design and police componentg of the program as well as-initiating codgtruc-

-

..
» L 2

notdworthyffor the quality and mumber of working relationships_eStablished'

with residents..

.

4

¢

»

A}

-Perhaps»most important, streets were changéd to toute the -

In contrast, the things that were not done, structur}ng pedestridh flow,

An area police team was established, particularly

NS

-

depersonalizing flow of traffic out of mOstfof the residential areas onto two -

streets; and improvements in: the visual definition of the residential greas

v
\]

were made as well, o

—

LY

e,

/.

v

w

-

T

In the next chapter; we will oresent data on the effects of this- program

that could be observed a year aft7r the street changes were begun,

.
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CHAPTER V. . o

EVALUATION OF PROGRAM IMPACTS, 197&1977 et

£

L . " Introduction T L .

In thiS‘chapter, the evidence regarding the impact7of the’experimentalf' e,
program in North Asylum Hill is examined S f r’ .
¢ ~ ' i ' ' '

The goal of the program was to reduce residential burglary, street
-robbery/pursesnatch and the fear of those crimes among residents.' The first

two sections. of this chapter compare measures of these crimes and the- fear

. . )

" of them taken after the program was’ in place with measures from previous
: . . : _ )

@

-years.' Analysis of the extent.to which measures of ‘crime and fear indicate -

.
\ . l .

positive chaﬁges, or a situation more positive than one would have expected

constitutes one important part of assessing the extent to which the program s

¢ i) hd

, ; achikved its goals.
_ N .

v - "~ The model on which the Hartford experiment was based hypothesiZed_a.
complex set of\interdependencies.. The experimentwwas expected to impinge | ! .’!
~ _
o ~on crime and fear indirectly by increasing the control regidents were able S .__,/'

}and willing to exert over activities in their neighborhood hence reducing
~ 0pportuniﬁies for crime. Although some of the hoped-for changes in- resi-
" . dents' orientations to their neighborhood were expected to take 10nger to
. ‘ :materialize tben the experimental.year,jexamination-of the_possible program -
'impacts of'this type Was essential to'the evaluation in;two ways. First,
some such changes had to be observed for any notion that the program affected '

crime and fear to be plausible. Second, such an -examination was essential
oW . . :
to a better understanding of_the_underlying'hypotheses.» \
. : : : ‘ _ s .

R . - .
These, then,' are the essential gbals of this chapter: to examine the

.

evidence that the.program~goals were or-were not achieved, and the extent to

i

- ' 82 ' | .
T : ' ’ ° ’ '
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N which the achievement can be attributed to bhe g‘%gram itaelf. The program R
. /o . - . - . . U
wae implemented in a complex environment in whichﬂeventa\nob part of the \ ?'%;
program were naturally occurring. In ChapA;r VI &e will examine evidence . '
. relevant’ to the poeeibility thatueveLta other than the(pmperimenteﬂ program '3. :
. /‘I: ' ..
L /‘ - v + ) . - ,
affected.the reeulte.“ ’ o " g e t.
Methoddlogy R
" ] KT . o R
- : ~ Ceels
. BN . . . ‘ ° . _‘c.:'. \ . 1] \\‘r‘ . ' 3
Introduction : ST - Sl LA ’ -
__JL_________ -~ . i .

. The dagg/ntilized in thie project were alluded to briefly in Chapter T -';

N and the data collection methods are described in moderate detail in the‘? s

il

Before beginning the presentation of data regarding the impact of‘; N

’ i
/ ) [ |

Appendix°

the program, we here present a brief overview of the data available and the ETERNN

3

bagic approach uaed;to,aaaeeg.the impact of the. program, . - L D ’

The Resident Surveys ‘ _ _ B o

' . : 't ’ : i 3 o, E R
For quantitative cOncluaione, the surveys of residents were perhaps

[IA N : . K ¢

. the most ueed of all the data sourcea, They provided the baeic-meaedreo

4

of*both.the rates of.victimization “and citizene';perceptions-andtfeelinge_"

)

" about crime, which vere the centrel dependent variablee of the’ impect analy-

_eie.? In eddition,.e good number of the variablee through which the program i5

i was expacted to achieve its benefits, such as neighborhood cohesion, in-_ . :'} ‘ .~,i

é

creaaed use of .the neighborhood ‘&nd, relationships with the police could - o
. P _ . ‘ . ) ' _ _ 4
3aleo-be'meaeured through the survey,,. ' ' : :

Essentially identical aurveys were carried out in 19,73 (ae part of the o 'i. B

. .,,\ Tw \

neighborhood asaessment),/in 1975 (before the progr@m was® fully imple@ented), .

in "1976 (right before the phyaical deeign changes were implemented) and in

4
+

" 1977 @fter the physical design changes had been in for a year or so). °® f SR

-
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\

v

" well spaced-amOund the block

'that were onby slightly higher than those of simple random samples,

_Hill due to fugding chstraints,

] . - . ,‘\rl. » ‘ . :” l 4 . , . .
T T, "3 g o a e *
. " . . 'l ! J/' ) ".'. . .' » ., ‘
0haracteriatics e{ these surveys were as°follows. s : .
. A o

r
a) %n each case, a strict probability sample of households was

selected _ r L o S C

" b) Although the sample design involved clustering (by which we mean °

that usually three,or four addresses’ wefh selected from a block) the housing

&
units selected at the block level were, not cbntiguous but were generally

-

. [

c) Except in 1976, surveys were carried out throughOut Hartford

L

Asylum Hill area was always oversampled to increase ‘the reliability of es-

timates for that area, In 1976, interviews were carried out .only in Asylum

. - ’ . “

b A

d) Interviews were carried ouhfat essentially the same time of year,
r R

in the spring,,in l975 1976 and l977 Tbe l973 interviews wege carried out

y : . §
in the'fall : ’

-

e) The criteria for eligibility andirespondent selection procedures

were identical across all years. At least sqmeone h::/to;rave lived in a~
. : S /
household for six montha or morxe in order‘fo d/intexrview to bef

taken;- "This rule was adopted in order o insure a minimal basis for re-

- L]

le st\one adult had lived at the addrees for at least si
.'\\

a random objective selection £rom among the’ eligible .adults was made to

. E ® : | //“\ . ’
g e '

I

L
LRI, A0

This design fﬁ;ture produced Bampling errors'f” .

The'




’ M /\ :
‘ 4 ) - " . N
4 N \ - f A\‘/ )
. ’ PR ) o ’ [ ' . Z«k ,‘ " -
designate the, interview respondent, . SN

R ) . . ) .
_ QT £) A core‘pf identieal questions was asked in each of-the _surveys. The’
. . . . . -

'711973 survey instrument was somewhat longer than those that followed A sub;,

set- of the questions asked in thpt.year was identified as critical for the

~ s

| evaluation éomponent of the project and was repeated in each subsequent year,

A few | items were added and subtracted with each administdation,aﬁut the com=

parisons presented in this report are based on identical items over time.

TS

g) The surveys ‘were carried out. using’ a combination of telephone and R ‘ | ‘
personal interviewing procedures. Housing units were sampled. If 1t was
'possible to obtain anood telephon‘ number for a select%d housing ‘unit, the
interu}ew was done via telephone. If At ‘Was not poLsible to obtain a tele-

phone number; the intqrvdew was done in person. A, staff of interviewers was
hired and trained in Hartford to do the personal intérviewing, the telephone .

" interviewing was done vig long-distance'by the professionaL interviewing
stAff at;the'Cénter for Survey Research in Boston.*
. " - \

h) All interviews were coded at the Centér for Survey Research by the

o

proﬁessional ooding staff, Because the clagsificatiop of crimes was 8o im-
. w0

portantﬁin the study, all reported crimes were independently check-coded

~e
-

. \

Observational Data

At the init!\} problem agssessment stage, the urban designerspatrolled ’
N\ .

‘the streets of Agylum Hill observing the housihg stock‘ the land use and, i& L

most\importantly, the way the neighborhood appeared to be used by residents’

.
v . ’

) *During the first year, we did some compsrisons between the results of tele« .
phone and personal interviewing strstegiea. We found that aggregate data L

" pollected by telaphone and in-person were aquivalent for comparable samples,

This finding has beett since repliCated on a much widex scale by xpohfarber ’

~and Klecka among ‘thers.

‘&

o




‘ T I
. ‘,l l 1 \ *
< . ' i ..
and nonresidents. These initial obeervations produced a number of quali- ) LT

tative concluaions which ‘were integrated with more quantitative data in the

N
initial asgessment of the problems in Asylum Hill,: Ce

Once a plan had:been developed, we asked the urban designers if they

4

-coyld record their observations in a domewhat more.syEtemaric fashion,

.

In responee to‘thia request, the designera did attembt to recoxrd their dbe-

gexvations somewhat .more syatematically ‘when they revigwed the neighborhood

in the spring of 1975 }976 and 1977. They were, {in fact, not auccalaful in ’ v "

. 4
producing quantitative dat%ﬁg_?ﬁhe_;ypeithat_mould.lend_itseii‘to tabu ar .
' A

than was the case 1in 1973 and their impressions of the neighborhood and Obe

-

gservations over time qonstituted another source of -background information,

’analysis. However, their obaervationa were reported more eystemauic

1f not quantitative data;_which enlightened the evaluation ‘of the program;

. 4 v A
Counts . ) '

. There were two specific aspects of the use of the néighborhood which
we were able to .quantify:' the bedastrians uge of ‘the neighborhood and ve-
hicular traffic..‘Kt essentially the same time in 1976 and 1977 24-hour i

traffic counters were put at 17 strategic locatipns thrjoughout North Asylum

'Hi1l, These counters-were deeignedvto give a precise measdie of the impact

of street changes on traffic in the area,

/ .
In a simildr way, obgervers.were hired and stationed at 13 locations

.

throughout Asylum Hill to count pedestrians, For ‘8ix different h0ur-long ‘*&
-periodg during the day, couffers recorded the number of persons oaasing
their stations and;.by_ohéervation,'recq;ded tha age; apparent ethnicity
‘and sek of each pede:trian. Thesgq. data ‘were not, available in 1973 but were

A

available in easentially comparable form for th& spring “of 11975, 1976 and 1977.

-

/ o | 86 R :




Police Questionnaires ° I ' g
We wanted to obtain some direct feedback from police officers in
Agylum Hill, We could not obtain real ”before"‘data because men had to be

.assigned to the team béfore data could be collected. However, in the fafl

“of 1975,'police officers nere asked to complete a questionnaire about theilr W
_ job,- about' the Asylum Hill area and about their perceptions ‘of crime, Th‘ BT
nembers of the other team ig District 5, who weﬂe working in Clay Hill/SAND
- also conpleted the questionnaire. ) " o ”’ . o .
The data collection from police officers'was replicated in the spring

" of 1977, SR | N \

P

Police Reﬁvata I v |

The initial problem analysis involved extensive analysis of the police

L Ee
LA

/

record data from the Hartford Police Department. Analysis includbd. rates’
of crime, 'the geographic pattern ofi crimes known to police, the residences *

of offenders known to police i relationship to where they committed thelr
n»

crimes, -the demographic.characteristics of known offenders and the prevalent
’ ) . . “ :
modes of operations of offenders,

The analysis in 1973 was more detailed than was the case in later '

‘ L
yeans, However, for subsequent years, certain key indicators were tabulated

- n

from’ the police record data, These were available from 1975 through 1977

. 1

Mogitoring

Consistent with the general multi~meth?d approach of this evaluation, A
we thOught it was important to have an- outside view of police operations. //

‘ |
Thereford, a person knowledgeable in police operations visited the Asylum
»

Hill Police Team from time to time during the evaluation year, making 'sys-

.

1 .
. A» ", . . - 87 ' wo, [
. < - .
» _: N N 1 1 0y . . . .
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" tematic obeei%ztionu. f ' ‘ . AT U ' f[/'-
The Hartford Inetitute maintained a\clooe working reletionohip with
' the community organizations through the 1975 thrOugh 1977 period. We relied |

on the Hartford Inetit&te etaff members to provide us with.a good deal of
. . : ) : c L .
information'about such matters as the way in 'which the organfigtiono op= '

— B
_ erated the number of people that were involved, the kirds oﬂ problemu )

they were facing and the etepa they were taking to aolve them. ‘
. ' / ’

These reports %rom the Hartford Institute were supplemented by a set
of direct interviews: carried out.by Center for Survey Research pereonnel with

key members of community organizations and others residing in the Asylum Hill

.area, : - . , ’ : ' . - L
. <« . \ -
Taken together these steps were' designed tolprovide the evaluators

with multiple input regarding what was going on in the area, both as a way

of being able to describe\\he program as implémented and, perhaps more ime -

portantly, providing a aound context ~within which to interpret the more .

.

-

quantitative findinga.. [ - ' o T

*

-

Lthe police monitoring and comm&nity 1eader'interviewe occurred pri-

-

marily during the 1976-1977 year period, The Hartford Institute reporte on

community activity extended from 1975 through 1977,

The Analysis.
There are several general points about the analysis that. should be - .

emphaeized before we begin, First, it is important to understand the‘period

that is being evaluated, As noted earlier;)mobiiization'of the community

organizations began in the fall of 1974; the policd!team was formed, if nét
fully 0perationa1,‘in the spring of 1975, However, 'the street changes were '
- ’ ‘ [ ]

. ¢ ' . ) . \ . 88 ‘ , ‘ .

v ~ 11y
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. . ) voN . C - .
’ ’ " p T
not begun until June, l971' they-were'nqt completed‘uq;il Novemher, l976.
As evaluators, we had to make some destiOns about wWren the program

-

in place, 'I.‘he analysis that follows primarily treats thé’vear frOm Julyq,
" 1976 through June §9< 1977 as the evaluqtion year . Although ‘the street
e\ changes were not fully in place at the beginning of the year, they, along

with the police and community orga izationL were there for most of that
. v 4
‘year (see Figure 4) , \ R

. : ’

It 1is worth noting ‘that the entire year 18 a meaningful referent oply

L

A )

. -4 .
. ® - |

with respect to figures based on that yéar, such as’ crime rates. Many of
\‘/\

0

the important measures in the analysis, including measures of fear, pedes-

-

trian\and vehicular couits and. neighborhood observational data do not uti-
‘1ize that year as a referent but rather measured the way things were, the
state of the situation in Asylum Hill as.of the spring of 1977. h l ”

‘Observers might also question whether the: program began when uhe

A}

"street changes were implemented or earlier, The data with whioh we are
working enabled us to address the question of whether the implementation of

the police and community organization components of the program alone affected

1

the neighborhood, or whether the neighborhood wé% affected only after all

three components of ﬂh program were n place.. L .
. i'*:" - o

The analysie utilized two kinds of compariséhs. One is a set of com-

l R

. . L .
. i

parisons over time, The reader will. note that when comparing survey esti-

mates across time, we were quite cautious about conclusions based solely on

-

a comparison of 1976 figures with those .in 1977. The reason for this is that

L]

~ datg were collected in the spring of 1976 for Asylum Hill only; we feel un-
. - v
comfortable without comparable data for the rest ‘of the city, Therefore,
we have tended to use the 1976 data with,care and express confidence 1in the

findings'o?dy when the patterns were consistent with the 1975 to 1977 com-~




b

W

parisons as'well. o a e
. ]
The other kind of comparison that is made is between what happened in

~—

. v, .

" North Asylpm Hill and what happened elsewhere in Hartford, When the eval-

. uation was designed one suggestion wad to identify a "tontrol area" which

, was similar to North Asylum Hill but would be untreated” to prbvide a basis

fpr bOmparison. That notion Was.rejected we'believe wis¢§§ The difficulty"

of ,identi{fying a reasonqbly COmparable area is one. problem. There was also

—

the dang:r that something unexpectLd would happen that would contaminate this

o single area and render it useles's as an appropriate control

Kl ' *

In this analysis, we have used several different areas within Hartford
. ,4"\ ‘

not as controls exactly, but rather as a basis for compprison for testing
particular hybotheses, For many hypotheses, the entire city of Hartford
wds an appropriate basis for comparison, General kinds ‘of changes, su¢h as

‘the economy, the weather, or general values tfiat might have affected crime
. : J ) R ! .“- - *
in North Asylum Hill, would certainly have producedfsimilar changes “

o

throughout Hartford,

N
'y

~ For other purposes, we chose fo compare North Asylum Hill with South
p _ . - ,

A Asylum Hill and with the combined adjacent neighborhoods to the north and

west of Ndrth Asylum Hill Neither of these areas would. have been appropriate .

o

as "the ¢éne and only control” ‘hecause events were happening which might well

have affected patterns there. Howevew', for certiin specific hypotheses, the
J,

uability to compare the experience in North Asylum Hill with these areas pro-

2

vided information and enabled us to reach conclusions we othérwise could not

¢ .

have reached.
- »

Theréfore, we are hopeful‘th the reader will not be confused or con~
cerned about the fact that North é‘Zlum H{11 figures are compabed with these
different referents at different points in the qhalysis. We believe that the
: . i . v ¢

VR N o

Q ]




potential to°make these varied comparisons actﬁally conatitutes an importait

_ strength of -the evaluation design, not ] shortcOming. We trust that the ., ‘ ?

presentation of the rationalefor the cOmparisons ahé"fhe inferences that

can be drawn from them are clear. ’ ' L O
\
Finally, we nepd to mention briefly the problem of "statistical sig-

s Lo
nificanse . /Whenevex a numerical analyeie is being ‘carried out, particularly

-

when it is based q\feample survey data, it 1is possible that a change or dif- Y

ference will occur in the numbers aimply dye to chance variation rather than ’
\

beoause of a_real change in the phencmena being measured, When a change ob

served in the numbers is a small one, or when the numbers are base Bn only

. a small number of interviews br observations, the rigk of making an e&ror-ié‘

-
L)

greater than. when large changes are observediin large bodies of data,

Statisticians hﬁve vays of calculati he likelihood that a difference

)
]

. ) - *
obser:eﬁ/eqfld be a chance diffetence rather than reflecting a real change or . . -

diiference., The usual criterion, which may seem very strict to many readers,
!

is that a real'difference or change must be large enough’to.have'occurred

- by chance less,than‘five times in a hundred. That is to say, statisticians

l1ike to be very confident that'the change they are observing is real before

they say that it is ”statistically significant This approach-can lead to% -

an error of “another kind: namely, that a real change or. impact is miesed '

or not identified because the statistical eriteria were too stringent or

*

the samples were too small.

)

Becauee of the importance of this experiment, we have Opted for a eta-

)

tietically conservative approech to th~*\‘reeement of impact;
¢

we have notf\
L

labelleﬁ a change or impact "statistically aignificant” unless it meets the

etrict requirement of being a. chance occurrence less than fiv‘ timee
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\

in one hundred,’ ﬁowever; n a few critical?instances where- that strict cri~ . \\<:i
. . . ] ’ . r )

terion{is partﬂcularly important and where a difference might have been-de- .
: .

clared "significant'| by less stringent criteria, we have noted this fact also,

to afford readers the opportunity tQ reach their own conclusions ’ '

-
. 4

*A final technical note, The probabilities of selection varied across

-

Hartford areas, Also, selecting one adult per household as respondent meant

N

the probﬂpility of respondent selection depended don household: size. JAll '

v

" tabular figures in this report have been appropriately weighted to adjust
for drfferent,probabilities of selection. The N's. given are the actual rawt
numbers of cases which are the-appropriate base for calculating statistical

‘significance. .* - - . o
g The task of/the evaluator in a project like this is tWofold' to present'

) the relevant data ahd to integrate ‘the data into an organized set of con- \

j clusions. Having spent a great dea1 of time thinking through the large

; quagtities of information_available to us, it is impossible for us not to
have reached some conclusions abOut the program and what happened tn North ~ . ¢
Asylum Hil1. \ However we “have attempted to present a wide _range of informa-
tion that bears on the impact of the program, Including both data that are
consistent with aur conclusions and those that"are not, in order that the

reader can reach conclusions on his or her own. The number of possible

tables is too large'to inclyde in a reasonable length chapter; but many
additional,tables are avallable to the'interested rdaderwin the apperdices,
‘ s ‘e . ‘ 4, '

We believe that 4 s rength of the Hartford expgriment is that there

®,
7’.

Was\an exceptionally good evaluation component to the pnoject. Although it *

is always difficult in social science to be defini:;:ive, we hope that th}
7 /
information that follows will make readers feel they have a good basis:;?\

Tz aching conclusions about the impact of the Hartford proJect.

2
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expected from the crime data, were only about average for the city of -

A

w
‘e [ 4

In 1973 when the neighborhood analysis began, victimization rates and

»

resident perceptions indicated that the most impodpant crimdé problem in North-

Asylum Hill was street'crime: robbery and purscsnatch. ‘Bu lary rates were

compdratively high in the city of Hartford as a whole.- Howeve), ir’ 1973,
L ~ SR
the rate of burglary in North Aaylum Hill was bdlow the city average, and _

regfdént concerns about burglary, while somewhat highen than one might haveg'

. y
. ) . * ¢

it
«

®
v

Hartford ‘ . . J) “ - ' Q ,
. By 1975 ‘when the first st ges of implementation had begun, burglary
“had increased 4n North ASylum Hill to a point above the city average. Resi-'
’

dents' concern about burglary in 1975 equaled their goncern about street
crime,/ ' . o y '
/ . N .
Although the inifial program design emphasized street: crime, and
1
particularly the fact that robberI and pursesnatch were common on the resi-'

dential interior streets, the bas c approach of the program was considered

to be: equally appropriate for residential burglary "and for street crime on -~

residential streegs. With redpect ‘to both crimes, the imperQOnality of the-
eighborhood and the lack ofy resident involvement in areg,events were thought

to create criminal opportunities., Increased resident surveillance and in-

[N
4

'VOIVement was hypothesized to be the way td reduce criminal opportunities.\

-

, Thus, the question to be ‘addressed 1is whether or rot the program was success—

ful in‘réducing burglary and street crime in North Asylum. Hi11 during its
: ' s -
\ § o S . '
first yegﬁ.' - - | | . \ |
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“y vu;vey in 1 76, was a burslary ratd of 18.4 per 100 households. L
_ * :

jectiop of a oontinued rise. i £ 

L T l‘, . .
Residential Burglary* - : !_ ' '}

The’critichl“analytic question was whether or not - the burglary Pate

-

- ) . -
*in North-Asylum Hill in the téat year was 1ower than it would have been had

J

-~

_there been no program. To aqswer that question, one muat make an estimate
R t

of what the burglary/rate would have‘been.

°

: E g l .
- One possibility i1s to say the burglary rate w&uld.have stayed the .same
“ . [ : . ]

" as the-preceding yedr Our‘estimate based on,the comparatively'qmall sample

@
v . 3.

Ag .the figures in Table 5.1 ahow, few people would. cbnmider a stable

burglary rate to be the best prediction. The rate had been rising steadily in

Nerth Asylum.Hill and’ throughout Hartford, The data 1ead'c1ear1y to a pro- -

o

There are“%t least two ways to projec an expected rate in North Asylum

CHill for 197? If one observes the rates in that area since 1973 the figures

1

*Herp and elsewhere in this .repdrt statements about the rates of crime .
(indeed all data) are for fiscal years beginning July 1; "1977" refers to
1976-1977, '"1976" refers to 1975-1976, and so forth,  The exception is -
1973, which refers to the petiod fall 1972-1973, The rates are based on
viotimization survey data, Althqugh surveys do not provide\g.perfect _
measure of the actual rate of crime, comparisons between surveys done in

- different years should provide a reliable indicator of the diredtion and

magnitude of changes'in crime rates, because the procedures used were iden-
tical in each year studied, In contrast, there were several factors that
differentigd]y affected rates calculated from police record data and ren-
dered c isﬁns between years based on these data difficult or impossible

to make, (See Appendix A‘for full discussion of this point,) As & result,

we generallyjhave not used police record data in this report to assess -
changes in the incidence of crimey, qgwever, in some cases we have. com-

pared the characteristics of crimes o offenders known to police across 1
years, Such an analysis 1s based on the assumption‘that the biases,\iﬁ"
~any, in such polffe data are relatively constant from year to yeur;

. therefore, the cparisons across years are- meaningful Although the

validity of this assumption coul¥ be questioned, we have not been able
to uncover a reason-to think that it is not a valid assumption for the . =
‘purposes of this evaluation,

’ ¢

-




" %Data are not available for this time period.

'
3

' :
: e Table 5,1
RN - BURGLARY VICTIMIZKTION .
o ' (rates per 100 househdids)**
L. o
1973 .. 1975 -
3 . . )
| » L .
North Asylum Hill T | 14,8 _"(_
) \ v . . -
Total City 9.8 12,%
N)sre (890) ~ - (556)
- .
' ~ ‘
:
{ .
/

f-

) 1 ( o
.197§: T ;97;
’ 'l
18.4 ' 10, 6 %k
- (76) o (232)
.‘f . I3 ) - 4 .
% 15,2
. (885)

**1973>rates are. for the calendar year; other rates are. for fiscal ears
the rates are N multiplied:

~ beginning July 1, Bases used for computation o
by the mean number of persons per household in

o *Tha cachI;t d

period, : ‘/ L ) _
* tandard error of this estimate/}a 1,52 crimes per 100 persons.

93

1.0

e given area and time

v

Al



weref7.5»for.i973'”14 e"for.1975,:ana\l§ 4 for 1976

: had continued to increase at the same rate, a burglary rate of over 22 bur-

C . .

glaries per 100 households would have been observed

o -Another ‘approach is'to look at the city-wide experience and use that

L 4

as -a guideline for North Asylum Hill.

s/
the city for 1976

rate iﬁtreased at the rate of 12 percent per year. &f‘the Asylum Hill rate
. »

had increased between 1975 and/1977 ét that same rate,

We dd-not have a eurvey estimate for -

v

a burglary rate of 18 6 per 100 households.

S
- Thys, two approaches led us to expect a rate of about 18,5,

\

h approach, projecting directly from the figures for North Asylum Hill, pro-

' jects a rate of over .22.per 1oo households.

»

Table 5.1 18 10. 6 per 100 households.”

‘true population figure by chance alone.

~

true burglary rate in North Asylum Hill'could be as high as 18,5 or 22 per

100 Households.

N

However ‘between 1975 and‘l977 the Hartford burglary/\.

IS

0\

The observed rate shovn 1in-

0 A Y

As noted previously, estimates based on samples»caﬂbvary-from the

We calculated the odds ‘that the

We found that the chances are 95 in 160 that‘the true

. burglary rate.was less than 18.5 per hundred; they ‘are 99 in 100 that the

 rate is less than 22 per 100 houseﬁblds.

. ¢

.

. In short, there can be little doubt that there was a distinctive, sub-

stantial drop in the rate at which'housing units in North Agylum Hill were

burglariZed in 1976-1977 -‘below the rate for ‘tne preceding year, lower than

one would have expecteh given the city-wide experience, hnd a rate approxi-

\

*Standard errors on which these statements are based were calculated, taking
into account the clustered sample design., Stjtﬁments are based on a conser-

one-tailed. test yiellls even stronger statements,

vative two~tailed test,
'(See Appendix A),

A

v

1

If the burglary rates\

we would have observed.

A third




N

“in 1976 the comparable figure was 5.1 per 100 residents (Table 5.2),

B ) . - . A - F ‘r::. . . . . ‘
- mately half of what would have been projected fr!h;the'pattern of burglary

b over the preceding five years. oot ‘. . g

2
\ \

_ R ._ o ) S ., .
vStreet Robbery/Pursesnatch .. & E ' A S " .
—_—— EY . ) ) ‘«_ N B .0 ’

Conclusions about stfeet robbery- and pursesnatch are more difficult to

e "

reach because the rates are 1ower. Because of the noxmal variability as o-

ciated with eatimates from a gample survey, real an& important changes in

B, \

: S e
leVents with low rates such as robbery and.pursesnatg ~ggn occur without our
3 ! “ ! N . Y ' A A

‘being gble to say with confidence,*statistically speaking, that a real.change

has occurred. . 7 -
, D ;.

These comments are: needed because’ the actual findings with respect to.

3

'robbery and pursesnatch in North Asylum Hill present just this kibf

) statistical dilerma. In 19 the robbery/ ursesnatch rate in North.Asylum/n
‘ P

Hill was estimated from tﬁiﬁyictimization survey to be 3. 6 per 100 residents,

As was the case’ with burglary, there are at least three' waye to esti-

mate an expected pate of robbery/pursesnatch in North Asylum Hill for l976h

: o SR
1977. -~ C ; . .l:, :“.' ) N . N . . B . .

2 . a
. : .

\

1) One could estimate that it w0u1d be the same as the preceding yearakﬁ e
7 . .-J‘h ) \" N
A L

}

On this basis, the expected numbek is 5 1 per 100 persons.
'."I

-
hid l

1

\
in North Asylum Hill as a basis for projection. The rates of change had not

been constant from 1973 to 1976, though the direction was consistehtly up=

7

ward A donservative average rate of increase ‘18 20 percent per year. On -~

' that basis,. one would have expected 6, l robbery/pursesnatch events pér 100
persons for 1976¥l977,‘ ' { o | o ' 7,; o v ;
& , | ‘ ' - _ o ’,;_. : o . .~ .o *
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2) One c0u1d use the survey estimates of a pattern of rising street. crime

\
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%1973 rates are for the calendar year; other rates dre for fiﬁ:l years
. beginning July 1.

*Data are not available for .this time period.
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, . Table 5.2.° I
( N STREET ROBBERY/PURSESNATCH VICTIMIZATION
S (rates per 100 persons)* ' ‘
L 1973 oy s 1976 . 1977
T o Y
North Asylum Hill 2,7 3.6 " 5,1 3,7k
. : ) o '. ¢
() ok - (93) - v (88)” (76) (232)
) N\ v o ' ” - .
o S ‘h ‘ T | ' |
Total City 10 =Y. 2.1 L 2,7
(N) #o 89 N\, (556) (885)
»
| ¢ .

g
P LS

¢

1}

-

-

Bases used for computation of the rates are N multiplied

by the. mean number of persons ‘per household in the given area and tima p‘riod.‘
f \ .

*¥*The galcul'at'ed standard error of this estimate i.s 1.52 crimi Per 100  persons,

N
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' 3):Uaing~the Eiﬁy-wide'experiepce between'1§75 and‘1977”and applying
it to the 1475 Asylum Hill rate leads to a middle ground prediction of 5.8

per loo-ﬁersons. _ : \ ' . v

Usihglthe same statisticalﬁapproqch used for bdyglary,'we can say that

R : - :
the odds are 95 in 100 .that the robbery/pursesnatch rate falls in the range

of 3.7 + 3.0 (i.e.,'betwee;\a.7.aﬁa.6.7)-perw100 person{; Usingxa one-tailed
. . ~-.¢". L '
~approach, the odds ‘are 95 in 100 that the time rate 1s nd higher than 6.0

per IQO-per-aonq.v ihé odds are about two out of three thé€:the true rate in

_ 1976L1977 was .lower than in the praéeding year, A, ' \

‘ ‘ A\
For non statisticians, the above paragraph may seem égpfﬁping;ior cum=
. -+ . :

bersome, or pedantic., However, the point to be gleaned‘is important: given

" the ;ample Qizq\and the particula:.rates involved, the figure of 3.7 per 100

{persons ig not. different enough from the brojeCted rates of robbery/puraésnatch

to meet the usual criteria for sfat}stical confidence. Depending on which

.‘ Y

approach is chosen and whith projection seems best, the odds are better than

twonin three but less than 95 in 100 that the bery/pursesnatch rate,in
| : ~ R =
North Asylum Hill wasy lower than would have beff expected.*
.-f‘j i . v -

It 18 worth noting-anqther-chqggé that occurfed,in robbery: that in-
dis@tes some impact on street orimeg opportunities in North Asylum Hill. As °
. _ "
- 4 [ o

noted previously, one of the striking features of street crime in North

Asylumvﬂill was the rate at which it occurred on residential streets rather

*Tt should be noted that victimization surveyg such as those used hera es-
timate the person crime rate for regidents of a neighborhood, Because per-
gon crimes do not necessarily occur at home, of course, such rates are not.
the same as the.incidence of crimes that occur in a partricular. geographie¢
area, which. hat police records record, For the comparisons reported -
here, no strejt crimes were counted which occurred outside the city of
Hartford; howéver, victjmization figures dq'hot include the robberies or 4
_pursesnatches that occurred ‘to non-residerts within the North Asylum Hill
atea during the. experimental year, Approximately half of the street crimes
reporﬁed to police in 1973 odgurred to non-residents. . )

_ .« -
Ay . ' ~ N\ ? ‘
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-
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thgn on main streets, This pattcrn.peraisted from- 1973 ‘on through 1976, when

.

some 64 percent}of'ftrect robber%ea were on residential side streets, This
w : :

pattern was taken by the study team analysts to be one important -indication

of ‘the impersonal character of residential streets in North Asylum Hill.

- o . . ) ]
Thexefore, it is very significant that according to police records of

M

'fxz-".-:,'?‘ )

where fobbery/purseanatch offenses occurréd in 1977, therxe was a shift away‘
»
from residential streets to main: atreets. .Only 42 percent of the robbefiea

known to police in the experimental year occurred on residential side straets

. .,

" (compared to 64 percerit the year before) (Table 5,3). The meaning of thesa_ﬂil

data will be discussed later in this chapter when the data regarding the way
s .\ : .'_\ s

the program worked are eng}ned. However, the shift in the pattern of street
crime 1s evidence that there .was a program impacc 0n.robbery/pnrse9natch.

¢ .
In conclusion then, the data:regarding changes in the rate of street

J- . ' . . .
robbery/pursesnatch in North Asylum Hill are less definitive than those with

v 1

'réspect to burglary. espite the fact that the estimated rate of robbery/

pursesnatch for residents was nearly 30 percent “lower than in the preccding”

»

'year, we can only say that the‘victimization rate surely did not gc up and

the odds are considerably better than 50-50 that it actually declined, More-

' ’ N N %
over, the fact that there was a marked change in the pattern of gtreet crime,
. - '

shifting the occurrence of these events from residential streets to_main \
, * [ . '
- streets, 1s further evidence that something happened during the-experimental :

year that affected the behaviqr of criminal offenderc. Taken together, one ‘”
could at least say that the data are consistent with the hypothesissthat the
o ] e
| program had a salutary affect on street crime on residential streets in North
N N . . . .

N

Agylum Hill, A . | ~

XV ’ .
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Table 5.3 . '
LOCATION OF STREET ROBBERIES IN.ASYLUM HILL
/, , g v ' o
< - - 1976 1977
. : .\
North Asylum Hill - :
Main Street - ' . ¢ 36% - 58%
Side "§treet R R 7/ ' 42
. Stde§ ee d SRR [ 42
TOTAL - 100 100
) (107) , (52) s
. ‘ ' |
C S ‘
- '
\ N | J A0
South -Asylum Hill"” “
Maig Street | 42% 52% '
Side” Street . 58 48 (
‘ \ TOTAL 100 - 100
- (ay (80) (60)
[} ~
.. .$
L} ? .”'
. ) v \
w‘ ~ \ " -
N ' 10
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Geographic Di ac t

-

A common finding when crime is reduced in a particular area is that
‘similar crimes increase proportionately'in adjacent areas., Consequently, the
.éataa.cf’residential\huﬁﬁlary and'street'robbery/purseanatcﬁ in nearby areas

There were two areas that seemed
‘

South.Aeylum Hill and an area'to the north

were af%mined for evidente of displacemant:,
particularly likely to be targets:
and west of North Aaylum H11ll which we labelled "adjaoent area',,

Because the data most clearly" support the poaition that burglary was
redUE\@ in North Asylum Hill, we flret lookaa for evidence of diaplacement

of burglary. There was no.evidence of direct displacement of burglary out

of North Asylum Hill to the.areaa adjacent to it (Table 5.4). The rate of
burglary in South Aaylum Hill was the same in 1977 as’in the preceding year,
If anything, given the -overall increase in burglary throughout the city of
Hartford, this constitutes a lower-than-expected burglary rate, In the other
area adjagcent to North Asylum Hill, the burglary rate appeared to have id- A
creased alightly:from 10 to 14 per 100 houaeholds; however, this .difference
was not‘atatistiCally significant, Moreover, the figures are quite in line

with the city-wide experience. Therefore, it does not seem to be a_tenable

\

hypotheais,that the raductiqn of burilary in North Asylum Hill was due to or |
caused a simple transference of burg

ary activigy to nearby targets,
We‘are aware, hawever, that identifying displacement of burglary can
' belgére cdmplicated. Given the fact that burglary incraaaed'in Hartfordﬁas
a whple, inevitabl& there wera some araas where burglary was higher in 1977 .
than it had been in preceding yeara. There was one area w}thin reach of
offenders known by police to haye’ committed burglaries in North Agylum Hill,

which cxpcriancod a marked increase in burglary during 1977. We discuss in




. o /
v - , Table 5.4 | |
' Fy i e B .o
BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION BY AREA- -
(rates per 100 households)*¥* S o
_- 1973 1975 L1976 19% . .
b : . >
4 .
North Asylum Hill 7.5 0 144 184 10,6
| (N) . (93 ) (88) - (76) (232)
‘ . 4 ’ S : -‘ . N ‘
South Asylum Hill 2,2 ’ 46 " 7.8 7.7
) / (92) (88) L (64) - (118)
North and West S ) : ‘ o
Adjacent Area 8.2 . 10,2 * 13.7
¢ (85) , 49 - (73)
3 : : ‘ .
Y )
Total City . 9,8 - 12,1 - ¢ * 15,3
| (V) o (89%0) . - (5%6). . (885)
¢ Q‘
) . L] ‘,
v
*Data not‘. availablo for this time period, BN " ’

‘.

#1973 rates are for the calondar year; ‘other ratas are .tor fiscal years
beginning July 1 ' : ~
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%Chapter VI some facé)rs which would seem to explain this increase more
plausibly than a simple displacement of burglary out of North Asylum Hill

due to the. impact of the program.
. R ‘
It 1is impossible to rule out completely the possibility of geographic o

displacement. However the combination of an offender population that operates
. \

in a limited area on foot, the facg that a considerable amount of bdrglary is

A}

unplanned and casual and the fact that. the program covered a reasOnably large
area, led the designers of the program to-hope that displacement would be |
- minimal, At the very 1east3_one'cou1d say that if displacement of burglary.
occurred as part of the'reduction of burglarye it d§d not occur in the most
obvious places for tt and the pattern was difficultcto identify,

In contrast, there may have been an increase‘ih the rate of street J,

‘ : 4

crime against residents of South Asylum Hill, though not in other adjacent
areas (Table 5.5), The statistical problems discussed earlier affect this .

analyeis. The difference between the figures for 1976-1977 and those for the

preceding year, . does not meet normal statTstical requirements for signifi-

cances. The odds are 7 out of lO Aﬁat street crime did rise in South Asylum *

"Hill. . SiJLe of fenders were thought to pass through both South #nd North
Agylum Hill an increase in South Asylum Hill is exactly what one would
expect if robbery/pursesnatch opportunities were reduced in North Asylum Hill,
People argue that i1f a crime control,program does nothing but move ;
crime from one p1ace'to another, there has been no gain, In the case of '
burglary, it is difficult to argue with that position, As-noted, however,
S it does'not appear that the-reduction of burglary in North Asylum Hill was

-~

‘accompanied by a proportionate increase in burglary in nearby areas.  In
} . ‘
the case of streaet roUbery/pursesnatch however, 1t ‘could well be argued

thet|boving crime from residehtial straets, where people live, onto less

L4 ) : I3

' 104 ‘
. g o N\
- [2) .

