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PROJECT DOCUMENTS 

The following documents have been produced by the 
Hartford project: 

REDUCING CRIME AND FEAR: THE HARTFORD NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PRE­
VENTION PROGRAM: TECHNICAL RESEARCH REPORT. 

This is the principal 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 utilized 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 residents; (4) the implementation and moni­
toring of program strategies; (5) the evaluation methodology 
and findings for assessing program impact on target area 
crime and fear; and (6) the conclusions and implications of 
the Hartford project experience for crime control program 
design and implementation in other urban residential settings. 
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. 

REDUCING CRIME AND FEAR: THE HARTFORD NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PRE­
VENTION PROGRAM: AN EXECUTIVE SUMMARY REPORT. 

This document is 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 b~oader, non-technical audience of 
urban planners, program implementers, and criminal justice 
personnel. 

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 procedures for implementing 
future programs. The second, entitled "Evaluation of the 
Hartford Neighborhood Crime 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 researchers. 
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A limited number of copies of both published reports 
are available from the National Criminal Justice Reference 
Service, P. O. Box 6DOO, Rockville, Maryland 20850. Copies 
are also available for sale from the Government Printing 
Office in Washington, D. C. 
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ABSTRACT 

The Hartford project was 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 neighborhood with police and resident 
activities in an integrated effort to increase resident con­
trol of their neighborhood and to reduce criminal opportu­
nities. 

The neighborhood, Asylum Hill, is located near the re­
tail and commercial center of Hartford. In 1973, when the 
program was initially 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 houses. Once a 
choice residential neighborhood, the area was beginning to 
show signs of incipient decline. 

Analysis of the crime in the area was undertaken by a 
team of specialists in urban design, crime and law enforce­
ment analysis, and survey research. The team's task involved 
two elements: first, to develop an understanding of the ways 
in which residents, potential offenders, police, and the phy­
sical environment interacted to create criminal opportunities; 
second, to design inexpensive strategies that could be quickly 
implemented to interrupt a pattern of rising crime. 

The analysis showed that a number of features of the 
physical environment 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 program intended 
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, included: 
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a) closing entrances to some residential streets and 
narrowing others at their intersections with ar­
terial streets in order to reduce outside traffic 
on the streets and thus enhance the residential 
character of the area; 

b) instituting a neighborhood team police unit with 
strong relationships with the residents; 

c) 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 
a pattern of increasing robbery/pursesnatch was halted and 
may have undergone a reduction. All of the program compo­
nents had a role to play and contributed to the positive 
results of the program. However, among the various changes 
observed, 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 
achieving those results. 
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FOREWORD 

This report presents the results of an experimental 
crime prevention program in Hartford, Connecticut, sponsored 
by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice, and designed to reduce residential burglary, street 
robbery, and the concomitant fear of these offenses in a 
neighborhood showing signs of increasing crime accompanied 
by physical and social deterioration. 

The program was based on a new "environmental" approach 
to crime prevention: a comprehensive view addressing not only 
the relationship 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 environmental approach to crime 
control. 

As a pioneering effort in the integration of urban design 
and crime prevention concepts, the Hartford project expanded 
the field of knowledge about the role of the physical environ­
ment in criminal opportunity reduction. Many of the theore­
tical advances that were made in the project have now been 
widely adopted in the field of environmental crime prevention. 

In addition to its theoretical contributions, the pro­
ject generated considerable practical knowledge about the 
implementation of an integrated crime prevention program. 
As an example of the successful application of theoretical 
principles to an existing physical setting, it provides a 
realistic test of the practical utility of its underlying 
concepts and should thus represent a valuable model to urban 
planners and law enforcement agencies in other ~ommunities. 

Finally, the Hartford project has important implications 
for evaluation. The data collected before, during, and after 
the experiment were extensive and methodologically sophisti­
cated. As a result, the evaluation is an especially rigorous, 
thorough, and scientifically sound assessment of a comprehen­
sive crime control project, providing an excellent model for 
future program evaluators. 
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----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Although only the short-term (one year) evaluation has 
been completed, the early findings offer encouraging pre­
liminary evidence in support of the major project assumption: 
that changes made in the physical environment of a neighborhood 
can produce changes in resident beha~ior and attitudes which 
make it more difficult for crimes to occur unobserved and un­
reported. A substantial reduction in residential burglary 
and fear was observed in the experimental area and, while less 
conclusive, there appears to have been an effect on street 
robbery and fear as well. 

It must be remembered, however, that these findings re­
flect only short-term program impact and thus provide only 
tentative indications of potential program success. More 
definitive conclusions will be possible only after a re-evalua­
tion of the program -- currently in its initial stages -- has 
measured the long-term effects on crime and fear in the target 
area. 

Lois Mock 
Fred Heinzelmann 
Community Crime Prevention 

Program 
National Institute of Law 

Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice 
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INTRODUCTION 

A major premise underlying the Hartford Neighborhood 
Crime Prevention Program was that there is a direct corre­
lation betwee~ the design and functioning of the residential 
physical enVlronment and stranger-to-stranger crimes of oppor­
tunity such as burglary and street robbery.l This premise 
holds that the physical environment and the way it is used can 
create conditions which facilitate or hinder crime opportu­
nities. Therefore, the study of the environment and its use 
by residents, police, and others is essential to a full under­
standing of opportunity creation and reduction. The Hartford 
project was the first attempt to implement and evaluate this 
environmental approach to crime prevention. 

A second major premise upon which the Hartford program is 
based is that a program must be crime-specific and site­
specific, both in problem analysis and solution design, in 
order to produce successful results. Different kinds of crime 
are caused by various factors which differ from location to 
location. Although a crime- and site-specific program design 
approach may trigger conditions which lead to a total reduction 
in crime, attempts to effect widespread crime reduction of a 
variety of unrelated types of crime in one or more locations 
often result in dispersion of effort and minimal accomplish­
ment. 

A third major premise was that a comprehensive set of in­
tegrated solutions would produce a better result than any sin­
gle solution. An approach that integrated solutions focusing 
on the physical environment, police and residents was believed 
more likely to succeed in reducing crime opportunities than 
an approach that omitted any of these three elements. While 
the overall success of the integrated program would depend on 
the success of each individual component, it was intended that 
the elements would reinforce each other through the development 
of a set of mutually supportive relationships among the physical 
enVironment, police, and residents to achieve a maximum impact 
on crime. It was expected that a synergistic effect would be 
produced in which the combination of components would result 
in the leveraging of each component to an effectiveness beyond 
its individual capacity. 

1 The use of the term "robbery" throughout this document is 
intended to include the FBI index crime of pursesnatch as 
well. "Burglary" refers to residential burglary only. 



Given this conceptual background, the Hartford project 
was designed to test the following hypotheses: 

1. The crime rate in a residential neighborhood is a 
product of the linkage between offender motivation 
and the opportunities provided by the residents, users, 
and environmental features of that neighborhood. 

2. The crime rate for a specific offense can be reduced 
by lessening the opportunities for that crime to occur. 

3. Opportunities can be reduced by: 

a. Altering the physical aspects of buildings and 
streets to increase surveillance capabilities 
and lessen target/victim vulnerability, to 
increase the neighborhood's attractiveness to 
residents, and to decrease its fear-producing 
features; 

b. Increasing citizen concerns about and involve­
ment in crime prevention and the neighborhood in 
general; and 

c. Utilizing the police to support the abo~e. 

4. Opportunity-reducing activities will lead not only to 
a reduction in the crime rate but also to a reduction 
in fear of crime. The reduced crime and fear will 
mutually reinforce each other, leading to still fur­
ther reductions in both. 

In 1973 an interdisciplinary team of specialists began an 
assessment of the nature of crime and the contributing factors 
in two residential areas of Hartford. This team included spe­
cialists in urban design and land use planning, police opera­
tions and criminal justice issues, research and evaluation 
methodology, and implementation of public policy change. Com­
bining data from police incident reports; an extensive ques­
tionnaire survey of residents; physical site and land use ana­
lyses; and interviews with offenders, community leaders and 
police officials, the team assembled a composite picture of 
crime and fear in the target areas. The intention was to de­
termine the extent and nature of the crime and fear problems 
in these neighborhoods in order to identify the factors faci­
litating crime and fear. 
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Residential burglary and street robbery/pursesnatch were 
chosen to be the target offenses. Burglary is among the most 
common serious property crimes, while robbery and pursesnatch 
are the most common serious crimes against persons. Both types 
of crimes are usually "stranger-to .. stranger" in which the vic­
time and offender do not know each other, and both present a 
threat to individual security. Because burglary involves 
breaking into the victim's home and thus is personally threaten­
ing (an element of a crime against the person), it is more fear 
p~oducing than other larceny crimes such as automobile theft. 

Hartford was chosen as the site for this project for three 
reasons. First, Hartford had high crime neighborhoods that 
were typical of urban neighborhoods nationwide, and thus met 
an essential criterion for testing a demonstration project 
which could be replicated in cities throughout the nation. 
Second, the Hartford Institute of Criminal and Social Justice 
provided an ideal organization to carry out such an experiment. 
As a private organization outside city government, with strong 
working relationships with city officials, the police depart­
ment, and the business community, it provided a resource for 
successfully implementing a complex demonstration program. 
Third, the project required independent funding for the imple­
mentation of the proposed crime control program, including any 
phYSical design changes required. NILECJ could fund only the 
planning and evaluation of the experiment. In Hartford there 
was an expressed willingness on the part of private and public 
interests to make capital investments in an existing neighbor­
hood, if a feasible and convincing program could be developed. 

The two neighborhoods of Hartford chosen for initial analy­
sis were Clay Hill/South Arsenal and Asylum Hill. These two 
neighborhoods were chosen because they were representative of 
other urban neighborhoods nationwide which were experiencing 
rises in crime and fear rates and which might benefit from this 
type of anti-crime program. Clay Hill/South Arsenal was repre­
sentative of high density, inner city neighborhoods and experi­
enced problems commonly found in those neighborhoods; Asylum 
Hill was representative of older urban residential neighbor­
hoods just on the verge of decline. 

Located adjacent to Hartford's central business district, 
Clay Hill/South Arsenal in 1973 was primarily a large ghetto 
area. It suffered the myriad problems typically found in a 
seriously declining neighborhood, including deteriorating 
housing, high unemployment, and poor resident/police rela­
tionships. Its predominantly black and Puerto Rican popula­
tions lived in older public and private low-rise family 
housing. Clay Hill/South Arsenal had a high robbery rate and 
the highest residential burglary rate in Hartford. 

-3-
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Asylum Hill is a residential area near the retail and com­
mercial centers in Hartford. In the early 1970's Asylum Hill 
was i n h a bit e d p rim a r il y by sin g 1 e, w 0 r kin gin d i vi d u a 1 s, you n g 
and old, with a high rate of transiency. The population was 
mostly white but with an increasing number of minority resi­
dents. By 1973, this once attractive area, consisting primarily 
of low-rise,multi-unit buildings and one- to three-unit wood 
frame structures, was beginning to show the characteristics of 
a deteriorating urban neighborhood. Landlords were reluctant to 
maintain the housing stock. Long-time residents were leaving. 
Remaining residents were avoiding public places such as an area 
park and public streets. Major factors in this incipient de­
cline were thought to be rising rates of residential burglary 
and street robbery (Asylum Hill had a higher than average rob­
bery rate) and the fear engendered by those crimes. 