»

-




‘personal main streets may improve‘the quality of life of residents, It also -

increases the cthntisl for pcliCe surveillance and intervention, which ia

nearly impossible when crimes are spread evenly throughout an area,

| Since strelt crime in South Asylum Hill may not have increased just
.as it may not have decreased in North Asylum Hill displacement may be a
needless concern, However,jthere are occasions when.moving ,street crime may

: \
be beneficial. It would require further analysis to determingNEEether or

not any redistribution of streft crime in Asylum Hill had some benefits;

" . /
Displacedent to Othgr Crimes

Another possible!effect of a successful program against a particular
) 5 . “ .

type of crime 1s to redirect active criminals from one.type of crime to

..

another similar type of crimé. Such a'change seems relativéT;.unlikely for

/gn{sres-level crime preventicn program, Geographic displacement wou}d'éeem
- . : . ' -
. much more likely than actual changes’in crime»preferences among chronic

-

offenders. Indeed therq are only two kinds of crimes against residents oﬁ

‘an area that would’ produce gimilar results for offenders: car theft and
theft from prenises which did not involve breaking and entering.

Examination of the victimizstion rates'with respect to these two crimes .
shons scant evidence of any such pattern (Table 5,6). The rate of car thefé:

" in North Asylum Hill had been extremely low.and>remained constant, cr even
declined slightly, in 1977‘compared With preyious years, The rate_of,theftv .
fromnnremises without breaking‘and entering hsd been-rising ste’dily in Nortn’

Asylum Hill and continued to do sofin 1977. HoweJ:r, there.was not a marked

increase in this crime, The rate of increase was consistent with the experQ '

lence citywide.




. .. Table 5.5 |
’ STREET ROBBERY/PURSESNATCH VICTIMIZATION
S 'BY AREA
, ‘(ratea per 100 persons)¥* |

. 1973 1975 1976 S Y4

North Asylum HilL - - 2,7 . 3.6 5.1 . 3.7
o ; N . . ,
S (N)Fw < (93) (88) (76) (232)

. South Asylum Hill 0.8° =~ 41 \k\Exa LT g.gwee

(N)¥* - (92) ~(88) - (63) - (118)
North and West R o : ) AR ' ,-
Adjacent Area .40 2.0 * : 2.2
W (85) 49).. - . (73)
- . ® - l "u
» . ' i . |
Total Gity - " 1.0 2.1 o k. ' 2,7
. . ) : '
(N) #+. . (891) - (556) ' . (885) )

.
* Q:
. \ "
b - y v .
) ~ [ i ! '
: .
R . ) L 4

*Data not ad‘;lable for. this time period, S Lo,

"%%1973 rates are for the calendar year; other rateg are for fiscal years

beginning July 1. Bases used for computation of the rates are N multiplied
by the mean number of pergons per household 4in the given area and time period,

*¥*The c‘lculated'atandard errdr of this estimate i& 1.52 crimes per 100 persons.
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. TalTe 5.6 ‘ )
9 S _ o 5 -
. S OTHER PROPERTY CRIME VICTIMIZATION
. : (rates per 100 households) -
| . <
‘ ]225 ’ 1976 - e .1977 . -
Area and Type of Crime o . _ | C
[ ] . o -‘ , o - .
North Asylum Hill;- . ' -
. Cat Thaft ' , 304 ) ' 3.9 . : 2.5 . " -
Other Theft from 3 : _ o
Premiges 20.5 : ©25.0 . . 28,6
Mailbox Thef 1.1 3.9 12,9 i
, ) (88) @) @
- Toetal City: ' : L : - v
’ Car The’ft . — . 5.9 ' w - . .‘409
Other Theft from _ . .
' Premises - 17.2 ! 20.4
'Mail Theft . 12,7 * .+ -10.6
() o (ss6) .. % " (885).
- p
3 7 )
\\~'“*Data not’ available for this time period. . “
A \ \ll
‘ 9
o ' |
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. The. one crime}involving.theft that did increase between 1976 and 1977

.

was mailbox theft. Th;s.doesvnot‘seem to be a.particularly appropriate.criﬁe

-
) . toa

. for burglars, epecia11y~aince most of ‘those kndwn'to have committed crimes

’robbery/pureesnatch to some other crime, However, the evidence,.taken in

in North As Hilk in recent yeax’s 1ived outeide the area.
Once again we are in a poeition where we cannot abgolutely rule out the .
possibility of some shifting of criminal activity from burglary or street .

coqpinationlwith what 1s known about the offender population, makes it appear

'relatively}unlikely that any eignificant change'of this type occurred in

North Asylum Hill,

3

n

Conclusion o . | . | i - .

Thus, having examined the data with respect to crime,Ait is clear that

there was amarked reduction in the rate of burglar% in North Asylum Hill and

.it is likely that there was some decreeae in the rate of street crime against

s

residents as we11. In addition, there was no obyious evidence of displate- '

‘ment of burglary to adjacent ereae, thocgh there is poMe support for the

L4

notion that some street crime was displaced from North Asylum Hill to Soqth
Asylum Hill. From these data, it would be diffilult not to conclude

that' crime againgt residents_in North'Aeylum H11l decreased markedly in 1976-'

1977, | | | - o
' “Impact on Fear of Crime
Iggroduction " . ' .. | - L N %

'
Resident fear or' concern -about crime was as important a target of the
;
program as crime itself. _It~Was thought that personal fear and the percep-

_tion|of significant criminal activity were. real factors which undermine ‘the

. B




_Aqﬁality'of_lifé in-a’néighbofhoo& ares. - - _ '
. ' ' ) . ' '

r 1 . 1 . .
© It ‘,wa‘ thought that.the mé#st effective way to affect resident fear and

concerns about crime was to reduce crime, In addition, it was found that the

‘perception of'alien Etreet.activity, such as 1oiteriné teenagers and drunken
men; was associatedxwith-fear or concern about crime. Therefore, in addition.
to ;f;he itsélf, it was thought ;hat xeducing‘QUéh obvious'npiéanbes N
' infpubliclplacesnand ;aking peopl? feel mdrg comfortable on the streets in

thelr neighborhood might make an additional'contiibuﬁion to the rgddction-bf

' fear, X

' Regidential Burglary

~

In the research liéerature, "faar' of crimé-is_sométimes used to cover.
J f seVerai 8ifferent coﬁcepts. Iﬁjdesigning the queétionnaire, we di;tinguished
between three different components of residents'[subjective_reéponseé'to crime:
.the coghitive percgptiOn éf personal risk was measurea by questions on the
.;erceived likelihood‘of being a victim, The evaluatiOn‘of the crime sit-
uation was mé@sured by questionﬁ about how "bisﬁ‘ﬁhe problem'w#s. The C
_effect1v3 éomponent, which comes closest to&feaf"waa measured by quesﬁions_
of how "worgied" pgopie wéré that they would be vig¢tims, . In a real sense,
none of these is mfear of crime", However, they are the component§ of pedple'q
gub jective réspogses to .community crime. | |
'Of the three types of ﬁeéaures regardiﬁg burglary, t&o showed a sta-
;tatistica11y significant imprqye;ent be;wéen 1976 and 1977. Fewer resideng;
rated burglary as a_f%ignproblem" than had AOqe so in the_paét, and resi- '
\\ . dents rated theirllikalihood of being burglary yic?ims significan y lower
than they h;d in t | ﬁ?t (Tables 5.7-5.8). There was not a significant p

rate at which residents said tﬁﬁj/;;;e’”worried” about

difference in t

\ e | 109
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Ay

North Asylum Hili_ '
Big problem

o

(N)

.South-Asylum Hill

Big problem
Some problem
Almost no problem

TOTAL'
(N)

Total City
Big problem
- Some problem
. Almost no problem
" TOTAL
(N)

./

Some problep - -
Almost no dﬁbhlem _

TOTAL .

1973

een——

"

21% .

33
46

100

- -(91)

20%

31
49
100
(90)

19%
37
CL

100
@72)

P

Tabla 3.7 ,
PERCERTION OF BUBGLARY AS A NEIGHBORHOOD\QR&ME e\

PROBLEM

4

“v

»

35%:

46

19

100
®7),

17%
41
42

100
(85)

28%
41
a

100
(545)

7 *Data not availab£$ for this time period.
. [ C .

1976

E-LARA

Vs
35 -
13

100

- (73)

25%
52
23
100
(56) i

100 .

(229) .

25% -

33
100

(110) °

" 21%
40

100

- (879)

v




Tablg 5.8 o

MEAN\POSSIBILITY OF BURGLARY OCCURRING WHEN NO ONE IS AT HOME
. DURING A YEARK¥

N . , )
‘ 1973 - 1975 ©o1976 - 1977
Vorth Asylum Hill . S, . (885 o (74) (220)
' Mean A 4,9 5,3 4, 9k
. —_— ° n ' .
- ’. ‘
’ A /
South Asylum Hill (8 ¢ . (85) . (62) (111)
Mean 3.3 3.0 2.7 T, 3.6
Pe
. | (547) A" (815
Total City T - (862) o (547)._. | ; (815)
. -Mean T 4.1 , 3 4.7 . . 4.9
. ‘P )
’ ’ )

i/

*Data notiavailable for this time period.

o

**The number of cases upon whic¢h means and ‘standard deviationg are based. are -
indicated in- parentheses,

*W*The standard error, taking into account the sample design, was calgulated
to -be .19

-
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In general, ‘e feel thaﬁ’tha‘two measures that changed were better
: R

measures of citiZen response to crime than the one that did not., An analysis

of this item over the yedrs’has shown it to be considerably more related to.

*

personal characteristics, such as age dnd sex, than to situational character‘ o

na -

tstics, Noté in Appeldix Table Bl that there was. no change inythe aggregate S

-

~respoﬂse to this item between 1973 and 1975 despits the fact that t rate

- of burglary nearly doubled duriﬁgvthat period In contrast -the ratings of

the ertent to which burglary was a problem and the perceived likelihood of

,being a buréﬁary victim closely paralleied the estiMates of the actual rates

- \// ¢ ° ) ’ ,/ ' Q ’ '
of burglqr};. . . -‘ : ) i . . é ) . . P' [

r'x

Therefore, we believe we are justified in concluding that the signifi~

“cant reduction in burglary in~North Asylum Hill .was accompanied by a signi-

ficant decline in resident perceptibns in the likelihood of being a burglary

Mvictim and a significant decline in resideﬂt perceptions of the extent to'

: treet Robbe Pursesn'tch' o; _ Sy

which,burglary'waaia problem in North Asylum Hi1l,

The analysis of the actual rates of street robbery/pursesnatch 'were

somewhat inconclusive. The victimization rates indicate the likelihood of

.

' 'residents being victims of such crimes had definitely ngz gone up between

- *Data discussed in ths‘!ext without a specific takle reference may be fourid

1976 and 1977 and had probably gone down, However, the reduction was not

°
. l { . »
' .

-ggreat enough to be statistically significant, nor was it lower than the 1975

Y]

IS

Jl%yﬁl; The data on fear or concern about:street crime are similar. o

’

in’ Appendix B.

T
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v o T | /.\ _ ' : '~ N
- A get of questions parallel to those about burglary was asked. In

-addition, there was a questio, about how safe people felt walking alcne on

their streets during the day, The readings on these_measures were' slightly

more p‘;:tive in 1977 than in 1976 (see Tables 5.9-5., 10).. However, in ail

‘cages t

changes were small and not statistically significant, None of the

. patterns of responses in 1977 was as positive as those in 1975, a pattern

which para‘leled the victimization data. In contrast the responses with
respect to burglary were . invariably more positive than 1in 1975, again a
pattern which precisely paralleled the victimiZation'datg: ' .
..'.L . " oA ;
Conclusion - | ' | o A -

-

o _ :
In conclusion, then, the perceptual-data for rdsidents»clo;e;z;jaral-

lel'the figures with respect to the rates of burglary and robbery/ -
snatch. This, in itself is a rather important ﬁinding. That 1is, the data
suggest as clearly as any data, in the research literature, that citizen per= .

ceptions do respond over time to the reality about them, In addition, the

"data rednforce the conclusions reached in a previous section: that there was

P

k4

a4¥1ear and definite improvement with respect to burglary iy ’sylum Hill and
_ N
that an impgovement with_respeft to street crime was likely, but less clear

cut and less dramatic, -

’ Howsthe Program Workedi

Testing the Underlying Hypotheses

Introduction T S \

s

The theory on which the Noxth Asylum Hill Program was based specified,

<

‘a complex set of relationahips between the physical environment the neigh~ :

borhood residents, the police and potential offenders., The program~was ine

,:/.tended 0 intervene and'change these relationships so thatftheyswould work 1in
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Tablo 3 9
MEAN POBBIBILITY OF BIING ROBBED ON NEIGHBORHOOD STREETS

DURING .A YEARWW .
(0 - No poulibility, 10 = Eg:ramoly likely) " ' ) ' .
North Agylum H (92) - (85) (72) . (221)
 Mean U 43 29 ., WS 4, 2
) ) . .
’ N
. . )\
South A B, (90) © o (86) Cs9) - (w09)
. Mean 3.8 ;.8 -4.3 . 4.6
. . | \\\\ . |
-’ T
Total City o (858) (461) W (817)
Mean ~ .3l 3,5 3.3
. . . . ‘ ‘
. N
- y b

K]
L

*Data not available for this.time period,
**The number of cases upon which means are based are indicated in parentheses.

Wik Standard error, taking into account the sample design, was calculated to
be .20. !
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. ‘Table 5,10  * L
DEGREE OF SAFETY FELT WHEN ALQNE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD DURING THE DAYIIME

: Y | ( :
. SV TF) A9z 1§11
/ R , S § "
- . ‘ \ ' N :

' Very safe . 32% - 30% - 31%
Reasonably safe = 58 : : 41 .. 50
Somewhat unsafe . c 7 : .20 e 13
Very unsafe . ' 3 ' 9 6

TOTAL - oo -y 100 | 100
. (N (86) - RON. (232)
. ‘ ) . i : .
South Asylim H{ll o | ¥
* Very safe . - - | 44% -38% - 27%
«. WReasonably safe 48 L 48 - RN 1 |
’ ‘Somewhat unsafe ) 4 - ' 10 . 17
‘Very unsafe . ‘ 4 4 ' -]
1. TOTAL 100 100 " 100
(N) : 87) (63) ~ (118)
Total City _' . i o BT
'Very safe - - o o 43 : * 37%
Reasonably safe ’ 41 : 46
Somevhat unsafe - 10 “ }o 11
Very uneafe o 6 * _ ! . 8
' TOTAL - 100 - - S | AN 100
O N (s49) - - (885)
s \ , /
’ W « -
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.o ~
 the direction of reducing criminal opportunities.

PXN ~

” .
k , we examine the evidence that these rel#tionships were

In this section

( ‘ . .

or were not changed, The purpose of this exemination 1s. at least threefold, -
First, it appears necessary that at least some of the expected changes occurred

in order to make the case‘that the pfogram itself was responsible for the

observed reductions in burglary gkd fear, Second, it 18 important for

othefd who might want to deéigp such a program to understand the ways in
which_the'prégram was successful, 'Third, this evidence would'give.ug'somé )
‘basis for assessing the validity of the uqde;lying hypothéses on which the :
program was based, . |

o It is important to keepgin mind, howeier, that the absence of an ex-

pected change does not in itself constitute froof of a faulty theory. An al- N
ternative explanation 1s that the expected“changes had not had time to take "‘ “
place, We have already noted that some Af the expected.changes would }1ke1y '
take more than a year to materialize. Moreover, although the data.available A
for;tgg evaluation were very rich, there are place§ where the measures were
lesé than perfeéf or the number of Cases available was too small for-confi~
,dence.*v,This,,too, would produce inconclusive results.

With these considerations in mind, we present the available evidence
about the way the program wofked. The very nature of the underlying hypoth-
eses, wﬁich spécified ; complex interdependence among the variables, makes
orderly preéenpa:ion and ex;mingtions of the hypothéses diffi‘ k. We dié-'

cuss the hypotheses in an order chosen to maximize clarity of presentation

rather than to reflect any particular set of prioritie}! ' I

*We point such places out in the text where appropriate, Additional informa-
tiop is available in Appendix A, Tables A5-A7, with assoclated explanations, .
present generalized information on the size of percentage differences needed
£0Yt statistical significance for various numbers of cases. ..

(

-
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. carry traffic through the neighborhood both showed-an.e*bected:nodest_in-

the neighborhood, DR N ."_'? Ry

The Physical Enviromment and Non-Resident Usa of the Neighborhood | ™

v

The physical design team had noted that the relatively heavy nonsresident

o

use of/the neighboxrhood was a‘depersonaliging factor, Even residential side

stree&s’belonged'to anyone and everyone. Therefore, a principal immediate
goal of the physical changes was to return the area to residents by reducing
non~resident traffic through the neighborhood and by structuring that which could

not be curtailed.” Although it was considered desirable to affect both vehicu- -~

rd

lar and pedestr;gn use of the neighborhood, the prograM“as implemented was

not necessarily expected to affect pedestrian traffic.

The physical chapges clearly had the desired effect on vehicular traffic,

According to the traffic counts, streets that were blogked had marked de-

Ry

creases in vehicular traffic (Table 5, 11) most of thecother streets in the

neighborhood expected to- be affected by the street changes dhowed reductions

in traffic as well;, The two "collector" streets that‘were left open to:

crease in traffic, as did the streets around North Asylum Hill, An over-

L4

’all'effect of the progra;§;33 to reduce;the total amount of traffic through *

\

R .

Data on resident perceptions of traffie appear.at first glavCe to pre-
sent a different picture. In the aggregate, there was 1itt1e change in
resident perceptions of the amount of traffic(in the streets in front of

their homes. However, this 1s a good example of an average masking an im-

o
rd

portant trend, When answers were broken down by whether respondentsiliVed'

\
on a street which had been blocked, narrowed or untreated, there was élear

Yrt

‘evidence that residents did notice the change in traffic; .Those on treated

gtreets. were much more likely to say'treffic was "lighter', those on un-

treated streets that it was "heavier" (Table 5.12).




y/
+ CHANGE IN/VEHICULAR TRAFFIC BY TYPE OF STR%ET TREATMENT

J T : . Table 5.11 o | .o

A ‘ / .
Vehicles Countgd Pe;cent
Bype of Treatment* . 1976 1977 Change
Blocket® « ; S o= 7,343 1,850 - - w13 |
o f ‘ ~ . ’ : ' ' B
Narrowed [ - . ' .
Entrance to cuL“Qe-sacb 2,303 2,780 21
t . ' .
Other® ' - 6,123, 4,185 -32
. J | ' ' o .
Total narrowed 8,426 % ,965 : -17
Untreated | ‘
, Interior{regidentiald " 8,219 6,963 =15
| . - .8
§ . : . « N
Interioq collecto:e// i 24,296 26,424 + 9-
Border Jtr'eetsf - -38,886 . 41,229 +6 o
| Total border/rollector | 63,182 67,658\ + 7
Total untreated . 71,401 - 74,616  +5
Totals (
Interior residential’’ = 23,988 15,778 © . =34 | -
‘Interior , B | 48,284 . 42,202 -13
ALl streets - L 87,170 83,431 .4 i
a Includes Sargeant and Ashley Streets west of Sigourney ‘

b Igcludes May and Willard Streets
. ¢ Includes Ashley St. (east of Sigourney) and Hunt%ngton St.
d Includes Atwood St. and Sargeant St. (east\of S;gourney) S

e ‘Includes Sigourney and Collins Street s - 3

f‘ Includes Woodland'St., Asylum Ave., and Garden St. _
A ’ * ' ' :
% Streets with both types of treatments are categorized accordipg to the
treatment, nearest the cdunter, : ) ' v
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Table 5,12
" PERCEIVED CHANGE IN DAYTIME VEHICULAR TRAFFIC IN FRONT OF HOME
.o | DURING THE PAST YEAR WITHIN NORTH ASYLUM HILL BY TYPE OF
oo - STREET CHANGES FOR 1977 Lo -
(O | )
" Hegvier  ° S2% % 3s%
About the seme ‘ 48 65 " 64
_ } ;
Lightﬁr e _3-l ' 2-]; _ ' +_]; »/ "
. TOTAL B 100 100 100 ‘
‘ GO - - (60) (60) (91)
: 4 A
. ;
o . .,
. " .“ ° . - . )
v
. " ' "'\
| o .
\ ) . N
i ) R .
- ~
- [ .
[ _.___.__.!.\
v ’ \ ’ .
?
- L m
A\ 4 )
& .
) .
‘ ~ 0 |
. 14
& N 119 \
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'was a reduction in east-west§traffic for young people during. the hours im-

-

codld not, of course, differentiate between resident and nondnssident traffic,

N

However,'the earlier analysis of the patterns of traffic clearly documented
P .

the fact that most of the traffic in North Asylum Hill wag non-resident., It

4

!is reasonable to assume that the changes observed were in’ non—resident ve-

4,

~'hicular traffic as well, Although we have no standards by which to -.gay how

much' reduction or restructuring of traffic was "enough', thexe can be little
; .

. doubt thdb a considerable amount of restructuring of non-resident vehicular

(4 . -

’ 'traffic was accomplished by the program, As a Lesult, a number of residential

streets in North'Agylum Hill had considerably less traffic in 1977 than they

v ~

dd dn 1976,

. The primary means of assessing the patterns of pedestrian traffic was
‘a ‘standardized set of counts carried out by observers at various places
throughout Asylum,Hill-in 1975, 1976 and 1977, Counters attempted to class-
ify pedestrians by age,'sex and ethnicity, | |
" Although the program did not have any components which w0uld,directly

affect pedestrians, it was hoped that streets with reduce vehicular traffic,

" well-defined entrances, and perhaps a more Ynterggted community of residents -

would be less a§tractive to outsiders. ' ' . .

Based on #nalysis of the pedestrian counts, it appears that some re-

-

gtructuring of pedestrian traffic may have occurred, particularly the paths

students took through the neighborhood commuting to or £xom sehool. There

‘I N

mediately before and after school (Table 5:13)., The studenté' path is main—

‘. . ]

_ 1y a north-south path, To the extent that they were waf!ing on’ eaet;wegt

»0.

streets, it constituted random wandering of the kind that the program hoped -

-




1,

-

Table 5.13

CHANGES IN STREETS USED BY PEDESTRIANS . ,
- WALKING .TO AND FRQM SCHOOL** - . . ¢
O " Number Counted -« L
' ' ‘ . L C T Pegcent
_ Fg;;h-Sgg;h Streets : 1976 - - 19717 .- Change
Treated residential - 979 © 1009 ' 83
Untreated residential 301 156 . " -48
Collector/border BEE . 190 148 .22
Total North-South 1470 , 1313 : - =11

Egagt-West Streets

Treated residential 72 72 ‘ 0
-.'Untre ed_residential - 162 '68 v . .58
. qule?igg;iorder- ) o 58 ’ 62 .:' I_+i

Total East-West . 292 00 .. . ' -31 .

. '/L’ f : -, . ,

All Streets 1762 1515 =14
. - . . :

o X | _\

b

*%Includes only persons undet 20:couﬁted‘during hours of.Qfsng;{S/;;d from
school (7:30 - 8:30 QM and 2:15 - 3:15 M), , L
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to discourage, lIn addition,'etudentsrwere apparently using fewerlnorth-eouth}

atreets in 1977 than in 1976. Their north-eouth path had become ‘more concen-

-

trated, another indication of less random wandering.

It ahould be ﬁgéed that the treated etreefe had carridd by far the larg-
p .
eet nugzer of etudente in 1976. "There was very little change in the counta
»
e 'for these streats for 1977, Hence, the students' main path through tha

o neighborhood was. not. changed Rather it aoparently.oﬂceme more concentrated,

) ..~ The most aubetential changes, in terms of percent change, were for untreeted

.actual numbers of-young people
. ' €
involved theae changee'were.modelt. It ig‘pot certain that they were sig-

reeidential streets; howevar, in terms of_the

nificant from the point of view of the character of the neighborhood. ,'The;’k;
data from the resident surveys provide little evidence of agsregate,percep-
tlone of a reduction of pedestrian treffic or .a chenge in the mix of resi-
dente and non-reeiddnta on the etreet31 However, we note that resident per=
ceptione of’changes in vehicular‘tratfic were modeet, too, in the face of

fairly large changes in vehicular traffic on scme streets.

-

e Physical Environrient and Resident 8" Use ' ‘of Space

A.brincipal goal of the changee in the traffic patterns was to en=
~ courage - ‘regidents to use their neighborhood more, Increased use by resi-
_denta wae,aeen as a key step to increaeed_reeident surveillance and control.
There were three survey questions which dealt directly with this 1ssue:
the frequency with which reaidenta walked somewhare: in their neighborhood
the rate at which they saild they liked using the park which 18 cen=
-trally located in/thevneighborhood, and‘the'rate at which they epent time“

out-of-doorg in their yarde or on’their porches,. One of these three mea=

e SR T & | o
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sures showed a statistically significant change in a‘positive‘girection

fbetween\l976 and 1977: more North Asylum Hill residents said they walked

P | '
somewhere in the neighborhood almost daily (Table 5.14). More Asylum Hill

residents also said they liked to use the park near their honses,-though

[g

| this different was not large enough to be statistically‘significant. " .‘

' We also looked at the pedestrian data for evidence of change in resi-

dents' nse.- Prior to implementation of the program, the character of pedes-

’trian traffic was notable,for the difference between the demographic charac-

teristies.of'neighborhood residgnuts and those of the poeple walking on the

street: blaeks, young adults, and-teenagers were all overrepresented among
. . : } o \ :

] . N4 .
the pedestrians. One indication of a positive affect on resident use of the

neighborhood would be a shift in the oedestrian population to be more-in
' o

t

accord with the characteristics of those who lived in North Asylum Hill, .

Examination of the pedestrian counts yielded only inconclusive evi-
» .

dence on this topic. It did appear from the-ceﬂnts that there were more

people on the streets who were over 35 than was the case in the preceding
. N

~

years, There were also small percentage point increases in the rate at which
_ . A N .
- k‘ ) . ) . . .
females and whites were observed in the pedestrian population, though-those

¢

.differenees were so small, they may nqs be statistically reliable, | N

) v o . Co
These data need to be interpreted with caution in any case., We canmnot
dissociate residents froﬁ”non-residents. . e methodology involves doutlle or

~ { A
e

even triple countings of the same individualsy passing through the neighborhood.

sﬁ;.' . N N - . !

- We consider the/survey reSponses on use of the\neighborhood to'be a much more

\ ¢

"reliable indicator than’ the pedestrian count data. Nonetheless there are

’ probably/two conclusions one can Jreach from the pedestrian count data. First,

\
r 1 probability there were more adults over. 35 walking in the streets of

N

North Asylum d&ll in l977 than in preceging years, penhaps as many as a third .
. AN '
L} : \ C

/—/ ' ..'.. * 1.23 -«4'1\/




*Data not available for this time period, -

’ 124

. \m o
,\
\ | | | N (
\\_ - _ _ o Table 5.14 o -
-, - FREQUENCY OF WALKING IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD DURING,THE DAYTDME . |
‘ 1975 1976 1977
North Asylum Hill - , .
Almost -daily - 35% 34% 49%
Few _t‘i,me's(a vg\e_ek ' 18 20 C 21
Once a week : 10 13 10
Less often . ' 12 18 -9
Never IR . 25 43 113
TOTAL N 100 100 100,
) N an (232)
. . ‘\‘\ ' ‘ '
Total City v . \ 7 /
. Almost daily v 34% * 34%.
Few-times a week L 24 24
Once a week S ¥ 12
Less often : 13 14
Never : 18 16
. Lo
- TOTAL L ; 100 . 100
. - () R (556) - (885)
\' T e
-,
( ¢
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A3

~ more. Second, with thﬂe.eﬁception,_the,characteristica of ‘those walking
. . , ' - ’ *

in the streets appeared te'be similar to those of;Preceding_years and they
continued to be.differeﬁt from thefqharecteristies'of.the resident pepulation
" of North- ‘Asylum Hil] as a whole, “

The most important finding in this section 1s that almost ‘half of the
North Asylum Hill residents.said they Walked someg}ace in the neighborhood.

L~

almost daily, compared with only .a thirﬁ who saild that in'the‘precedihg year,

-
o \

in'addition; the odds are’ebOut 9 in 10 that residents felt better about

using their.neighborheed perk. _Overell,'althbugh all relevent meaeures did -
.not\qhange sigqifieantly, it appears almdst.certainithat there was a posi;f
tive change iﬁ the exteht.to whiéh residents of North Agylum Hill useditheit_.
'neightorhood. | |

4

Residents' Relationshipe to the Neighborhood and Neighbors

A relatively long-range goal of the program was to generaliy improve "-.s; -
neighborhood relations, the quality of interaction among ‘the neighbors and
thé commitment of residents to the neighborhood, Thesefchanges ‘were expected
to arise over time from generak/improvement in the ;eighborheod situation.
It was fhought that increased:use of.neighborhoed spaees by residents might
effect some improveﬁent_ip their interactions and commitﬁent and that the .
p;esence of active commtnity organizations might also have some impact,
ngever,.there was little evidence of progress in this respect as of the ' ;
spfingwéf.1977. | | | a u'

Residents'.were 4sked whether they thought the ‘neighborhood had changed -
-~ ) _ . ' . _ ' . ) -
for better or worse, or stayed about the seame, in the preceding year. They

" were a}so agked whether,they'thought 1t would be a better or a worse place "

to live five years later, .In neither case #as there cledr evidence of an 7
. L ) . .(i. L
3}0‘ \' ' \ | | | ' /
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improvement in the attitudes of North'Aaylum'Hill_reeidente in 1977‘comperedg

with earlier yeare. Although in both cases. the reeponeee_in 1977 were more

¢

positive than in 1976, the differencee were-not large enough to be*etauise "
»

tically significant; there ‘was little difference'between the reeponeee in

. .

e «
¢
~

Raspondents were- aleo asked whether they felt "part” of the neighbor-
.hood or considered it "just a place to live'., Another related queetion asked
yf neighbors were generally helpful or generally "went their own waye . ‘The
‘V\petterns were basically thoee observed above(:)The reeponees tb both questiona
_P"were more positive in.l977 than in 1976 but not gtatistically significantly

go, There waseno difference between 1975 and 1977 reaponeeea
LS SN Y _
' In earlier surveye, North Asylum ‘Hill residents expressed higher than

. C

Eaeh of ‘these perceptions related to fear of crime and w0uld be expeqi;d to

%} -

,:be an important component of pe0ple 8 feelinge about €he neighbonhodﬂ.. |
During the experimental year police made pé/igdic efforte to cdntrol
teenagers and drunken men hanging out in the nelghborhood, - and made at least

) . _ " . , .4 . . ‘
one majoroeffort to-reduce‘proetitution in the area,: However, their man=
' A - )
power shortagee neceeearily limited the duration and effectiveness of these

efforte. Coneequently, it is not eurprieing that reeidente reported no im=
. . L. .

prowzlaht in theee probleme. Indeed, there was -a, eignificant increase in

t - ‘
*reei ents' rating of the aeriouunees of the prostitution problem; but this

[}

' \yalmoet surely il morae aﬁggopriately attributed to.the publicity prostitution

reoeived than to an increaae in the problem itself,
In 1gse thdn.a year, it probably 1g not eurprising that fundamental

changee in resident attitudee toward their neighbdrhood did not occur,

_Such changes‘would'be expected ‘to take time, * However, they are critical

§ 1975 and A7, S L

o,
@ .'

average concern abOut prostitution, drunken men hanging around. and drug abuee..




i.'aii“réeident.attitude towerdftheineighborhooq,_

o

- 1977._

nborhood,‘or through chaﬁges in the resident population.

-between citizens and police had three principal components.

‘role as the '"ayes and ears of the police', was a delirod’goalf

|?‘ to the enduring strenSthening of the neishborhood the program“planners en~

. l

visione& I Q' o Jf'.l~ ,_aﬁ

\v L - P . .’ . , N ! L i
L The fact that neighborhood problema, ‘such as‘drug use and prostitution,

"‘:;were,not;seen.to decline may well have.an important part to play in the over=

addition to being,posoible indicators to residents of neighborhood decay, also

wontribute'to:méking the streets mare friéhtening._ Improvemente might ocour

‘throoghloolice.efforte,~through increaeed resident control over the neigh-

O -

!

. However, there was

B
-

no evidence -of a significant iniprovement in such problems in'the'spriii/pf

3'The Relationship Between Police and,Citizens

The program objectiVe of fostering a more constructive relationship

First, it was

e hoped that the police, through'tﬁt Police Advisory Committee (PAC) and partice

ularly through their continuous, stable working relationships with the neigh-.

. borhood ahd residents, would become more aware of citizen concerns and more

<

specifically cogmitted to eerving the neighborhood and reaidents. On the
citizan side, it was hoped that the already high regard citizena held for
the police ‘would be maintained or ntren%thened, and residents would increas-l
ing}y see police as relponaivo to their concerns, Third increased conmun=

{cation to police about crimes and suspicious OV.ﬁtl, fulfilling'the citizen
. P ) \ N .

The goals were

expectad.to be_aoﬁf&ved ds a rasult of increased interaction between citizens

"and polioe, as a result of citizens seeing their own priorities reflected in*

police'activities, and from the formal working relationshipa that were ebtabe

1 N
L]
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‘Moreover, such problems, in

B SO




.
U

“ . ' o o ‘
lighed®with police, both through the'PAC and through the other community o
# ' .

[Y

groups, - .- , !

-k

Briefly stated, there were some striking chanées"in the way the police
{
officers came to view the Jémmunity -and its residents between 1975 and 1977.%

__However, for reasons whtch may or may not ‘have had anything to do with the

"' program or the efforts of the police serving the area, the hopedsfor changes

" of the amount of respect citizens had for the police,

‘in residents' orientation toward police did not come about. In fact, in

, . : _ e /
gome ways the»residentsr parceptions of and feelings about the police were

N . o . . . "
more negative in 1977 than they had been in preceding years,
¢

The improvement in the police officers' orientation to the neighbor-

hood is well reflected in thelir rating of the neighborhood as a place for

v

people to live, In 1975, 64 percent gaid that it had become a worse place
to live in the preceding year in 1977, only 14 percent thought it had be-
come a worse place ‘to live, while almost a quarter thought it had become

a better'place to live in the preceding year,
t

Police perceptions of citizen assistance to them had grown spmewhat more

L N -
v

positive during the same period, In 1977, police were more likely than pré-
viously to say that most residents would reportﬁa burgldry to the police and
that most residents woula.help the police locate 4 person who ‘had committed

a crime (Table 5. 15). There was also some imprOVement in the police rating

Although, remarkably enough fewer than half of the police officers in

U , ‘ - .
*The data on which the analysis of police responses are based come primarily

from questionnaires completed in 1975, and .aga¥n in the spring of 1977, when.

the police team had been in place for about 2 years, Deta1194pf the data

collection methodology are’ qo be found in Appendix A, , . ~ .

¢ -0 R . . N
) y , | | ’ , :
S ' : : : . R 4




Fall 1975ﬁ_wmmwmmmm
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ey
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. U rable sus
. ‘ . TN A
ASYLUM HILL POLICE PERCEPTIONS OF AREA RESIDENTS
. (percents) :
O ,_ oan
‘A1l or most residents would call police
1f saw burglary . 18%
S . .
/>All.or most residents would answer _
questions to ‘help police | *
Citizen respect for police is .''very . :
good" or ''good" . i ' 24
Agree that area residents have a lot
. of say in what p®lice do - 53
Relatione between area police and citizene
"very good" or ''good" 18 °
N 1
- "
A3
. . )
| ’
' 2D

sgiing,mlgzzmmwwmnn

. (22)

32%

23

36

73

59 .

-




_the area sald they were familiar.with the Police'Advisory Committee, they were

much more like in_l977 to agree that the people in the area had a "lot of

i

) . -' ' . T [}
.say? in what pd¥ice did in North Asylum Hill . R 4

2

, Ve ’ n’{
The data]?n the overall relationship between police and citizens in-

i

MmAsylum Hill are well summarized in the police ratings. In. 1975 over 80

'percent of the police officers in Asylum Hill rated the relationships be-»
tween police and citizens as '"fair or pooJV; in 1977 the comparable figure-
was only 41 percent. ’ \

.Because we have no city-wide data for the police, it i1s not possible to

\

fully evaluate the extent tb'which these changes are attributable to the |
L . 7
program. However, there can be no doubt that in the ygar and a half since

the first questionnaires were. completed there was a considerable improvément

in police perceptions of the-neighborhood and particularly of their relation-

ships with the citizens in the neighborhood, ;

-

. The data from the citizen surveys present an interesting contrast,
Three key measures were citizen ratings of how quickly police respond to calls

for help; how wall they do in protecting people in the neighborhood, and how

.r -
well they treat plople in the neighborhdod° On all three’'measures, there was

a statisticall& gignificant decline in the rate at which polige. received high

A

_-.ratings (Ifables 5,16=~5. 18) .- In‘two cases,'the change occurred between l§75
and 1976; in the third it occurred between 1976 and 1977, ;

With rdspect to c00peration xith the police, significantly more North
_Asylum Hill residents thought all or most of their neighbors would call the
police 1f they saw a burg?éry in 1937 than said so in the preceding year,
| Howeyeriﬁﬁhere was a decline in thé perCeiVed likelihood that neighborq would

help police locate a person who had committed a crime. afgfre was no change
, ‘ /
in the rate'at which people sald they would’ report an attempted,burglary of
‘ ' ' ‘. o
’ !/ : h /

L4

g 1300
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a ’ :
' : Table 5016 .
PERCEPTION OF POLICE RESPONSE TIME WHEN SOMEONE
: IN NEIGH@ORHOOQ CALLS FOR HELP ..
' S 113 1976
: . @

- North A H e et s e S
Come right away 72% 4$9% -
Take a while ' . “ 9 oo 23
Don't know . 19 . .26

‘ TOTAL . 100 . 100

) ) . (86) (74)
, 'S |
Zotal City . - .
Come right away . 60% - *
Take a while - 19 '
Don't know - 21
TOTAL 100
(N) - ~ (554) .
| /
¥
) '«‘,’

*Data not available for this time period,

| . ﬂz" 1131v ;;:;l!!?