The team soon concluded that it could not develop an en­
vironmental program for the Clay Hill/South Arsenal area. Be­
cause the neighborhood was greatly deteriorated, the cost of 
physical changes that would make even a modest difference was 
prohibitive, and both residents and community leaders felt 
there were more urgent renovation needs in the area than those 
addressing crime. There was also considerable hostility in 
this neighborhood to the concept of attempting to solve crime 
problems through environmental changes, since residents felt 
that the improvement of police attitudes and operations in the 
area was of greater importance. 2 

A cursory examination of Aylum Hill showed that physical 
deterioration and crime rates were greater in the north sec­
tion, North Asylum Hill, than in the south section, South 
Asylum Hill. The North Asylum Hill neighborhood was large 
enough and had enough crime to provide tne research opportu­
nities needed for such a project. Yet it was small enough to 
accommodate a manageable project. It was bounded by census 
lines, which aided in data collection, in monitoring, and in 
manageability. It was experiencing serious crime and was 
located in proximity to other sections which exported consi­
derable crime, not only to North Asylum Hill but to downtown 
and other sections as well. The neighborhood1s central loca­
tion and the variety of housing types representative of other 
sections of the city rendered it an ideal area in which to 

2 Although the full program as originally planned was not car­
ried out in Clay Hill/South Arsenal, a partial program was 
implemented involving improved poli~ing and increased citi­
zen participation which paralleled those efforts in Asylum 
Hill. 
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test a project which would have transferability to other areas 
of the city. It was also representative of older, urban resi­
dential neighborhoods nationwide, and as such provided an ideal 
opportunity to test a project of nationwide ~ignificance. 
Furthermore, the business community had already initiated a 
planning process for large-scale physical improvements in 
North Asylum Hill. The team concluded that the experiment 
as conceived with the National Institute could be tried in 
North Asylum Hill. 

The entire crime prevention program occurred in four pri­
mary stages. The first stage, which began in July, 1973, and 
lasted six months, consisted of data collection and analysis 
for the purpose of defining the problems and developing solu­
tions. The second stage, which encompassed a second six 
months, was devoted to designing the program. 

The implementation stage, which began in autumn of 1974, 
involved presenting the proposed program to the community for 
their review and recommendations, and putting the final pro­
gram as accepted into operation. The program as implemented 
consisted of a three-element approach to reducing criminal 
opportunities: (1) changing the physical environment, (2) 
reogranizing the police, and (3) increasing the involvement 
of community residents .. Police reorganization and community 
organizing efforts began early in 1975. However, proposed 
changes in the physical environment immediately became em­
broiled in controversy during the presentation phase, and the 
changes were not actually constructed until the summer of 1976. 

The final stage, evaluation, lasted from July, 1976, 
through June, 1977. The following sections of this document 
discuss all stages of the project. 
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September 
1973 
initial 
residential 
survey 

1974 

T 
July 1, 1973 
proj ect beg1.m 

March 1974 
basic plan 
developed 

SCHEDULE OF EVENTS 
OVERVIEW 

May-J1.llle 1975 
survey update, 
pedestrian and 
traffic data 

Spring 1975 
police 
questionnaire 

1975 1 
I 

September 1974 
meetings with 
comm1.lllity groups 

begun 

May-J1.llle 1976 
survey update, 
Asylum Hill only; 
pedestrian and 
traffic data 

May-J1.llle 1977 
survey update, 
pedestrian and 
traffic data 

May 1977 
police 
questionnaire 

III EVALUATION PERIODI / 4V /a 

1976 1977 , 

T 
J1.llle 1976 
street 
closings 
begun 

November 1976 
street closings 
complete 

1 
J1.llle 30, 1977 
evaluation 
period 
over 

a NOTE: Crime rates took the entire year -- July 1976 - J1.llle 1977 -- as the evaluation period. 
However, most measures from the surveys and observations essentially measured key variables 
fear, use of streets, etc. -- as of J1.llle 1977. 
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~ 
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----------------------------------------...... ------~ 

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

Data Collection 

Various types of information were needed to develop a com­
plete picture of crime in North Asylum Hi'l; to identify the 
ways in which the physical environment, offenders, police 
operations, and residents' behavior contributed to crime oppor­
tunities; and to examine resident fear and its relationship to 
crime and other social and physical conditions of the area. 

To obtain this information, five major data collection 
techniques were utilized. First, in order to determine the 
features and condition of the physical environment and the ways 
this environment was being used, urban designers conducted 
physical site and land use surveys in the area. Second, a 
random sample survey of residents was conducted in the target 
area and in the rest of the City in order to obtain up-to-date 
socio-demographic data; to gather information about the 
community's experiences, fears, perceptions, and behavior with 
respect to crime-related issues; and to obtain victimization 
information. The rest of the City was broken down geographic­
ally with some areas serving as control areas for evaluation 
purposes. Third, special in-depth interviews were conducted 
with local businessmen, realtors, and other community leaders 
to supplement the resident surveys. Fourth, interviews with 
police personnel were conducted to collect information on police 
operations, attitudes, and relationships to community residents. 
Finally, to collect information on reported crime itself, (e.g., 
type, frequency, offenders, location) police incident reports 
were examined in detail, supplemented by interviews with forty 
convicted robbers. 

Problem Analysis 

The analysis focused on the ways in which the physical 
environment, police, and area residents contributed to oppor­
tunities for residential burglary and street robbery, and 
assessed the current and potential roles of each in opportunity 
reduction. Each set of data was initially examined individually 
by the team members responsible for its collection and then 
collectively by all project team members. Thus each team member 
was able to bring from his area of specialization insights into 
the problems, causes, and possible solutions. During their 
collective review of the data, the team attempted to identify 
those areas where there was agreement concerning the data's 
implications and those areas where there was disagreement. 
When there was disagreement, the team attempted either to 
collect additional data or to further analyze the data at hand 
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in order to come to an agreement as to cause and effect of 
crime and fear in the neighborhood. In this way. they were able 
to correlate the crime and fear data in terms of the overall 
functioning of the neighborhood. The following conclusions were 
drawn from the data. 

The functioning of the residential area within North Asylum 
Hill was severely impaired by the large amount of non-resident 
vehicular and pedestrian traffic that passed through each day. 
This factor, coupled with the presence of large, open parking 
areas for the employees of large, commercial complexes in the 
area, created an environment where offenders could comfortably 
enter and wander about the residents· streets and private yards, 
find hiding places, commit burglaries and robberies, and escape, 
all with relative ease. (See Map I, "North Asylum Hill Commu­
ni t y Are aPr 0 b 1 em Map II, P age 9 . ) 

The Hartford police were very well regarded by Asylum Hill 
residents. However, their pattern of rotating assignments 
within a centralized system hindered their development of 
intimate knowledge of the physical characteristics of the 
neighborhood, the patterns of crime, and the residents and 
their concerns. Changes in police operation were thus also 
dictated. 

Finally, the residents themselves contributed to an en­
vironment which was favorable to criminal activity by adopting 
a lifestyle in which they avoided using their streets and yards, 
minimized their interactions with and knowledge of their 
neighbors, and refrained from exercising control over outsiders 
who were present in their neighborhood. 

All of the identified conditions were considered to be 
important in the creation of favorable opportunities for 
burglary and robbery offenders in North Asylum Hill. It was 
concluded that many if not all of these conditions would have 
to be corrected in order to reduce the identified crime 
problems. 
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DESIGN OF THE PROGRAM 

The major purpose of the program was to effect a compre­
hensive multi-faceted approach to crime control for the target 
area. The program would involve the integration of physical 
redesign, improved policing, and increased resident participa­
tion to reduce the incidence of residential burglary and street 
robbery and fear of those crimes. It was thought that the 
improved physical environment combined with the introduction 
of a policing program which was geared to the neighborhood 
and which emphasized a stro~g relationship with the residents 
would create an environment which residents could enjoy using 
and could control. It was expected that these factors would 
combine to produce an unattractive target area for offenders, 
and that the incidence of burglary and robbery would thus 
decrease. 

The design of the program was accomplished in several steps. 
Very early in the analysis process the program design concepts 
began to emerge in the form of preliminary conclusions and design 
concepts which seemed to respond to the identified problems. 
Following completion of the data analysis, full preliminary 
designs were developed for each of the three (physical design, 
police, and resident) strategies. Each strategy was developed 
with reference to the other two in order to create an integrated 
approach in ~hich all strategies worked supportively toward the 
goal of reducing crime opportunities in the neighborhood. 

These initial designs were then reviewed to determine 
whether they were feasible for implementation. Factors consid­
ered in this determination were political and community accept­
ability, cost, and length of time for implementation. These 
considerations necessitated changes in the o~iginal plans which 
had represented the staff's ideal response to the crime problem 
analysis. 

After each of the above-described steps was completed, the 
proposals were submitted to city government and the community 
for scrutiny and comment. Project staff expected that signifi­
cant additional changes would have to be made before implemen­
tation could begin. 

Physical Environment Strategies 

It was decided that important improvements in the neighbor­
hood could be produced by some relatively simple, inexpensive 
changes to the public ways. The changes were intended to 
restrict non-resident vehicular traffic through the area and to 
channel most remaining through-traffic onto two major streets 
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by blocking or narrowing key intersections. The street treat­
ments were intended to visually define the boundaries of the 
area and its residential parts, to discourage non-resident 
pedestrian traffic from interior residential streets, and to 
make the area more attractive for residential living. 

The design for the physical changes included three primary 
treatments: 

(1) perimeter street cUl-de-sacs and intersection 
narrowings interdicted through vehicular traffic 
on the east, west, and south boundaries of the 
neighborhood. These treatments were intended to 
define the transition from the exterior to the 
interior residential streets and to discourage 
pedestrian through traffic as well as to prevent 
access to vehicles; 

(2) interior and mid-street cul-de-sacs and narrowings 
diverted the flow of interior vehicular traffic 
away from certain residential streets in order to 
define smaller sub-neighborhoods within which 
residents could feel a heightened sense of control; 

(3) private property fencing was encouraged among the 
neighborhood residents in order to further reduce 
the porosity of the area and to further define its 
residential character. 

These physical design treatments were expected to produce a 
sense of resident ownership and control of their neighborhood by 
increasing their use of yards, sidewalks, and park areas, and 
discouraging outside pedestrian use of those spaces, thus 
heightening resident interest and ability to maintain surveil­
lance. It was expected that these changes would also increase 
resident interaction, leading to greater neighborhood cohesion. 

Police Strategies 

The objective for the police strategy was to create an 
effective neighborhood-centered team. This team should have the 
autonomy necessary to establish priorities and procedures to 
address neighborhood public safety problems. It should develop 
a full understanding of the neighborhood physical and social 
environments and should establish a cooperative working relation­
ship with the neighborhood residents. Finally, it should estab­
lish procedures for the systematic collection, analysis, and use 
of data about the neighborhood. It was intended that this 
neighborhood-centered approach to policing would provide an 
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opportunity for increased communication between police and 
residents so that each could support the efforts of the other 
more effectively within the facilitating structure of the 
physical changes. 