56%
24
20

o 100

. (865)
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Table 5.17 ;

RATING OF JOB HARTFORD' POLICE DEPARTMENT DOES .
PROTECTING PEOPLE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD

1975 - 1976 1977
'
‘ . ‘ -
North Asylum Hill é Sy | ,
\ Very good " 27% o . 14% 21% : .
' .Good enough ‘ . 53 47 . . 40
Not so good : 13 : 25 '
Not good.at.all B -1 a 14
. TOTAL . 10 . % 100
B (N) : (80) | - (70)
Total City
Very good
Good enough
Not so good
Not good at all
TOTAL : 100
(N) (523)
<o 8
|
LY
. ‘ v .
*Daga not avallable for this time period.
® ¢




North Asylum Hi1l

Very well

Well enough

Not 8o well

Not well at all

’ TOTAL
(N)

Total Qiti

Yery well
Well enough
Not go well

Not #ell at all

TOTAL
S

>

v

4

~

!

) Table 5.18

&

4 1975

30%
56
12

1100
(77)

48
11

100
(496)

36% -

]

' PERCEPTION1QF HOW HARTFORD POLICE TREAT PEOPLE IN'NEIGHBORHOOD-.

"
197

SR

28%
54

100
7 (64)




their prOperty ta police. .There'aleo was no change in the rate-at which
V'actual burglariea were~;aid’to_have been reported to-the police. “Indeed,
there was no change in the rate at which North Asylum Hill residenta“had
called the police ﬁor any reason in 1977 compared with earlier years.

Thua, there was one mea:Lre that showed some increase in the perceived
cooperation between -citizens and police. However, for ‘the most part, ratings
of . the police had declined since 1975, and there was no evidence‘of.an in-
creased level of.actual.200peration,hy residents in helping the police to
~ do their job, : , . | |

There also was no.improvement in the extent to which citizens saw po- :
licecaefreﬁponaiVe to their concerns. Part of the problem may well have been
the fact that only 30 percent of North Asylum Hill residents had ever heard
wOf the Police Advisory Committee, To the extent 'that the program expected

this committee to give residents & sense of control over police activities,

there was little hope that this little-known group would have that effect,

It may not be surprising, then, that there was no change in the rate at which*n::y

residents agreed that people in the neighborhood had a '"lot" of say" in what
police do (Table 5 19). There also was no change in residenta agreement
‘that police try to do what is beet for residents; compared wit 19753 there

were .more reeidente who agreed that police did not spend their time on resie-
; ) : o 3 )

dents'-problems;

”

" It has been difficult for the evaluation team to identify the ressons
for these findings., Because the general orientation of Asylum Hill resjdents

to police wae'eitremely positive prior to the program,'there,;ae no raason to

4

expect'major positive changes, The area in which change would hava been most

- needed and desired was in calling the police to raeport victinization or suUs=
S \ _
picious activitiea. However, the fact that a significant number of ratings

at

*
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3 Table 5,19 -

S PERCENT WHO AGREE WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT POLICE-CITIZEN RELATIONS

[}

-

1975 . 1976
\

. ' . '\,! ,
Jorth Agylum Hill N (88) : ' (76)
¢ People in the neighborhodd have , | -

a lot of say in what poljice do  38% ' 35%
Police try to do what's best B |
for neighborhood residents 79 o - 82
Police don't spend time on ‘
problems that people in )
the neighborhood care about 32 . 45
Total City (N) (535)
People in the neighborhood have yop d
a 1ot of say id what police.do _38% ‘ *
. Police try to do,what's best
for neighborhood residents 80 ’ *
Police don't spend time on ‘
problems thag people in .
the.neighborhood care about 34 *

.

*Datla not available.fdr this timé_period.

L

‘\ L - ETTE

v

1917

-$232),~ :
34%

67

43

s
(885)
32%

77

34
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actually showed a decline requirea aome‘further explanation.

One poesible explanation ateme from the reduction in manpower in the

¢

area. In fact the perception of police presente was considerably reduc d

since 1975 (Tables 5.,20=5,21), Seeing policemen has been shown before to'be

-one of the things citizens wapt most; a reduction in the rate at nhich police’

.& :
were seen on the streets may soémehow have contributed to a reduced aénaeﬁgQQJHio

w "

their'effectivenese. ‘ ' ' v

Another possibility stems from analysis of the data separately by race,
In Hartford, as in most other major citiles that have been studied, blacks

have consistently been more negatiye towards the police than whites, though

it should be pointed out ‘that blacks {n Hartford have tended to be more .
poaitive than blacks in other cities for which comparable data are avdlnable.?

| Although the number of cases on which the analysis ia based 18 small, there

is a clear trend for almost all police-related queatione to have shown a

ot
S
. ﬂ‘

marked decline for the black respondents, while ehowing no change for white ’
respondents. In most cases, the effect of this was tq make blacks in North
Asylum Hill, who were dietinctively positive about police in 1975, look more

RS , : . . .
like the black community throughodt Hartford, In reviewing a variety of al-'’

'ternative hypotheses, it is difficult to escape the cqnclueion‘that; since

)

1975, the views of black residents.of North Asylum Hill on the police have
changed. | ' ' |

[

*

There'are, in turn, two possible.expﬂanationshfor this change. First,

" there may have been some change in the way the Agylum Hill Police Team.

related to-black residents in Asylum Hill,

¥

- - . ¢ . . -
A\ gecond explanation seems more likely., Since 1973, there has been
. N ' '

1

considerable turnover and increase in the black population in North Asylum

Hill. Although the sizé of that population has remained fairly stable since

’
St

136
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o - Table 5.20 = - S .
S  FREQUENGY ,OF SEEIN’G HARTFORD POLIGE PATROLLING THE . . §
e e NEIGHIBORHOOD ON FOOT - . L3N i
\ ) - )
Sy \ ]
' -; 1975 76~ 197 '
North Asylum Hill " o e o :
" Several times a day to . L e .
almost every day** ~ . 23% - 12% o 5% :
- A few times a week to o T . ° . -
" a few times a month¥x - 21 127 o 12 L
plnost never 5 e o 8
s - QAL T 100 - 100 o . 100 i
| : ) BN LD . a3 ¥ (@32
/o o Cee
Total City = e : ‘ ‘ _ L .
*  Several times a,day to . . . - o , . L
alhost every daykk ) 6% C oo 4% '
A, few times eek to . : .
a few timef a montlw¥ 9 I -7 ’
. *  Almost neve fo 85 “ 4 ? -89 . NI
/ R TOTAL .  lo® 100 -
' (N) (548) . . : o ~.(885)
N ' . { = ! )
\
e |
*Dita not available for this time period. AR | -, B
**CJomt“fined response categories, *
137 . )




V'Y Zable 5,21 o

o FPREQNEUCY OF SEEING HARTFORD POLICE PATROLLING-
- NEIGHBORHOOD IN A VEHICLE OR MOTOR SCOOTER

S - 1975 * 1976~

e |
. North Asylum Hill * ¢ ;

. -Several times a day g o
" to almost every' day*¥ . 82% . . 83%
Few times a week to a 3 15
few times a month*# o
~ Almost never 7 s 2
~ TOTAL - 100 . 100
(N) . : (86) C (75)
) [ d
)
~ Total City
Seyeral times a day PO ' N
, s % %
to almd t ‘every dayi* 607 \ s
~ Few times '@ week to a . 27 : S
few timesfa_month** | . A
Almost never = . 13
TOTAL  «“. 100
(N) 0 (545)
\ m . —
. \
47
ks . \
*Data not available for this time pefiod.
**Combined response categories,” b

138 | ,_1[63 .
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69%

.18

100
(885)
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1975, a high proportion of black North Asylum Hill residénts 4n.1977 had

<

recently moved there from other parts of the city. Thefaverage length/of

-

T residence in their current ‘home for blacks in Noxth Asylum Hill ‘was less

than two years, It may well be, that the ratings of these respondents reflaect.

-

their experiences in other parts of Hartford rather than actual sxperiences

with the Agylum Hill team. In that cqse, .as that community stabilizes over-

-,

time, there .is basis for expecting a posibive change.

-In conclusion theni for whatever reasons, there is no basis for saying

that a more positivevfeeling by residents toward the police was achieved by
: ¥
fthe program.

orientation to the residents. _ : : - ) A ’

prl

Offenders and Residé&ts ,g

-y,

\) - v
. One principal g@al of the program was to increase the extent to which

-

" neighborhood residents themselves took control- of the neighborhood and played

an active role in opportunity reduction° There was some: evidence that some

.

significant progress was made in. thi espect

When survey residents were agked what they thought their neighbors would

~do if they saw sonething suspicious,.ﬂhgg&_i'_hird of North Asylum Hill regi-

dents said«they thought they would ignore it. This is‘roughly the game rate

at which that ‘response was given in previous years. Similarlp; when agked

how concerned the neighbors ware with praeventing crime from happening to

others in the neighborhoodﬂ the perceptions of North. Asylum'Hill residents

were not diffe;ent in 1977 than they had been in preqeding years.. It appe/re
- that when asked questionq about their neighbors in general No Asylum Hill\

residents were pou ffferent in 1977 than they" had been in prec ding years..

i

However,‘ e did note a number of positive changes in the police )

L o

However, the answers to two other questions give a somewhat different _lcture.

@,
. o
',
- ' . )
“ ' i
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One,important compdlent of the analysis of the problem in North Asylum Hill

. residents ratings of the ease of identifying a stranger (Table 5,23),

:lv(Table 5.24),

own neighborhoods. : '&' _ L ERREY

: Offendérs and the Physical Environment

* el

Respondents were agked whether)khey had any rOutine arrangements with
- L "l Ce @

neighbors to watch thbir house, when ‘they were %way. Snch arrangements were
il ' .

reported to be twice"a_s'common in 1977 as, in__an‘&evious year (Table 5.22),

~

: R ‘ 3 : o
Such - a change is cLearly an exanple of residants taking responsibility for
2 [N

. one another which this program was designed to promote.

" .o

quther importsnt guesndon dealt With the ease of stranger recognition,

-

was the difficulty that. residents had in differentiating strangers from

J nH

In 1977, there was a statistioeally significant improvement. in ' ‘
» ]

residents°

More--

Y

~ over, the change can‘clearly be 1inked to the increase in resident use of the

- 2
o .

the more respondents reported malking in the neighborhood, the
) ' ot . : '

neighborhoodr

;more'liker they were to say‘that they, easily could recognize a stranger

" (G . . . ..‘ )

. ‘ : ’ =u o - " X .
: Thus, while{there was no evidence that North Asylum Hill residents saw

thelr neighbors generally to be more concerned or more helpful in controlling
] 'S -"

crime, they were more likedy than in the past to have fnade individual arrange-

e

" ments fog_mutual proteftion and~th6y felt an improved abi1ity to identify .

¢

| strangers whichfwas & crucial 1ink in residentsr-taking control‘bf theirf

»

'

a < . - -' “

S Y

Y . ' ’
",5'- - - ' RN

-
’ “

We have”relatively littge evidenCelsbout ths‘way that offenders used

the physical environment once the program was implemente‘ One key o"bserva-

: tion ap the time the: heighborhood wasg initially analyzeﬁ howevey, wag that

adt ‘unusual, number of street crimes occurred on side ‘streetsl’ This was in

”

. . _
contrast to the more common patterns,nWhere street crimes are .most likely to
D , ' [ ] ' * S o

I . . ‘ . . R -
n : . , . LS

. . S o
o e . T
. .
1.40 ‘;j L)
’ . 4 N N o v
l\)hy ' .
» 2 ’ 1 ]
' N | o !
. ' v
v v I . )




. Table 5,22 .

‘ FREQUENCY OF MAKING ARRANGEMENTS WITH NEIGHBORS TO WATCH s ,
: EACH OTHERS' HOUSES *
l* . N - . , '
N . . |
N 975 1976 . . _ 1977 -
. : ?- " '
North Asylum Hill .
" All the time o 17% STV " 26%
SPeCiﬁl occasions “t.25 21 16
o special arrangements ’ -
made (or type not ' N . o
~ascertained) ~ 58 65 ' 58
~  TOTAL 100 - 100 - 100
n (88) an (232)
' . . ¢ :
!/ ’ oy
4 ) ~ Q%ﬁ . . - .
Total City : -, Vo
All the time : v32% * T 30
Special occasiors 21 . ’ 25
No special arrangements ' ‘ '
made (or type not =~ ° ! : ‘ .
ascertaifed) ° ' Y ‘ A oo 45
TOTAL + 100, - o 10
(N) (556) : ' (885)
A
*Data not available for this time period, .

PR , , o » 141' " [N
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5 ©Table 5.23 - ‘f R

EASE OF STRANGER RECOGNITION IN NEIGHBORHOOD

9715 1976 * Lo dgw ,‘x\.'

.
!

LN
N . T - . .‘ . | ‘ o \\.-‘.: S )
© North Asylum Hill . ‘ ; ey T .
S : g : » R R ERE
- Pretty easy ° B 2T 1. /2 oo e e
Pretty ‘hard - ' 74 ) 15 . 68 . ° s
TOTAL 100

| ; 100 o w00
. - (N , , @ R S

e

Total City

Pretty easy
Pretty hard

TOTAL
(N)




Table 5,24
. a- 1]

-+ EASE OF STRANGER RECOGNITION IN NEIéhBORHOOD BY -
*.° FREQUENCY QF WALKING IN NEIGHBORHOOD FOR NORTH

*. ASYLUM HILL RESIDENTS, 1977 , e
. . e : T
,Fréquency of Walking
N ' : ~ in_Neighborhdod . .-
» - ‘ ° . - S '_' b \—_\
Ease Qf Recognizing Str#ngers More Than Oncé a Week
- in Neighborhood N Once a Week - or Less.
. Pretty easy .. 38% y 19% [ 4
Pretty hard ' 62 81 N -
Total - . 100% 100%
N f (N) o (159) (63)
\‘\ * ' .
R Lo
) v L] “ ,
!
2 / | . Y
v
f ¢
, f - | - f\'\‘
" . .
K) e
\ - R
, ¢ _.\:"\ .\\/ '
.o ' .. ‘ | ' ‘ v
o " . 143 ~
" " . ) ’ 4 .
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no longer felt comfortable committing crimes on reeidential streets.

\\' ’ I‘ ” ‘ Iv . BN

' .. : " : ¢ » : L

occur on main streets., The fact that offenders found opportunities on resi-
dentdal streets was a sign of the impersonal characte% of the neighborhood,

‘An important indicater of program:succeae would be evidence that offenders

] ';o

- Police record data were examined ¥o trace the ratio of main street: to

side street crimes, .As ve disqgamed in the’ section on street crime patterns,
there was a significant ghift. in the distribution of etreet crime during the
experimental year (Table 5.3)., The pattern’ which wag established»cyer
several years of having the majority of street crimes occurring on side ,
streets was reversed in North Asylum Hill during 1976-1977. ‘This 18 a po=
tentially ctitical indication of program auccess.

The only problem is that a similar shift in street crime ocCurred in

\ South Aaylum Hill‘wher;N%Hﬁre were, no street chahged, though this shift was

Y

less extreme than in NcrtQSXSylum Hill,

There are two possible explanations, One is that the street observer '

programs, which operated in the summer_iniNorth Asylum Hill and South Asylum'

- Hill, were responsible for the shift, ' A variation is that the South Agylum

Hill shift was due to the street observers,.and the more extreme shift in
North Asylum Hill was due to a combination of factors: the street observers
and the physical changes. .Whichever explahation one accepts, there was a

shift in street crime away from side streets in North Asylum Hill; and that

18 an important change in thé pattern of crime in that area,

N\

Offendsrs and Police . ‘ L. .

A program objective was that police,-through their increased knowledge

of the neighborhood and the enviromment,. would be better able to deter eoffen-
. ~ : : L

4

ders by deploying resources more effectively and would, perhaps, with better




respodse time and better cooperation from citizens, be more likely to appre.

hend them, As has been discussed préviously; cu@ﬂ'yn‘ﬁgnpgwér actually
. g 1 : S
decreased the ability of police to patrol the neighborhood. Citizen inter-

-

§1ewa iridicated that thaey perc;iaed significantjdecnaaags in the police -
' presence in 1976 and 1977, compared with 1975, -
Yet the police themselves perceived a marked improvement in their per-
formance between the fa}l of 1975 ,and the spriwg of 1977, Whenkasked to rate
their ovgrall efforts to cut down on crime, over 60 percent said it was good
in 1977, compafed with 24 percent in 1975 (Table 5;25). Similarly, almost 80°
percent rated their ratd of clearing cases as 'good" in 1977 compared with
_less than 50 percent in 1975, With respect ‘to both burglary and robbery,
pﬁiice were much lessjlikely to rate it as "'big problem' in 1977 compared with
1975 (Tables 5.26-5.2?).‘w;;wever, it is interesting to note that the same
trend occurs in'the other team in District 5 which operated ipn Clay Hill(SAND.
.Asylum Hill polick also thought the two main targets of their efforts,'

teenagers and drunken me hanéing'around, ware éignificantly less of a problem
‘ ' .
by the spring of 1977 they had been before, They still regarded prosti-

tution as a "big problem"; possibly because it has been a recurrent one, As
we have poted previously, h?wevér, residenﬁs did not‘ﬁercgi;e reducBibns ig
aﬁy of these problems, | ] M
e«  The only objective &;ta we have on poiice performarice is the humber of
arrests, It appears in Tabie 5. ib that tﬁe number of persons arrasted in-

{

creased markedly between 1975 anh 1976, the first year the team was in place;

and the nuqber increased again 7lightly during the evaluation~year. Although -
. @ : ' . .
we lack data on dispositions tofknow the .extent to which these &rrests re-

sulted in convictions and in tq&ing offenders off the street, the rates con-
[} ] ) )

. . vt

o

. v -
- ptitute some evidence that the|tei: was being more succeeb'ul in apprehending

i
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. ’ . . Table 5,25 .
. ’ ¢ " ’
ASYLUM HILL POLICE RATINGS OF SUCCESS OF POLICE EFFORTS . _“
(percept) : v b R 0'5 a
) Eall 1975 Spq%pg 1977

'"Vary good' or "good" at¥*:

Cutting down crime in
team area

Clearihg cases'

(N)

*¥*Ag opposed to "fair" or "poor"




)

N\

Table 5,26

POLICE PERCEPTION OF BURGLARY AS A CRIME PROBLEM 1IN ‘

¥

Asylum Hill

THEIR TEAM AREA

Fall, 1975

Big problem 94%
Some problem 6
Almost no problem _0
TOTAL 100

(N) (17)

Clay Hill/SAND

Big problem 88%
-Some problem - -12
almost no problem O
TOTAL 100

™ . (24)

¢

Spring, 1977

- 68%
32.

100
(22).




Table 5,27
. [ 3
POLICE PERCEPTION OF STREET ROEBERY AS A ‘CRIME PRoitm

- _IN THEIR TEAM AREA |

‘

. " o
N . Fall, 1975 Spring, 1977 :
l. ) v
Asylum Hill . A
Big problem 82% 41%
Some problem 18 : 59 :
Almost no problem 0 L 0 : .
TOTAL 100 T 100
. (N) . Qan ' (22)
\ ‘v
* Clay "Hi11/SAND
L | Big problem 62% ' o o 25%
' Some problem - 38 67
Almost no problem 0 : o _8
TOTAL _ 100 100
) (24) (12)




e 5. 28 | o

‘NUMBER OF ARRESTS F RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY s - K
AND STREET ROBBERY IN ASYLUM HILL ' '

~

A o *
75 Yoo _ . 1976 ¥ - o, . 197 7*‘
North Asylum Hill ‘ : S ( |
Residential burglary 30 . 57 B E
Street robbery 5 37 40
South Asylum Hill
Residential burglary 10 . 14 o * 20
Street robbery : 2 I 15 . 41
‘Total Asylum Hill
Residential burglary 40 - ' 71 C78
Street robbery : 7 _ 52 . L . 81
e -

®

*%"1975" includes the period July, 1974 through June, 1975; ''1976" includés
the period July, 1975 through June, 1976, "1977" includes the period
July, 1975 through June, 1977.
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“offendars, . e T ; ) ) .

Po and ) ‘a'

The_program\hoal'was to structure the physical %nvironment in such a
way'thﬁt 1t would make the taai of the police eagsier! 'In adﬁition, oﬁe of
the adVantagzé of having police who were geogfaphically stable was that they
would become familiar with their enviromment, ag.familiar as offenders,

' »As was discussed in Chapter IV, tbe average ﬁolice‘officer in Asylum
Hi1l did not undergtand theistreét ch;nges and did not see them as‘aidiﬁg '_“
his work., Not a.singlg officer fesponded on the police quest;onnaire that
he tbbught Ehe street changes wd&e a-"good idea',- Outéide\BBﬁerﬁation,of
police pafrolfsuggested that;they avoided the closed streets, _

Nonetheleés, itqie_hot poéaible to say that tbe poliée did not benefit '
f:om’kgowledge of Fhevpﬁysicai enviromment or even f;gg/fﬁa\hcxeet changegi

themselves.‘ The burglary and robbery squads did map patterns of streétgcrime

- and byrglary and attempted to deploy their resources strétggicalLy ﬁb“redpce.

opportunities. Almost certainly, the officers operating on the team were

" more familiar with the phyéicaL envirorment and esqg;e.routes than was the

_cgggwgggg_a_q;ty-w}dg_fqrqe was attempting to patrol Asylum Hill, Finally,
even the officers’' avoidance of closed streets inadvertantly pfbduch the

. . o ) .
effect anticipated by the program defigners: ;hat police resource‘\would be_

concentrated on main streets,

. L I )
Despite.these points, the fgct that the police did not like the street
changes is dominant, They viawed[enforcement of the traffic,pattarns as a

problem, = They gaw. thelr. own mobility restricted. (They had to. obey the

1 ¥ ! » : . -
restrictions except in emergencies,) Thay did not gengrally accept the

concapt that:quiet streets had anything to do with crime., We do not fully

Y 4
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'unﬁgrétﬂhdf@by’t elr resistance was 80 Eotgl;“but{iz was,
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+

] " Condlusion: Impact of the Intesg®ated Proggam = = ¢ l

.. At the beginning of this cHapter, we ptesented what:. appeared to be clear
'

evidence that. burglary in North_Aaylum-Hiil'had gone down and a pattern of |
rising street crime against North Asylum Hill residents had at least peen

. halted, Moreover, North Asylum Hill residents perceived themselves .to.be

w

'less 1likely to be burglary vietims than in the past and saw burglary as less
a problem than in the past,'WQile their congerns about street crime had at .

least stabilized..

#ince reduction of crime and fear were the program goals, it can be
* ' -

sald that the program goals were achieved. Ho ever, it is also impo}tant to
understand how and why the observed improvements occﬁrred;
. o

.\

-

' Significance of éfogram:Compongnta'

The basic concept of the program was that the physical design,ﬁ%%;
seqtial.

lice and community organization components of the program were all e

-~

Y ' _ .
Bacause of the complementarity conceived among these components, it 1s dif-

ficult to dissociate the affects of one from the.others, However, something

/
’

can be sajd about the significance of each, \

Assgigning police to the area on a non-rotating basis almost certainly

was a factor in the increased arrests for robbery and burglary, .. It almost

éertaihly was important in the improvement in police attitudes towards resi=

dents asWell, In addition, there wa# eYidence of & shift in police prior=
ities, The anti-prostitution efforts, the efforts to control the use of the.
(] B _ : , _ : A
-parks and the time and effort invested in traffic control as part of the .

| impleméntation of the street changes were all indieations of a police unit

A

that was trying bo he responsivé to redidents., The JLality of the'police

N ' .,
1

- . R 151




"\

leadership, in combination with the existence of the Police- Kdvisory Committee
\

~and frequent meetings with the Hartford "Institute staff 'were probably reSpon7

»

sible for this responsivenesso .
Community Qrganizations were essential to the implementation of the pro-
gram, They provided'a mechanism_for residents to participate in planning the

physical ¢hanges and for relating to the police in an organized way., As Ls
e 4 »

the case with almost all community organization efﬁorts,'only a small percen—"mnmm"“““”“"

. tage of North. Asylum Hill residents actually belonged;to these organizations.
_ .However many more residents were)ho doubt affected by activities they initi-
. ated, such as block parties, pot luck dinners and neighborhood clean—ups.-
Such activities clearly supported the project goals of building a sense of
neighborhood getting residents together and increasing resident cohesion,
- The youth rec?eation and housing developmgnt progrmns initiated by community
organizations may prove, in the long-run,?to be of eyen more Value; though
the short-term affects could not be ‘assessed, |

" The police and community organizatidh components, then, certainly con-
- N * . b -
tributed to. the achievement of the program goal, However, alone they were not

_enough to reduce crime and fear.' THe physical changes were essential., We s

.‘ . N .
are able to make that statement because of two natural experiments that
_ ] : - _
occurred,

First ~in North Asylum, Hill, the police and community organization com-
. ponents were in place for more than a year, before physical construction began,
kl’fhdeed there weresvmore police in North Asylum Hf11 in 1975-1976 than in-the
e;perimental year. However, it waséonly when the physical changes were made -

that a\decline in crime and fear was obsexrved..

The experience in SOuLh Asylum Hill provides another tgst of the im-

portance of the 'treet changes. This area was served by the same police unit

. «.- R ,
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that worked in Nortn\Asylum Hill. Moreover, the obmmunity organizations,

-

while possibly more active in North Asylum Hill than South Asylum Hill

‘ \
were certainly active in Soﬂth Asylum Hill as well One’ of the three major

community organizations with which the Hartford Institute worked was com=-

posed mainly of South Asylum Hill'residsnts.;:Ihe,most"aotiVe_oitiseg,b;ogktﬁgnq AU

watch effort was in South Asylum Hill

Comparing North and South Asylum Hill in 1976-1977 shows that street

‘crime ptobably tose in SoutH Asylum Hill while burglary was stable. There

. - ' - ,
was no evidence of -a significant decline in any major kind of crime or im

- fear, as was obseryved in North Asylum Hill, | - ' .‘
. : : . ' ) S |
Thus, if the program succeeded in North Asylum Hill, we must concludeé
that the physical changes were essential\to that success: .

. L I "

'The Case for Causalglz
\ :
Finally, we need to address direetly the question of how the program

worked and if indeed, it .was the program that produced the“chhnges'observed.
In essence, this was a program designed to enable and encourage the residents
 themselves to begin to reduce opportunities for crime. By giving them back

) : , ‘ _
their streets, it was.hoped that they would start to use the neighborhood

\ ’
more, ‘This, in durn would permit more surveillance and change the ratio

of residents to non-residents Which might make interior residential streets

less.attractive to potential offenddrs,

-

It would be easier to understand how the program worked 1f there were

“ . , : . .
more evidence that residents 'did something”,. If they had called the police

’
°

more, if they had reported more ,active intervertion in susplcious events, the

_ o . . _ . 4 7
casual reader would probably more easily believe in the program results. These

things did*mot happen. . Rather; the evidenoe is considerably more subtle,
PPV R ‘ ‘ '
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People did begin to use their streets more. Almost half said that\they .

walked someWhere in the neighborhood daily,,compared to a\third in earlier RathanE

b ’ ~ -~ "o

years., They started to feel that they could more easily regognize strangers

“

AR ~ and differentiate resldehts from non—residents. A minority, about 20 percent,

.. but a substantially larger minority than in the- past begdh to make mutual

~ arrangements for watching neighbors hon!s. }‘_

L ] ' '

These all are the kinds of changes that the program designers had hoped

for, They are small changes, Ehey are subtle changes. They do not require
, 4
a lot of energy or comstituite some kind of major turnaround~in'residents :
\ " i ) , . ) o

’ o . orientatigns to the neighbothood ¢r to crime, 'They are the kind of changes

“that might endure, -
» - '.,. ) '

‘v o .U Th7 critical question is whether ‘it is possible that these changes, as

‘heasuﬁed could constitute a ‘large enough impact on the neighborhood environ-

Av . ment’to make would-be offendera avoid the residential streets of North Isylum

'Hill We do not have interviegs with offenders, which might be helpful in Y
/

pinning down this point. We do have two clear facts: the burglary rate in.»

. ) . NG T

o Voo Ndrth Asylum Hill was approximatelyyhalf of what pne would have expected and ’
.o 'y L e . )

‘. the street crime in North Asylum Hill shoyed a major shift from residential

. ’ . . . P

. ’ : -
slde streets onto main streets. '

With only one experiﬂent to evaluate, it 1s difficult to reach a de@ini~
Ji_. T ,; civ& conclusion that will withstand all criticism, . Based on the data in this’ '\Sgyfym

roeA L chapter about ‘the. program, however, one can say. that there was evidence of \ 3;h”
L ' RN e

inereased opportuhity ‘for surveillance Qnore uae of - the “313§%<;:°°d streets), | ;f

) ’
- Lo increased ability to control - the neighborhood (improved recognt on of AT .

SR , ¥ e

strangeﬁs)_rand an incfeased interest JAn, ctime controlw " These occurred,when_




the ‘program, including the street changeo, was fully implemented. Moreover,

-

the real targets of the program, crime and fear, ded&eaaed aimultaneously.

’

- There are altprnative hypotheaes, and theae qill be examined in Chapter VI

‘ However, baseo oh the evféonce in this chapter, one conclusion seems con-

. . ’ »
[¢] v

.siderably more plausible than any other: that the program accomplished what

\ . it was designed to>do, at least for a year. A v
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o o  caeTRR VI, .
\". b 0.“1513}5.‘.’5’“‘31“‘5‘“5 THAT COULD HAVE® AFFECTED o
."3 : ‘*LA( . PROGRAM IMPACTS 1973-1Q7T ’ o S
n Becauae social experiments such as the Hartford Project are carried out f S s

i‘ a complex, dynamic, urban setting, they cannot be\aa clean as lappratory
N

experiments. It is not possible to control all eventa or developments not part'

of the, experiment that might affect its. ounéome.

~ X . ~ L

In Chapter V, we presented evidence that crfme and fear of crime were

Eeduced iny North Asylum Hill and that other mhangea occurred in resident be~
havior and'in‘police‘attitudes‘and-effectiveneas which were consistent with

-

the hypothesis that the program was reeponaible fof the observed improvement.
In a program evaluation, however, it is necessary to explore the poasibility :

that changea other than the program itself affected the observed results., In

N

asseaaing alternative hypotheaes, three criteria must be‘applied'

1. The observad change was likely to have affected residential burglary
and, to a ldsser extent, atreobbery, ' ‘ i
2, it was likely to have had a:distinctive impact'on crim® and fear in
North Asyium Hill; and \1 | |
3, ?Ef:oulq haye accounted for a marked change in crime and fear‘in . , 0

1976- C | | : | TR o R -

During the course of the project, an attempt was made o keep careful .

track of avents in Hartford that might'affecr,program ontcomea.v The posqible

. events will be discuaeed in three catesoriea. changes in the pepulation in '

North Asylum Hill} other’ changes in and arounc'rnh Asylum Hill that might'

have'affected criminai opportunitiee, ani changes which might have affacted

. \ 0 , , , f LI *
the number or behavior of potential offenders working in North Asylum Hill,
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-

- In many respects‘ the charactexistics of the population of North Asylum

a

Hill"remained constanﬁ from 1973 through June, 1977 (Table 6,1). For example,
.the pqgulation wag relatively transient with about forty percent having'iived
there lesa than two years, The' rates of families with cHyldren, si‘!ie-person
househoLds anﬁ households that ‘rent all were stable during this period with
only minor fluctuetions from year to year, |

There_w%;e, howd‘er; two changes in the.population which should be noted,

The racial,composition of North Asylum Hill might be important to neighborhood 1
(N ‘5 . =

dynamics,. A pnpgram with .8 goal‘of getting neighbors to work.together could

! 4
be’ affected by signiﬁicant changea in racial" composition. In 1975 moré'than

half the residents in North Asylum Hilltwere white, with the balance being

[}

black or. Spanish (Table 6,2). "By 1975 these propOrt$Ons had changed so that
[

only 40 perﬂent of the popu;htion was white, about 46 percent black and the
~ other 14 pedcent Spanish, However this change in tracial composition stopped
in 1975, The figures for 1977 are‘nearly identical with those of 1975, Thus,
al"lugh there was a significant change in the racial composition of the neigh-
borhood bed'een the time of the neighborhood analysis and the time the grogram
was implementeJ, the fact th&\the racial pOpulation stabilized in 1975 ruled
" this change out .as a determining'factér in the observed changes during the |
"

?xperimental r.x R 3 “iw' , e 7 ) oy

’
]

The other'égpulatioh chanée¥of possible significance in North Asyium
HiIl,is‘an apparent reduction-in nedian income between 1976 - and 1977 (Table
6.3), Tht:e-figures are’a‘bit-less stable thapn the others for two reasons, h
First, we ave'onlpﬁincomepdata for those who had lived in their particular

» o -

\
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. . Table 6.1 |
| SELECTIJP CHARACTERISTICS OF RESIDENTS AND HOUSEHOLDS S
North Asylum HL1l  (N) @ 88) . an - (229) o i
Percent lived at address * ;V", ’
lelss than two years. - 33% Y 37% . 46%
Percent household heads: A 5 -
Under 40, single - U/ T 3 4 39 .\ 43 )
Minor children in housshold 16 19 17 18
LN i . ! N .
" 65 or older - 23 -~ 11 17 . 15
Parcent one-person households 61 - 49 - | 60 57
Home tenure of households: ‘ ’ . N
v \ & . . 9 . ! ) ’ .
Own homa W« ’ 7 7 on 4
Owner "occupied rental ~ * 10 10 s 6
Othar rental 93 83 /79 - 90
‘ ~ 8
' Total City (W) W ees) - (552) W 872)
Percent lived at address \ - : L
less than two years ' 20% 22% ' 23%, K
Percent household heads: _ | ’ s
* Under 40, singl? 11 11 | | 13
Minor children hoqaehold 32 T b2 o 40,
65, ot oler 20 18 17 - *
Percent one-person households 30 27 ' 27
Home tenure of housaeholds: S
Owh home__ | 22 - * 28
Owner Sccupied rental o 21 . ‘ 24 _ s
* o Other renta]\ 78%% 49 , - 48 /
L]
*Data not available for this period, <
[ ... ‘
o WRaprasents all rental housing; diutlnction between "ownor occupiod"
"othar' rantal not madc In 1973,/ ‘ |
|}
' . 158 " ‘
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Table 6.2 ~ i
ETHNIC OR "RAClau BACKGROUND , _ \
> '
A LY. I 1975 1977
North Asylum Hill Adjusted*k*
_ White : 55%% _ 40% 35%
Black _ 35 » 46 _ 48
Hispanic - 10 14 v 16
Other . - - - 1
Total : : 100 ‘ 100 100
(N) - (131) (276)
? “ »
- . e

Total City Adjusted**

4

White - 48% T os1y
Black . 36 35
Hispanic T 16 13
Other " ) - 1 -
Total C 100 100
(N) - (690) ' (1016)
- Less than 0.5 percent. ) . =

* Data not available for this time period.
‘

** These figures ‘are estlmated adjustments since data not avaikable qﬂ‘

s ”ineligible" households. . 5
ﬂ.

ek Includes persqﬂgkwho had 1ived at address for less than six months (who'

weré not eligible for full interview).

i‘ o 'v ) ) o .

\
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y . Table 6.3 . .
TOTAL FAMILY INCOME** R v
(for previouﬂ"year) ’ o
. J
1973 1975 . 1976 1977.
« North Asylym Hill . ’ i
Less than $5,000 3% . 20% 27% . -30%
-, $5,000-%9,999 38 .32 210 35 . .
y $10,000- 514,999 21 30 3% 19 S
$15,000 or more ] - o U - R | -, 16
Total* * 100 . <. 100 100 100
(M) (84) " (84) (67) (217)
" Median $7,200 49,700 $10,400 §7,900
| - S N~ « s
Total Cit ;
Less than $5,000 35% . 30% 29%
$5,000-$9,999 » 36, . 33 % 29
$10,000-$14,999 . - 20 23+ 21 '
$15,000 or more - 9 14 a
OB | . . S . - -t -
* Total & : 100 100 100"
Ny ; (769) " (513) o (805)
a i Median $6,700 ©  $7,800 i $q,450
. *Data not available for this period.* : | .'
- **Baaed only on households with adulta having 1ived there at least six months.
~ - . . . X . B R /
//
//', e . !
| . - 1601 , ‘,‘, ‘ ; 4 .i
- . . ‘ L) . ~‘ R . - it S\’ .
R , - ' o - ,
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house or apartment for at least 6‘months.* S cond 4s is the case in moata
[

surveys 10 to lipercent of respondents did not answer thel question aboﬁt

iciently important so that we should explore the issua further.:i-.
%, TE

Income is important because in any given neighborhood, including those

their: incomefZ;Vel. In any case, we-thought a possible change in income N

level was su

with low incomes, people with high%r in00mes axe, On ‘the . -average, burglarized
. ‘ .

'~i mote often.than those with low incomes, ,Thus it seems—possible that a higher

proportion of low income people in North- Asylum Hill produced a neighborhood
that was less attractive to burglars. ‘! :

L : . _
| In order to explore this possibility we looked at the burglary rates
on&}u&br those persons whose incomes over;the period from 1975« l97/ was highe

;er than $7, 000 per year. ‘Although $7,000 is not necessarily a high income

./‘

. by. current standards, e\set the inc0me level there in order to have Sufficient

caseg for reliable figures, We thoughb that it would be an adequate control

A

'_’Eor measuring the effects of significant changes in the proportion of people
. . ; : : TN .
.. with very low incomes@ I : ’ : . /

The results suggest that Lhe changing income of the pOpulation in North
5 Asylum Hill had no effect on the evaluation results. It can be seen in Table
{'6.4 that:the burglary rateg for families with incomes’ of $7,00Q or higher

I

.followed qhe_pattern for North Asylum Hill as a whole, showing & eharp re-
duction between 1976 .and 1977,

. B
R 4_,‘ . . . - _‘_;. . s . . . ' P
. v T o

- *Onaé of the effaota of this criterion, which was designed to establish a‘stable
'burglary rate, waa to render a relatively high proportion of black and Spanish
' .resldents ineligihle in 1975 and 1976 because they had only recently moved t¢
‘the neighborhood.r By 1977, a significantly highet percentage of blacks and
Spanish residents‘met the eligibility criterion., Therefore, there 18 reason
to believé that the change; in income occurred not between 1976 and 1977 but
rather ‘qegunred eatlier thyn that,-with the change in ethnic composition in .
the’ neighborhOOd.a However, it was only in 1977 that. Lho change in income
level shqwei up: in our "eligible' sample. .
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CON l ' Tables6.4 ;o : o
. » { . ‘ ) - .. . h
* BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH
. ANNUAL INCOMES OF $7,000 OR MORE _ . | .
(per 100 households). ' | v
1975 1976 1977
North Asylum Hill 16,9 31.7. . 10.9
T | . < | e
: B COR S () (41) (129) : BN
| & - L L ' | . |
Total Cit o . 14.7 | * 2044 o
() * ~ (204) . » (446)
. , 8
- ]
> | . o )
*Data not available for this time period, -

N
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~ In cohclusion, thegn, we were unable to find any convincing evidence
that changes .in the population in North Asylum Hill had ‘a significant effect

on the -evaluation or on the conclusions,

Other bpportunity Reduggiog Sgrstegies ':‘4-
* We seerched for-otherlfactors not part of the Hartford Crime Control ‘
Program that might have affected opportunities in the North Asylum Hill area,
{'One possibility was an increase in the phybical sec&rity of buildings. Al-.
though the' program did not discourage installation of special locks or other’
security devices in homes énd buildings, such changes were not. part of the
conception of the program. The examination of survey data, however, revealed
no indication of an increase in alarms or special locks or other devices that
' might nake entry into buildings more difficult (Table 6,5). .
Were homes or apartments.being left'vacant less oZtenyiéne of the pre- .
conditions for most burglaries is .an empty house or apartment, However, sur-
vey data gave no:: indication that people were staying home more--in- 1977 than
they had previously (Table 6 5). o h t'. | . o
Opportunities for street robbery could have been affzcted if individuels'ir?”ﬁ:
".were taking precautions they had not taken previously. We have already seen’
evidence that residents were welking more frequently on neighborhood streets
.during the day. There is'also Zvidence'that the prectice of carrying pro-
tective devices increased significantly between 1975 and 1977 (Table 6, 5).
~ For .the most part these were weapons (especially knivos) rather than
warning devices, Although some community organizations had encourag'd resif 5

dents to carry warning devicas, they? ad not advocated carrying weapons,

A

One additional factor that could ve affacted opportunities was the
i weéther. The winter of 1976-~1977 was one of the most- severe on record. The

I _
presence of snow may,have reduced opportumities for crime° Howéver, of course,r“




L Table 6.5

USE OF PROTECTIVE DEVICES AND EXTENT TO WHICH HOME =

- 18 VACANT DURING $HE DAY

/jﬁ\/ T ( 115 fus 1911
- | | 'ﬁ76l" (232)

North Asylum Hill (N) o . (88)’

. i ']
 Percert of homes protected by: -

Special locks or Qpher devices o 61 - 58 '47'
Engraving of valuables = - - 26 15 19
Other ‘means ' . : 26 15 - 19

Percent of regidents who carry
protection when walking ip

neighborhood , "5 1%2;/; 18
Mean number of days no one is . . '

home : | 4.6 3.9 40
. o (o ’ : :
Mean number of hours per day § .

no one is home, 1if any. : A 6.8 6.6 . 7.0
Total City (N) - o (ss6), (885)
Percent_of homes protected by: - ‘ .

‘Special locks or other devices o 50 * 50°

Engraving of valuables B 15 * 13

Other. means’

Percent of fesidents who carry
protection when walking in

" neighborhood ( I 9 v % 8
'Mean”humber of day$ no one 1is - .
ho‘ne' ¢ ' 2.6 ’ *‘ 208
‘Mean \qumper of hours per: day . * :
‘no ond” is’ hOma, 1f any 5.8 o 5.8

s | 16 el
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the weather was the same throughout Hartford and would not ‘have had a dis— o -*'f;_'

-

tinctive effect on crime in North Asylum Hill, - y | C ;.r""

X Thus, we were unable to find evidence that tbere were. changes in op-.
portunities for burglary that would haVe distinctively affected North Asylum |
Hill, other ‘than those ‘that were part of the program described in Chapter V, ®
The increase in carrying protective devices on the street was not a, part of

this program. We do not know what effect - ‘thig had on street robbery, if

any, - '
N . C
‘ | _ P ,

Possible(Changes in the Offender Population

Offender-Oriented Programs .

!

. A serious problem in.this evaluation is produeing a judgement ‘about
-~
whether there were changes in' the number or in the behavior of the offender
population which would have affected North Asylum Hill It is serious~be~

cause the effects of changes in’offenders are difficult to dissociate from

" the effects of a program designed to reduce opportunities; Moreover, re-
- liable information about offenders and their behavfﬁr is hard to come by. .

Thefe were three. programs operating in Hartférd at - some time between
1973 and 1977 that might have had some impact on criminal offenders._ In ad-.

.

dition, there were two other significant eVents which migh* have affected

-offenders working in North Asylum Hill, Let us_consider‘each of them.

The Maverick Program.

skills necessary to enable them to compete in the labor mawket will reduCedﬁfllﬁ"”"

4
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o L ' e e

. —_— - - . ' - . -~

‘their involvement in griminal- actiVity. Ny B '»." -
St / . ‘
Maverick was incorporated in Hartford in May, 1975 and accepted its first

-'”: workers the following August, app!oximately one year aftex the Hartford project

T began implementation. Since- then it has employed a total of 444 persons, 45

of whom had been convicted offenders or. young persons arrested and’ charged
with a crime. of the total, Maverick has fired 24 %frcent for various reasons
including g}legal activitiee and poor work performance, It has retained or
-“pasaed on to._ other employment almost 75 percent. As of June, 1977, the pro-.
gram employed 225 persons. P : -_ B oo
- Formal evaluatlon of Maverick will ‘not be completed until 1979 hence :.}
firm evidence as to its ‘effect on offender behavior 18 not aVailable._ Pre-ae
liminary'data-have indicated that the recidivism rate is lower for Maverick
employees ‘than would‘have been expected without the program.. Using their
early figures, however, one could only project fewer criminals of all types ‘h?
.(not just burg]ﬁrs or robbers). in Agylum Hill and there is no basis for
projecting a greater effect-on,Asylum Hill offenders than those operating

elsewhere'in the city. /

The Hartford Dispensary. 'The'Hartford_Dispensary Methadone Maintenance

. . ~ ' . .
Program has heen in existence since 1971, The program is a standard methadone

.

/ . wa oy _
program offering methadone,'counseling and referrals for_jobs. Except for a
‘ N - . ‘, v -
- slight increase in population, the program has remained substantially un-

3

changed during the life of the residential crime control project° Between.

)
March, 1973 and March, 1977 -the population has increased from 306'active_'
clients to 367, an increase of 20 percent spread about’ evenly over the four-
year period Because the Dispensary draws not only from the City of Hartford _

but from the suburbs as well, population increases must reflect increased in-.

take from the entire greater Hartford area., 7There is no reason to believe
. . . [ [
: - :

U

)

v
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it would have Qistinctively affected North Asylum Hill during the 1976- 1977

_evaluation year.» _ \\V

Tge Community Resgugges fok Jgstice ngenilg Proéram._.In 1976, the.. R
Hartford Institute conceptualized, planned and began the implementation of a o
program to interyene in the criminal behavior of seriously delinquent children
in Hartford, The program 1is operated by the Community Resources for Justice,\

Inc. Because of conditions in ¢the grant, - children residing in -Asylum Hill

’ ?

. are, not. eligible for inclusion. Children residing just north of Ehet area

are eligiblc,\qnd many of their crimes may have been committed in,Asylum Hill.

This proSrsm cannot be considered a sisnificant variable in the eval- _ '\\\\““f

luetion of the crime control project. The program for juveniles encountered -
’
start-up difficulties which delayed the ecceptance of clients into the pro-jg= -

-gram until Msrch of 1977. As of June, 1977, there were only eight partici-

& .

pants in the" program, hence, client numbers wereé too small and the time in

.
the program too short for any measurablex impact, w

L

Offendex Movement . | |
| In the period 1971 1973, about a third of those arrested for committing

robbery. or burgleriee in Asylum Hi1l lived in the Clay Hill/South Arsenal

}aree of Hartfo They were particularly likely to live in Bellevue Square,

a.public.houséi: project. 3 o f» : ' .

In 1975, Bellevue Square was "thinned out", 'About a third of thej |

houeing.units were demolished. In addition,'between 1;75 and 1977, there

were significent ebandonment and demolition of housing throughout the Cley

. Hill/South Arsenal erea. Figures based on our survey experience suggest that’

'some 10 pﬂzcent of the.housing units in that araa in 1975 were no longer avsil-

| sble for housing in 1977 (Table 6,6), a : ;jr'

. | L _ //

\
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Table 6.6

of’

, ' PERCENT OF SAMPLE ADDRESSES WAERE HABITABLE HOUSING NOT FOUND .
- 1975 1976 " 1977
Asylum Hill \\\ - - 5
(N). .o T (339) (338) (640)
North Asylum Hill 1 - 7
-y . (194) (193) (422)
South Asylum'Hill_f ' - - 2
N - 9 (145) (145) (218)
Clay Hill/South Arsenal 3 L 10 -
Lo (d02) . (182)
Adjacent ’e * 3
N ° (213) (330{)
Remainder 2 * 1
() : (233) , (347)
- Ty_:al City 1. * .4
1] . \
) (987) (1499)
P -
o ’
B
[
" «Less than 0,5 perceﬁt"‘ *
& .
*Data not available'fox this time period,
] B \ .
. v :
‘ e
A . | ,
‘ 193
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Theeq two changes necessarily meant a considerable ‘amount of relocation

i

for residents of Clay Hi111l/South Arsenal, including relocation of offenders,

no doubt.. Placee with comparable housing at comparable prices were* 1ocated
near North Asylum Hill.v However, there were severhl other places -in the

City of Hartford further from .North Asylum Hill that could also offer com-

d

égrable»housing.\ ' R

It 18 difficult.to assess the extent to which this kind of mobil!%y may

{ have affected the offender population working in North Agylum Hill, One clue
we have provides'a'somewhat confusing picture, The place of residence. of

persons arrested for burglary and, rébbery in Nprth Asylum Hill was tabulated

+
Y

on a year-to-yeér basis. In some years, the'number of cases was small, so
. . 4

the figures are not particularly reliable. It 1s also impossible to know

how thesevfigures might have been affegted by the introduction'of a nelghe

.borhood police teem prior .to the evaluation year. Given these caveats,

. however, - the data do suggest soMé flucutations in residence of offenders

known to have committed burglaries ‘in North‘Asylum Hill, In 1975 there
.was a gignificant change; with. the majority of burglary offenders being ' -
residents -of North Asylum Hill' (Table 6. 7) This was very different frodh
the sitgation in 1973, when almost" all known burglary offenders, as well as
robbery offenders, lived outside of Agylum Hill. This percentage Hropped
shaiply in 1976 and returhed to the 1973 level by l977‘ However, the resi-

’ N
dence of burglary of en % ‘differed from. earlier patterns in two respects.

kl‘irst in 1977, fewer known burglars re@ided in Clay Hill/South Arsenal than

previously. Second, there was some increase’ in the ndhoer of offenders who

lived in the northwest corner of Hartford, There had been almost no‘offendera

- \‘ \./ » "
from this area in the past,.

, ) t .
4 ,
’,
T . .
. .
\ ;o ,
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‘-\ . B | | Table 6.7

. RESIDENCE OF ARRESTED BURGLARS WHO OPERATED .

, IN NORTH ASYLUM HILL :

!

*Data not available in these categories for timc period

%%1971-1973 data are for calendan years; other data are for fiscal years
ﬁeginning July 1. o

.m-, ' . A
\.Q N ' ‘ ' ' 170 1 ()r. . . . " ‘

I

' o W97l 1974 . 1975- . 1976~
Co | o 1973 1975%k - 1976%* 19770
Axea o idence S | - '
L . _ | |
Aaylum Hill, ' E>
" North Aaylum Htll ke 60% - f 4L6% - 9% %
South Asylun Hill N .0 5v
Total Asylwm HI1L - . 12 60" ' 14
' S .
R RN 'Y “ e k.
North End °*° ’
Albany Ave,/Banana 33 13 17 12
Clay Hill/South Areenal *q s 7 16 14
_ Other North End .k 13 7 19
Total North End 78 R Y 45
Other Areas ' _ o ’ o\
West adjacent o * 0 0 3,
Northwest non-adjacent ok ~ 0 2 19
Other Hartford - 4k 7 7. 14
Py Outside Harg ford L 0 5 5 “
Total other area 10 7 14 [
. R '.’ .‘ . ..
TOTAL - 7 100% ©100% 100% - "~ 100%
‘(_N) - (42) (30) . (57) (58)




. . \‘ .
.. - 9. . ) . N v \ B \ | 4
Y A - . . Table 6,8 =
\
' RESIDENCE OF ARRESTED STREET ROBBERS ‘
'"WHOOOPERATED'IN NORTH ASYLUM HILL '
{ ‘ .
-,
‘ . ,. 1971~ 1974~ .+ 1975= 1976~
Area of Residence 197 3** . 1975%* 1976%* 1977%*
: . ' ‘ ) )
Asylum BLLL ] . "
North Asylun Hill A L (L)y*** - 24% - 15%
Sd>uth Asylum Hill . Cow (o) 6 3
Total Asylum Hill . 16% ey 30 18
North End | ‘ ' ’
Albaty Ave./Banana 27 ©y -8 33
L Clay Hill/South. Arsenal , * - 22 ' (1) ’ 0 15
'©, Ofher North End _ * () 22 13
Total North End  * 49 y  ~ 30 61
Other Area - ’ )
v - .
" West adjacent * (0) o 5
Northwest non-adjacent - . * (1) 8 5
Other Hartford * 0 " MZ,l , 9
Outside Hartford | . * . (0) g 11 2
Total other area 35 (3 40 21
. . i , ‘\ '
. TOTAL 100% 100% , 100%. 100%
(N) 37 (5) v (37) (40)
; - ‘ ‘ {
| . ‘ ) I

*Data not available in these categories fo¥ time period,

%*%1971-1973 data are for calendar years; other data are for fiscal year
beginning July 1, ‘ - .
~o - . .
*hAN is too emall for percentages to be reliable, figures in, parentheses are
actual n' 84 .
- 3.

‘ : " _‘ ‘ : *
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'

. was moved from the area directly north of North Asylum Hill into the north-

oo L v
. e ; o , ..
- The patterns of residgnce of street robbers who had cqmhitted offenses

in North Asylum Hill are not very reliablé due to-the small numbers, The

rates of resident offenders do not seem to have ‘¢ yanged significantly over

’ . ~

time.,* (Table 6.8) o v . '

‘e

It 1s difficult not to conclude that thére was gome moverent of ‘

ke

. // - .
offenders during the period 1975= 1.977. It seems 1ik,ely, and informed ob=-

servers. concur, that \some of the offendera previously living in the Beﬁlevue

Tooe

Square and Clay Hill/South "Ar‘senal area actually moved to North Asylum Hill
in 1975, It also is likely that the neighborhoed police team was

particularly effective in ap,prehending resident offenders, which would pr'o-
duce figures which eicaggerate the extent to which this barticular pattern .

v

~occurred., . ' B

v,

It appears that the mumber of resident offenders had decreased in North
' . . 4

-A.sylum hill by 1977, either because. they were apprehended or for other reasons.

It also appears clear that there was some movement of offend\‘rs, either from |

-

North Asylum Hill &% from Clay Hill/South Arsenal directly into the north-

west s-ectior\of Hartford. ' A‘ C /

Moving the High School . N N . |
/ , 1 4
This lgttey trwrticularly important because -of another event

r

titat may have affected offender behavior. JIn the supmer of 1976, a high school

I

weeb}exe‘r of Hartford. This was not the hig‘ school which genera&ed

pedestriah traffic by teenagers through Asylum Hill., The school pOpulation
Served by the schools in Asylum Hill was unaffected by this change. However,

it did bring/te\enagers from an area adjacent to Asylum Hill into a neighbor-

. hood in which they never before \l\"ad'a reason‘to be, .

LI

*NOTE: These figures deal only with adults. Figures q‘not available for

juvenile offenders, a particularly sarious omiseion forgtreet crime,

v
X
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p C et . . . .
2l ) o : A . [ . , .

The porthvest corner of Hartferdgls a working class area consisting
.. - - ‘ . - : ot

largely of single family homels, In 1976-1977, this area experienced g marked

increase in the‘rate of burglary. ' ' - : .t_

The facts outlined above suggest two possible contributing faotors to . ’

‘this increase;, First there may have been some movement of potential-offen- - .

-

" ders into this northqpst corner of thsjiity and nearby areas, Second high

wid

gchool students from an area that produced a disproportionate number of of-

fenders were ‘now passing through an area through which they had not.gone ) e
/ ~ ' ',., ,
e beforeg The latter phenomenon may-have been exacerbated by a school policy

: of routimely releasing students who were causing trouble from school and - -
. Yo

turning them out on the streets, - o .0 ' . ‘
: e ' C

'The-basic question for thisﬁévaluation is whether or not the *
’ ~ ?

' reduction ih burglary in Noxth\ﬁsylum Hill could be "due either to. a reduction~

in the- nuiber of .offenders residing nearby or to the fact’that nearby offen-

£

ders had gained better access to an attractive new area in which to commit .
e o s, $ - . . '
_burglaries. . It is impossible to rule out copmpletely the possibility that

these factors played some role in the reduction of crime in North Asylum Hlll
L4

However there are three facts which make it unlikely that they-were important’
\ ,°

factors, First, the northwest,part of'Hartford was still well within 4 mile

*

and a half of Agylum Hill.l If the'same offenders ‘who were working Asylum ' .
Hilleand were famil&ar Wibh the area moved there, btne still needs an explana-
fion'for why North AsylumAHillusuddenly became less attractiv-. The crime.

reduction program 18 the most likely hypothetical reason that North Asylum

) : . ¢ ~

Hill*did become less attractive. Second, 5ffender-movement was going:on over.

a two-year period. The only significant change that occurred at the time the

) program was implemented was* the, movement of the high school "The high school

< L}

students were not thought to be a major cause of burglary; their crimes. tended

» LM ) //F T
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to be robbery and pursesnatch.) Therefore, the movement of the h : igh gchoo
- .o L
eensger does not seem: to be,a particularly good explanation for the drop

' -t .

in burglary rates Finally, and most important, if changes in the offender

p
population and its behavior affected crime in North Asylum Hill, one would !

i

: . ‘have expected the effedts to have "been even more evident “in South Asylum Hill. -

f

Sduth Asylum Hil} is further away from the concentration of offenders than

H

_%G}th Asylum Hill. - Yet, South Asylum Hill experienced an increase in bur-
- glary r5§e while North Asylum Hill, the’ experimental area, showedja}marked

decline in burglary., . . b |

Conclusion .

. -
AV L

- We haVe spent a considerable amouné\time on alternative hypotheses in

‘e

. this chapter. Inevitably, there vere events that could have affected:;he pro-

- gram outcomes, With only one experimental area, anyone looking critically

at the resultF.would look for alternative explanations for the-obseryed res

L 4

sults, However, it is nnportant to remember thrat the marked reductions in

burglary and in fear of crime were exactly the results that the program was
A “

designed to achieve. It would be quite .a cointtdence for 'something elge" - (

LS

iy,

-, tolhave happened that would have created just the, results the program was
designed to achieve. .Given the implsusibility'of such- a coincidence ther v

burden -of proof lies on those who would advance an alternative hypothesis,
- +

and the data supporting the alternative would have to be as’consistent and

P ’

' )
as convincing as those indicating that it was the program that prodiiced the*

intended effects. ‘Although the significsnbe of the glternatives discussﬂd v

-above could not be ¢ pletely ruled out, it is the authors' conclusion that

it was the crime control program that was primarily or solely responsible
Wl . 0

b o for_the obsérved reductions in crime and fear, and that this conclusion is _° {

&
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‘' © ' CHAPTER VII T

. GONCLUSION -

to crime preventionhwhich was tested in Hartford: . TR x |
T s 4) ,Effectiveness in reducing crime énd fear; . -
. ] . . . . \ Y ‘ . . - P}
2), fpplicability to other settings; ' . ;//
3} TFeasibility of implement¥tion; ' . - PN
. . ) . <° . , .
. 4)  Net value ‘ot overall ré&urn_on investment.iﬂ
° . o, o, - :
Effectivenegs | - o - S - o e oot y' o
. . . .

. There are four criteria by which to evaluate the value of the approach

s The preceding two chapters Rave addressed the extent to which the pro-

gtam elements in Asylum Hi11 had the effects they werg'designed to achieve.

<N\ b
On thdﬁbasis of the quite extensive data available, the evidence\appears

-~

convincing that during the first year the program was fully implemented

" the rate of1burglary and’ the residents .perceptions of burglgry as a problem -

»
‘\ were reduced.: Moreover, the increased use, of the neighborhood, the improved

l *

a

‘%ense of stranger recognition and some O the other indicatorp of informal =

| social_control augur well for the futpre. '_ ‘ ' R (;;1
Based on a one—year experience, it is obviously not appropriate to
P

.reach-conclusions about the longer term effects. 'However ‘the, experience '

14

.2

o reported here is at the very least promising., . s o
L Agglicability L “~-' - U

There were three poteptially exportable aspécts of the Haxtford proj-

ect. The theory about crime control the approach to problem analysis and

«

the: particular program that was implemented. .- B // PO IR
) » ‘
&
[ [ ] . )
(- e o ~ ;
e . : o ' ' s . “\')'l | "\ l )
! - » . 17.6' . . . ‘
: . \ . !
. * ~ . > -
J . P~
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The theory is that informal social controls are the key to crdme con-:_ L -

L]

trol. The way to. intervene, 1f intervention is needed is to find ways to ° )
. .,

enhance the ability or willingness of people to control their enyironment.

. ) . ] . . . .
This theory is applicable to all neighborhoods, : . o .

- - . . . .
The approach used in Hartford waavto_addrees a specific 'set of ques-

’

tions about a would-be-target neighporhoodglprohably usingrsnecialists to.-'.

‘help answer some of those questions.

AN

1) Is there énough stranger-to-stranger crime, primarily burglary .
-and street robber§/pursesnatch,'eo that some effort to-nroduce.a community
' crime prevention program is in order?

- 2) If so, are there ways in which the ph cal enviromment or‘design‘ .'N

.
or the way- 1t is used works. to undermine informal socidl controls and there-_

*
-

- fore to create criminal OppOrtunities? )

3)  Are there ways‘in Vhich the policefhould be organized Qr re-
. qtrueihred‘to make them-mone gupportive and helpful to reaidents°in-solving
. Q " " ) . .
S ¢
neighborhood pro léms? '

_4) Are there ways in whiéh residents’ efforts to control the neigh- L
Ny . ’
borhood-and sqlve,néighborhood ptoblems could be directly encouraged or

-

. . . . BRYN
facilitated? 7 \ n : "

P . . '
L)

’

- The:answers to these questions'constitute a problem definition and, e \>

_when elaborated form the foundation for a program --a set of propoaed solu-

1
’

tions taiIored 'ty the particular target detting. The particular program

)

-
designed for Ag ylum Hi1l .does not apply to every neighborhood The appro-
’ ‘ /7r - --
priate progream depends on a detailed d!alysis of factors affecting informal
~ . ...-‘ - ]

gsocial controls and’ possible interventions. The Hartford approach to program

L )

X 'ldevelopment is a oustqm orrtailor-made approach, L L . _ _\f
- o . ' ) ) . n ¢ v
1 + R > ’ :
. L
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'

N We: can ‘make some statements about the conditions under which the threé

;specific program components tested in Hartford mig!"be applicable. -.j

A program designed to ;estrict vehicular traffic would appea; most

apprOpriate when, the following conditions are present ' o«

}) The offenders are primarily outsiders.  (This may not be a neces-

g

sary condition in order for this program to be effective -however, in Asylum

I3

'Hill it was a prominent feature of the crime problem.)

2) The resident ,opulation does not have a great deal of natur,al co~ !

\
’ 0y

-hesiveness, a

- B 3) The use of the, neighgdrhood by outsiders has a significant detri-

N
mental affeJt on the residential character of the neighborhood and the .
[4

ability of residents tq/control what goes on in the neighborhood

4) The neighborhood area has reasonably clear boundaries. L
’ -/ ) L ' B
A police team, with decentralized command and a ‘sfrong advisory.

Al

committee, wplild be most valuable: > ‘ L
) . . ‘

1) Where there 1s’a highly ceptralized police force with minimal

-

" mechanisms for responding to individual neighborhood_concernf. . X

P b

L4

.ferent from those in other parts of the city (i.e., cities withﬂheterogen-

L = ) I

eous neighboiﬂbods may benefit moreffrom decentralized policingsthan rela-
: : ’ <
tively more homogeneous gsuburban communities)
2

~

3)° When there are problems that residents see in the neighborhogd

~

~

that are amenable to police action, ,Laitering and visible vice.problems are
- - {
good examples 3f situations ~“where police a:tion\may be useful, Pblice are -

betfter able to address such probilems than résidents lMoreober, police per-

formance is 1ike1y to be judged owm the basis of how they handle visible
- i ) X . .u
| 178 ‘
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-2) When the nature of the problems in one area are gignificantly dif- 7




rolativoly £ow onioting groupp, when:; Hdups laok directions, or when a large ‘. K

X ', . C s
- numbor of'sroups lack Goordinetion/or the ability to worﬁ togetﬁgr.

’

In oonolusion, tho moot/important poidt il that tho Hartford approsch " _f;" v

to analysis and prosrd‘ donisn uhould app1y to any noishhorhood ‘crime prob- ,**"'
e .

lom. waovor, tho Hartford program componentl aro 1y’ uppropriatc whon thoy -

-
P .

it tho problom analypil of a particular targot neishborhood. \ A o
. [ - . ' K )
v . . 3 LS ' o Y | B ' ' - '

Implementstion . ..~ I P e
of oourlo, some of the problems of implemontation dopond upon tho | oo f~‘\'

- specific charactoristics of the propoaed progrem, However, the Hartford ex~ .. . . 9V
perience'providsa clear evidence thatﬂsn.integrated, cOmpIex-crihe prqgram *j.i
can e implemented '

v v : o R N .
\ a . v e o B
L

e Ehsre were some featuresaof the Hartford situation that may have‘made '
¢, implementation more diffioult than in some other settinga' R S

o : 1) - The impetus and coordipation.of this project dig - not ‘come from
A ) .
Y )
within the political structure of the city, nor did it initialfy come: from y
' ¢ o '
B the resident’organizations.. Therefore, the analysis" of the problem and the.

approaches to the solutions ofuthose probleme had to be sold" to. both.eity

| officials and to residents.

\*_),aThere was no ready source of funding for-the physical design

changes. Although’Hartford was initially selected because ‘of the perceived'

hal

potential»to enlist private and public resources in neighborhodd improve--'

_ ment, such funding was not available at the time the problem analysis wasg

completed.~‘Therefore; in Hartford, as,will often be the case elsewhere,-
. ¢ v . . ! . . : ’ 4 :
development of funding-qffthe program,wzb an important component of the im-- &

. v . ’ i
it \
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‘ SR | e . ) . . - v . .. . 5 .
pIementation.' L S r*o 3 .

. .‘ ‘ .. 4 . . R . . .
- 3) ?he Hartford Police Department was highly centralized ~ Developing

-

- a neighborhood-oriented police preeence therefore required more change than - .
tf the department had had effective district units. v ' ‘
k . , L]

.

& - 4) Asylum Hill'was a heterogeneoqs neighborhood, with only one

. existing formal organization. 0vera11 ‘the population was primarily com- o
. /’ . o . b s
_ posed]of renters who were highly transient. This meant that organizing the .

community'and developiﬁg mechanisms for effectiwe citizen participationoin
neighborhood problem solving was probably more diffieult ‘in Asylum Hill than ?

" in: many other neighborhoods. i ) .'_ - ' : '." S .

hY

On the -other hand Hartford did enjoy some distinctive advantages Ce

-

1) A new po ice chief was appoiﬁted in Hartford in 1974 The timing L

e of his appointme .was ideal in that it corresponded with the period whenzli'tff

e T \d : (SN
_ possible im mentation of Ehe’prOposed changes was being discussed This Cor
do ) . _ . : :
’ t ming plus the particular\characterietics of the chief were felicitous for, ﬂ\ e

setting up an experimental police team in the context of antraditional,.

R . highly centralized police department. o _ - r7€/ _

. 2) hartford's size and the kind of oity government it enjoyed may - '1:
. have béen more favorable tth others for acting.qnjﬂ complex ppoposal such

¢

asﬂthis. Certainly, decis;ons were not made without a great deal of debate,

bothqpublic and private. - However the-city manager-city council form of

\‘ ..

. goverﬁment may provide a more streamlined. decision-making ‘process than some )

“ ’

.other governing forms.‘ ) .

" L P.J;z 3) The interest ‘and willingness gf the" ;'Sp to inwest in the Asylum

Hill neighborhood was enhanced by its proximity to several large insuran%e .

\

compéhies. Those insurance cOmpanies had expressed a concern about the way-

8 - Dy~ .
T . o ' . A \):) RS




’

o be.generally percetved that the insurance ézmpanies would view with particu~

. v . .v S o
things wére evolving in Asyldm Hill.’ Although there was no direct discuébiam ‘\

of future investments in‘Hartfqrd by the insurance companies, it appeared to ‘o

4

lar favor:the improvement of Asylum Hill.'. B o
4) The existence of the HartFord Instiﬂute of Criminal-and Social ' .
Justice was a unique advantage ‘for the implementationbof thﬁ"project As .

"an independent organization in the city of Hartﬁord which had good'working

relationships with both business and governmental groups, the Hartford ‘ E K
q A '

Institute was able to negotiaﬁi among the variety of groups that had to

participat.e in making a comple:‘program such as thi% possirple. . c.

LS

p ﬂ? One of the most important roles played b} the Hartford Institute was

continuing td goaq the political process when it threatsned to bog down, )

y . (.
refusing to let the issue of the program be buried, " | ' :
o YR, o )

It seems, on balsnce,‘that the Hartford‘experiment provided a realis-

"tic demonstration that implementation 18 possible.

. ”‘I 1\-. -

lt 1g also important to note that the program itself w, comparatively

simple.
PR

1)

involved no private changes. The cdst of the changes was about $150,000 for -

t Y

he physical design ¢ aBes took place only in public places and

design and mat rials.* The 11 street changes were implemented in & period
“ -
. of'six‘months,-andlprobably could have been implemented in half that time N \

LY

had-not considérable’time?been lost in-trying to use unskilled CETA worfers
. ’ . » )

-~

ﬁor construction. 'y o L

ff vﬁ"2) The police componept of the program, too, was relatively simple.

N - L]
»

The primary goals were to give police officerq detailed knowledge ‘of the '

*City workers and CETA employees provided the labor, the cost of which .
is not includgﬂ in this figure. v . ( ;/\“

4 ¥
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/

.area, strengthen relationships between residents and police and pwovide res~

- L - v
idents with an opportunity to affect police priorities, Some of the features .

. ~of team policing models were not needed to achieve these goals. In particu-

lar, participatory'management, which involves expenditure for overtime in

team mgetings, was not considered to be an essential.part of the program,

Although it was desirable to have.zhe team control 4s.much of the polide

(3

. service in the area as possible, a full-gervice team also was not part of this

e, N

particular pfog;::: The priority features were three'; a geographically
; an ide”i %kkle leader who had sOme authority to set )

gtable gset of m

[N
>

lwpriorities and define taotiCs; and a-strong police advisory committee com-

posed of residents. Many decentralized'poliqe forces already have some Of

the components ‘of such a program in place.

[

B )

3) .The community organization coWE:neﬁt of the-program_consisted

primarily of helping to establish groups areas where\no formal organiza-

'vw

tions existed helping the ‘groups’ focus on crime, and of setting up ‘some

I .

mechanisms for on-going participation of residents in relating to the police.

A program such as this does not require a great deal of onggoing staff

L o

support. A basic assumption of th;\approach to formal organizations was that

they would decide what they .were going to do; that different kinds of groups
vybuld choose different priorities. Once the groups were in place, the.

responpibility for, this compohent of the program lay‘With the residents.\

One of the outstanding features of the. HaPtford experiment is that it .

L) -t

‘was implemented, albeit with compromises, in a way which achieved the ma jority

of the goals and-objectives outlined in the planned programr Often, programs
as implemented;bear little resemblancp to the original plan.

1] “,

Plannerq in other cities will.ndbassarily have to consider the local

' . ' Y . . > "
. . . b
» .

-




L
’ v

,situation in ass2ssing their possible problems of implementation. However,

€y

the Hartford expepiment demonstrates that &' comparatively simple program can
emerge from its approach..to crime control.; It also provides good&documentar

tion'that a multi-facetad program can be implemented in a‘complex social and

political environment.

Net Value

! ' '
The cost of a program such as this will depend on the nature of the '

’

proposed program. It will also depend on the in-kind resources that might ~§w

-

be availablen - oo N . k
In Hartforq, $150, 000 wAls spent on design of the street’ changes and
"materials. A grant from LEAA or team policing, part of which w%? used for
Agylum Hill, ad!ed some funds, CETA workers were used to help with c0nstruc-
tion (where'thei;were-not wery helpgbl) and to provide technical assistance )
to community‘grOupsl(where'they were quite helpful). In addition,_of course,
the problem analysis and program planning were funded by the NILECJ grants <
that also funded thisvevalhation}‘
It is very difficult.to figure a fair allocation of the-NILECJ grant, v
» ,8§%;ase_the_effort was.so.much more comprehensive than would have been appro-
priate if research and knowledge development had not been the primary goals
of the grant itself, Probably.the fairest statement to make is that imple-
mentation itself, not COnnting planning, cost between $200,000 and $250,000 ~
.1ess than $100 per housing unit, In additiom, the Hartford Department of
| Public WOrks did most of the co;it;uction 5§‘Ftreet ‘changes which will be
. borne by the city over the years. ' \

The returns =~ poﬁéntial and realized-~ from this investment depend//lfﬂyx\

“heavily, on whether the impact is long- or short-term,

v




Ay onegear, the concrete savings 1dentified were the burglaries

LI

that did not occur, Fro? the victimization figures, we estimated that there

were perhaps 300 fewer burglaries in 1976 1977 than would have occursed with= -

out the program.‘ There also were some savings in time to police in’ investi-~

-

gations they did not have to conduct.

. \
1 ! ' '

Such benefits are not tﬁ:via1~ However, the'returns on the program

{ N
grow conaiderably to the extent that crime remaina lower over time. In ads
\

dition to the« saving; to unvictimized,residents and to the criminal justioe

agencies, an extended period of reduced crime would reasonably be expected to

markedly improve the attractiveness of the neighborhood. It is imposstble to

put a monetary value on the reduction of feay in residents and on the atten-

o

dant improvement in quality of life. However, there are concrete benefits

| . -

such as reduced insurance premiums, improved willingness of landlords to in-
vest 1in and:maintain_rentalthousihg, increased property ‘values and increased
-tax revenues to the city, that ere!all reasonable results of a successful

'Crime control effort,

The calculation of the %eturh on this kind of program can only be

- - done on'a'siteispecific basis. As noted, programs can be desigmed that are

‘\

less expensive or more expensive than the one in Hartford. Moreover, a key
. ' > :
¥

part of the cost 1s the extent to which in-kind resources are available and

L3

‘can be utilized, On the other side, it is imPossible.to blace a8 monetary

4

value on critical factors such as fear,

R
. .
However, as the facts are reviewed, there 1s a conclusion that seems

\to’ emerge abput  the Haftford experiment.\.ﬁf the result of the $200,000 pro-

gram, plus additional funds for planning, wa} only_‘o eliminate some bur-

A

glaries in 1976-1977, theé cost undoubtedly was not worth it,- On the other

n - !
w .
3 . . .
o ' . . . .
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hand, 1f the character 04 the neighborhood wag fundamentqlly changed, so that
the burglary rate staye lower than the city average, 80 that people feel \

- gafler than average on the streets ‘and use their neighborhood mOre, 80 that

North Asylum Hill becomes a desirable place to live again, it is almfst :

o , cettain that most observerstwould agxge that the program was a bargaino' It
w»

A

is J@kely that a gimilar conclusion would\be true for other potential target

: neighborhoods. » \ \ B .. : : N
» L . ~
. This analyais, based ag it 1s on less than a year's experience with '
e - [ .
© the full program, cannot produce a definite conclusion about the relative
. ' -, ) .- e,

‘value of this program, That must' await -a longqr-teruxqpsessment However,

at_th{a point, based on the evidence that is available, it does appear\that"

. the approach to crime control that was tested in the North Asylum Hill area
_ ) p -

ofJHartford is one Sg/the most promising in community crime prevention on

) .
@

the horizon today. ;.f. | - : _ | |
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o APPENDIX A« ' o
. PROCEDURES AND METHODS AR

e R .
L}

Data were 'co-ll'ecbwmnerous ways. for this project, In the sections

A | .o 1 o f .
that follow, the procedures used for data collection are-desaribed. These . ...
. include: ,
. » Resident Surveyé' B |
' b . ) ~ ' ¢ -
% -+ . Community Momitoring N . -
N . Community Leader Interviews ” o \\ " )
. Vehicular Traffic Data N .
) (4 . ) . . ) . .
’ . Pedestrian Traffic Counts - ) . : .“ : e
. . . - N ) * *
.. Police Reco¥d Data . )
. . ; . - _ - ) .
' o Police Attitude Questionnai‘ ' T ’
1 - ) « ’
. Police Monitoring . . . s
& ¢ \
L"_l M R "Q“ .
) .
- 'Q ! .
[ . % ‘ .
’ .

oo
-

' R - B ~ ’




. for problem analysis and planging. vThese data were updéted“twiCe._.in the

] . . - X . . ) "‘ .
spring of 1975 with a survey of about"600 households throughout Hartford (to -

The Residevf"gurve_

Four different surveys of residents gere done. . In the fall of 1973, a

.

o ' ’ t
e
g \ 4

'survey of approximately 900 hbuseholde throughdﬁt Hartford provided basic data

'k‘

.

]

.'provide dﬁta for the time of implementation), and‘in the spring of 1976 with

e #

ia survey of about‘_QO households in Asylum Hill (to provide data for the time

. 1 pf implementatiOn of the thsical changes) The evaluation survey yas carried .

v

‘dut in the spring of 1977 wrth a sample of approximately 900 households through-

out Har\ford. ' o -

&..‘ ' Sample Procedures

e

~The“procedures_for each,survey were essentially identical each year -

W

N

+ .~ the samples,}questionnaires, field'procedures and codiné procedures - in order

to. insure"comparability across vt ime,

4

The one exception was that the 1976

J
sample was not indepdndent of the 1975 sample, an issue which will be dis-‘

cyssed below, t & v
. : i ﬁ/
, Sampling , _ . e v
' - . ' ) . o - ) » ' .
The basic design was to do a_citywide_survey,.with oversamples in.key S

areas to permit more.detailed analysis,

To this énd, Hartford was divided

into fq“'.parts or strata: Asylum Hill, Clay Hill/SAND, the area.adjacent . _ -
. .to, Asylum Hill and the remainder of Hartford, o .
‘ - l - ) . s '
<: ' The 1973 sample'started with‘City Directory listings. The City

Directory may have_two sources of error, omittiné‘an address or omitting units &

&S
&

at a particular ‘address. To’maye;certain that every address had a chance of

falling into the sample, two supplementary procedures were completed, a

190
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Ny

. .
* ’ . I
faa . T . A

'aanle-of new ‘construgtion was drawn and a block supplement procednre was con- ”
- ~ . ‘ L ‘

ducted. o | . . L ; ' 16* T ;
.-\ . "_..' . . ' .
A list of all new conatruction for‘%he city of Hartford from January

.'l970 to June 1973 was obtained The list was compared with the Citz Directo:y

All new construqtion not 1isted in the CH{X Directory was divided intq areas:

and the overall sampling fate for each was applied,

A TN ~ . . . .
} ' s )
. .