Neighborhood team policing was chosen as the vehicle 
to improve police responses. 3 The three major elements of 
the proposed strategy consisted of the geographic assignment 
of officers, a decentralized authority of command, and in­
creased interaction with the local community residents. Also 
included in the model program was a plan to improve police 
data gathering and analysis capabilities. Geographic assign­
ment would create a stable, permanent team of officers in the 
project area; decentralized authority would allow decision 
making at the team level; interaction with the community 
would allow the formation of an active working relationship 
between police and community on both formal and informal 
levels; and systematic collection and utilization of data 
would allow for more effective utilization of personnel. 

Neighborhood team policing was expected to have the 
following effects. Permanent geographic assignment would 
allow police to understand the physical and social charac­
teristics of their assigned area in order to more effectively 
respond to neighborhood needs. Decentralized authority would 
permit the District Commander to use his superior knowledge 
of the area in making oprational decisions without the need 
for prior approvai from headquarters. The establishment of 
a mutually supportive relationship between police and commu­
nity residents would allow the police to better understand 
and respond to resident concerns, and would in turn give the 

3 Classic team policing differs from the Hartford model in 
that it also incorporates full service responsibilities and 
participatory management. Full service team policing places 
at the team level administrative and special services as 
well as routine field personnel; participatory management 
gives. all police personnel a voice in deci·sion making. Full 
service team policing was not planned because Hartford's 
small geographic size made city-wide specialized units im­
practical; participatory management, although desirable, 
was not seen as an essential ingredient in the improvement 
of police services to the community. 
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residents a better understanding of police problems and 
limitations and of their own citizen responsibilities in 
crime prevention. Finally, the plan also anticipated that 
improved data collection and analysis capabilities of the 
team would help focus their insights and understanding of 
the area and would allow for the setting of priorities which 
would be consistent with those of the neighborhood residents. 

Resident Strategies 

The plan for resident involvement was directed toward 
creating community organizations and changing traditional 
attitudes and behavior patterns, rather than toward producing 
a detailed program of specific activities for residents to 
implement. The strategy for organizing the community in­
cluded: (a) identifying existing community organizations 
in North Asylum Hill which represented neighborhood concerns; 
(b) creating community organi~ations where none existed; and 
(c) involving the community in the planning of the physical 
environment changes, the determination of neighborhood polic­
ing priorities, and the planning and implementation of resi­
dent-operated crime prevention programs. 

It was anticipated that these efforts would motivate 
residents to initiate their own activities directed toward 
crime reduction and the physical improvement of the neigh­
borhood and that these initial neighborhood activities would 
lead to increased interaction and cohesion among residents. 
However, the purpose of the community organization component 
of the program was not simply or primarily to mobilize resi­
dents around community crime prevention activities. This com­
ponent was seen as essential to implementing all three ele­
ments of the program plan. It was expected that resident 
involvement would serve to integrate the three strategies -­
changes in the physical environment, new policing strategies, 
and formal resident crime reduction activities -- into a 
single coordinated effort to reduce neighborhood crime and 
fear. 
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IMPLEMENTATION 

Preparation for program implementation began in the 
autumn of 1974 with a series of discussions of the proposed 
plan involving the project staff, City officials, police, 
residents of the target area, and members of the business 
community. The discussions were intended to enable staff 
to explain the program proposals to these various audiences 
and to elicit their reactions and recommendations. Since 
it was intended that these groups would be responsible for 
implementing the program, it was imperative that they feel 
comfortable with the plan. 

Implementation did not begin on a particular day, nor 
was it a single event. For all program components it was a 
gradual process. The police and community components were 
implemented during the first six months of 1975, and were in 
operation a full year before implementation of the physical 
changes began. This represented a change from the initial 
intention to implement all program elements simultaneously. 

Physical Design Strategies 

The physical design component of the plan was received 
with considerable skepticism by the community. Initially 
there was little receptivity to the recommendation that 
traffic patterns in and about the neighborhood be signifi­
cantly changed. After the first round of public presenta­
tions, it became clear that the proposed physical changes 
could not gain resident approval without major adjustments 
in the overall design. Many persons were skeptical that 
robbery and burglary could be reduced by closing streets 
and rerouting vehicular traffic. In fact some believed 
that the closing of some streets would make it easier for 
offenders to monitor entry and egress and thus identify 
crime opportunities. Residents believed that crime could 
be reduced only by increasing the number of police in the 
area and by having a more responsive judiciary. In addi­
tion to their skepticism, residents were concerned about 
such inconveniences as having to drive around the block to 
get to and from their homes, or having to walk farther to 
the nearest bus stop due to a planned rerouting of the buses. 
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Service providers also objected to the street changes. 
City staff expressed concern that the changes would impede 
sanitation trucks and snowplows. More important, although 
the cul-de-sacs were designed with "knock-down" barriers 
that would allow passage by emergency vehicles, the police 
and fire departments and ambulance services voiced concern 
that the proposed changes would interfere with fast service 
in emergency situations and that the barriers would damage 
their vehicles upon impact. 

Others objected to the changes as well. A manufacturing 
company on the northeast side of the area disapproved of the 
rerouting of its delivery trucks off residential streets. 
A hospital on the west side felt the proposed plan conflicted 
with its capacity to accommodate increased hospital traffic 
expected to be generated by a planned expansion. Some land­
lords were concerned that the proposed changes would inter­
fere with the marketing of rental units. 

The most pressing concerns were raised by small merchants 
and businessmen in North Asylum Hill who feared that the re­
routing of traffic would damage their businesses. Most felt 
that their businesses depended on non-resident customers 
who drove through the neighborhood en route to and from work. 

A lengthy process of negotiation and compromise proved 
to be necessary before the physical changes could go forward. 
This process resulted in compromises which included a reduc­
tion in the number of streets to be changed and the abandon­
ment of the plan to use "knock-down" barriers in constructing 
the cul-de-sacs. It was decided that cul-de-sacs would be 
constructed with no physical barriers; instead, through vehi­
cular traffic would be interdicted through the use of curbing 
and traffic signs. 

Despite significant adjustments to the plan, which re­
sulted in several additional blocks remaining open, the mer­
chants brought a lawsuit in 1975 to stop the city from im­
plementing the physical changes. The lawsuit, which sought 
to restrain any changes in traffic patterns, was resolved 
in the summer of 1976 with an agreement which permitted con­
struction of the changes to go forward but with the under­
standing thattheywould be removed if unacceptable to the 
residents and businessmen after a six-month test period. 
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A problem also arose in financing the construction of the 
physical changes. The declining economy eliminated the possi­
bilities of receivtng private corporate contributions and of 
financing the changes out of tax revenues. The consequent 
necessity of using federal Community Development Act (CDA) 
funds for materials and Comprehensive Employment Training 
Act (CETA) funds for labor caused further delays and con­
straints in implementation, as construction could not begin 
until all federal approvals were obtained. CDA funds for 
materials were limited; CETA regulations result~d in the 
hiring of inexperienced, out-of-work laborers. 

Despite these delays, the street treatments were almost 
fully completed by the fall of 1976. The remaining work, cos­
metic improvements and installation of traffic signs, was 
completed in the spring of 1977. Four streets were changed 
into cul-de-sacs and seven others were narrowed at their 
intersections with more highly trafficked streets. Traffic 
was rerouted either around the project area or onto two key 
through-streets, one running east-west and one running north­
south. (See Map II, page 17.) 

Police Strategies 

Neighborhood team policing was implemented in Asylum 
Hill in early 1975, after several meetings with Chief Hugo J. 
Masini. Chief Masini, whohad recently moved from the New 
York City force to become Chief in Hartford, was receptive 
to the implementation of neighborhood team policing in North 
Asylum Hill with modifications to take into account the needs 
of Hartford1s other police districts. 

North Asylum Hill was too small an area to be esta­
blished as a separate police district. The project staff 
had therefore recommended that a new special district be 
created conSisting of all of Asylum Hill and Clay Hill/ 
South Arsenal. the two areas initially researched by the pro­
ject team. This would enable the project to implement neigh­
borhood team policing in the project area almost immediately, 
yet at the same time would be consistent with the Police 
Department1s ultimate goal of city-wide implementation of 
neighborhood team policing. 

District 5 was created in early 1975 and was divided 
into two team areas, one each serving Asylum Hill and Clay 
Hill/South Arsenal. Because the Chief was reluctant to single 
out one district of the City to receive special treatment, it 
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was agreed that the Police Department would adopt a system 
dividing the City into five districts. Thus, while gene­
rally being able to maintain district integrity in the 
use of personnel, District 5 from the beginning had to func­
tion within the confines of the city-wide system. This 
approach was consistent with the project's intention to de­
sign a policing system for the target area which would be 
applied to policing throughout Hartford, rather than an eli­
tist, non-replicable system. 

Implementation did not come about easily. There was 
an initial inability to maintain geographic stability of 
assigned personnel due to the smallness of the newly 
established districts, the central location of Asylum Hill 
and District 5, and the level of manpower in the department. 
This caused some concern on the part of project staff. Al­
though decentralized authority had been approved by the Chief, 
team officers were frequently dispatched temporarily to areas 
outside their assigned district to relieve manpower shortages 
elsewhere. It was feared that this "crossover" dispatching 
would seriously hamper the ability of the District Commander 
to make decisions regarding utilization and deployment of 
manpower within the district. The inability to vary working 
hours .or to provide overtime pay for attendance at meetings 
after working hours also precluded regular team meetings, thus 
making it more difficult for the District Commander to involve 
line officers in policy making. It also prevented sufficient 
training time in which the North Asylum Hill officers could 
begin to understand and learn to take advantage of the physi­
cal environment strategies in their day-to-day work. As a 
result, the concept of considering physical design factors 
as well as community factors when planning police operations 
was never fully clarified for Or utilized by team· members. 

After many meetings and compromises between the Chief, 
the District 5 Commander, and project staff, a system of 
neighborhood policing began to emerge. Geographic stability 
of the assigned team of officers was substantially accom­
plished. The District Commander and his two team commanders 
began to exercise more authority. In general, the District 5 
teams were successful in strengthening their relationship 
with the community, in joining with community groups to im­
plement several crime prevention activities, and in im­
proving their response to community priorities. They did not 
give sufficient consideration to the physical environment 
changes, however, in the routine development and carrying 
out of their day-to-day operations. 
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From the beginning of the implementation period the 
District 5 police were involved in helping the community 
define its role in the project. During the three months 
prior to the creation of District 5, the future District 
Commander and Hartford Institute staff held many meetings 
with community groups. Their purpose was to explain the 
program's emphasis on community responsibility in crime re­
duction and to stress the importance of community input into 
police planning. These early meetings were intended to form 
a foundation for a constructive, problem-solving relation­
ship between the police and the community. 

Through their increased interaction with community resi­
dents and especially through their active involvement with 
the Police Advisory Committee (see below), the neighbor­
hood police team began to set priorities in response to com­
munity concerns. The team instituted walking beats in the 
area of Sigourney Square Park to discourage loitering, drinking 
and gambling in the park; it initiated an anti-prostitution 
squad which arrested "johns" as well as prostitutes; and it 
implemented anti-robbery and anti-burglary squads which re­
sulted in increased arrests for those crimes. Also as a 
result of this increased police-community interaction, the 
neighborhood police took an active part in such community 
crime prevention activities as Operation Identification and 
block watch projects, providing supplies and training sessions 
where needed. 