;he block supplement consisted of sampling‘census'blocks at the same

rate at whi’ﬁ'houaing ynits were selected ‘and checking to see if'all the: ad-

‘dresses on the selected blocks were listed in the City Directory or in the

stratym of new'construction. A11 addresses found but not accounted for in
one of thoseloiker two gources automatically became part of the sample.-

In order to correct forfomitted units at a particular address, all
. : : _

units.for each selected address in Clay Hill/South Arsenal'and Asylum'Hill,
plus a.aizeable proportion of Adjacent and Remainder, were independently
1isted, Additional ("foundh) units were added to the sample at thepsame
rate .as the unito at that paxticular address had fallen into the sample,
9or 'the parts of the Adjacent and Remainder areas which were not field

listed, the total number of units expected from‘the\City Directory were com-

‘pared with the total units reported to be at that address* for those addresses

" where ten or fewer units were expected,** If there was a discrepancy, an-

interviewer was gsent to the address to do field 1istin§?‘
In 1975, a new independent sample of households was selected, this

time ueing a clustered area probability aample approach, -The reason for the

#%kThe' rate at which additional units would-havg to be found in order to be !

*For phone interviews, respondents were asked ghe number of units at their )
addressar;For personal interviews, it.was done by observation,

~

added to the sample wherd there are more than/l0 units practically eliminates
their chances of becoming part of the sampla. - .

¥ S 191
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changes was'that we were not reaiizing,much cost savings by using the City
: . .

-Directory. Almost-ali structures in Hartford are\muiti-unit,'meaning almost

'complete listing.
‘t" . Blocks were selected proportionate to 1970 housing unit estimates,

selected blocks were listed, and the specific housing units were . selected

. -

An advantage of the approach was that housing unitg selected from blodks were

distributed around the blocks, minimizing the hoﬂogeneity of clusters and o
i L

thereby jmproving the efficiency of thg.design.‘ Except/for the possible

_improvement in the’ ppwer of the design, the samples were comparable in 1973

andii975.

-4

_'The 1976-survey\wae conducted only in Asylum Hi11 because of limited -

available funds. The addresses inthe Asylum Hi1ll sample in the 1975 aurvey

¢
.' s

were re- c0ntacted in 1976 Eligibility was determined again, and respondent )
~ v . . . -

 selection was redone, Thus;-séﬁe’householde'ineligib‘e in 1975 were inter=-
- riewed in.1976; and vice versa, Some reapondEnts were the eame,.some dif-
ferent when interviews were condueted in the same household, '
| This survey was a compromise. The implementation.wae delayed a year
longer than expected We felt it essential to up-date theeauryey data to
thelspring of 1976, There waaano budget for it. By using the sane sample,
considerabile »sampling costs were sared.
There are limits to the use of these data. There are-no'comparable
citywide data in 1976, The estimates are not independent of the 1975 aurvey
estimates. On the\other hand the sample is unbiased Based on panel anaiy-

gis in the reaearch-iiterature¢ the effect of re~interview a year apart on

! - [
. C

L]

data should be trivial.

’ -
5

Because the samples were not independent, we compare 1975 with- 1977
data and make 1976-1977 comparisons, However, we do not make 1975-1976 - 1.

. . )
L N *
<
. .
' 9"
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In 1977, a new sample was selected, again a cIustered’area probability " . \\

-sample, with clusters we11'dispersed around blocks. This'sample"diffefed

\ - from those of previbus years in two. way‘ The Asylum Hill area was divided

into areas north and south of Asylum Avenue (North Asylum Hill and South

Asylum Hill, respectively), and these two' areas were sampled at different

. « ’ o
'} " rates, In addition to the householdpbased sampleg Asylum Hill residents who o

Y

were members of the. cOmmunity organizations directly associated with the pro-;

t . . k , o -

' }gram (8SCA, WHO and CAHA) weve - sampled from lists. MemberShip lists were = - - .

hY

obtained from each of these.organizations, coﬂgzﬂning.a total of,260.names¢' - j;;' ,

A total of 50 interviews were desired A sampling rate was deti ined based

' upon a 75 percent response rate, as well as the Expectedﬁgligib

. - o

o
Checks were made for dup1ication of members' addresses in the area'_ ;

ity rates, |

sample.~ Essentially, those on membership lists had a higher probability of

selection thsn other aspidents. By weighting to adjust for the probability

s ..

of selection, these interviews can be included in the Asylum Hill sample with

intervieWs-based on household selection. This feature of the sample was

introduced to. increasge our abi1ity.to describe "active" residents,

.
o

G-

Instrument Pesign ]

¥
ya

For the 1973 resident survey, two interview schedules,- one-a subset'ofr
the other, were constructed by the evaluation team'worhﬁng closely withbthe
other study prinnipals. The interviews were developed around the followiné“\‘
general topics: perceptions ‘of neighborhood and degree of neighborhood co-.

. hesiveness, use of the neighborhood, protection of hOme, perception-of ‘the

police, fear and the perception of crime, perception of danger- zones in the

respondent s neighborhood victimization, ‘the média and general demographic

»

information.




“
-
-
&
a

- The. short form was used in the- control areas and for a random half of ‘

bhe samples in the two target areas._ The other half of the respondents in
' the target areas were interviewed using the “laxrge queétionnaire.

The decision as .to which questions would be askbd in both forms and
. jwhich would only be asgked in the lon; form was based on the intended u%% of
the;queiﬁions. 1f- the purpose of the question was evaluation.of the theoret-_
ical model heing tested it was included in both forms. If, on the other
_ ﬂhand the purpose of the questipn was primarily to aid in the design of the
crime ‘control plan to’Be implgmented it was asked only in the long form
which was to be used only in the target areas. Measures of each of the

}general topics were included in‘the short form, ' st

e : . SR

- ° b . .
\ In 1975, only one interview schedule was used It was a subset  of

v

the 1973 long form covering the same general topical areas of neighborhood

attitudes, perceptions of police, fear victimization and demographic data.

A

It included some items that had not been asked in the 1973 short form,

-

This .same’ interview schedule was used for the.1976 Asylum Hill resident

-

. surveys, with the addition of questions dealing with'awareness of and atti-

- tudes toward neighborhood street changes and organizational changes for the

’ 4

police.

- . ' 1]

The 1977 interview schedule Yncluded all items.asked ip 1976, with

f .

some additions to deal with the citizen evaluation of the experimental pro-’

) S S
gram. The questions which were added to the achedule were designed to assess

.

. S [
'the respondents awareness ang degree of involvement with community.organiza-

tions and their perceptions concerning both neighborhood street changes and

-changgs within the police department* »;_

,‘ Schedules for all four surveys were pre-tested beﬁore going into the,

P

) field. In general they averaged lesﬂ than 45 minutes in length, with the

o ST e T )




For. all four surveys, two methods of data collectiOn were uaed - telei o
: phone and field interviewing. In 1973, telephone interviewing was used only
' for the short interview schedule. If an interview could not be taken on the

':phone, the interview wae”then’conducted in the fielé Ahont 60 percent of - .
the short interviews.were conducted on the phone, the remaining short inter-
views and all of the 200 longer (target area) intervi:ws were taken in per-
aon; For: the other three years, interviews were conducnpd .on the phone when ¢
telephone numbers were obtainable, otherwise, they were(aeéigne; to the field
» The telephone interviewing was done from Boston by the Center for
»

Sprvey Research 8 permanent professional staff of inte/yiewera( A field

[ 4
H

interviewing staff was hired and traihed in Hartford for each 'of the four .

) . . . - , . -
. ’ : 4
., .
. ' N

New interviewers received about a week of training including how to

surveys, .

ask questions using the exact wordingﬂmﬁng in the questionnaile, the

ueelof non-direcﬁ\ve probes, and verbatim’ ording' of ,open responses, - R/
. . » -~ ) ) . . : ’ .
Advance letters were sent to selgcted household74/ﬁHouaeholds were - "

then contacted, either by teleﬁhone or perSOnal visit. In situations’where

—

the respondent could not be_cggtadfe; on the first field call at a sample

household, interviewers were required to caflhhpck at the household at- 1eaet

six times in order to obtain the interviey; more calls were required (if

necessary) for addresses assigned to th 'telephone. These call-~backs were

’

to be made at different times of day-and on different days of the week to

. /
- maximize the chance of a contact, Addresses at which' the designated in-

v ) ® . .
dividuals refused pd be interviewed were generally reassigned to & second, ,

. . 'b‘\\ - - ) ¢
[ -, : - . . .




interviewer who contacted the individuals and'attenpted'to~persuade them to

be interviewed, ) _ | . .

.

o Ca |
As noted abdve, there was a residence eligibjlity requirement. An

. adult had to have lived: at selected, addresses for 6 months or more in order

to be eligible for the full interview. This insured a minimum level of ex~

R ) '

perience in the neighborhood;sand a basis for reporting household crimes.

A screening interview was conducted with'any responsible adult.,

In occupied households where one person had resided for six months,'
gome information wai/obtained in order to be able to describe "ineligible"
ho_useholds° Inieligible households, an objectiye'selection of adults (per-
sons'lB or.older) wss used to de&ignate a-respondent., The nrocedure (Kish ‘

. Selection Tables) permits -no interviewer discretion. S
6f course, no substitutions, for sample households or-selected eligible

-

- respondents were allowed. R \$\!' . . . _ -

Sample and Field Resufks ° 9 o ' N

Tables Al through A4 show the results oﬁfthe.dats collection efforts,
.Addresses which fell into the original gample were classified as nondsample

when either'the address was not an occupled housing unit or no occupant had

\
lived at that, address. for six months, Reasons ;:r non-interviems were re-
fusals or inability to contact occupants after a reasonable number of calls
distributed over day time and egenings, weekdays and weegends. )

A ’ Response rates varied somewhat among the four sample arees in each-ofq
the four surveys. Average response rates for the city as a whole.were 77

’ &

VR | ' percent in 1973, 74\Bercent in 1975, 65 percent in 1976* and ?6 percent in

1977, i . .
-*Sample in.Aqylum Hillyonly. L N
. .
' ’ e 196 ;"'
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Tahle Al !
SAMPLE'AND FIELD RESWLTS: .1973
. , ‘Asylum Clay H11l/  Adja~ Remain-  Total
: Hill South Arsenal 'cent der City
Original Sample 436 ' 388 1392 477 1693
Additional Housing . . .
Units Fou%d 2 . 9 : 17 15 43
Total Sample 438 397 409 492 1736
Non~Sample™ - 185 138 122 138 580
. i R
Total Eligible Sample 253 259 287 357 1156
Non-Interviews** . .68 - 33 73 71 265
Interviews Taken - .185 . 206 214 - 286 891.
Response Rate Y 73% - - 80% 75% 80% * 7%

-

*Includes sample addresses which were not dwellings and sample households
at which no eligible respondent was found.

**1nc1udes sample households where no contact was made after a reasonable

number of calls, and those'where the gelected respondent could not or
would ngot be interviewed

\
- ’
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Table A2’ - ' -
SAMPLE AND FIELD RESULTS: 1973
‘ ' . . : . . ; ", .- -
| B | eylum Clay Hill/  Adja~ Remain- Total
N . Hill South Argenal gent ~_dex = Cigy
. - N .
Origlnal Sample - 335 185 208 T.232 960
Additiﬁnnl Housing . - o
Units Found , 4 _ 17 5. 1 27 . .
Fotul Sample 339 202 © 213 233 987
Non-Sample* 98 ' 60 W+ 33 235
MER (no eligible R) 60 . 22 % 19 131
NER as % of occupied . o )
HUs" - 20% 13% 14% . 39%  15%
Total Eligible Sampls C241 142 169 220 752
Non- Interviews®¥ 64 43 i 37 b 188
Interviews Taken 176 99 129 - 154 ¥ 556
. Response Rate - S o73% ¢ 0% 76% 76% 4%
Ay
. . g - T
. " :
\\ "lncludoq gmple addresses which were not dwellings and sample houaeholds ) *'

at which no cligible respondent wag found, ,

z

W*anludea sample households where ko contact was made after a reasonable
he select‘d regpondent could not or

mmber of calld, and those where
would, not be interviewed,

' ) o]
¢ . :




o ' Table A3

SAMPLE AND FIELD -RESULTS:* 1976

4
A - . North . . South Total

Origihal Sample . 195 - .'ﬁ‘145 ' . 338 g
Additional Housing ' . .'.' - JZ,_ |

Units Found , ‘0 0 | 0
Total Sample : .’_ 193 145 | 338" )
Non-Sample* - .82 f‘ ':-32 ‘114
- NER (no eligible B) ~ . 34 | 16 . 50

NER as % of occupied HUs 23% . 12% 18% .
Total Eligible Sample 111 | . 113 224
Non—Interv}ews#* ' 30 .\\V ’ 48 78
Interviews Taken y 79 67 - 146
Respoﬁse Rate - 11% | - .59% B | 65%

*Includes sample addresses which were not dwellings and sample households
. at which no eligible reepondent was found.

**Includes sample householda where no contact whs.made after a reagonable.
numbexr of calls, and those.where the selected respondent could not or would
- not be intarviewed, y

-~ " R
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. ' smm‘u AND FIELD RESULTS: 1977

) _North - Bomth °  Total CAsylum Nill  Clay Hill]  Adja- Remain-  Totsl

+ Asylum Nill  Asylum NLll -Asylum lfll Membexship Sguth Arsenal _cept der * City

Original Sample ' 421 218" " 639 82 - 176 k) CIR [} 1558

Additional Housing ~ : \> - ’ - ' )
Units Found 1 .0 1 0 6 \ 16. 0 N23
- . ' . -
Total Bample - 422° s 640 ‘82 " 182 330 7 1581
_ : . ‘¢
Non-Sample* 164 s .t 221 16 _ 58 65 50 . 410
NER (no eligible R) 57 - o 84 15 ‘o " 26 R 164
NER as % of occupied ' '
L . UUs 18% 14% 17% 18% © 8% - 9% . 9% 12%
~ ~ W . ‘ ’ . .
Total Eligible Sample 258 - 161 lol\ . 66 124 265 297 1n
Non- Interyiewo"* 65 s o121 U 21 " 62 68 - 286
L INY B [

Interviews Taken 193 105 298 52 103 203 229 © 885
. . ' . . ) . e : .
Response Rate & 79% 65% YA 79% - 8% 7% 77* 76%

)\

*Includes sample ‘ddrnﬂsep which were not dwallingﬁ'nﬁd smple housaholds at which no eligible respondant was found. .

#*Includens sample hounnhg‘da whera no contact wng made after a reasonable numher of ecalls, and tﬁguo vhere' the
pelocted raspondent could not or would not be interviewod, ' ’

. T
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225 ,
y L '
. r .
o ]
[ . o




~

”y

- - »

o . ; . - . | S N L.
ﬁgliahil;;x of ;bg Data . o ’
B Sample qurveys, even though properly conducted are‘liahle to. several

4kinde of errors. Thcse include _response errors, which arise in the reporting,

% recordinghand’processing of the data; non-response errors, which arise from

failure to interview all individuals selected in the ssmple; and sampling

errors, which arise from’ the fact that, by chgnce, any sample may differ

from the population from which it was drawn., Some evaluation of each of
'these types of error is necessary for the proper-interpretation of‘any esti-

.
mate from survey data, !

Response e¥xrorg, Such arrors include inaccuracies ‘in esking and answer-

.

ing questions in the interview, recording responses, coding the recorded re-

sponses, and processing the coded data. They can be réduced by thoroughly.

. pretesting field procedures and instruments,~training interviewers'and coders,

and exercising quality controls throughout the datatdi{iection, coding, and
editing phases of the research process, / |

- .

.The questionnaife and Ijeld procedures used in the regident ssurvey

werd pretested before each survey, Since the later instruments largely -

replicated earlier ones, the most extensive pretesting was carried out in
S

‘the earlier years, i

New interviewers were trained for aBOut five days prior to their first

‘?séignment. Extensive role playing in standardized,~non-directive'techniques
.was ifcluded, Their training also included e question=-by~question review of * °

1the.survey instrument, They. took practice inteiyiewa and discussed them with,

a supervisor, Supervisors reviewed their work throughout the field period;

. L . , .

These prouedures were followed for each of the four surveys,
l L3

"In 1973, responses ‘were coded onto codphg forms and keypunched from
’ . ‘

-

these forms. Responses to the later gurveys were codad directly on the inter-
. . .
! W . e - 1y

< . 201 ' )
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view schedules and keypunched ﬂrom the sched(;es. Before sturting oun this

task, the coders were taught both the codes and the coding conventionsw :

* Coding was checked by goding 10 percent of the’ interviews twice (by two

different coders) and comparing the two codings for discrepancies° Because

) \
" of the importance of the crime data and the various complications which occur

[}

.in classifying crﬁmes, all of the informatién pertaining bo:victimization was

L]

independently check-cpded Keypunching was key verified 100 percent.
Data tapes made from' the keypunched data cards were checked for incon-
sistencies and incorrect codes and errors found were. correcteda

It is impossible to étfminate.response errors from data, Moreover,
we know there ﬁ? reporting error, yet cannot estimate its magnitude in most,-
cases, .Howeyer the quality controlskused should kfep such errors at a level
or below tdp lével found in the best examples of household surveys. '

Moreover, because procedures were consistent across surveys, some types of

-errors < such as memory bias in-reporting - should be constant "and not affect

‘comparfsbns across time, , . ' ' o

Nog-response errorg., Some pr0portion of the sample in any survey fails

to. respond, uspally because of refusa%s or the failure ofsthe interviewers ﬂ
\ T i
to coﬂtaqﬁ potentsal respondents in spite of repeated attempts. To the ex-

tent that non~r e’pondents are concentrated in some population_subgroup (such
as'single persons 1iving alone), this subgroup (and their'perceptions or
experien‘rs) may be underrepresented in“the sample responses.

| In addition, because of the six-month residency requiremenf,

there is the possibility that the proportions of certain groups eligible

could vary from year to year., Although this is not a problem of non-response,:

it is a factor which couLﬁLaffect'comparisons from year to year, It also

means that in any given,year those intérviewed could.differ from the pop-

Ll
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~-ulation as a .whole., y
. . ~ .

Tables Al-A4 showed response ratee and rates at which sample addresaes :
failed to produce an’ eligible respondent'for each of ‘the four years. There
is not a good way ﬁo eatimate the biases non-requhse may have introduced into
the data, However, the responses were similar from year to yea;.c Again, it
is likely'fhatlfhe biaees, to thevexteng they ex;ot{ are conotan;.,

In 1975, 197@ and l97f, brief lnterviews were conducted whenever pos-
sible at households whfrehno one was eligible and when the ellgibledresbondenc
refused the 'full intervi%w These short interviews gathered data on house-
hold compositMon and the racial or ethnic background of household members,

Comparing those eligible with_the total sample, we found'phe_1975
sample_ihterviewed included fewer hlccks cnd'HisPanics_anddmore whites 1n:
Asylum Hill and the cicy as a whole fhan.the rctes aﬁ which they‘were in
the populatlon. This 1s appdrently the result of higher ‘mobility within
Hartford among minoritiee thah~among whites at that tlhe. Minority house-

- holds were Jess likely to have lived in their residence long enough to be.

-

eligible for the full interview. : .k

By'1977, this was no longer the case; the sample population intjerviewed

diz-nqt~differ significantly from the entire sample (including non- ample‘and'

non~interviews) in racial/ethnic composition, There are a few comparisons

acrosa samples for whioh'thls difference between 1977 data and previous
samples is significant, . - e ‘

Sempling erroi.‘ The extent of the sampling error can be detefmined

" 1f it is known exactly how, ‘and wlth‘what prdbability, the samplé was se= °
lected from the :total populatfon, The size of the samplidg error varies in
relation (a) to the size of tha sample aelected and (b) the values for any

given chargctaristic.o: attitude. Sampling er;ors can also be affected by~

o : . 203 -
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particular features of the sample desién1(such‘as clustering).
] ~ g s

- The exact calc¥lqtion of‘the amount of.chance variability could occur‘

with respect to a sample depends in part on the clustering - the fact that

e
"~ in all- the samples, three to five housing units were selected from the same .

¢

blocketo reduce listing snd travel costs. A key question is the degree of

heterogeneity of those clusters compared with the population as .a whole in

-

variables'measured. To the extenb-that clusters are homogeneous, the sample

anriances are larger “than if an unclustered sample had been selected,

We calculated the ratio of the variances of the design used in l977
to what an unclustered gample would have yielded for several key variables
and for differemt aregs. ' Table A3 shows the results of some of these cal-
culations¥ .- | T ;:_i' ¢,

RS )

For most estimates, it can befdeen that thé sample ‘designs wére -equi~

x

valent to simple random samples. The clustering does affect the variance
of race estimates and the. estimates of burglary and robbery rates in North
Asylum Hi1L, | . D

Based on these computations, it appears that using sampling-error eg-
timates about ten percent largkr than those for simple random samples is

reasonable for most comparisons._ However, in ‘he text, the actusl ‘variances

for the burglary and robbery rates in North Asylum Hilk'were used to calcé- '

s E
»

}ate statistical‘significance.
In general, sampling errors varp with the sample size and the values-
for the characteristic measured, -‘Table A6 is a generalized table of sampling

errors which takes both these factors into account.* Thus, wben 26 percent

v

! L3
s f

’ .
*The figures i{n the table are average estimates based on computations such

those in Table A5, For any particular varidble or area, the time var-
i ees could differ from those in Table A6.

. " . .’ L ]
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'RATIO @F VARIANCES CALCULATED ON CLUSTERED DESIGN
TO VARIANCES BASED ON SIMPLE RANDOM SAMPLE FOR

‘

. Table A5

C SELECTED VARIABLES BY AREAS IN.HARTFORD

‘North Asylum

South Asylum Clay

Variable
Percent white

Reported Ease of - _
Stranger Recognition

Frequency Walk in
Neighborhood

. Perc§éved Likelthood

Burglary

Perceived Likelihood
Robbery

No Burglaries

No Robbery or Pursesnatch

i1l Hi11
1.4 0,9
. 0.8 0.9
0.8 0.9
0.8 1.7
0.9 1.9
1.7 1.6
1.4

ldk
.. \\
w

Hill

1.3

1.2

1.0

0.8

0.7

1.0

0.9

Rast of
Haxtford

1.8
1.1
1.2
0.8

0.7

1.1

1.2




. Table A6
-APPROXIMATE SAMPLING ERRORS pF PERCENTAC\ES e
\ . ’
Chagees are 95 in 100 that the centtal value lies within
the reported value, plus or minus the number of percentage
points shown in* this table. ' :
Sampling Errors for
, Reported PRercentage Around _
Safiple 3 or’ 10 or 20 or .
Size 95% 90% . 80% _50%
50 - - 12 16
75 - 7 10 - - 13
100. , - 7 9 11
1150 4 5 7 8
‘175 4 - 5 7 '8
200 3 -5 6 o 8
250 3 4 6 L 7
300 3. 4 5 : 6
400 . 2 3 4 6
500 2 3 4 5
750 2 3 4 5,

s




of the 220 families interviewed in North Asylum Hill in 1977 report thac they.'t%”:if ¢

think crime has gone up in their neighborhood the sampling‘error /actually

(4

" two standard errors) is six percentage”points. Ihys,means that there are, 95'“
chances in 100 that the time population value 1ies withinﬂplus or minus six
points of 26 percent. That is, there are o&ly,five chances in 100 ﬁhat less .

than 20 percent’ or mqpexthan 32 percent of all the families in North Agylum

.:.\-,. v ' . . R

Hill would say crime went up if a complete census, rather than. a- sample' sur4

(3 < -

vey were done. The table 'shows that when there is a smaller percentage re-;“
! i

'ported in the sample, the sampling error is smaller‘ when there is a smaller

subgroup,'the sampling error is'larger. e . S u:- ' T e

. There is a further consideration. It is important to know whether a

differencé between two values obtained in the sampietis "statistidally sig— e

nificantq" That 1s, would the difference still exist AFf othernsampies of
. | . . - . v '. ! i v 4 . ¢
‘the population were interviewed or if the whole population were surveyed?. °:

&

BRY

Calculation of statistical significénceaagain depends both on the“size_oﬁ’

B ’ ’ Y . !\_ :
thé groups being compared and on the percentages obtained, Table-A7 is a
. ty -~ i . .U . ,

generalized table of aVerage_sampling errors of differEnces.. Thus, when l‘

the 43 percent of the 71 households in the North Asylum Hill sample inter-

viewed in 1976 who thought crime had gone up is qompare& with the 26 percent

of the 220 households interviewed there in 1977 who said crime had gone up,,

there-arg 95 chancesdin 100 that the difference wasinot due to cﬁance. (The

. table'shows.that a-difference ot aboutll3 percent would be significant with_' "

groups of ahout these'sizes‘and with these percentages. ) " This'means that a
. v o .
difference of this magnitude (43 minus 26, or 17) would arise through chance - b '

fluctuations'or because this particular sample was %elected coﬂhiderably 1ess
than 5 timed in 100,

- ' o
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. |  Tablé A7 .
| SAMPLING ERRORS OF DIFFERENCES
Iy | 95% Prqbability B
Differences required for eignificance in comparieons of | 1
percentages from gwo 4i£ferent: eub-groups R '
l W N ? ". . . . s *
. Size of - X
Sample ox ‘ L s : . - ¢
Group 15 .'.-100 200 350 - 500 . 750 1000 1500
- 7 _ —
_ - T For Proporticme from Abougklio% to 70% :
75 . 15 14 13 7 12 /12 o1 11" 11
100 “ - 13 12 11 10 10 .10 - 10
, S (- 8 "8 7 7 .
. R L 6 6 b
: R ) 6 5. 5
o . 4 L 5 ) 5 4
. - ., . N\
\ o “For Proportions Around 20% oxr 80% -
- 13 2137 11 - 10, - 10 10 . 10 . 10
: o1 .10 9" . "9 9 9 9 .
+ 8 7. 7 7 7 6
: 6. - 6 . 6 5 5
500 5 5 5 5
~750. ‘ N 5 4 A
N v
' For Proportions Around 10% or 90%
75 10 10 8 8. 8 8 8 7
100 - - 9 8 7 7 7 7 "7
200 - : 6 /. 6 -~ 6 5 5 7 '5
+ 350 - 5 5 & A 4
! ‘500 v l'. 4 4 4 . 3..
750 - S 3 3 3
. . 'For_ Proportions Ardund 5% or. 95%. . ,
* 7200 - . 5 4 b AN 4
- 350 ,\ ' R , -4 3 "3 3 3
900, a R T i 3 3 3
750 i - N 3 2 - 2
- . ' i ‘,x' ' .
. ./ & . ."& ! ‘
"o -’(.' ()' .
) e )
b -~ o ¢ . .-I ‘/'} ®
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Combining the Syb-aress: Welghting

For each of the four surveys, households were sampled from'AEylumnﬂill
AN
and Clay Hill/South Arsenal at a,higher rate than thoae selected for dther

areas of the city in order toproduce sufficient cases from these two areas

w

for-separate.analysis. In 1977 samples for the two sub-areas of Asylum Hill

were se‘ecﬂed at différent rates, as wvas that fof Clay Hill/éouth Arsenal,

- .

To allow combining the cases from different areas for a, glven year, weights -

. ' '
. based on the probability of.selection in each arep were computed and assigned

on a g¢ase by case bagis, _Weights:besed on their probability of selection °

have also been computed and assigned to cases.from the 1977 organization
- _ T .

membership list sample so that these mé& be combined with ‘the area sample

“cases, All of these weights may be called "area weights"

It will be recalled that omce an intervieyet hedﬂcontacted a sample
houeehcld, he or she had to“determine how many adults éligible to be ‘inter-
%iewed lived in the'household‘ where~there was more than one ‘eligible edult,
one had to he selected at ranﬂom using a prespecified procedure, Theptqb~
ability of any individual's becoming a respondent is the p'cduct of the, f\

)
probabilhfy of his or her household's selection and th@ probability of apy

eligible'adult's selection within that household& Hence, individual respon- ’

dents are we}ghted by’ the product of the area weight and the number of ©
eligible adults in the household (the '"combined weight")q

Which of these two weights is used depends opn the tYpe of variables

" under ‘consideration, Where the_veriable represents information about house-

holds (such asﬂhousehold_composition, totul family'inqoﬁe, or victimiiation
experience which was asked for evaryone in the househcld), the'rESponses are

weighfed by the.area.weight: ‘Where a variable represents-infcrmation about

individuals (such as education eom'ieted, frequency of\walkin;.in the: neigh=

a




-~

borhood, any ﬁerceptioha ot:attitudas); reabonaes are weighted 55 the com-

binéd welght,

s
L4

Weighting can seem complicated However, it is eimply alway'of ac-
qurately combining units that had different chances of selection to produce -
accurdte aggregate estimates, All percentage distributiOna in this report
are baged on appropriately weighted'data. Statistical reliability, of course,
1s dependent on the actual number of obatrvationé (interviews) - ntt on.

. weighted numbers - and all statidtical tests were so!calculated.

-
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Commugitx Mon;ﬁot;ng

. . |
Methods of Monitoring the Community Organizations o ' \

The Hartford Institute was responsible for mOnitoring the activities of
. the Asylum Hill community organizations from the beginning of implementation
(mie~summer 1974) through the end of the evaluation year (Jun: 1977). ' These
organizations included Sigourneyquuare'Civic Associetion (ssca), 'Central

\

4
. Asylum Hill Association (CAHA), Western Hill Organization (WHO) and the

¢

i

Asylum Hill Police Advisory Committee (AH/PAC), a coalition of representa-

tives from the three preceding groups. )

' In the beginning, the Institute assigned at least one staff member to
¢ ' ~

attend the meetings of the Individual organizations and/tp/take minutes at =’
those megtings., Throughout the early community meetings, in 1974 and the

first four months of 1975, this responsibility was asgsigned to Institute

. ~3
' «core staff,

In March 1975, using available ComprehensiVe EmplOyment Training Act -
.’-‘/

Publ‘c Service Employment funding, the Institute hired three fdditlonal proj-

\

L]
ect staff members; Each of these three persons was given the responsibility

of o?ntinuing intengive involvement with one of the three individual organ-
izations, including the Jonitoring of all meetings. One monitored AH/PAC

meetings as well, This arrangement -continued for approximately Qne year,

/
th§0ugh early summer of 1976 ‘At that time, Institute staff reached a ﬂ?:. -

5 { .
~cision to termindle this intensive relationship,- They reduced their involve-A\

‘ment in daynto-day organizational activities in order to let the organizations

develop more independently, : S , e A
’From mid~summer 1976 . through Juns 1977, other monitoring methods’were
~used that were lesa formal and specific than before, At intarvals, Inetitute_

staff prepared progress - yeports on activitiea of the community organizations.\
' t . i .
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) 'If‘o‘ re'éOnstruct pa:t\activity ac'curate'iy, Institut’staff made periodic per~
‘aonal contact with the community'organizations and their leadership to gather
gummary data, The se periodic progress‘reports, while obvionsly,not as minutely
detailed ag the minutes of meetings, did document general developments in com-

munity organization activity during this one~year period L .

A .
LRCS

Q second method employed during this period was to obtain from the
Asylum Hill police team commander copies of all minutes taken at AH/PAC
'.meetings. As they regularly reported'oq\the major crimefrelated concerns of
" the three participating organizations and tne various activities each had
..undertaken, those minutes proved helpful as 'a monitoring device for the three’

individﬁal organizations as well as for AH/PAC,

Methods of Gathering Other Data on the Community

.

Throughout the project, other sources were monitored to discover and
.

-keeﬁ-traﬁﬁ of relevant activities not part of our program that were taking
. place‘in Asylum Hill and elsewhere in Hartford. Theee included:
s ., dail} monitoring of the Hart ford Courant and Hartford Times

(until its demise)-for community developments.

. 'monthly monitoring of the AHI newsletter The Hill Tnk.

e regular weekly meetings vitn the commander of the Asylum Hill
police team. : S

i

In addition,’institute staff, including thoselnot'directly asgociated
i; with thie project, normally received relevant informhtion as a result of
professional and perSOnal relationships developed with key actors in the .\'
public and private sectors of Hartfond° Because of the diVerse activities
and interests of this staff, their opportunity .to meet and work with persons
from many different organizations and agencies, and the fact that Haraﬂord is

A ’ . \
. .

Al
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v’ . 9,

- . [}
t

in a real sense a "small town with many of the same people responsible for

/3énerating much of the local activity, the staff was able to keep abreast

informally of most relevant information concerning Agylum Hill, Whenever

these sources provided data particularly germane to this project, that in-
formation was recorded as an internal memorandum to be filed for the general

purpose of project monitoring, e I

Reliability of the Data

These data were intended to serve as the basis 'for a description of the

cormmunity organizétions"actiyities and of the implementation process, To be
reliaRle for such purposes, it was necessary"to'record project-related.eVents
and developments in a systematic fashion throughout the program implementation

and formal evaluation periods, The monitoring data on the community organi-

zations consistently included information on certain topics related to speciiiic

program goals, These include: number of members, age and racial composition

of the membership, crime-related activities (with detail on funding s0urces,

r'd

level of participation, specifically what wds done) and othe§ activities,

’

The amount of detail varied hd

Of course the minutes of meetinge provided the most detLil. Data col-

‘lected in summary form vary in their precision according to the length of the

v

periods sumarized (which in turn, varied from six weeks to 81x months),

-

The shorter the period, the more detailed the deseription of avents,

\

relevant topics were consistently covered in gatharing summary data, the data

Becauae

provide a running account of events and deve10pments'&ignificant to this proj-

ect‘ ‘ » . . .,‘ ) N - , #
In general the process seems unlikely to have omitted any very signif~ )

,
¢

icant e&ent, and f0110w~up procedures were taken to fill in gaps or details




: /
when the evaluation team felt they were needed.
. M . ‘ )

The Community Leader Interviewsy

/ ' i ‘ o
4 : I K

wefview- A .
Twenty-eight persons living and/or working in the Asylum Hill area,
chosen by reﬁerral were interviewed in two waves during the formal eval-

uation yeaf . The purpose of these interviews was a fuller exploration of

people's ?erceptions of neighborhood problems and strengths, and of the crime

preventiqn program and its effects to date, than could be done in the .resident

& .

survey. JWe also. needed i\fbrmation of two rather specialized kinds: thé
' ]

nature ahd problems of the real estate and rental markets in the area, and

the effect of the program on neighborhood businesses. The former was needed

as background for our underﬁtanding of the extent and type of transiency in
the area; the latter, as more systematic and specific information on local
"businessmen's objections to the program and its effects on their business.

_Overall, this set of interviews was intended as supplemen&@&&mpnitoring in-

formation from the point of view of people directly affected by;the prognmm.

Vet

Vs N ' . s . Iz J(%? M '\:’.:
V.oa " ’ . - . .. PR
Selection of thg Resgondents : .

f " The twenty-eight respondents fall into four categotries: -

Type of‘Respondegg ' . . Number
S— .
Manager of rental property . ‘\3 l ; '
‘Small businessman » !q ‘
| Officar/member of projeqt community -\‘
. "~ organizgtion o 9
- \
Other area resident/leader . 10 \




[ 4

Hartford Institute staff provided an initilal 1list with names in each of -
the four oategories. ‘Respondents contacted'from this list were aeked,'after .

they h‘d been interviewed,:for additional names, - . , | )

There was an attempt. to obtain some distribution of respondents according

to characteristics that might affect their experience with the neighborhood '

and the program, For example, three of the businessmen interviewed were lo-
cated in the northern part of the area where the streat changes hed been
carried out; qéﬂy were among the group who had objected to themf The other
three, matched as to .type of business, were located south of Aqylum Avenue
where they would not be go directly affected by the street chengee they were

not among the group objecting., ' | "

Four-%sylum Hill community organizations were directly a sociated with
B » . . .

this projeet, and we had respondents- from each: ,.
Y
Central Asylum Hill Association (CAHA) - 2 S
Sigourney Square Civic Association (SSCA) jQ 4
. Western Hill Organization (WHO) ) . L2 ~
Police Advisory Committee (PAC) o ! 1 f _‘

The current president of each of the four organizations yas interviewed
'The other?six,were particularly active members, most of whom were (or had been)
officers in their org‘anizetions. Seven ’respvondents w.'ere Wite ‘and two were
black,  #. : |
)/// ~ The 10 other leaders and residents included six assoclated with other"
neiéhborhood orgenizations or institutions: Asulum-Hill; Inec,, a neighbor-

hood impifvement organization; the Hill Ink, the neighborhood newsletter;

the Hill Center; a neighborhood church;\znd one of the Jlarge' insurance com=

panies'locaﬁed in the area, The four remaining respondents were residents of '

P - . .

v ) h) . ' - ’ /
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) ' . . ‘ ) ',?.‘. - . X . ) . . ' ’ ' . . ,“’ , '
the northeLn part of thelneighborhood two of these were former members of "

: : \
project organizations who ‘had dropped. out, Three of this grox.(p‘ were black

and seven white.

- Interviewing Methods .o
. ¢

' The interviews were conducted in two wapes, the first during the first

two weeks in March,'1977, and the secohd’during the last two weeke in June,

1977, & ¢ | o |

. : . —
Three semi-structured protocols were usek in each wave, ‘one for the ‘

real estate reepondents, qQne for the businessmen, and the third for the two

remaining groups. One set,of‘questions wasoincluded in all.three protocols

whdch asked about neighborhood prohlems, particularly'crime, about the crime

prevention progra@lgeherakly, and about specific aspects of the program.

Real estate experts ﬁfre asked an additiOnallset of:questions aboht the ren~

tal and private property markete in the area. 'Neighborhood businessmen were

' asked about specific affects df the program on their businesaes. The other -

two groups of respondents were asked an ‘additional set of questioris about

their organization (if any) and Operation of thg community organizations
_ ' i .
generally. I the first wave of interviews, respondents were asked about.

the current - situatiOn and how things had changed since five years previously
(when implementation began). In the second wave they were asked about changes
that had occurred since the first wave.

' Three experienced interviewers conducted the interviews° Their train-

1
-

. ing for this set of interviews consisted *of briefing on thd program, its

goals and implementation, and on objectives of each set of questions in the

.

protocol, The first wave was conducted in person, by appointment; interviews

lasted about gn hour,~and were taped and transcribed, The second wave was

4
1]
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conddcte&'by phone; interviews lasted about & half hour and respénaes were

o

. written down-verbatim by.the interviewers,

Reliability of the Data

¢

Bacause t?ese respondents are not a{representative'sample'of any pop-

ulation, no statistical inferences caﬁ'bg made from their responses, That

t

18, ve cannot know how widespread their opinions, perceptions and feelings
_ | ._ ' n
are among area residents nor among specific groups such as managers of

réntal'propérties, naighborhood_bﬁainessmen_oq«organizational participhnts.‘
On the other hand, the reSpondents‘we;e askgd the same set pf_questiona;

Therefore, we have some idea of the range of opinién and fegiing'on t@e sub-

jects addressed, and of how the g;oups from which they were drawn mayl

) differ on these subjects. |

These interviews were used primarily aé a supplement to, and a check

on, analysis of the quantitative dqté. o _ . ! ' '

Vehicular Traffic bata

In Apri%, 1976, just prior to implementation of the physical cltanges,
machine counts were conducted at 15 sites;‘theée were repeated in June, 1977,

at the end of the formal evaluation xear.*

. | .

_'Sélecting the Sites for Counts
Sites were selected to prSVide before and after counts for streets for

which thg greaéest changé.was expected,. The;e included:"étreeﬁs for which

treatments were plaﬁned (Sargeant; Ashley, Atwood, May, Willard, Townley an&

—

.

" *Counts were also carried out in 1975 as part of a study of the feasibility

the proposed changes requested by the city. The sites selected and methods
uded differed'somewhat from the counts done for purposes of evaluating pro=-
gfam effects, . Data from the 1975 counts were not used for evaluation purs .
poses; hence they are not discussed here,:

B

T
»
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’ Huntington), collector streets beiné left open to through traffic in North

Agylum Hill (Sigourney and Collins) and.ths streets bordering the area.

(Woodland, Garden and Asylum). Figure 5 shows the 15 sites at which counts‘

wére conducted, ! 2 ‘ .
' ',Methods for Gathering the Data , ' o o :
_ B .
.- - + All vehicular traffic counts were carried out by a Hartford consulting

firm with expértise in traffic analysis.

-~ The counts each year were conducted by'machine'for a single 24~hour per-

)
.

iod, broken into 15-minute sequences to allow aggregation of data by time of

day..'Counts-were taken separately'for éagh side of the streat at each site

e

‘to determine the volume of traffic in each direction. 'The counting machines

1]
¢

4 ) B .
were placed in the same mid-block locations each year.

‘Reliability of thd Data

“ N \ . . : e
w%"Because the counts were performed each year at the same sites, using

the same methods, the data should provide comparable ‘estimates of the traffic

volume on each block when counters were placed These estimatesg may be com- |
‘ pafed»gcross time and from site to site.‘ The mainlnncertainty is-the extent
s to which traffic ratgs vary from day to-day in a random fashiono
. . Two points should be noted, about further uses of the machine count o s;
:data. First there is some difficulty involved in inferring traffic flow
" patterns from these datag particularly since counts were not o%tained for:
.ﬂhu each block face in the area, Second because of the difficulties involved
s

in inferring flow pabterns, it is alsg difficult to adjust sums of  counts®

: /
from sites along the same street, or on intersecting streets, 8o that ve=

- : "4
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Figure 5
VEHICULAR TRAFFIC COUNT SITES, 1976-1979
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4
hiclea croasing more than one counter are’ counted only Bnce.
In the tabulation presentihg these data in Chapter \Y (Table~5 9), this con=
pideratfon*most clearly affects the totals obtained for Veollector streets,"

N . | ‘
A Mborder streets," and_overall-totals;athese totals probably overestimate the -

N,

A}, traffic volume to gome extent, However, the degree of such ovgrestimation is
- " ‘ ‘ .
probably proportionally similar from one year to the next, The indicated
. . - . . - g}

changeg over time .should be reasonable indicationé of the type of  change that

- ' . h . : :
actually wccyrred, though they may underestimate the degree of such changes,
whether positive or.negatire.‘ . ’

\, , Pedestrian Traffic Counts
N o T ’ N

Manual counts of. pedestrian-traffic passing selected sites at selected

times of a single day were performed in June, 1975 and April, 1976, (before

!

implementation of the street ‘treatments) and in June, 1977, (after implemen-
tation at the end of the formal\eyaluation‘year)., These counts were carried:

out. at the same sites, using the same methods, each year,
. " ( . ) . , . . .'. \

Selecting the Sites and Times ﬁor Counting

[}

Sites were selected to provide before .and after counts:ﬁﬁ’streets which -

o o the planned street treatments were.particularly.expected to affect, as well
as some that were not expected to be affected. As shown iﬁ'Figuée 6, sites

~ | . were chosen at the maingpedestrian entry points into the,neighborhood (the
bridges over the railroad tracks at Woodland, Sigourney and'Garden Streets),

on all sXreets for which treatments were“planned (Sargeant, Ashley, Atwood,

.‘§° May,‘Willard and- Huntington), on the two collector:streets being left open
to through vehioular traffic to which pedestrian traffic might alao be re-~ .

directed, (Sigourney and -Collins), and other streets used as routes by pedes=

trians (Garden, Summer,.Gillett and Woodland), 1In 1975, counts were performed
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© " N .o l w“ ot ) : .
at all 22 sites shown in Figure 6. 1In 1976 and 1977, counts were performed

v
]

6n}y at the 19 sites dn North Asylum Hill, 'The three sites south 'of Asylum

N e . | !
Avenue were eliminated in the final two waveg of counts becauge the street
. s ] A « - [N
. . .‘ . ." . ¢
treatments were expected to have no effect on those sites, . . :
* . ' ) . . ., , ’ Y u. - \
S 3ix one-hour periods were &Selected sd'as'to_provide data on the' tange .

“in volumé and type of traffic over a dayf ,

- Schools starts; morning rnsh hour o ,. ':' 7:30-8:30AM
; Midemorning o o , 10:30-11:30P
.. . Early afternoon S e L 12:30-1:308M .- -
. ) . . “ . . ‘ : .- . X w . / \ T - - R
School 1is out. . e ©2:15-3:15M
\ Afterneon®rush hour ‘ o N © " 4:30-5:30PM
Early evening o : LT e . 0.61:30-7:30PM 0 - B
) v T L e ’ .. Y FT PN
These time periods were used each year for each site, - "Q ' 'MM//' T
' _ ‘ L o T .Fk; :
Methods for Counting - . LY gf’(= A )
: : R e

Counts were performed éach year on days when-8chool was in session and
! : - XY TR 1 £ o
‘ | _ _ Ay L »
businesses 0pen-tho types of institqtions«thatfbrought many non-nesidehts into
L o

.the,neigthrhood. The three waves vere conducted in similar weather,¢pn |
« L

L re1ative1y sunny . spring dayS"dounting wasxnot done during rain,-snow, or. )

-
e

very cdld’ temperaturea. o
Counters we¢ stationed at mid- block sites. Each’ pedestrian who passed

) L - "
% 1n}£rént of thevcounter, on either side of the street was counted, nk Pedes-

- ‘ e

/u“ﬂ/ trians ‘counted wére-cegggoriaed according-to-four dimensions:
P | ' ' >

**Because of the volume of traffic on Sigourney Street Bridge, each.side of '
the street was considered a gite and counted Separately,

* 1
.

. . \
. ) .




©t. direction,of movement . & .. T . ot
e e . R ﬂ' i o . .. : .. ' f .
. ‘ qv- ,» «‘J‘. -, ‘Bex - . .. L . o : . W -\‘ - ‘t ' . . , o .
RN e T . .
U ~,.“'racﬁa1 or ethnic background (white, bla%p and other, primarily f’,//
o Spanish) C n B

-9 ]
»

"'g.i~age (preteen, under 13 teenagers, 13-19, young adult, 20- 35

a
middle-aged 36-64; elderly, 65 or older) N o .
8 Very broad age : categories were used because of the difficulty of judging pre-
/‘ci;e‘age by observatyon. + Lt was a:;o'expegted that it would be difficult to
) . a . [ .
;distiﬁghish Spanish from whites by .observation in some ¢ases;' Thérefore, a
'fgle was made; JLly pedestfians &ho were obviously Spanish (e.g., beéa se’
'.éhgy ;ere[speaking\Spanish) were to be gounted as '"other"; whites wué/;:re
”nbf obv?ously~8p5nish were to be counted as white. o
A f Si;'or seven coﬁnters were hired for each wave, They were trained as y

tolﬁhe rules for~counting and the forms to be used. The training includéd a
practice.cduﬁting‘ﬁeraod on_st;eet,‘%olld%éd by\h group.discuséion,.led by
their trainer, of problems that arose. Figures [ and 8 are copies of the
written instructions giveﬁ to c0unteré in each wave, QFigure.9~§howq the
* arrangement of the counting form used each year, |
¥ ‘ ‘ a ‘r"

T

" Reliability of the Data .

s

~ Because the same siteé, times and methods for counting were used for }'.

each wave of data collection, the data proytdé-comparable estimates of the

4

" volume of pédestrian traffic for each block and:time that counts were performed.

- \

- However, since counts were done on ome day only, it is4possible that there is

day-to-day vériagility’that will randomlyhconfound analyses. We are not sure . - ¢

how stable counts#such as these are, - ' oo ’

¢ 7 »o

» As noted Qﬁpve, distinguishing the racial and age groups of pedestrions
counted was difficudt to do by observation, However, the use of broad ape _
. . »
+ 223 '

’

oo
r
o~
N,




"4

_ be counted on one day, not:, split’ between more thun one day,

v -
. ' ! N ¢
a . ‘:l"' . -' “ ' 1
e T - N
ks { ) P ) : ‘: : . . ‘ﬁ . —. P
e Figure 7 o |
- : / : ' f
GENERAL'iNSTRUCTIONS.FO'QEDESTRIAN COUNTERS _
v . R
MEMORANDUM - N -
TO: Pedestrien Counters ‘ o o, . June 3; 1977
FROM:- Barbara Cardillo, Survey Research Program ' '

“RE: _Instructions.for Pedestrian Counts

el

Attached you will find the sites\listed at- which you are to do your pedes-.

. trian counts. These counts at each site atre to be completed during the

following six-hour periods .

7:30-8:308M - | . 2:15-3:15PM ..

10:30-11:30AM : N 4:30~5: 30PM

12:30- 1;30BM “ 6:30-7:30PM - | ,
\ I : v )

You are to judge.the following characteristics of each pedestrian as indi-
cated on the forms provided: ' ‘ :
1. Direction in ‘which-the person is moving - south or east being
"+ "inbound", toward Farmington Avenue or downtowr; north or west
being ,outbound", away ‘from Parmington Avenue or downtown.

2. Sex of each pedestrian. ' _ . o ' 3

3. Race of each pedestrian, - ' -

4, Age of -each pedestrian = grouping ages into‘five categories:
preteen (under 13 years of age); teen (13- 19); young adult '
(20-35) ; middle age (36-64); or e1der1y (65 or older),

A separate form is to be completed for each time period at each site, Please
make certain that you £ill in youy name, the sggggg location, the cross
streets, the exact time begun, time ended, and the date on .each form at
each time at each location. A separate fowm is to be used for each time
period ¢ : ‘
\ 4 -
The: counts Jare to. be completed on the first non—rliny, non-threatening days
starting Monday, June 6,inot including Saturday %r Sunday, o case of |
doubtful. Yyeather, Rudy Bﬁooks will decide by 7:00AM whether or not the R
counting fhould take place that day. If there is any question about the )
weather, A\t is important that all counters hear from him so that the same
decigion (whether.to count or not) 18 made for all sitew, Lach site must

-*

”4!)
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.'., T o ) : t . .' '.

- . . . ! . \ ' . N .
If .you have any prob‘.l.o\qp, contact Rudy Brooks at the Hartford Institute of
'Criminal and Yoeial Justice in Hartford at 527-&866. .

*

\ Lo .
GOOD LUCK!! HOPE FOR THE SUN TO SHINE! ./
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" Figure 8 . o 4
éiECIFIC RULES FOR COUNTING PEDESTRIANS |

f T~ o : .
; oo . : A /
l - NOTES FOR COUNTERS Yoo
» . A '
Supplies neegded: , A
- * ] . . ! .
Clipboards , b . -
Pencils - L
Recording forms ~ 6 for each site
" Assignment map W ‘

1.

Return envelopes % 1'for each day.

Letter from Hartfird Institute

Stand in the middle &f the block indicated., With a few exceptions,
the site at which the previous counter stood has been recorded. If
this previous site is not in the middle of the block, choose a more
appropriate spot, Record at top of each form where you stand while

) counting. Count all pedestrians who §2ss by or in front of you,

In some cases it may be difficult to distinguish. between Spanish

origin and, white. If pexson is speaking Spanish, is part of a group .

whose other members are obviously' Spanish, etc., cotnt as | nish,

i.e., "other".  Use your best judgement, If you observe no justi-

fication for classgifying an individual as non-white, count that .
person as white, ‘ | ' ‘ >

4 ~

‘Please observe time periods carefully, . It is important that you do.

go in order that the rdata are cowparable.

- At the end of the day, put completed forms in return envelope and mail

immediately to Survey Research Program. - ,
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v
éategories,and_of a gpecific rule for distinguishing Spanish reduces the error °

in these counts and makes the data comparable across sites and time. The

training counters received insured that they understood :their task and used

the rules in thq gsame way, ¢
¢+ Because the counts were perforthed on a block by block basis (and be-
cause pedestrians were not counted‘on each block in the ared) it is d&fficult [}
. /

to make absolutely accurate 1nferehces about traffic flow patterns from these

- data, Similarly, it is-difficult to adjust sums of counts from sites along o

the same street or from those on intersecting streets s pedestrians
_ Ay A

pasaing more than one counter are counted only once; therefqre tbtals in

' . . * L%
tables necessarily are an overestimation of the actudl n r of people ob~

served to some extent, However, there is no reason to bel at the -

amount of such overestimation changed from one year to thé next,

Police Record Data .

Types of Data Obtained

1

The Hartford Police. Department (HPD) provided several types of data
,‘from its Managemént Information Division, its Records Division and its Data
h‘Anaiysis Unit throughout the”project'period.' For the most part, these data
- cover the period Janua;y 1971 through Juée 1977}and"fre prévided for thew
| two original target areas, Asylum Hill and Clay Hi1l/South Arsenal; qnd for

the ‘city as d whole, The data thus obtained are éq follows.
Incidence of Crime., Data on crime incidence.came from p%lice reports,
‘ o

They include.aggregated incidences of violent ¢rimes (murder, forcible rape,
. i ’ '

. ®
robbery) property crimes (burglary, larceny, auto-theft), robbery and hur-

glary fof‘HaEFford ag a whole,

Y \ ' ¢




| In addition, the numbers'and aggregated ratgg of'certain crimes were

-

;o
obtained for Aaylum Hill, Clay Hill/South Arsenal and the city., These crimes

* included r£idential robbery, other robbery and pursésnatch._ ®
*

Location and Time of Target Crimes. The geographic locations of resi-

v
.dential burglaries, streetﬂrobberies and pursesnatches reported to police were

taken from police reports of these crimes for Asylum Hill and Clay Hill/South :
. . . '

. i . : ) =
. Arsenal and noted on maps of the ‘areas, Data on time of occurrence of streets\-
IS E . \ .

. . :\: \
robberies and pursesnatches were also coded for the two target areas, -

_ : - _ 1
Arrests. The number of arrests made for residential burglaries and

r

gtreet robberies/pursesnatches committed in Asylum Hill was obtained from

policé-arrest record data covering the period July 1974 through June 1977. /)
\ Offender Residence. The addresses of arregted burglars and robbers

operating in Asylum Hill were taken from police arrest records. These data
provide the-information available on residential mobility of Asylum Hill
offenders during the project period.

Calls for Service. Two types of data were obtained from police records

#f\calls for service. First were cross tabulations of t*e total number of
e .

calls answered by patrol officers assigned to each diatrict. These data ' ’

,allowed computation of crossover rates, -Second, we obtained data on the
\ ” ki
results. of calls for sefvice for residential burglaries for the city as a

: whole, including the total number the numbera found by the patrol officer "

" ® .
answering the call to be unfounded, and the number for which no report was

-

filed, a report was filed, and an arrest made, o ’ _ .

‘Reliability of the Data’

‘Incidence of Crime. Police can only record crimes they know about, and
T .

. )
for much of their knowledge they must depend upon reports from citizens,

i

‘ o
! i
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. j v

_ . o | -
. Victimization surveys have.consistently shown that a substantial amount of*

1

L
crime is never reported to police, though more serious types of crimeJ-th037
inflicting more serious loss or injury on the victim-=-are more likely to be -

\ ey,

reported than npt;' Also, pdice have some discretiOn about whether to file

formal reports for crimes reported to them,“indeed,in‘dedidfng whether an

" actual offense has occurred, Their exerciging this discretion inlfhe matter
of recorq-keeping is a%fected by departmental regulatieans and proeedqfes,
and by other departmental events.

Three occurrences in the HED affected its record-keeping practiées,

and thus the record data, between the time the Hartford project began in

i ,

1973 and the time the present evaluation‘period ended in June 1977. First,
. v ) ’
in April 1974 a new police chief was appointed, Prior to his taliing office,
HPD ¢rime reporting procedures differed from UCR guidelines, and the new ' <%

1

chief instituted use 6f UCR procedures, .
‘Second{ a contrast diébute exi§ted between thellocal International °

Brotherhood of Police_Officeré and the city ;f Hartford for much of the

proﬁéct'period. InlJanuary 1975; thg two groups began negotiating a new con-

tract, to take effect July 1, 1975. That year was sp;;k in negoqiation.and

arbitraéion.'.Early in 1976, the union began to resort tp.other tactics to

force a settlement, encouraging péﬁrol officers to engage in such things as!
. 4 ‘ .
work slowdowns, ticket blitzing and absenteeism. -The contract dispute lastkd

% until éarly 1977.
: | ) s
Third, in mid-1976, HPD began to computerize the datZ it gathered, in- -

cluding incident record reborts. This required some changés in the forms and

procedures used to record information; there were, however, no official .changes

in definitions used to categorize crimes,, o N\
| | . ~
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These three occlurrences apparently affected the crime ihcident report
.OH

lata in different ways, making it difficult to derive estimates of crime |

rates from them that are. comparable across time, The adoption of UCR record .

. keeping procedurea was followed by an apparent substantial increase in erime

in 1975. As an example, the residential burglar§¥rate for the city, estimated

‘.

- from police data more than doubled between - l973 and fiscal year l974el975

’

while comparable victimization rates (based on the UCR definitions) indicate

v

a mich less severe increase, The ratio of police record to victimization .
gsurvey rates for these periods changed from ,40 to_.55. Before mid-l974,
HPD's crime reporting procedures differed from UCR g¥idelines ip'ways that

. . ., . .

prohahly resulted in substantial underreporting, as compared to places
. “ ;

following the guidelines. For example,fHPﬁ did not count attempted and /

.

_non-forcible burglaries as burglaries; and it virtually never included a

v’ v ’
forcible pursesnatch as a robbery.

On the other hand, the contract dispute and the procedural changes asso-

ciated with computerizationumay have acted together to discourage patrol
officers frOm\filing formal.reports;//The~ratio of resiaentiﬁvtnnglary rates,

! -

estimated from police'data, to comparable victimization rates, again changed

- 4

from .55 for fiscal year 1975 to ,32 for fiscal year 1977, Data on the re-

gults of ealls for serVice (CFS) ‘for residential burglary for these years

‘indicate that the proportion fof which no report was filed increased some-

wﬁat.

These factors taken together led us to conclude that c'ime rates from .
. g_ . . v .

police record data could not be compared over .time. We did not. feel that we

" could correct the figures, or compensate for the changed priocedures, in any

]

way that would'be:heaningful. Hence;. crime rates from police records are

not used in this report,

L
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.-, of police-c

.l_'l‘.\ - . - . ol /
“ g, o

', Othgr Txpes of Policngata.~’Since 1974, the information reguﬂr d to be

L]

provided in an incidend report has remained the same. Hence, the dataon
location and tnne of .the target crimes in/Asylupm. Hill ip comparable over time,...

Arrest reports are “(and have been) required and the residence of the arrested

-

offender has always heen a.-part of this report, though of cOurse'geporégfgféi,

4

sengitive to changes in arrest patterns.

’

The key assumption inhusing these data is the éxtent'toawhichfeventa'-._

or individuals in police files are representative or, at least, that biases

‘

are congistent over time, - Since police records were the only source.of in=

formation on the location of crimee or the characteristics of offenders we- - -

relied on the data, at the same’ time trying to be judicious in our interpre- TN\ __—-

tation.,

FREN
¥ -1
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Y Police Attitude Qgestionnaires.

Method of Administering the QueStionnaires ,
/

Data on police attitudes fere collected in. two waves, the first in l975

-and the second in June, '1977 /Patrol officers and sergeanta in both District
r

5 neighborhood teams (those agsigned to Asylum Hill and those to Clay Hill/
Svuth Arsenal) were surveyed._ Self-administered questionnAires and mail-back
techniques were used, - |

_ Most questions agked in l975‘were‘repeated in l977,.with additional

3

about ‘the dtreet changea-and about participation in police-community Q\g;"

question

actiyi ies. Topics covered in both years #nclude: team-policing and related

£

items. on atr(i tactics and pafticipation in team decision-making; perceptions

nity relations; perceptions of team area crime problems and
, . ‘ : '
. the team area as a place to live; perceived level of req}dent fear; percep~

EN ’ / ' . ‘v _
. tions of team success i Zpast years in clearing cases, arrests and reducing

Lo ] '
SR N &}
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: : crime, and job satisfaction. : S '

., In both years, packets were distributed to all team. members (except

1975, the packets included a questionnaire, a letter from the Survey Research

Program explaining the study which alg stated that replies would remain
anonymous andjconfidential and. a postage-paid envelOpe to be used to mail

//>back the completed questionnaire. In”r977 ‘the packete included these

materials as well as a letter from the head of HPD Field\Services assuring: ’

'  team members of the confidentiality of their responses and\urging the officers

/

to resppnd These packets also included a self-addressed, pos&age-paid\post-

card stating the questionnaire had be%n returned Officers Werenasked to

L3

retunh the postcard when they returned ‘the questionnaire. This allowed
/ \

S .follow-up pacl€ts to be distributed only to those who had ‘not respondéd to
the first rognd while maidtainlng anonymity of respondents. Th’ee roqnds of\

follow-up distribution were conducted for the first wave, and two for lthe- . .
_ i - o S
second,

-

" . -

- In 1975, 41 of the 56 off1cers then assigned to the two teams responded

1
(a respongse rate of 73 percent) 17 of these responses were from Asylum Hill

.officers and . 25 from Clay Hill/South Arsenal officers.  In 1977, 35 of 45

1

~
qfficers responded (for a response rate of 78 perCent) 18 responses;were

from Asylum Hill officers, 13 from Clay HLll/South Arsenal officers, and

foux'ifom relief officers who worked in either area dependlng on need -\
Reliﬁbllltv of. the Data _ . ;

\ Because all officers. were agked to fill out\the quedtlonnaire, there
N H ~» :

1s no sampling error in the data, There was, however, the chance fgr non-

’,

resppnse bias, Non-r esgpnse bias may occur when those who do not answer 4

- _

¥ sw”“ ” :'.

team commanders and the district commander7'5y the officer ‘n charge. In "




' : . Lo cL ) g .
’lji:;§est10nnaire (or some portion of it) are concentrated in some subgroup of
. . \ i N ) . . . . .

the population surveyed; the perceptions and‘ekperiences of suth a subgroup

. i v e

ill be underrepresented Of course, the higher the response rate, the less'

A

likely there is to be non-response bias in the datak\

~ The overall responﬁh rates for the two waves of data collection on

' police attitudes1Were relatively good for a self-administered mail-back

questionnaireo -Since this report has concentrated on the data from the

Asylum Hill team, 15~Sh0u1d be noted that there was a difference\in response

between the ‘two waves, 1975 about a third of the 26 ‘men then assigned

¢ N
L -

to the Asylum Hill area did not return a, questionnaire for reasons unknown . __

. to us, In 1977 however, nearly all of the officers working in the area, \\\\

- L d
all or part of the time, returned a questionnaire. . -
* N ‘ ‘ Polige Monitoring ‘
LY & . “ , .
R & : . /]
Methods of Monitqring the Neighborhood Police .
! .a -

The respon91b111ty for monitoring the neighborhood police was shared by.

the Hartford Institute and the progéct team s expert in police. The police

- ' .

a931gned to District > were divided into two teams, one assigned to ASylum
Hill and the other to the rest of the dlstrict The prOJect police expert
| genemally confired his autention to the Asylum Hill team; the Institute staff
’worked with and-monitored the development of both teams, The monitoring ac=
tivities desbribed.below were, carried_out from January l975?fwhen the teams
.‘werecﬁirst.established, through the formal evalu%fion year, which ended’in‘ o
June 1977, S:veral methods were used, as described'belowo

Mﬂintaining_Data Files. Iﬁformation collected by the Institute included

police rLLOTd data for each team area, ‘district crossover rates,_adminis-,

) . o
trative information (personnel assignments; use of foot vs; motor patrol,

! 234 ' : . 1
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etc, ), and information on,policemcommunity ‘activigies,

/.

: Unstructured Eﬁrticipant Observations and Interviews. About once a’ :
" o

month, the police expert spent a day with the Asylum Hill feam as did the
Institute staff member: assigned to monitor the police, Their primary ac=

tivity was riding with individual officers on patrol for two to three hours *
L} ‘ :
at a time. During these rides, they conducted informal interviews regarding

: the”officer's perceptions of teamppolicing;:awareness and opinions of com-

¢ :
munity involvement in public safety efforts; awareness and opinions of the

,physical changes, and special concerns (positive and negative) of the of-
ficer° They alsQfspent time on these field trips at thelNTP office, and
.timéhwitn'the NIP commander., Notes from these field trips were summarized ’
periodically in terms of police program goals;

-y,

‘Weekly Megtings Between Team Commanders and Hartford Institute Staff,

These were informal discussions of current, specific public safety

H

problems in DistrictsS. Problems discussed included: HED reported crime
: . ;-
statistics for each team area; 'ailable weekly manpower (injury-rate, sick

leave, off-duty numbers), effective use by team leaders of their time;

.community concerns determined from community meetings; progress of on-going

14

-community crime prevention programs; and other relevant information developed

in:formally..

- : : ; . :
N - . 1 . . L

A written record of these discussions was kept. .

‘Attendance at(%eam Meetings. Institute staff attended the team meet~

ings'heHd'during the early implementation period, Particular note qés taken

of the kind of information being given patrol officers by their supervisors,

[ A 4

the kind of issues and problems raised by. the patrol officers, and patrol

officers' participation in decision~making. However, as noted in the body

of the report, team meetingg were infrequent’, !
¥

’ o - 235
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Relig,bl,l_iﬁof ghe;Dgta | T v ¢
o ’ .

These data were intended to serve as the ie'of a description of

-

‘what, was implemented and hoty this wad doneo The specific;-measurable goals

for the police cqmponent providedla 8tructure for the organization and

\’,» @ ? ~

summafy of Lhe data kept Ihe use of several monitoring methods allows us

(:

-to’lodk for regul%}ities in the data, Although much of the data are qual-

sitative, they seem apptOpriate, in combination with ‘other available infor-

R

13

mation, for their intended purposes.

»

ot}
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APPENDIX B

SUPPLEMENTAL DATA ON RESULTS

This appendix includes two-general sets of data,

’

The first consists

) P .
of supplemental tables presenting data discussed in Chapter V.

These are .

+ arranged according to sections of that chapter in which they are discussed:

as listed below.

The second presents data indicating that the program may have affected

subgroups in the’ neighborhood differently.

.

These are preceded by a brief

discussion of the - types of differences observed for selected key variables

L4

in- the model,

Supp lemental Tables

' Impact on Fear of Crime

¢

How the Program Worked:

The Physical Environment and Non-
o Resident Use of the Neighborhood

" The Physical Environment and Residents
"~ Use of Space

Residents'
and Neighbors:

The) Relationship Between Police and Citfzens
Offenders and Residents

‘Offenders and Police

Indications of Differential Program Effects

Relationships to the Neighborhood’

’

*

/

Table

Bl

‘B4

B9

" Bl4
B 24
B3l
B33

- B37

Number

- B3

- B13

- B23
- B30
- B32
- B36

- B53




o

North Asylum. Hill

Very worried
Somewhat worried
Little worried
Not worried

TOTAL
(N)

South-Asylum Hill

Vexy worried
ngewhat worried
Little worried
Not worried

TOTAL
(N)

. Total City .

Very worried
Somewhat worried
Little worried
Not worried

TOTAL
(N)

*Data not available_for this time period,

LY

N I
- | Table BI . S .
DEGREE OF WORRY ABOUT BURGLARY DURING THE DAYTTME WHEN NO ONE.IS:AT\HOME b
’ oy R . \; .l . ,
" ] ‘._ \ . A ‘ ‘.\‘.
1973 1975 'Jp—\izzg SR AN
. ) . ' ‘C,x-_‘ “‘ < ‘,._.\“I“‘. - \ \\ .“
. . . B .‘..‘ . ‘ * .:.‘\_‘ . .‘\‘. .
187% 20% 19% 2% L
.20 25 00 19w o
23 # 18 23 W 24 S
22 . éz. v .@ I. ~'..'?_-‘\_"', h .'3_‘6_ . R
100 1000 ., 100 oo N
(93) (88) . M77) - (232) R
. ¢ .. ) -‘\ . - NS -
. " . »
7 o ) . N
11% 117% 9% 2%, - 3
14 16, ~17 | 21 ° .o
19 22" 25, W 20 .
.5...6_ 2.].'. _lf.?. o ‘.\ 4—7- .:...‘ ':“ )
100 - 100 100 £100n
(92) 88) (63) Cefawey o/
' ' o g | ' o
\
17% T 20w 199, '
18 21 25 |
32 23 25 A
33 36 4 L
100 100 100
(880) (555) 885)
. LN : .
-
P . N »
. t
|
' D fvwf‘
28] - 1.
238 ) [
‘ [ ]




.

Table B2 o
LY ) ] . .
' & PERCEPTION OF ROBBERY AS A NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PROBLEM .
> .
1973 - 1975, . 1976
North ‘Asylum Hill
Big problem 1 20% 1% o 34%
" Some problem ~ 38 ) 41 30
Almost no problem 42 38 36
TOTAL * 100 100 100
(M) t(92) (84y (73)
South Asylum Hill .
Big problem ‘ 22% iy 35%
Some problem. 36 ' 44 37
Almost no problem ﬁ__@ 36 28
TOTAL 10 . 100 109 |
N () (90)" (83) (59)
L] ‘ .
Total Cit! * \ ’f" . 4
_Big problem - . 14% 17% *
© ASome problem . - 32 25 T
*. . Almost ‘no problem 54, 58
TOTAL 100 100
(N) . (868) (541)
, ! .
(.
¢
“ ‘ ,
! . .
" @
. *Data hot éir\ailable for,his time period,
- . ' . ' [ I 'Y
-'_ . - 4“ ‘ \; ' ' .
- oL
"‘: ! | \ f39 &?5)-4

. . .
.. \
oo ) . ' - '
) !
\ . )
IR T ~ N . . . . _ N _ A

B L
\Xe]
~J
~J

26%
45
29

100

. é226)

35%
53
12

100
- (115)

15%
30
55

100
(880)




DEGREE OF WORRY ABOUT BEING ROBBED OR ASSAULTED IN THE
NEIGHBORHOOD DURING THE DAYTIME

North'Asylum Hill

Very worried
Somewhat worried
Little worried:
Notlworried

TOTAL
(N)

South Asylum Hill

Very worried
Somewhat worried
Little worried
Not' worried

TOTAL .

(N)

~

Total City
Very worried
Somewhat worried
Little worried
Not worried

' ToTaL
, oW

* 1973

1Qjpe
12
16
62

100
(93)

8%
13
25
34

!100
(91)

6%
12
26
56

100
(882)

Table B3

1975

8%
11
22

39

100.
(88)

5%
25
62

100
(87)

8%

12
~17
63

100
(554)

*Data not.available for this time period.

\‘ 14

1976

15%

19

100
(73)

8%
16
20
56

100
(62)

k3

100
(232)

99 ;

18
.27
48

100
(118)

- 11%
12
20
37

100/~
(885)

/I




Tablg B4

PERCEIVED AMOUNT OF VEHICULAR TRAF%?C IN FRONT OF HOME

DURING THE DAYTIME WITHIN NO

Very busy
- Busy
Moderate

Light

 TOTAL
It \

Very light \J\

o 241
\

100
(71)

256

H ASYLUM HILL

100
(228)




PERCEIVED AMOUNT OF VEHICULAR TRAFFIC, IN FRONT OF

Table B5

"y

HOME

DURING THE DAYTIME WITHIN NORTH ASYLUM HILL BY TYPE

’

Very busy |

usy

Moderate

'Lighb

Very light

TOTAL
(N)

OF STREET CHA

NGES® FOR 1977

&

Blocked Narrowed
147, - 19%
29 18
25 48
'15 10
17 ]
‘ 100 100
(62) (68)

A

Untreated

44%
35
19
1
1

100
(96)




"Table B6

PERCEIVED NUMBER OF PEOPLE USUALLY ON STREET

i

* A lot

*. Some

A few

Almost none

~ TOTAL
(N)

3.4

_IN FRONT OF HOME DURING THE DAY

WITHIN NORTH ASYLUM HILL

243

1975 1976
33% p7%
21 26
30 - 23

! .

1. 14

100 100

(168) (76)
. !
/
§
]

100
(232)




. .
.
" .
! ]
» : .
-

C : Table B7

. . . . &
PERCEIVED NUMBER OF PEOPLE USUALLY ON STREET -
IN FRONT OF HOME AFTER DARK
WITHIN NORTH ASYLUM HILL
1975 1976 1977
A lot - T 17% - 11% - 27%
Some - 25 26 15
A few - 26 3w 31
Almost none 32 31 32
TOTAL : . 100 100 100
) . | 6 (76) (232)
.
}
»
'
. ) \ .
244 - [
S ()9") ,
,) ‘\_ 
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o
Table B8 ° SRR
PERCEIVED PROPORTION ‘OF PEOPLE SEEN ON THE > '
' STREET WHO LIVE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD
~ ‘ . | ot
. 5 1976 . ( 1977
s - North Asylum Hill i
Mostly neighborhood . : g "
~ residents > © 53% : 43% 42%
About half neighborhood - .
residents : . 28 35 - 30
Mostly strangers B 19 22 27
) TOTAL - 100 | 100 * 100
: (N) ’ (84) L S (63) - (212)
. Total Ciy - [ . T /
_ | Mostly neighborhood o | e e e
- \ " residents N - 63% * 68%
\-  About half neighborhood . _ ‘
residents > 26 o 18
o ; Mostly strangers . ‘11 T ' 14
TOTAL o . 100 © - v 100

: (N)- A (539) _' (841)




‘ " : o ' Téble B9 o | _ | : _ : '\

.-z-_»:. . 'h o ! ! . . !
«/ """ . PERCENT WHO LIKE TO USE.THE PARK NEAR THEIR HOME** -
3 \ '
‘ . 1975 1976, 1977
3 \ - L:‘
N A N T
North Asylum H{1l> / -~ 26%  (66) 26% (54 36% ()
Total City O 50% (361) * | 48%  (634)
P
r ‘
e e =
/ L}
- {
. .
*Data not available for this time period, ' T

7 . :
**Includes only those respondents who report living near a park,
’ X - .




/

'
Table BLO ~ .° )
MEAN NUMBER OF- DAYS IN PAST WEEK SPENT OUTSIDE AROYND THE HOUSE
193 1976 SRR 41 ¥
North Asylu_m Hill .. / : : o
Mean . 2.0 L 1.5 1.6
N St (88) _ (77) . (231)
N : »\
- | _ -
Total City ;
(N) o (552) ., - o (876)
\ .
. _
.
' L}
*Data no.t‘ available for this time peri,bd. .
| LT
v '.“%
v . - “
. . 2 .,':)
247
' )




Table }'Bll : . B A \,'_

» .+ . AGE DISTRIBUTION OF PEDESTRIANS

vl

)
.\\_'u
_ _ Count\~- ' Percent Percent
Age | o bk LT Change 1976 1977
Less Than 13 528 540 . . +2 .. 10%  10%
13-19% . .83 3% =12 15 13
20-35 2906 2903 o 56 53
3660 . 828 1167 Cet41 .16 21
N T ' t N . . .
\ ‘More Than 60 .o 161 160 & -1 _3 _3
‘ . | ' .
‘. ToTAL . 5258 5505 +5. 1000 100
) .HV " “ R B .
o Vo
\ o/ .
..\\\
N A
. . % Excludes persons under 20 counted' during hours of trayel t:o and
'\\“' . from school (7 30 - 8:30 AM and 2:15 -~ 3:15 PM).
. / ' '
-’\ ‘ 4
:\\
i . ‘ . ‘ ‘ .
\ : r)w, . ) v
246’ ' \} i o '
* I, “\‘\b -




J - }
Table' B12
. . )
SEX OF PEDESTRIANS COUNTED ’
, B
, L
- Count g ° Percent " Percent
1976 1977 - Change 1976 1977
Sex*
Male 3134 3093 -1 60% 56%
Female 2124 2412 +14 40 b4
R ¢ ‘ .
o . . . 1
N TOTAL 5258 5505 + 5 100 100 '
, .
© s . | .' . ‘
f "‘l Excludes persons under 20 counted dutring hours of travel to and
from school (7:30 - 8:30 AM and 2 \5 - 3:15 PM)
] ’ -~ .
AR ‘
. ° ‘
f N []
| N -
' . ) f’l.. 5
pp[.’ \ . | . \
| / s?‘ ' '
¢ ' - ‘: \" ‘
. Oy o0 '
e 249 <] :
i ) ’ .
. ) T ( ,
o ‘ , e / * ¥
. ‘)

»




v "“ ) A .‘ \ ‘ : »
;"' . i
o -t . . . o -
e * . ‘.‘ g _ - Table B13 . ) ) Y, N .
: : ' - ' ) i . 0.
. . RACIAL BACKGROUND OF PEDESTRIANS COUNTED
N R . . R v ' ] | . . . B p . Y
5. . [ 4 *
* X ) *
» . . L A S Count _ ‘ Percent . Pexrcent .
o - - 1976 1977 .~ Change 1976 - 1977
) . .» : o ) P ._' . . @ -
v © Raclal Bgckgroun&* ' . : -
White 1161° . 1305 C 2 22% 24
v . " Black 3274 33260 -+ 2 62 - 60
. Tocher 823 874 . _+6. 16 16
‘ = . ..
TOTAL . Qfss . 5505' + 5 100 " 100
! N / : v
v -
. + ’ \\\ >
o ) A «
- 0 e to . ,
) . 'A ] 4 . . . - g . .
- * Excludes persons under 20 counted during hours of travel to and from

"S© ‘school (7:30 - 8:30°AM and 2:15 = 3:15 PM).

»

k4

o, : : . s . A . . . .(_ '




a""» )
Tablo 314 S

’

CHANGE IN T NEIGHBORHOOD AS A BLACE T0 LIVE IN .
THE PAST YEAR

y . v .
B "
~ *North Asylum Hill i :
> Better, 19% 12% . 18%
" yAbout the samegg ' .45 ’ 8 42
Worse L 36 - ) 0 B
7 - TOTAL. . . & .. 100 . .10 Y o100 .
(I‘f_) - SR (88) o (74) - LA (229)
« ‘Total City o | S -
| Better - e 1% | L Y ' 13%
About the same 57 _ . o v 59
Worse 36 S . - 28
S foTAL 00 -t b . 100
' \ ) ‘ -« (559) : T (885).»
. _ i (
. . | ' I
. . o
. , o
A
» .
' [ \\9. o ' ’
Y ’ u ‘ T )
. . .
» *Data not availabla for this time period. -
v ’ ) 9 4 ‘ e /
. ~ :
()n, )
' 3(; . . . ()
AT 251 '
' ) .‘ '(‘ ‘e



>
he

' ’ . I . . .‘ ¢ - -. .
. ‘}. i “‘ - . 4 .
l . ) o ’ ‘ = N . .