Resident Strategies 

The community's role in the project developed in close 
cooperation with the neighborhood police. It was intended 
that these two components would function independently. The 
objective was to test the expectation that a strong relation­
ship between the police and the community would improve the 
quality of policing in the area, and that community crime pre­
vention efforts would be more successful if they received 
strong support and assistance from the police. 

There was only one community organization in the neigh­
borhood when implementation began. Two community organiza­
tions were formed in the spring of 1975 as a result of or­
ganizing efforts by the Hartford Institute and the District 5 
Police Commander. These new organizations -- Central Asylum 
Hill Association and Western Hill Organization -- joined with 
the established Sigourney Square Civic Association to form a 
Police Advisory Committee which held regular meetings with 
the District Commander and the Asylum Hill Team Commander. 
The function of this Committee was to review and define 

-19-



£&£2 au 

• E 

problems and to plan appropriate police and community stra­
tegies. Through this and other mechanisms the three organi­
zations worked jointly to increase the involvement of North 
Asylum Hill residents in police decision making and in related 
efforts intended to reduce opportunities for crime in the 
target area. 

Individually the community organizations initiated such 
crime control efforts as block watch and burglary prevention 
programs. The block watch programs consisted of pairs of 
volunteers who walked the streets armed with citizen band 
two-way radios and reported suspicious situations to a citi­
zen operator located in the Asylum Hill police field office. 
The operator then notified the police, who were prepared to 
respond. The burglary prevention program utilized volun­
teers to canvass the neighborhood, educating residents about 
burglary prevention and enlisting them in Operation Identifi­
cation. Private funds were provided for the citizen band 
radios used in the block watch programs; the police provided 
engravers used in the Operation Identification programs. 

The community organizations were also involved in the 
planning and implementation of the physical design strategies. 
Not only did th.eir membership vote in favor of the street 
changes, but the organizations took an active role in per­
suading the City Council and City administration to implement 
the changes. Once the program had been approved, a moni­
toring committee was established which included represen­
tation of the three organizations to oversee construction 
and other aspects of the physical changes. 

In addition to their direct involvement in crime pre­
vention activities, the organizations initiated other pro­
grams designed to increase resident involvement in community 
improvement in general. These included programs to welcome 
new neighbors to the area and to invite them to join the 
community organizations; clean-up campaigns to spruce up 
the neighborhood; recreational programs for youth; and so­
cial functions such as block parties and potluck dinners to 
which all neighborhood residents were invited, regardless of 
their membership in the civic associations. Finally, the 
three organizations were also involved in efforts to stabilize 
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housing conditions in North Asylum Hill and to improve 
Sigourney Square Park, a centrally located park in North 
Asylum Hil! which was feared by residents as an unsafe 
location. 

Integration of the Three Elements 

The police and resident components were easiest to 
integrate. Police and community leaders were in agreement 
that both would benefit from a close working relationship. 
This relationship was carried out almost on a daily basis. 
To facilitate discussion of those problems identified in 
the research, the Hartford Institute employed two new staff 
people in Comprehensive Employment Training Act (CETA) slots 
provided by the City of Hartford. These persons worked under 
the direction of Institute staff and were involved in the pro­
ject from the beginning. One staff member worked with the 
neighborhood police team, assisting police in planning and 
implementing strategies addressing community concerns. The 
second staff member worked with Asylum Hill residents, de­
veloping resident-initiated programs and assisting the com­
munity organizations in their interactions with the police. 5 

4 

5 

In addition, after the end of the evaluation year, the 
organizations were able to raise monies to fence off the 
railroad cut bounding North Asylum Hill to the north. 
Until fenced, this privately owned open area had pro­
vided easy entry and escape routes for offenders. 

A third CETA employee was hired to work with residents of 
Clay Hill/South Arsenal in their community effort which 
paralleled the resident strategies adopted in Asylum Hill. 
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Although the police did not systematically incorporate 
the physical environment changes in planning their routine 
operations, both the police and the residents did make use 
of the physical changes to support or facilitate their acti­
vities. For example, residents in North Asylum Hill concen­
trated most of their activities on those streets on which 
cul-de-sacs had been constructed. They also put pressure 
on the police to enforce traffic laws and arrest drivers who 
drove through closed off streets. The police often assigned 
additional walking patrols to curtail loitering in and around 
Sigourney Square Park, which was bounded on three sides by 
cul-de-sacs. On a few occasions they were able to develop 
strategies of apprehension around the presence of the closed 
streets. 

Final Comment About Implementation 

The programs that were actually implemented varied 
con sid era b 1 y fro m the i nit i ali n te n t ion s 0 f the pro j e c t tea m . 
Compromises were made which had both negative and positive 
impacts. Negative consequences included a delay in implemen­
tation which could be critical in some environments, and the 
possibility of a less positive impact on crime and fear than 
the original proposed program was expected to produce. In 
addition, because of the elimination of some of the proposed 
physical changes, it was more difficult to evaluate the im­
pact of the physical changes as a discrete element of the 
project. 