. R * Table B15

9 Y. . .. BXPEETATEON OF NEIGHBORHOOD AS @ PLACE -
.o { - TO LIVE IN FIVE YEARS

N . 1”%" 1976 b 1977

Lt

North Asylum Hill | LT : '
45 ) Better o  431% Con 20% | 34%
& About the same ' .23~ ' 38 e 21 -
Worse - 46 S 42 © 45

» . TOTAL _ 100 y 100
™ - a9 (700 . €2L6) T e

Total City .. S S ) L .
“Better - o 19% ¢ I a 21%
“About the same .35 - A o ' -38
.". Worse s 46 . ’ : . C 41

TOTAL S 100 . 100 .
(N) | : (517) R S (812) A

"
. _. .
. . . N
Y ‘ ’ . ‘ ) .
“ ’ . N
w

- *Data not avallable for this ‘time period. ‘

¢

» ' : . . .

Lo ’ N
" 4 \




¢ Table Bl6

\

Y ) . N

\ 1975

\ S—————
T » R
"North (A@y}gm Hill. h '
_"‘FeeI“’pﬁa»‘m;;o'f,a o N

~ fietghborhood here .
Just-a place‘o live ' 61

®  ToTAL B 100
® (@)

| NI NI N
Total City . R '

Feel part of a .
neighborhood here - % 46%
Just a place to live .© . - $4.

" TOTAL . 100

L]

. HOW RESIDENTS. FEEL ABOUT THE NETGHBORHOOD

\

- (N) } (549) .
“ * )
] - .
. \ ’
"r \
. 0% .
\-, ~ ® g
a ]
. ‘. C . ‘
'.'\ N . ,‘ L}
' ' «/ A Aol
S‘. s d. .o ¢ '
*Datya- not available' for’ this time period.
. o , .
L
, o L e - ) by
. . f .'
253. 70V
N , ‘

»

24% .
76

100
(76)

50%:
50 -

100

(863)




e -

. S o " - Table B17

PERCEPTION OF HELPFULNESS OF NEIGHBORS

"'1975 976,
| North Asylum Hill ) .
Help each other 46% . , 21%
Go their own ways | 34 19
toraL. UF - 7 100 © 100
M) . (87) - (73)
Total City .
Help each other A _ 48% - ok
= Go their, own ways ] 22 . ‘
N, ToraL  # 100

(N) - (548)

e

‘ \
‘ 1
-

%*Data not available for this time period.
. \

. A

\ a ’
\ ’
¢ . 254 / ‘v) " l).
5 c—" , .

O -
-J .
~

35%
65

100
(223)




Table B18
PERCEPTION OF SELLING OF ILLEGAL DRUGS AS A NE IGHBORHOOD ’ .
: ' CRIME PROBLEM S '
b PR
i | - 1975 1976, .
North Asylum Hill
Big problem 41% . - 51%
Some problem : 34 ’ - - 33
Almost no problen 25 16
TOTAL - 100 100
) (81) (66)
. o ? . ’
L Y
‘Total Citx _
Big problem 19% ° ¥
.Some problem 26
Almost no problem 35
TOTAL 100
Ny - (523)
" a [ '

-

%
.'

~ - ): ,
*Data not available for this time period,’
A ' . .
. ’ .
“ . ‘)'\A
So Xl

'. | | 255

43%
34
23

100

(218)

219
27
22
100

(822)




-

L

PERCEPTION OF USE OF ILJEGAL DRUGS AS A NEIGHBORHOOD

North Asylum Hill

Big praflem
Some problem

Almost no problem

TOTAL
(V)

Total Citx

Big problem
-Some problem

Almost no problem'

TOTAL
s (N)

£,

)

-

)
Table B19

- CRIME PROBLEM

1975.

tt—p—

39%
38
23

100
(82)

19%

50

- 100
(519)

v

e

1976
] v o
oson 48%
35 . . .:33.'
15 19
100 100
(66) (218)
A\
%* . 23%
| - 34
43
.. oo
o - (838)

-




[
'/w v
North Asgiumcﬂill. .

Big problem oo
Some problem - -
Almost no problem
TOTAL
(N)

Total Cify o
. . Blg problem L

. Some problem
Almost no problem

TOTAL
g - (M)

N

QERCEPTIO'\I OF LOITERING BY TEENAGERS AS A‘NEIGHBORHOOD

,.”(8§>; - - (71) . (227)

| 100
. (547) |

e

LI 4

- Table B2 . - Lo

@
' PROBLEM

)

1975 R U7/ S 1Y

5 R A 35%
100 - 100/ 100

. N |
26% ¥* ' 23%
23 | | N 3

100 o - ¢

(873)




e

, Table B2l -

PERCEPTION OF LOITERING BY MEN AS A

North Asylum Hill

Big problem
Some $roblem
Almost no pon}em

TOTAL:

. :Qw ///x (N>.' <y

otal City
/7 :
Big problem
'~ Some problem |
Almost no problem

TOTAL-
o

S

/

oy

PROBLEM

1975

rp————

33%
34
"33

100
(85)

17%
120
63

100
(5459

CR . 25,

e

)

NEIG HBORHOOD

1976

m———y

36%
36

106
(72)

-

63

po
O
~i
~3

33%

31

36
100

(:(-231)

14% -

23

100
(875)




. AN
[}
_ \ Table B22
"PERCEPTION OF+ DRUNKEN MEN AS A NEIGHBORHOOD
CRIME PROBLEM .
. 1975 1976 1977
North Agylum Hill - . - . ‘ o
Big problem 23% 19% o 27%
Some problem 36 - ‘| ) 37 - .. 30
< Almost no problem 41 " . 44 : © 43
TOTAL 100 ) 100 - 100
(N) (86) (71) " (229)
LNY d ) .
Jotal City .o
- Big problem 15% . ok o ©11%
~ Some problem 22 ’ Lo 24
Almost no problem : 63 _ ' 65
. TOTAL - 100 . .= -100. °
DRV ¢ ~ (549) - (869) *
.t‘ : v *
‘\
¢ P
{ ! -
' ‘ 1
. ‘ \ L
»/ A Y
¢ ' {
-
i
\ . . { 1
. ' | . 4 .-.| .\J
i *Data pot available for this time period, - '
o - | :
" . -~ L \ '
:,. d.'.._ “’t . " - ’ s
Fad ‘ ' 54 SR /“ -



¢ P . - . N M
. ‘ | .
- ,' " hd
' | . Table B23 _ _
. - - PERCEPTION OF PROSTITUTION AS A NEIGHBORHOOD
. f ' : . CR ROBLEM :
, . | - S 19rs ',%976 3
.. ¥ . L s _’
' North Asylim Hill .
' Big probletn o 32% - 49%
N - ..  Some problem 31 28
. " Almost no problem . 37 23
_ ~ TOTAL 100 100
L‘. o . 8) . . 6D
B . . f
\
Total City _ .
! Big problem ' ©10% - ¥
Some problem - . »13 '
Almost no problem - 77 _
‘ TOTAL . . 100 ’ °
(N) @ : . (532) 4~“k -
\’\ * .
(. j '
' / '
¢ ¢ »
K e '
. 1 |
\ »
%Data not available for this time perigpd.
S - S 260
° < B : . . D Q-
/ ' 7))

60%
20
20

~. 100
~(227)

10%

17
73
100 .
(857)-
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, Tahle B24 R |
PR ASYLUM HILL POLICE PERCEPTION OF CHANGE IN 'I.‘EAM AREA -
o o AS A PIACE TO LIVE IN Tl{a PAST YEAR .
. Fall, 1975 ‘Spring, 1977 3
> _
( ) '
. Better - 7% ' 23%
. About the same 29 63 T
v ' . .
Worse _@_&' 14
TOTAL 100 100
e ) (14) . (22)
" .
;.
A
I3 j‘ -
- ‘ _ k | . -
I -
. / :
b )
‘\.:~.L . '. 261 t’: .; ( ‘ ; »
¥ . t SG h
P ’




',_,;ﬁtfai:-f'7 PERCEPTION OF NUMBER OF NETGHBORS WHO WOULD CALL THE
P S .o , POLICE SAW A BURGLARY HAPPENING . _
- . \ 'S A 1.4
o 1 75 1976 1977
( . N )

P . ] oo 0
! A o . A ? . K *
. o [ Y
, » \ « . _h‘_’ n 1 , ¢ .
. oo, 1 . ¢ '
\ K a i

B ' ' « \/“ A

fh ) R » Y
- . ~ ) ,- - .
v .
, . ) . T . " .
B i « . : . .
Table B25 o ) L .

]

North Asylum Hill e ‘, i o _i“ _ S -

.- P : - . 5
All ot OB of Ghemw*;vw4¢m~-
| . -Sofe of them.. | .. - oo

e w i A few of them or almost” B
R none**° } ( co 33 S .43
TOTAL o o
(N) e e -

' TotaL City .4 ~ . X S : -
A1l or most qf them - - o
Some of them ‘ 26 IR o o
A few of them or almost . o : S ' .

n

none** ot R ~]

PN

¢

; A
i "
4x
W .
: s
o, \
Ll ()
L 4 N
’, 4 o
' E
3
&
o
. 0
4
. *»
R 14
» I
" .
13
Q
L
e
' ;
e
O
s
a-
a

,

“ ) *#Cgmbinequresponse categories.,

TOTAL |

(N)

n

[2)
gy

2

-
"

]

%Data not available for this time period,

N

-

-

~
o
y
.. o
-
n
-~
;
-
»
P
-
#,
-
~
o
~
- b

"

n
-
v
s
-1
L
y
ks ~
-,
L v n
“
"
i
/ /
~
-
“
"
[ )
. N »
i
L]
¢
"\ v ) u ¢

.’.




~   \ - Debie 26

omem——y

IR : 1975

3
North- Asylum Hill

Percent who would report

attempted burglary 82%
N (88)
< _ , _ _ . ,
. Percent burglaries reported -
. . 1n past year ’ 77

(V) (13)

Percent who called polige -
for any reason in past
year -

(%)

A3

. Total City .
Percent who would report
‘attempted burglary

(M)

- 87%
(556)

-

L3

' Percent burglaries reported
" in paStLyeag '

-7 ..

76
(68)

Percent who called ‘police
- for any xeason in past .
year

(N)

A

. [y -’
B f

RES-IDEI\,F CALLS OR REPORTS TO POLICE

N

™~
4
1976 .l o

79% 83%

(75). (232)
/ . ° N ‘ . & )
73 " )

(30)
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.o . ~ ] . rapié B27 . K2R
PERCEPTION OF NUMBER OF RESIDENTS WILLING TO ANSWER QUESTIONS TO HELP |
S POLICE LOCATE PERSON WHO. COMMITTED A CRIME |
’ . . o, ' '
. . . 1975 | 976 " ©1977 N
North Asylum Hill \\\ ' - . )
All or most of them* - - 37% o 25% _ ~ 26% A
Some of them ° .. : 30 ; 32 - S 32 ,
’ . A few of them or almost . . - "~
. none¥* ' _ 33 o a3 - Z;_ . 42 s
TOTAL 100 ° 7 w0 100
. » -, 85y (65) -7 (228)
/ Topal City . ;o |
All or most of themi¥ 49% - ko ; 46%
) Some of them , 26 ° : 26. .,
. * A few of them oxr almost o ' - -
' . nome¥¥ : 25 28 .
. S .0 *
TOTAL . 100 | ‘\ . 100 .
N (527)" . L (84T)
- ‘ " 1]
' o .
,T
) T . NN
’ [ J 1

«
.7
v

A ’
' ‘ e .o

. ¥Data not available for this time ‘period. -~ .
q Al * ’ N "

**Combined response categories. . " i

L) , ' ) : ‘
L . : . ' .
' | D0y .
! ' ' !’ 264 T )
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o ' Table B28 v
PERCENT WHO PERCEIVE HARTFORD POLICE RESPOND “RIGHT AWAY" WHEN
SOMEONE ,IN NEIGHBPRHOOD CALLS FOR HELP BY RACE*¥

)

LY
4 ’ ¢
Black White .
% N % a (0
North Asylum Hill ' g
. ' . “ .
1975 . : . 66 (36) 76 (46) .
1976 , e - 537 . (43)
1977 .39 - (93) 70 (116)
N C A ' . &
Total City - - . > ( |
1975 . . 746 (195) %5 ° (278)
L owe o S
1’ 1977 Y (283) 62 (459)

v . \ ") ’ ) {

**% As opposed to 'taking & while" or "don't know'.

# . - There 18 an insufficient number of cases within this category
to produce meaningful results (N<30). -

# Data not available for this time period.
Fh .\ . ‘ t
LI \
G . \ . ) .
‘ ES \ .
. ™\




PERCENT WHO PERCEIVE HARTFORD POLICE PROTECTION OF PEOPLE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD

) ( . t {
. ., . ' ! e / o
v ?-, Table B29 _ ' ' ’

L I8 "VERY GOOD". OR "GOOD ENOUGH" BY RACE#* 't
. i
. L ) ‘V// ) o . d
. ) . « Black White . '
EASRIENN . Lk B () R A ()} ‘
. . North Asylum Hill : ' .
S \ ' - ‘
1975 o ‘g2 3l 76 (43). .
. . « - ’
}:\J 1976 o : . T "6 (40) \\\; ;
C e 1977 ' T (85) 176 (113) N
et " . .
'y Total City : :
Voo 1975 , o ' 51 - (186) 84 (267)
G 1976 | | * * .
v 1977 ‘ 55 *  (264) 8l (437) . ‘.
ot . S | T |
o %% As opposed to ''mot so good" or 'mot good at all". ' T
o - There is an insufficient number of cases within this category
. to produce meaningful results  (N<30).
o * Data not available for this time period.
(R f . t v . . )
o o .
oLy
o | .
é, ‘ N . '\ [ H !
LA [ )
g;
' . 4 \ .
’ ‘ “i\ ! 266 ..
1 ‘c ‘ " )
)
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Table B30

: PERCEF{WHO PERCETIVE HARTFORD POLICE TREAT PEOPLE IN NEIGHBORHOOD

. -* "WERY WELL" OR "WELL ENOUGH" BY RACE**

! ' 4

[vs
~ L]

B Black - White
. % ) N "% gN) N
. North Asylum Hill 3 )
e \ .
J1975 : I r- 91 (44)
1976 . - . 9% @3N
o Mg '
1977 R 49 (Bl) 95 (105)
o N - A .
Total City ‘' -
S1975 65  (174) 92 (253)
1976 a - * £
. 1977 L. 67 (256) 92~ (415)

~

ok As oppoaed ‘to "not, 80 well" or "not well at all

- There 1is’an insufficient number of cases within t:ﬁis category
. to produce meaningful results (N<30). )

* Data not av’ailable for this “time pgriod.

%
’ 'S ! (
. ‘
. * ) '
“ .‘o ] N
* . “ .; ! ' -
" . ¥
: a ! i 27 ~
200 .
' ‘: Ay . !

-

4
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R . &' .
‘ e . . _ R \
| . | " Table B3l - A4 .
" PERCEPTION OF WHAT NEIGHBORS WOULD. DO IF SAW \SUSPICIOUS STRANGERS
! NEAR:RESIDENT'S DOOR -
« 1975 1976 1977
North Asvlum Hill _ ¢
- Check or call the police **  65% " 57% 6 2%
Ignore ‘it ‘ 35 43 38
' ’ TOTAL ~ 100 100 100 -
(N) -(81) (66) (223)
.Tot;al City » . , .
| Check or call the police ek 71% , ko 15% k
Ignore it 29 25
o, TOTAL 100 . . 100
(N)- (508) . (834)
> - - N
I . .
- ‘- '
\
) / . ' i
. - | _ \ -
- *Data not ava%vble for this time period., , - e
N i Y o, \ e -
**Combined r@s&'g‘pnse categories., R , ' 7
' : ¥ . Pt ,
. s R
o LY B . ] .
I . X
R ' ‘268 * A .
: g : ’ A .
' 2 a4 S
™ 4 Y MY
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N Table B32
- ' " - L]
PERCEIVED AMOUNT OF NEIGHBORHOOD CONCERN OVER:*.
' . CRIME HAPPENING. TO OTHERS . *
North Asylum Hill . "

. A great deal of concern, 24% 34%. _
Some concern 59. 38 ‘ ‘
Nat much concern 17 28 g

; TOTAL | - 100 100 .
4 (N) (83) (72)
‘ ’ L
' Total City | )
" A great deal of concern 35% e
Some concern ' 43
Net much concern '~ \ 22 -
TOTAL 109
(N) (528) :
y
\
' +
-
L )
VAl |

347
46
e 20
100
(227)

"
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- Table B33 '\ .
ASYLUM HILL POLICE PERCEPTION OF DRUNKEN MEN
AS A CRIME PROBLEM IN THEIR TEAM AREA' .
b 2 . . I“
Fall, 1975 " Spring, 1977
Big problem A LY ,
Some problem ' . 4l y 7 *
Almost no problem 18 - - 9t
, ~ .
. TOTAL - ™ 100 100
, (M) S 02 | (22)
' ;
)
[ ! FaN .
\ . ’ .
Lo . . : .
\ a
270 ° .
. “ / \
L] . /
/ : :
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Table B34 _
- ¢ ' ' ) v
ASYLUM HILIL POLICE PERCEPTION OF ‘GROUPS OF MEN IN STREETS OR
- PARKS AS A CRIME PROBLEM IN THEIR 'I.‘EAM AREA -
» . N . ‘ * . .
* ' ... . /,—’/‘ ' '\
- | \ Fall, 1975 * Spring, 1977 -
( . o g
. Big problem ' 53% Yy AR .
) ' .
" Some problem 41 T 687
" Almost no,prob.lem 6 0 |
TOTAL 100 .. 100
(N) +(17) v (22) - -
I‘. 6’
{
]
)
v ’ .
! J ) ‘ -
e, ' « q : A
{
: & v
\ (\ Y I .
- . ’. . .
’ L . *
271 {
. 29 ‘ | ‘ \ ’
~ : ’ vz "

B
\
4
)
2,
»
|/;
’
"
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Yy Lot \ N

! . v . ’ L
vy W . *
3 A . . ’
. . AT , . _ -
¢ o -+ ", Fall, 1975 Spring, 1977
» Bi proBlem 65% o - 32%
' - Some problem 35 . 68
st ' ot
‘ - Almost no proBlem e 0 ' 0
TOTAL 100 100
N) a7 (22)
\ ' ,‘
& ~
'.f. ! p '
: ' N
Y ' . , P
’ - ‘ s .
by ' \ | S I
K . 4 .
\.‘ 4 ~ } ) r_,~
\ -
) e ¢ . . . ’ ‘

- . | , o 272 - .

. gV

' .\‘ L] ‘

- N

- ASYLUM HILL POLICE PERCEPTION OF GROUPS OF TEENAGERS IN
* . STREET OR PARKS AS A CRIME PROBLEM IN THEIR TEAM AREA. . -

. .« .ri"’.‘
‘Table B35

e ,




Big problem

Some problem

-

Lt
4

Almogt no problem'f'

TOTAL
' Ny

© Fall, 1975

5

~n

Table B36.

S e

* ' ASYLUM HILL POLTCE PERCEPTION OF PROSTITUTION o
: AS.A CRIME PROBLEM IN THEIR TEAM AREA < '

>, : N
o

/‘.

Ef§pring,'19ZL%'

.~

s * LN » . . e,
. .- .

88% . 86%
12 S 14 '\._. .

IS i . - :' —-g..

) X )
. N
‘ N
»
'QV'
{ '
]
| i
273 ’
L Voo,
'- 298. :

. !.
]
RY
A,‘ R
, \
.-
L3
/
\
-
‘.
-
L 4
o
A
t
Fl
. -‘..'.
e
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Indications of Differential Program Effects

b \

In Chapter V we saw that there was rather mod change in some
T.resident perceptions'and'atnitudes expected to be affected by the'program,e

n

¢

;and little or no change'in‘others. North Asylum Hill's population

'wa,s heter_ogeneous tn & number of t'vays.._ Hence, one factor that 'ccixld
‘account for this' pattern,'at least potentially, was differential re-

sponses of the subgroups of nesidents to the. program.
Detailed investigation of this .possiblity could not be done T

within the time and budget cohstralnts of this evaluation. Preliminary

a3

examination of the data indicated that the patterns QT change for

v
1.subgroups ol residents were too complex to be sorted out and understood

v

easily This difficulty is‘exaderbated by the fact that small

fnumbers of, cases. for the subgroups, particularly in the sprveys

[ 3 LY
~ .

conducted prior to 1977, make the figures very unstable. Much of the’
analysis,‘then, would be uncertain. However, th& preliminary analyeis

\ : ) .
indicated that the program may have had Wifferential effect on subgroups

| of residents. The tables included in this section demonstrate the

A

difficulties ofiahalysis and the kinds of differencesiobservédr -;E

‘North Asylum Hill residents digfered from one another in a_/'
number of waysp that might have affected -their response to‘a?crime

prevention program, for example, length of residence, ‘education
“or income level, family orthusehold tompositiod, age, sex, and
. . N . : 4 '
" racial/ethnic backgﬁbund.) Apparent differences in effects were
o : : 3 ' ¢ - )
i : t

observed most consistently for diffesent age and race groups.

-

Oyerall, it appears that middleiﬁged and older residents, thosc over

. - /
.

© -

- 40, and white residents were more‘positively affected hy this program than |
) R B . ' L Ce . ' '
¢ ' ' o I . ‘ ) ’ . S .
. - 274 ) ' , B
. g .
. . ’ o “)."{)‘() , ‘ .




AN

.

L.t

’

' in ease of stranger recognition It shoul& be noted that both of v »

For'ekample;‘ne noted in Chdpter V'thatazfe of the mostwimportant o .
) '

changes that occurred in North Asylum, 11 was increased ease of
'recognizing strangers in the arba,/ Tables B 37 and B 38‘indicatg that’
this change was concentrated am?ng older resfidents and nhites.;
The pattern of change ;ppears to, differ for the two groups.
Older residents, as a group, show a ;airly steady in rea;e betwe%n
1975 and 1977 in the rate at which they report it is easy to rdcognizevr

———

'strangers in the areh,-while for whites ‘the increase is concentrated’

' : o g

. between 1976 and.'1977. However, the number of cases for the subgroups
o .

is small for 1975 and 1976, making the percentages for these years S lﬁtw
o/ . . ’ -

-

.
- ’ .

unstable. Hence, although we can be certain ‘that change occurred
, over the two-year period, we cannot be certain when.

) ,
‘Neither blacks ndr younger residents show any significant change

”4thesé groups found 1t easier to recognize strangers than their counter-
! _ ogn: _ _

S

-parts in 1975. The efiect of the change among older residents and
. ) . , -

whites was to make'them more like"the other .two grqups.

Similiar patterns may be observed for attitudes and perceptions

-

c .
that showed no apparent change in the North Asylum Hill population as e

‘a whéle, For example, residents’ perceptions of the amount of L

neigthrs' concern over crime happening.to others did not appear to
change. However, older resddents‘and whites were muchrmére likely,
to report that neighbors had "a ﬁreat deal of‘such concern in 1977 .
than they -had in 1975 (Tables B39 - B40)- | Again, small numbers of

cases for the earlier SurVey yeArs makes analysis of the year-to-year ;

ity

changes impossible. i ounger residents''and blacks' perceptions

~

275
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walking somewhere in the neighborhood and liking to use the park

. o a . . -,
" a regular arrangement with neighbors to watch one another's homes

'(TableszZB - B\30))i A simiiar decline.in positive feeiing;occurted"

~in f9}7 than in 1976, though their feelings in these areas were' .

.. : ) . . . -
LI . \ [ v

were ‘more positive than their counterparts in 1975 and did not

\

. change significantly.l However. here whitps and older residents had

‘become more. positive by 1477, : o N . . ’

'
. }
_ ‘ _ R ;,.
‘of neighborhood spaces (Tables B &1 - BD4) The increase in ' \fo\\\ﬁglﬁf

A different pattern of change appears for reaidents use

. reporteq .in Chapter Yy appear only for whftes. THe effect of the Nl
inereases is to make this ‘group. nore like blacks. who“had reported . . : f?"
greater use of space- in,l975 and did not change signifibsntly over S ?F,

“m:he younger and older age groups ‘both. increased their use ot |

’\

-spaceiat about the same rate. Simi&arly. the increase in.having "

g

is concentratedjﬁmongéphites. with no differences between age groups

Q

. o ) . v
(Tables B&45 - B46). e : - - (
. .. ' : _ ;
* Yet another pattern of change appeared in-attitudes toward police.
In Chapter V we discussed fhe significant declige in positive_' ) B 7~,/,

attitudes that occurred among blacks'while‘whites remained positive .§{¢F” ﬂk&y/

among younger residents while attitudes among the older age’group

)
remained stable’ (Tables B47 - B 49), '

»

- Finally, on certain attitudes toward the. neighboihood and neighbors,
,4‘\"\ ~ '
subgMWtps appear to change-in opposite directions. Older residents

-

and wh tes were generally more likely to say they felt part of a

\A

neighborhood and that neigthrs were thh\*ort who helped each dther

about%the same in 1977 as they. had been in 1975 (Tables B30 - B53).

Younger pgopye and blacks, on .the other hand, showed a more or less




" ) ) ’ ’ ’
| N NN ~ 0 . -
steady decline in feeling part of the neighborhood and perceiving l
e : !

neighbora ae{helpful : - L

Hence, a variaty of patterns of change appea1 in the data.

The small number of cases fon aubgroups/in th3 suf@ey samples from the

.

earlier yeats -TZe;it/}mpossible to judge with certainty Just.‘how
,much ehange the¥® was in this resident population or &hen ita8ccurred

(4

-,'Therefore, detailed analysis ofvchange-over fime cannot be}done.for

e

"

1 - L4

population subgroups.

On the other hand, the consistent apparent impact of the program

on older fesidents and whites i‘ unlikely to have ozcurred by chance,
LY

hd

The fact thatpositive findings for thede subgrons repeatedly appear

in- the data, regardless of the findings for their tounterparts, leads
(J

us to conclude that the program prebably did affect them. It s

apprOpriate that they should be

»

Rfst;affected because, at the time

Amplementation began, it was these two subgroups who were most vic-
: . SN ' .

timized and most afraid, However, the patterns do point to important

iimits of the anhlyéis,in Chapter V.and an "area where additional

1> ¢ o,

analysis is needed,” 1 ., :

L4




- N . Table B37 ‘
| P PERCENT WHO‘F&ND IT EASY TO RECOGNIZE A STRANGER IN 'THEIR' -
. . NEIGHBORHOOD BY AGE ., :
! . - » /
. Less 40 or
\ - . ) Th.an 40 Morg . 4
S , IR ¢ N SN ¢
.. Noxth Asylum Hill 7/"""\ T ) .‘ N e, '
! 1975 Pl _ 30 (55) 15 (32)
‘ ' -n" ».5. . - . * \ l » '
1976 - I _ v 25 (45) 26 (30)
1977 - 3 33 (138) 31 (81)
- I' ‘
] A
Totel City ) ]
© 1975 | 48 (278) 48 . (265)
1976 . * | *
1977 . : 53 (417) 50 .., (411)
<
/ . |
. : | , _ Y ' L o ' ,
. % Data not avallable for this time geriod. o \ ~“w
. ’ . \‘
./. ‘ o .
) ’
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Table B3é 4

e " )

PERCENT WHO FIND IT EASY TO RECOGNIZE A STRANGER IN THEIR '
NEIGABORHOOD BY RACE :

. ' ‘ . Black »*  ‘White |
- - M % Q)
. . oo |
. | . Ny
North Asylum Hill . : _
1975 , 42;;"*;-(32) So9T | (48) '~‘1_ -
’ 1976 N - 18 .(45) '
1977 | S e 39 (d2) 31 (112)
Total City /‘ :
" 1975 _ ‘ 51 (196) 48 (283) -
| . ' % *
1976 T ? | N
1977 ) o © 55 (288) 52 (452)

1
o~

= There 15 an insufficient number of cases within this catégory to -
produce mganingful results (N<30). - : '

< ’ A

% Data not avapilable for this time period.
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' ) “. .. . - . ) A ' . N 'o'v ) . ¢ o
ER ‘ S Table. B39 ' )
, ) PERCEIVED AMOUNT OF NEIGHBORHOOD CQNCERN OVER
e /'  CRIME HAPPENJNG TO OTHERS BY AGE
-0 . - . . . .
. - - -
, N ) '
N o v ‘ ¥ 5, T
# S . “ Less Than 40 "__40 o ““7”67"3 E ZZ .
. . . . ‘._’ \ . 6 k ] 17- Zé_ \ 76 4 '
. v . '7—5 ;Z._ ) . /oy
’ N ‘ . . 2
1 5 . B -~
North Asylum Hill - . \ . ,
A great deal o 29% 38% 219 167 . 58%
. Some S 45"/ ‘ 31 - SA 62 - 32
Not Much | 4 31 - 25 22 - _10
o TOTAL 100v 100 100 100 . 100
L o (52) 1 (45)  (140) (30) S (8
‘Total City . \
A great deal 36% 37%  35% % 7
Some ‘ A % 47 41 %* " 43
, Not Much 19 . ._16 _24 _ 14
TOTAL o 100 - foo 100 . 100
(N) (276) w ° (427)(264) . . (425)
\ ) ‘.l ) . !
- Thére 1s an insufficient number of cased within this category to
/ produce meaningful results (N<30). .- o
. ¢ . b -
* Data not availablé for this time period. ) :
280
' : : ‘ ) ‘\'} (,...:; ' ’ 5
/ R
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* ‘~a . N |. o+«
R “.1. N [ ] ‘\r
”~ -
N . ~ ./ ‘-~ "
- . . . ‘ ’ b
. . Table B4O
’ " L]
PERCEIVED AMOUNT OF- NEIGHBORHOOD CONCERN OVER CRIME HAPPENING '
.t mo OTHERS BY RACE B .
» Vs o ¢
) - ' .
L Y 0- -. ‘t .
e » - . . . \
s ' \ ‘ ’ . - ‘~
e _Black ., 7 White
, L S 1 6- 11 .5 6 11
~\ . . L . . ’
N3 v
\ > . . '
> N , :
J North Agylum Hill
A great deal 31% 2%,  16% 32 439
Some 47 - - 52 ¢ w36 44
Not Much 2 o o
. TOTAL 100 100 100 100 « 100
(N) 32y - Y (91) (45) 42)  (116)
.']' -'n. oo
Total City
) . A great deal 36% qPZIZ ! 35% 41%
Some 37 . ..‘9 :47 * 43 "
, IR %
o g
Not Much 27 ke _lo .18 - 16
TOTAL 100 100 100 100
i . o
\\ ) 1(188) (283) (283) (448)
”5 - ) \

- There is an insufficient number of" cases for meaningful
results (N<30).

-~

!

{ * Data not available for this®time perio&\_
N ;
o~ 281 .o
1 . . LN
. 1ng ¢




Table B41
. VoL B )
_~ °,  PERCENT WHO WALK SOMEWHERE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD DURING' THE DAY ° -
, . " " MALMOST DAILY" OR "A FEW'TIMES A WEEK" BY AGE **
v L
* . .. g . ’ .
‘\ ) . ‘- - )
] t ) J . Al 'A. 3 . ) . . . ) '
' ‘ r : . Less YY .40 or
. . ' - AT " .Than 40 . More -
< “ SRR QTR ) NN ¢ R
! ) . ./ " ' '
. ) < .. ST . .. . . .
. : North Asylum Hill T S U
s 1975 ' 54 (55) 50 (32)
ot .t ) ' .
1976 . AN .51, (40) 60 (30)
. o \ 1977, / L T2 (1613 71 +(85)
. ‘ )
Total City ) '
1975 | . 60 (278) 57  (265)
" 1976 * *)
1977 ( 67 (426) 50  (425)

A
o

** As opposed to walking somewhere in the néighborhood during
, the day "about once a wedk'", "less often", or "never'.

’

. \ 2
% Data pot available for this time period. :




4 ! : “

. ' *'_‘ e 4y | |
it I ~\
: . by - - N
Table 'B42 »
- : I f\ -
PERCENT WHO WALK SOMEWHERE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD DURING THE DAY -
ALMOST DAILY" OR\'A FEW TIMES A WEEK" BY RACE%®
. 3 .. R . ' . ‘
é .
K :5 . ' o ' 3 \ -t
- ' V ' ) : s * ) .
' S Black White
' % (N) « % ()
’ '\
North‘Asyfﬁm HLLL- |
\ . o
1975 " 64 (34) 50 (48)
1976 - 56 (45)
.. 1977 S 67  (97) . T2 w(11D)
o o _ L
Total City "t |
1975 o | 60  (199) . 59 . (285)
RSSO
1976 ' *
1977 ' | 57 & (295) 61 (464)

*% As opposed to ''about once a‘'week','less often", or 'nmever'.

= There 1s an insufficient number of cases in

for meaningful results (N<30).

* Data not available for this time period.

v

‘this éategory
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) . . ' -
. 7o
' v e¥ © ]
| : Table B43 -
\ . . . N " I. .
~ i PERCENT WHO LIKE TO USE A PARK NEAR HOME BY AGE ¢
] * ’ .
- L L
v ". \
[ 4 ‘ . X
.y : . . Less 40 or -
e . _ ~  Thamn 40 are - -
| ! % s ™ % (N
s o | I : -
‘Norfh Asylum HIFL =~ . \ T,
v . ' . : ’ . NN
1975 . 2, (55) 15 (31) N
C 1976 o 22 (4 18 (30)
' 1977 C . 31 (139) - 22 (89)
| . - . |
s.
) o
. . | .
b, Total Cit | _ _ v’
- 1975 : : T 46 (210) 24 (220)
1976 . o x
1977 .o o 48 (424) 25  (426)
S | . | S
\
j o ;
.- I o _ » o
+ . % Data not ava117£1e for this time period. . \
N K o
!
.
{
[
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. »
) . . a s ! . v o .
L] . / M | .
D ., . Trable B4
.7 . - | PERCENT WHO LIKE TO USE-PARK. NEAR HOME BY RACE, = '
. ) " . ) .. ’ N o o - . ) . _ ..'.
. ' ' o & e 1.--'-.-..;(55\.',‘_ BT PRI *
- | ' , . ; . - ) :
o L S _ . Black White
P ) ' ‘I : . . Lo . ' % ) (N) . OL.L____m)- '
ot . + - : N * ' v : ' ¢ '
) - ! ) . [ ] . - '

‘ N . -' . .. . ) )
_ v _ L . . S . _ ‘ -

v . . North Asylum Hill R . ¢ - wh | S
: J . . I . .

| ~ 1975 | | oS3 e T3 )
. 1976 - - - 16 (4b)
o 19778 ST T30 (o) - 26 (L18)
’ : ~_' M . . X . ‘ . '_.-‘""'
.. ) : . - B
. . . . R ) ‘ ‘;’,5'?'- . . o . ) )
) : . . ) . '. 4. : P .

y o Total City - . oy,
Eo1975 34
t r ’ .
. ' e ¢ %

1976 e X . 6

L (200) 34 (281)

©

. _‘ 1977 o o 38 (275) 37 '(462’) o
‘ ® ‘ . N v ! ’ -\‘ .

r
#- There is an ingufficient number of cases i
- meaningful results (N<30). .

A .
.
. .-y,

n this categdry for

-
I

% Data not a?ailable for this time period.’




o . Table . Baf | :
PERCENT WHO HAVE REGULAR ARRANGEMENT WITH NEIGHBORS TO WATCH ONE
, ' ANOTHEK™S HOMES BY AGE -~ ¢
. ) .
. .-l ) . . N
/ o o
Ldss 40 or
' . ’ M . More
,‘ o~ | - LRI ) R (N)
\;‘.j . North Asyium Hill ‘ L K SR v
e © 1975 | | | 19 (55) 17 (32)
| | 1976 - 160 (45). 11 (30)
977 . - .- 28 (141) 24 (84)
B Total City - |
_ 1975 . | 31 (210) 32 (220)('
‘1976 . ok *
' 1977 | L 25 (425) 34 (425)
* Vo | o " '
) ' . .
. .~ % Data not available.fér this time period. )
( R




Table B46 : ‘

" PERCENT WHO HAVE REGULAR ARRANGEMENT WITH NEIGHBORS |
' TO WATCH ONE ANOTHER'S HOMES BY RACE ~

9
L]

. i » ) . ‘ ’ ‘l-_ . .-._ .-*
. ’ ' s

NSt

. ' , -Black. White. :
_ . . . - - 2’. ‘ (Nl ,7? (N) -
. . . o { e
ya v - L St . :
North Asylum Hill

L4

A 1975 28 (3 -9 (48)
1976 2 (80 9 ()

1977 3 4y 26 (117)

‘Total City * | | L ‘
1975 . | ' ) _ 38 (199) 27  (285)
1976 N . __— o

1977 - 31 (294) 28 (46L4)

% Data not available for this time’period.
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Jooe B T : - Table B47. . T
. < ’ . . N . ' . . , ,
o - PERCENT WHO PERCEIVE THAT HARTFORD POLICE COME “RIGHT AWAY" ' .~K
) WHEN SOMEONE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD CALLS. FOR HELP BY AGE#* . / :
v '“, . -
] ] N ¢ o
. I . b ! \ - : -~ # 2 L. ' .
e s T . f _ Th : ' S,
) s [ Lesd - 4oor )
, N . _ " Tharh 40° More -
.« v : o ek (W) . Toxs _:(N) .'
o B ' o e . n
y . _North Asylum Hill _
1975 . T | 68  (54) 77 (31)
- 1976 | \ | e () - 4
1977 ’ - 45 (W) 70 (83) ’
‘ ( { _ ' , :
. o - | L
Total City : ' .
1975 60 (272)° 60 (259) : !
| 1976 ” /. 0 B
| : ” 1977 ‘ 53 . (417) 61 . (414)
‘ . L) . . ’ .
% As opposed to "take a witile" Or "don't know'.
- There "is an insufficient number of cases within this category
. to produce meaningful results (N<30). : -,
l ' : ' v r
- ' .. * Data not available for this time period. , . ' R R .
' ’ \ ' . ‘ ] . . \‘ . ' .
.'&Q ) ) B r -
.‘;‘
v ' .
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* | | ‘Table B48 -~ w»
: ' ) 5 . '
! PERCENT WHO PERCEIVE. HARTFORD POLICE PROTECTION OF PEOPLE . . "
, IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD IS "VERY GOOD" OR’ 'fGOOD"ENOUGH" AGE** £
‘ " N ¢ : * St /’ . ’ : ;
. . . T .
ca N - o
o o AN <
.2 o - R Less 40 or .
. ‘A ! B : \\ Than 40 . More .
. v y . % m ' 7,. ~ (N)
. North Asylum Hill v s
1975 o 80 (50) .80 ' (30)
i o . Lo _ Sy S
.- 4 1976 , o 48 -t (41) - :
\ 1977 L 53, (130) 76 QB2)
\ } ' 'i(. . .
- /
Total City \ . :
1975 S e @0 19 (@)
1976 ' ok ok
.« 1917 63 (403) . 80 . (3°8)
¢ Ak As o'i:posed to "hot so good" and "not good at all",
[N x - . o ' ' . . ~
-~ There.is an insufficien}: ‘number of cases within this category .
to produce meaningful results (N<30). e
% Data not available for this time period.
& k:q ’
’/“ | Pi¢ ) ‘ -
| IR . ) ' !
L - Y
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5 TabBle B49 '
ol ( PERCENT WHO PERCEIVE THAT HARTFORD POLICE TREAT NEIGHBORHOOD ’
o ‘ 7' RESIDENTS "VERY WELL" OR "WELL ENOUGH" BY AGE ** ' ‘
L4 ' v‘ . “v ) . 1 ,’- . ‘ - .
: K P ' " . . ’
Ry Y ' A \/
“ . _ . a o . Less 40 or L.
‘ ‘vt » - , ' v - Than 40 ' More -
. \ - N ) % (M) v
® _ ) ¢ + o
. LA L
-~ North Asylum Hill : o
' L (ﬁ:{ - . ! ‘ ; - C - 4
1975 - o 90 -(47) .- 718 (30)
V"‘” - l976 S S _ 79 (40) | - :
S eE 1977 - " 54 (12®) 100 (74)
. RO . _ Lo . . .
o . . ’
N\ | . T, i
: "Total City o A . - B '
1975 Y 78 ., (253) 90 (489),
N . a- R . e o .
’ B . ‘ 1976 ‘ ' \\;( ok * - ¢
e 1977 . 75, (390) 89 (362)
*¥.As opposed to "not do well" and "not well at all”. . ) i I_ D
; .
- There is an insufficient number of cases within this ca'tegory ,
to produce -meaningful results (N<30) o . _ ' .
% Data not available for this time period’ . -
»
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» | A " Table B50 "
A . . _‘ ' _
‘P)ERCENT WHO FEEL PART OF A NEIGHBORI_@.QOD HEZRE BY AGE¥* -
. : ‘ : -
Y ' \\ A
R Lees . 40 or
. | ~°, .7 - % Tham 40 .. = Moxe,’
. R P ‘ - b T
] ‘North Adylum Hill - ‘ | \
11975 | 41 -(_53)\ 3T T (32)
1976 L © 25 (&) ™26 - (30)
. 1977 R7 T (Ll) 45 [ (82).
Total City .
1975 - 41 (274Y 50 (26?)
’K 1976 . o ,-1 * \' " * '
_ _ v T [
) S LY 7 A W4 (W2)  55-  (414) %
. [}
1Y R ) . ')" . \
v *% As Opposed to feellng the \néighborho‘od Is "just a.place to live,"
& . . .
* Data not available for this time period.
‘ . . . . .
‘ ¢
' @
» ‘ 'S
> L4 . h ',
‘ . ‘ ¢
'
¢ -
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) | Table B51 . .

PERCENf'WHO FEEL PARY OF NEIGHBORHOOD'HEﬁE BY RACE -

2 *
Black = . White
% - N % (N)
North Asylum»Hili .
| w1/ Cok2 (), % (4D
} ' D L] !
AP 1976 : 34 (30) 15 (44).
. .
1977 . I X (93) 42 (115)
—
‘Total City ‘ ’
1975 o 45  (194) 48 (283).
e - » ’ ~
1976 * * .
= ~ 1977 | 56 (291) 48 (456)
)
’.
- !
. » - ¢
~ .“ . )
v ' . -
% Data not available for this time period.
y | ) .
&
/ ~.
Ny i . .
: o ) g . .
/ C, . .
! . . 1] A v
, : 292 'z , ’ B ¢
' R}! ," '
l\. L4 ,’
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Table B52 .«

PERCENT WHO FEEL NEIGHBQRS MOSTLY HELE EACH OTHER BY AGEW*

%
North Asylum Hill

1975
1976

1977

.
Total City
1975° .

1976

1977

42

Less
Than 40
o W)
41 (54)
1w (s
33 (136)
47 (271)

(413)
\ .

40 or
Moxe
% m
46 (32)
40 (82)
!
/o
50  (265)
ok

53 (407) .

** As Opposed to féeling neighbors "mostly go their own ways' .

- There is an insufficient number of cases within this category
to produce meaningful results (N<30)

* Data not available for this time period.
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’ : Table' B53 _
PEﬁcqu WHO FEEL NETGHBORS MOSTLY-HELP EACH OTHER BY RAGEWH

. .
/ e
/ . . ) ;
. .

% N % )
.. North Asylum Hill .

1975 . 54 (33) 38 (48) «
1976 - . - 16 ),

1977 ) . 23 . (91) 47 . (112)

c"\\\ Total City

1975 L 50 (194) 46 - (284)

1976 - x ok

1977 ‘\ o 48 (284) 45  (447)

Yk As opposed.tb feeling ngighbors ''mostly go their own
. " - way'. o :

- = There is an insufficienL numbe'r o( cases for meaningful results
(N¢30). | ~

* Data not.available for this time period.

- .
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‘ T APPENDIX C

»  RESIDENT SURVEY INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

1

Following areb the questions asked in the 1977 resident survey. The
great majority of these questions vera asked in the three earlier surveys
as well. As mentioned in Appendix A above, the 1975 schedule consigted of
' a subgset of questions asked on 1973 with a few minor changes. Several

questions wege added dn 1976 and 1977 these additions are noted when they ‘'
occur. . . . . ! . , .

The questions are listed sequentially as they were asked. Omitted
question numbers are those assigned to instructions for interviewers, which
have not been typed. Response categories for c}osed-ended items are

are underlined in the questions.

»

3/

Cover Interview . ‘

18. Now, ﬁbuld'yOu tell me how maﬁ?“peaple An your household, who are 18
years old or older, have lived at this address for six months or more?

1f any : ) _

g , wl would like to conduct our interview with. someone in the household
who 1s randomly selected. In order to make this random gselection, I
need to know, first, how many males, 18 years or older there are in
your household. How many. are there who have lived here for at least
six months?

20, “Are there any males under 18 who are married? (If o, how many have
lived here for at least six months?)

L

.
“

21. How many females 18 years old or older are there in your household
whd have lived here for at least six months° -

L4 ¢

22. Are there any females under 18 who are marrted? (If so, how many .
have lived here for at least six months?) - .

" -
A s

-

23, Are all these men and woten you have mentioned 1iving here at the
present time?
oy

24. 1Is there anyone elsé over 18 that you haven't mentioned who lives
here but who 1is temporarily away, or someone who isn't a member of
the family like a rdomer? (If so, how many have lived here for at
least six months?)

)




, | \ .
25, O.K., that's fine. Now ac _rding to my selection table with (NUMBER
- OF ADULTS) total living hete in this house we want to interview -
U' . . ‘ . ' . ; ‘ R . , . ' . N

Is (he/she) home now? . ) S )

L (All cover sheet informahts):. o 5 . ,
“ ‘ 26. Now I would like to ask you just a couple of“qpestions about where
~ you live. Do you or your famil§\§¥n.or.rent ypur home?

(1f rents): ‘ : ‘ : . :
‘ 27. Does the owner live in the building? 7 : .

28. In which city or tewn and state did you livetbefore you moved -to-
this address? ) -

If HARTFORD (Could'y0u~give me the number and, street where you lived?)

(If housahold has no eligible R):

* 30. And what is your background=-- 1is it‘briental, Black, White Spanish or '
\ Indian? o . ‘ :
.31, Where were you born? _ | : *
\ _ | o
. 33. What country did most of your family come from originally - that is i
bef®re they came to the United States (or Canada)? i
34, I need to know who lives here with you. I_donft need names, but only
how they are related to you. Let's start with you.
. ‘ . ‘ .
45.  How old (was/were) (PERSON) on (his/her/your) last birthday? e
36.- And (2s/are) (PERSON) married, widowed, separated, divorced or never "
married (SINGLE)? .
38, 1s there anyonefélse that you haven't mentioned who lives here but 1s ‘§
n _ temporarily away or someone who'isn't a member of the family, like a

roomer? e .

. »
i

LN




T ¢ " . ;;ngg;view Schedule

i ” :
] o

- Neighborhood . : . ' . _
. Al, rst I'd like- to start by asking you about your neighborhood.

Y In.genq‘al, is it pretty easy for.you to tell a stranger from someone

who lives in this area, or ig it pretty hard to know a stranger when
you see one? : . ; - ' -

Aﬁ. in;the past year: o you remember seeing any strangers-in your °
neighborhood whose behavior made you suspicious?-

(iﬁ yes):

A3. Did this happen once pr more than once? (About how many times in the.f
past year?) : '

\

.
’

A4, Did you do anything, like check on the situation, or call the police,
! or did yeu ignore it? o .

A5. What do you think your meighbors would do if they saw someone suspicious
outside your door - do you think they would probably check on the
. 8situation or call the police, or would they probably ignore it?

-

A6. In some neighborhoods; pedple do things together-and help each other ~
. in other neighbgrhoods, people mostly go their own ways. In general,
* 7 .what kind of neighborhood would you say this is, mostly one Where
People help each other or one where people go their own ways? "

A7. Would you say you really feel a part of a neighborhood here, or do
you think of it more as just a place Lo live? *+ . '

A8. In general, in the past year or so do you think this neighborhood has
gotten to be a better place to live, 'da worse place to live, or has it
Btayed about the same? BN

<

¢

1A9; | What is the most important way in which it is (better/worse)?
- . . '

Al0. Five &ears from now, do you think this neighborheod will be a better
: place to live than it is now, worsg, or about the same asit _is now?

L] ! . ~

All. In the past year, héve you gone to any ”eetings of any group concefned
- with problems in this neighborhood? "

X . : - . ’

«
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(If yes): : : ! L ST e

Al2, About how many meetings like that have you gone to i:?the past year?.

(A11): N

Al3. Could you tell me the name of any groups you know of (including any
you've ‘been talking about) that are'working or problems in this
neighboghood? (Any others?) T C

(Asylum Hill only = 1977 only): . -
_Al5. Haveswyou ever heard of: . ‘

a) Sigourney Square Civic Assoclation (SSCA)? -
b)  Western Hiil orgahization (WHO)? C s
c) Central Asylum Hill Association (CAHA)?  ~ .

d) Pdlice‘Agvisgry Committee (PAC)?

- {For each group known): AL SN .

Al6, . '
: ¢) As far as you know, what 1s the main purpose of (GROUP)?
d) _pverall, how much good do you think»(QROUP) has done - a_lot, some
r or not very much? o o \\
e) - Is your hpme in the area in which (GROUP) works? ks - ' ,-!
(If yeg): .
. f) In the past-year, have you gone to any meetings: or activities
—— .. spansored by"(GROUP)? ) )
T ’ ' \ '
g)l Hew many?*
h) Are you a member-of_(GROUP)? ! , ’ v ‘
") What'was your main reason for (joining/not joining) (GROUP)?
(1f ng): ° .. . ’
. k) ™w 1is that? . C ..
[ S/
. ) '
A ¥ . ’




T o “
. ’ 4 ~ '
(Outpide Asylum Hill only): e S
*Al7.- How twuch gdod (have these/has this) group(s) done ~'a_lot, some, or
not very much? . “ ' _ o '

. [

(A11): ¢

Al8. How many people, both adults and children, would you say are
usually on the street on front of your home during the.daytime -
a _lot, some, a few or almost none? - ‘

' ”

Al9. How about after dark, how many people would you éhy_are usually . -

) on the street in_front, of your house - a lota gsome, a _few, or e
almost none? ; : ' '

[}

A20. .During he;day do ,most of the people you see on the streets
live arqund here, about half and half, or do most of them
come fgggggutside the neighborhood? : <

¢
A21, WhZZzyou think'about cars,.motorcycles, and buses, that.pass in frontt

of four home during the daytime, would you desaribe the traffic as
very busy, busy, moderate, light or very light? ¢ "

\

A22. And at night, how would you describe.the traffic in front of your
home - yery busy, busy, moderate, light, or very light? '

,

) s’ e .

A23. -How many days during the past week were you outside your house -or
apartment for some period of time - sitting on the porch or steps,
working in the yard, or something like thht? .

. \A : .
A24, Is there a public park near where you livél

- »

A25. 1Is itaplace you like to 80 to or walk through, or not?

(If no): = ‘
A26. Why is that?™ . -
- S(All)

~ A27. How often would you say you walk to somq place in this neighborhood
v during the day = would you say almost e;erx day, a_few times a week,
once a week, less often, or never? . - T :

’

A28, Ané after dark, about how often do you walk some place in this

neighborhood - almosgt every night, a few times a week, once _week,
less often, or never? _ ‘
,

v ’:‘; 299'?1




(All) ¢

L} y ‘ o ‘ ’ | ’
A29. And after dark, about how often.do you walk some place in this

ﬁeighborhood'- almost evgry.night, a few times a week, once a week,

(If ever) :

~

less often, or never?

AN

C(ALl): B ' - L

A30. When you go out at night in youwr neighborhood, do you often drive or
get someone to drive you rather than walk? . . .

-

-AB;.. Do you usually carry anything for protection when'you walk in youf

. . neighborhood - such as a weapon, a whistle, or tear gas?

A32. . During an ordinary week about how many days are ,here when no one’

at all is home for ajme time during the daytime? = '
(If any): . N - .
A33. - About how many hours a day is that (that no one is home)? '

(ALl): -, |
A34. And during an ordinary week, aboyt how many evénings :are there when .
no one at all is home for periods after dark? o _ :

-

. A35., Do you have special. lecks on your doors? ‘(All of them or just sgme?).

A36. Have you had your valuables engraved with your name or some o /
identification in case they are stolen?

ES

A37'. Have you and any of your neighbors ever mlde an ‘arrangement to watch -
one another's houses when you are not at home? i . _ ’

- (If yes): ‘

AB8. Do you do that’all the time, or just on special occasions, such
as vacations? k -

. \
A39. Do you have anything else to protect you home from being broken into?
'

A@O. How many of the people living in this aréq do you think always
lock their doors during the daytime - all of them, most of them,
gome of them, a few of them, or almost none? '




1A . < .
A41, shmrﬂmny of the people living in this area do you £hink would report —_—
~ a crime to:.thae:police, such as a burglary, if they saw it happening to
someone they did not know - all of them, most of them, some of them,
a_few of .them or almost none?

?

; A42, How many people living in this area do you think wauld report g crime.
to the police, such as a burglary, if they saw it happening to
someone they did not know - all of them, most of them, some of them
a few of them, or almost none?

X

A43. How many people living in this area do you think would be willing .
C to help with a group that was concerned with preventing crime : ' *
- in this area - gll of them, most of them,ﬂeome 'of them, a few of them,
or almost nqne?

" . . ] . “ . . . . : <

A44, When neighbors are concerned and try to keep crime from happening to
others = how much difference do you think it makes in the amount of crime
Vv in a neighborhood - a lot of difference, some difference, or
- not much difference at all? :

~

" A45. How much do you think people in your.area are concerned Qith
» preventing -crime from happening to others 1iving here - a great deal,
’ some, Or not muuh? :

*

A46. How do you think this has changed in'the past year- are people in
your area more concerned with preventing crime, less concerned or -
about the same as they were a year ago?l { !

(Asylum Hi11' only): ' o \
A48. 1In the past year, some streets in Asylum HY11 have been closed or
.narrowed,, some have been made one-way. Do ¥ou know about these street
~ changes of not? (1976 - 1977 only).

(1If yes): , : : _ _
A49. Overall, do you think these changes are a good i
‘ ‘or are you not sure? (1976 « 1977 only)

A50. 1In whaL ways, if any, have these changes improved the n ghborhood’
(1977 only) :

A51. In what ways, if any, ha/e,theset?nﬁﬁﬁs made the neighborhood\worse?
" (1977 only)

| t . -
ol T,
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,. . . . S . L \
¢ (A1l Asylum Hill): - ' . . [
A52. - Thinking again about the people, adults and children that you see on -
. the street in front of your house -during the day -~ would you say - _
there are more people on the street. than'a year ago, fewdr people, or ]
is it about the same? (1977 omly)’ ' :

¢ -

A53. How abotut your neighbors, do'xgu»sée more of your nelghbors out or yoot ‘
street during. the day than you did a year ago, or‘gpwer.of~them,'or
that about’the same? . (1977 only) S SR

. ]
a . _ ' -

A54. And how about the cars, motorcycles, and-buses. that pass in front ‘of -
your home during the day == would you say the traffic is heavier.than
it was a year ago, lighter,. or about the same? (1977 only) :

’.

}
Police
~ (All): - : . S
" Bl. Now I'd like to talk about the Hartford Police Department. About
' how often do you see a Hartford policeman iﬁ'qhis neighborhood on
foot - several times a day, almost every day, a few time a week, once
® a week, a few.times a month, or almost never? '

_ B2, 'And about how often-do you see Hartford policemen patroliing the streets
- 'ﬁgva ®ar or on a motor scooter — several times a day, almost every day,
gdveral times a week, once a week, a few times a month, or almost never?

.

B3, When someone in this neighborhood calls the Hartford Police Department
for help, do they usually come right away, or do they take quite

a yhile to come? ) .

" B4, ~Have you had occasion to call qhe_Hértforvaolice Department for help
or about a crime in the last year or so?

(If yes): ' e ' .

4B5.  What was it about? - o .

B6, = How eatisfiéd were youvwith the help you received from the police - i

. very satisfled, somewhat satisfied, not too satisfied, or not at all

T gatisfied? .- S ' - o

(A11): | n

B7,  If you came home and found signs that someone had tried tg break.in,
“but nothing was stolen, would you report it to the police?

B8, Why is that/Why not? . N R,
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EAVAS

N . . . L4

b B9. If you were robbed on the street and had some money stolen would you o :
report it to the police7

B10. Why is that/Why not? | o . 1 Co o
. Bll. Overall, how would you rate the job the Hartford Police Department _ - _'- e
does protecting people in this neighborhood - very good, good enough, ‘
7 not as good, or not -_good at all?” . _ . _ - :
L. ) ’ . 4. . ! . )
. B12.” And how would you raté the way ‘the Hartford police usually treat people' - -
' I in this neighborhood -~ very well, well enough, dot so well, or not well
at a117
\ . 4 . :
Bl13. 1If O stands for very poorly and 10 stands for extremely well -
o general, how would you rate the way white’geople are treated by
Hartford police? .
Q
e Bl4t How about blacks - what number would you give for the way they are
. ' usually treated by Hartford police?
_ Bl5, And how about Spanish speaking people which number would you give for
' the way the Hartford police treat them in general?
. Bl6. 334¢bu think poiice services in this neighborhood have gotten better, v :
orse, pr stayed the same, over the past year? (1976 - 1977 only) =
‘ _ ) " PO ) .«
(Asylum Hill only): S L _
Bl8. As far as you know, have there been any changes in the police service ' ‘
. or the way police are organized -in ‘this neighborhood in the last year ®
or two? (1977 only) - ' _ o . "'
v \(If yes)i . ' : X '. - :
. B19, Tell me about that. (1977 only) - o -
. ’ ! . ' - '”
Fear . . . ) ¥ ’ ’ .
(All): _ 4 . ' o . »

Cl, In the dgytime, how worried are you about beingheld'up on the street,
threatened; beaten up or anything of that.sort in your neighborhood”ﬁ
© Would you say you are very worried, somewhat worried just a little

hrried, or not at all worried? ' ¢

~ ’

e




. ) o
. \ dL . .
e e . .. r . .o L b
. Al Y : “ S . PR .
e ' e . . . - . '9

S, : 4 LS . . B VR . . .
'

L@ ’ -

C2. And how about at might, how Qﬁrried are you about that gort of thing

‘ o - in your neighborhddd - very worried, somewhat worried, just a little B ' 0
worried, or not 'at all worried? . : / '

¢ ¥ _' '4 ‘ . : 4

. L . . ”.(' .' . i - .
oy . €3." .And, how worried are you about your home being broken into .ox entered:

. ‘ "{1legally in the daytime when.no one is home? Would you say you are . .- °°
' o very worried, somewhat worried, jhst‘a little worried, or not at all
‘ worried? ) S R S W ’
¢ _— : ) ? ) ¥ - LR e '
". . R N - ) ' ‘ J'. . e

C4. And how aboit at night, .how woyriéd are you about -your home being
roken into then when you're not ‘at home =~ very worried, somewhat
‘worried, just a little worried, or.not at all worried? - . .

‘.

C5.7 Think.of a scale from 0 to 10."Zef9.stands foz no pogsibility at allb
‘and ten stands for extremely likely. During: the! course of a year,
how 1likely is it- that ) b :

' -

Y P »
4 a A !

a)e someOﬁe‘WouId break. into your.(house/gpartment) when no one is home

—

1 i

. b)'_yourrpqrse/wallét would be snatched in’your neighborhgod .

he c) someon®=would take'Sdﬁethiﬁg;Yrom you on the street by,fofce or ._'
v threat fn your neighborhood: ' ' -

Y d) someone would beat you upror;burt“you-on'the street in your
o neighborhood * . ' . -

i ' CB.:s'Dd?ihg ‘the day - how safe:do you feel or Woyld you feel being out

along in‘your neighborhoed -.very sdfe, reasonably safe, somewhat unsafe,

-

or very unsafe?

-, o

‘ ©* Cl.  How about after dark - how safe do you feel or would you feel being
. oyt alone in ‘your neighborhood - very safe, reasonably safe,

Vo somewhat ungafées dr very unsafe?

-_—

. .
R . . - . I S ‘h e
- - .

'CS{Sf-I am.going to read you a‘list'of ctime-related problems that exist'in
* " gome areas. For each, 1 want you .to tell ‘mg whether it i¥% a big

f".

o

' ,;( _ﬁ;§“"5prqblem, gome problem, orvalmost no problem in your neighborhood? - :
. L 'aa-.Pepple seliing illegal drugs ., SN e) Drunken men
A _ L S : : . _ _
' + ,~ b) .People using %legal drugs ' -, f) Prostitution
. ~¢) Groups of teen-agers around” in thp-streets or parks y .
v\ N ) . . . .
4 . . .
g ‘“d) Groups of men in the streets or, parks b ( PO
" N P ¥ ) . , ‘ ¢
. 3((0 - ,
. . oy ) ’ ¢
R . - " - ' U A i . .
L - ne : ' . . ! 9 ) - . ,o
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(If any rated as big problem or some problem):
-Cl10. -‘Have you or any of your neighbors tried to do anything about (this/thase)

problem(s)? o . , .
\‘\ ‘ ‘ ) ! y . » )
» ' ! )
Cll, What have you done&? , . - /;q-- -
A \ S . '
(All): -

C12. -How ,about ?7 'Is that a big problem; some problem, or
alﬁigt no problem?

a) Stealing cars

® b) Burglary - breaking into people's homes
. . , ;
cs Robbing people on the street ! o

ad) Holding up,and'roobing small stores or businesses

pe - e

e) People being beaten up or hurt on the streets . : : ’
f) Crimes against the elderly

g) Crimes committed by schooluaged-youths\

o . s
.

Cl13. Overall, what do you think is the most important crime problem in
: your neighborhood7 '

Cl4. Over the past year would you say that ‘crime in this p‘&ghborhood ,
has gone up; gone down, or atayed about the same?

g
Victimization
'
We have some specific questions to ask you about crimes that may have happened
to you or a mgmber of your household during the past year within the Hartford v
city limits. . : . \d

D1, a) During the past year, since a year ago (MONTH), did anyong enter your

(house/ Partment) (garage, or any other building on your property),
who didn t have a right to be there to steal something?

b). (Other’than that) Did you find any sign that someone tried to break
in but did not succeed . such as a foroed window or—lock Ot Jimmied '
door? :

A .

.<f . Did anyone steal something who had a right to be m your house, such
Aas. a neighbor, repairman, or ‘delivery man? . i s
. . '\
d) Did'you (or any member of" xour household) have yqur purse or any of
its contents snatched wi hout foroe or~the threat\yf force?




e) 'Did anyone téke or try to take something from you (or any mémber !
. of your household), by using force or the threat of force?

-£f)" To the best of your knowledgé, was anything sgoleﬁ from your
mailbox during the vast year? . . .

g) To the best of your knowledge, were there any other times when .
someone broke or tried to break into ygur mailbox in the past year?

h) Did anyone steal your car or use it without your permission?

1) (Other than that) Did you find any signs that someone tried to
steal your car or use it without permission?

j) Did you (or any member of your-household) have any other property stolen
that did not involve breaking into your home or using force or the -
threat of force, such as sométhing you left outside’of.your home,
something taken from your car or part of your car?

k) (Other than the things you have mentioned) During the past year,
were you or any member of your household threatened with any
weapon or tool, or beaten up, or attacked? : v

;) (Other than that) During'the past year, did anyone attempt to forcibly
rape, molest, or sexually abuse you (or anyope in the ‘household)?

m) Did anyone purposely destroy or damage anything belonging to ydp
including your (house/apartment) or car, such as breaking your
windows or lights, slashing the tiraes on your car, marking the
doors of your (house/apartment) or burning something? We are
interested only in your property or property you are responsible for,

: This does not Mnclude street lights or common territory, such as the
K . halls of an apgrtmént building. : . .

(The following éef of pfobes was asked for each of the above when a crimeé
had occurrgd):' ‘ S . .

"a) (IF SOMETHING WAS STOLEN) Was it worth $50 or more?
b) What month and year did happen?
c) Did you or anyone else inform the.police?

: (If yes): , . _ _
. d) Did (you/PERSON) or the policeman f111 out a formal report?

4

C e o e) Did you ever égain hear frpm the police about this?

e




b)

© )

d)

e)

b

£)

g)

"

’, w

D2, Now I am going to read some statements, For each, I want you to tell
]

me whether you agree or disagree. ¢ ;
a) People in.your neighborhood have a lot of say-in"wﬁat police.Ab.’

The police don't really un&erstand the people in your neighborhood,

The police in your neighborhood really.try to do what is best for
the people that 1ive there. >

¢

Police don't spend their time on the problems the people. in your
neighborhood really care - about, | :

When there is a crime problem, it is basically the fault of the
citizen, .

Reporting minoreerimes to Police is a.waste of time,

No matter what police or citizens do, crime in your neighborhood
will keep going up. .

]

If police got more help and cooperation from citizens, they could

. Yeduce crime in your neighborhood

)
. L)
< [}
(
_____ ' .
v
K}
’ (/;U |
N '
\ )
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DEMOGRARHICS

B

) ‘ _ El. Finally, we have just a few questions for background information.

How much education have you had? (IF "HIGH SCHOOL" OR "COLLEGE':
Did you graduate?) b

E2. How long have you been living in this (house/apartment)?

{ _
: ' ‘ ) ..
E3. -And what 1s your background --.1g 1t Oriental, Black, White, Spanish
2 or American Indian? -
(1f not American Indian): ‘
E4. Where were you born?
(If born in U.S. or Canada and not black): »
E6., . What country did most of your family come from originally - that 1s ’
before they came to the United States (or Canada) '
(All): o o , )\
- E7. Are you (or anyome 18 or older living with you) out of a job and looking
for work? ' :
" E8. Who 1s that? (Anyone else?) —
E9. a) I need to know who lives here with you. 1 don't need names, but
* ‘only how they are related to you. Let's start with you.
‘6€~ How old (was/were) (PERSON) on (his/her/yoﬁr) last birthday?
¢c) And (is/are) (PERSON) married; widowed, separated, divorced or
' never married (SINGLE)? .
e) 1Is there anyone else that you haven't mentioned who lives here but
is temporarily - away or someone who isn't a member of the family, - '
1ike a roomer? :
o . v
E10. I would like y5u to estimate the total combined income of your
family for the past 12 months - (that is, yours, your (ALL ADULTIS'
% : etc.) - before daductions for taxes, Please inchSe income from all-
: sources - that is, wages, salarles, gocial securidy, or retirement \ -
R benefits, help from relatives, rent from -property and so fortR. ‘ '

Would you say it is under $5,000, $5,000 to $10,000, $10,000 to!$15,000,
or over $15,000' for the year? o
' (IF LESS THAN $5,000) Is 1t more or less than $3,0007 . o
(%F $5,000 TO $10,000) Is 1t more or laess than $7,000? _ v

). :

308
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eligible for Social Security): N :
2. Do you receive any income from Social Security? (1977 only)

3. How do you get &ouf (Social Security) checks.... that 1s, do you have

them mailed to you at home, have them deposited directly into the bank,

or what? (1977 only)

El4, Finally, we have talked a lot about crime and fear and police. I

<

would like you to tell me in your own words about how you see crime
and fear in your neighborhood, and how it effects you personally.
(Anyth%&g else?) (1977 only) : '

o
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~ PROJECT DOCUMENTS E e

\a/

The following doguments'have been pkoduced by the
Hartford project: , - : -

REDUCING' CRIME AND: FEAR: THE HARTFORD. NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PRE-
VENTION PROGRAM: TECHNICAL RESEARCH REPORT. . :

This is the priseipal document, providing the most tho-
rough and -technical description of the-research. Sections of
the report present detailed discussions of. (1) the background,
conceptual framework, and objectives of the program; (2? the
data sources, methods, and findings wtilized in identifying and
analyzing target area crime problems; (3) the design of a com-
prehensive program for reducing target area crime, including
strategy components for the physical environment, the police,
and the community eesidents; (4) the implementation apd moni-
toring of program strategies; (5) the evaluation methodology
~and findings for assessing program impact on Xarget area
crime and fear; and .(6) the conclusions and EﬁﬁTﬁ(ations of
the Hartford‘project'experience for ctrime control program
‘design and implementation . in other urban residential setfings.
. Finally, extensive data tables and research instruments are
presented in appendices to the report. This technical docu-
ment is of primary interest to the research and academic.
communities. a . ‘ '

REDUCING CRIME AND FEAR: THE HARTFORD NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PRE-
VENTION PROGRAM: AN EXECUTIVE SUMMARY REPORT. - i

This document 1s a.summary. of’the technical research re-
port, described above, presenting an overview of the major
project concepts, objectives, findings, and implications.. It
necessarily omits much-of the technical detail of the research.
.and is of interest to a broader, non-technical audience of
urban, planners, program implementers, and criminal justice
personnel. - o ' ' -

- The Appendix of the Executive Summary consists of two
related-working papers which describe problems and. special

.. ‘issues relating to the project. The first, entitled "Imple~ .

mentation of the Hartford Neighborhood Crime Prevention Pro-
gram," describes the special problems encountered in imple-
‘menting the program and suggests ‘procédures for implementing
future programs. The second, entitled "Evaluation of the
Hartford NeighborhoodCrime Prevention Program," addresses
some of the special problems and’'issues encountered in. the
research and should be of primary -interest to program evalua-
" tors and .other researchersy - ' o SR :
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L ABSTRATR.
, 1The-Harfford-prOJectﬁwas an experimental program intended
. to reduce residential burglary and/street robbery/pursesnatch,

" ‘and the fear of those crimes “in an urban residential neigh-
- -borhood. = The program combined changes. in the physical cha- '

“-racteristics of the neighbarhood with police and resident o
" .activities in an integrated effort to increase resident con-
trol of thejh_neighborhood and tp reduce criminal opportu-

L nities.

.. -The'neighborhood, Asylum Hi11, is lTocated pear the re-
~- tail and commeércial cedter of Hartford. In 1973, when the

- program was -initia]ly undertaken, its population consisted

. 'primarily of single, working individuals, young and old, with

- a high rate of transciency and an increasing number of mino- °
-rity residents. Most of the population resided in low-rise
apartment houses or two- and three-family hous®s. Once a
choice residential neighborhood, the area was beginning to
show signs.of incipjent decline. S

Aha]ysis of the crime in the area was undertaken by a

* team.of specialists in urban design, crime and law énforce- ’

ment analysis, and survey research. The team's task involved
two elements: first, to develop an understanding of the ways
in which resjdents, potegtial offenders, police, and the phy -
sical environment interacted ™o create criminal opportunities;
second,-to.design'in!xpensive strategies that could be quickly
implemented -to interrupt a pattern of rising crime. '
The analysis showed that a number of features of the
-physical .enyironment were working to destroy the residential
character of the neighborhood. - Vehicular and pedestrian
traffic passing through the area dominated the streets and
depersonalized them. The streets belonged more to outsiders
than to the residents, creating, an ideal environment for
potential offenders. ) ) :

In 1974 the team designed a three-part programjntehZ:d
to respond to,those problems in order to reduce crime in
Asylum Hill and-its attendant fear. This program, which was
implemented in 1975 and 1976, inclyded: ' -

e

’
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a) “closing entrances to some residential streets and
‘ narrowing others at their intersectians with ar-
terial streets in order to reduce outside traffic
on the streets and thus enhance the residential
character of’thle area; L .
' A . .
b) 1nst1tut1ng'afneighborhood'team police unit with
4 strong relationships with the residents; :

¢) creating community organizations and encouraging
them to work with the police and to initiate resi-
dent efforts to improve the-neighborhood and reduce
criminal opportunities. . ' /
A careful -evaluation of the program was carried out after

the program had been in operation a year. Findings indicated

a substantial reduction in burglary and fear of burglary while

2’ pattern of increasing robbery/pursesnatch was halted and
. may have undergone a reduction. A1l of the program compo-
-nents had a role to play and contributed to the -positive’

results of the program. However, :among the various changes
bbseryed, increased resident use of and efforts to control
the neighborhood appeared to be the most important reasons
for the initial success of the program in*reducing crime and
fear. The physical changes appeared to be essential to-
achievigy, those results. . o

\
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\ FOREWORD

This report,presents the results of an experimental
crime prevention program in Hartford, Connecticut, sponsored
by the National Institute. ofﬂtaw Enforcement and Criminal
~ Justice, and designed to redute residential burglary, street
robbery, and the concomitant fear of these offenses in a
neighborhood showing signs of increasing crime accompan1ed
by p y51ca1 and soc1a1 deterioration

The program was based on a new "env1ronmenta1" approach
.to crime prevention: -a comprehensive view addressing not only
the rel&tionship among citizens, police, and ‘offenders, but
also the effect of the physical environment on their attitudes
and behavior., Prior to Hartford, the National Institute had
funded a number of studies which had included physical design
concepts in crime prevention programming. However, the
Hartford project and its evaluation was the first attempt at
~a comprehensive test of this env1ronmenta1 approach to crime
contrel.

tAs- a pioneering effort in the 1ntegrat1on of urban design
and cr1me prevention concepts, the Hartford project expanded

the field of knowledge about the role of tpe physical environ-

ment in criminal opportunity reduction any of the theore-
“tical advances that were made i'n the project have now beean
w1de1y adopted in the field of environmental crime prevention.
N

In addition to 1ts theoretical contributions, the pro-
-«ject generated considerable practical knowledge about the
implementation of an integrated crime prevention program.
As an example of the successfiul application of theoretical
prhnc1p1es to an existing physical setting, 1t provides a
realistic test of the practical utility of its underlying
concepts and should thus represent a valuable model to urban

. planhers and law enforcement agenc1es in other communities.

4

Finally, the Hartford project has 1mportant 1mp11cat10ns
for evaluation. The data collected before, during, and after
the experiment were extensive-and methodolggically sophisti-
cated. As a result, the evaluation is an éspecially rigorous,
thorough, and scientifically sound assessment of a comprehen-
sive crime control project, providing an excellent model-for

future program evaluators. .
viti
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‘Although’ ‘;1y the short-term (one year) evaluation has

. been completedp the early findings offer encouraging pre-

: 11m1nary evide ® su pport of the major project assumption:
that changes md@de in the physical environment of a neighborhood
can produce chianges in resident behavior and, attitudes which

.make 1t more difficult for crimes to occur unobserved and un-
reported. A substantial.reduction in résidential burglary

- and fear was observed in the experimental area and, while less
concltsive, there appears to have been‘an effect on street

| robbery and fear as well. . | )

. It must be remembered, however, that these findings re-

- flect on]y short-term program impact and thus provide only

- tentative indications of potential program success. More

- definitive conclusions M1]] be possible only after a re-evalua-
0t1on of the program -- currently in-its initial stades -- has
measured the long-term e\fects on crime and fear 1n ‘the target
aY‘ea *

\

Lois Mock
Fred Heipzelmann
Community Crime Prevention
Program _
, National Inetitute of Law
Enforcement and Cr1m1na1
Just1ce-
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. resppnsibility for monitoringd the police component of the
project during the evaluation year, and also made numerous .
contributions to early-drafts of the project reports.

In the City of Hartford itself, many persq@s contri-
buted to the implementation and evaluation of is project.
The Hartford Police Department deserves substantial credit.
: Under the leadeirship of Chief Hugo Masini, the Department A
gave full cooperation to the implementatian of the police
component. The Department also permitted on=g¥te monitgring
of police operations, provided record data, and facilitated
the distribution and collection bf questionnaires- flom members.
of the police teams. Of the many-poche officers’ who were Sk\l{;\
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he1pfu1, we particularly want to ment1on Neil Sullivan, cur-

rent]wﬁneputy Chief, who.was thevoriginal Commander of‘ the
experifental district. and who contributed to the success®ul
implementation of thé police effort . n ipnumerable ways.
Lieutenants LeRoy Bangham and. Dan1e1bward, who headed the
two experimenta1 tqams, also’ deserve spee1a1 mention.

Politically, the entire proaecf would have been 1mpos§1-

 ble without the sypport of the Hartford City Council apnd

. the more than 200 1ntery1ewers who carried out these surveys.

Edward M. Curtin, then City Manager. These people were

willing to take a.chance on an unproven program. despite voca1

~opposition-in the hopes that something important could be
Tearned abogt how to kreduce urban crime. « Also, Jonathan

Colman, Director of khe Planning Department’, spent consi-
derable time with the architects workingsout-the details of
the physical changes, and-John Sulik, then Director of Publig
Works, was responsib]e for the overall coordination”of “the
C]ty s role in their construction. Robert Messier of the

-Départment of Public Works deserves special mention for' h1s

role as construction site supeFV1sor

Thanks are owed to some 3,000 residents of Hartford.who °
cooperated by N§iving their time to the various surveys which

were an essential part of this project. .Thanks are alsp due

Spec1a1 mention should be made of the contribution of

Lois Mock, the Project -Monitor at NILECJ, and Fred Heinzelmann,
‘Director of the Community Crimé Prevention Program, which ‘

funded the evaluation of the project.” This project took
much- 18nger than anwone had ‘envisioned at the start, and
their support-of the project through the various de]ays kept
it from fourdering. They were intimately involved in all
phases of the: project, part1cu1ar1y its evaluation. -Richard
Rau of NILECJ, the original monitbr for the project, also

* should be acknoW]edged for his ro]e imgthe initial develop: "
ment of the proaéct :

¥ «

“w The document, which was- prepared by the staff of the
Hartford-Institute, js based on éarly versions of .the Tech-

nical Research Report prepared by the Center for Survey

Research. This report is dependent on the Center and other
contracters for analytic conclusions and other conceptual.
work; however, the Hartford Institite had final ‘r