However, in the absence of willing, interested and com­
mitted partners like the police, residents, merchants, poli­
ticians, and others, the project team would have mistakenly 
insisted that their initial strategies be implemented with­
out change. While the process of compromise was time con­
suming and often painful, it served to strengthen implemen­
tation. Each compromise resulted in increased participation 
by those who would have to make the program work and increased 
responsiveness to the needs of those toward whom the program 
was directed. 
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EVALUATION 

Introduction 

The theory on which this project was based posits that 
the design of the physical environment and its use by police 
and residents can create conditions which either promote or 
inhibit criminal opportunities. Prior to program implementa­
tion the physical environment of North Asylum Hill and its 
impact on police operations and on area residents had fostered 
conditions in which crime opportunities were prevalent. Thus, 
the goals of the project were to modify the design and use of 
the physical environment in order to reduce criminal oppor­
tunities and to promote police and resident behavior that 
would act to control neighborhood crime and fear. The pro­
gram was evaluated in order to determine (1) its degree of 
successful implementation; (2) its effectiveness in achieving 
the desired impacts on crime (burglary and robbery) and fear 
in the target area; and (3) the degree to which these impacts 
occurred through promotion of police and resident crime con­
trol behavior. 

The formal evaluation took place during the period from 
July, 1976 through June, 1977, and was comprised of the fol­
lowing three separate but related parts: 

1. A detailed documentation ahd assessment of the 
implementation process, comparing the program 
actually undertaken with the program initially 
developed by the project staff and explaining 
the disparities between them; 

2. An assessment of the impact of the program on 
crime and fear; and 

3. An evaluation of the validity of the underlying 
theory that the program would produce changes in 
the behavior and attitudes of the residents and 
police which would contribute to a reduction in 
crime and fear. 

Assessment of Program Implementation 

The information for assessing program implementation 
came from four sources. First~ the Hartford Institute pro­
vided periodic written reports describing (a) community orga­
nization activities; (b) the progress made in implementing 
the physical design and police strategies; and (c) other 

-23-



events in Hartford that might affect the experiment. Second, 
police activities were monitored through on~site visits every 
six weeks by an outside observer who is an experienced con­
sultant to police departments. Third, both the changes in 
the physical environment and the resultant changes in the 
use of these spaces were also monitored syste~atically on 
several occasions. Precise data on vehicular traffic, pedes­
trian use, etc., was collected. Fourth, a panel of about 
thirty individuals, including community leaders, businessmen, 
realtors and residents who had not participated in project 
activities, were interviewed twice during the experimental 
year regarding events in the neighborhood. These sources 
were supplemented by periodic meetings between the evaluation 
staff and the Hartford Institute staff to discuss project pro­
blems and accomplishments and to monitor neighborhood incidents 
which might have an effect on program implementation or impact. 

Assessment of the Effect on Crime and Fear 

The assessment of the program1s impact on crime and 
fear, was based primarily on the following quantitative 
measures: 

1. Citizen surveys including victimization counts 
II be-F'ore II (in 1973, 1975, and 1976) and lIafterll 
program implementation (in 1977); 

2. Police record data for all five years, including 
number of incidents by crime, location of 
offenses, arrests, and characteristics of 
arrested offenders; 

3. Police officer questionnaires completed IIbefore ll 
(late in 1975) and lIafterll program implementa­
tion (in the spring of 1977); 

4. Vehicular and pedestrian traffic counts on key 
streets taken libefore ll the street changes were 
implemented (in 1975 and early 1976) and lIafterll 
(in 1977); and 

5. Use of space surveys conducted IIb~1forell (in 1975 
and 1976) and lIafterll implementation of the 
street changes (in 1977). 
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FINDINGS 

This section will discuss the findings of the program 
based on the types of evaluation described above. First, the 
impact of the overall program on the target crimes and their 
attendant fear is discussed. Second, the effect of the phy­
sical, police, and resident strategies on police and resi­
dent attitudes and behavior is examined, as is the ~nterac­
tive relationship of the three program strategies. 

Impact on Crime and Fear. 

Using the year ending June 30, 1976 as the base year 
(1976) and the year ending June 30, 1977 as the evaluation 
year (1977), it was determined that the rates of these crimes 
have in fact begun to turn around. Burglary rates showed a 
substantial reduction. Robbery rates have at least stopped 
climbing, and may have also undergone a reduction. There have 
been corresponding reductions in fear levels and little evi­
dence of displacement to other geographic areas or to other 
crimes. 

Crime Rates. Based on the victimization surveys, it 
was determined that burglary rates dropped from 18.4 per 100 
households in 1976 to 10.6 per 100 households in 1977. This 
represented a 42% decrease. (See Table 1, page 27.) Had bur­
glary continued to increase in 1977 at the same rate as in 
the three years ending in 1976, the 1977 rate would have been 
22 per 100 households. Thus the 1977 rate represents less 
than half of what would have been predicted. 

6 The terms "significant ll /"statistically significant ll are used 
with caution by the Center for Survey Research evaluators 
and in this summary. The criterion used was that the change 
or difference observed had to be large enough that it could 
have happened by chance fewer than 5 times in 100. Changes 
or differences that would have occurred by chance only 1 in 
5 times are sometimes noted, but readers are warned to treat 
them with caution. The calculations on which these proba­
bilities a~e based take into account the specific sample 
design used in this project. 
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TAB L E 1 

BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION BY AREA 
(rates per 100 households) 

Before After 
Program Program 

Com~letion Com~letion 

1973 a 1975 a 1976 a 1977 a 

North Asylum Hill 7.5 14.8 18.4 10.6 

South Asylum Hill 2.2 4.6 7.8 7.7 

North and west 
adjacent area 8.2 1 ° . 2 b 13.7 

Total City 9.8 12. 1 b 15.3 

a 

b 

1973 rates are for the calendar year; other rates are for 
fiscal years, with 1975 running from July 1, 1974 to 
June 30, 1975; 1976 from July 1, 1975 to June 30, 1976; 
and 1977 from July 1, 1976 to June 30, 1977. 

Data not available for this time period. 

-27-

idA 



I 
L __ ____ _ 

Robbery/pursesnatch victimization decreased from 5.1 
persons per 100 in 1976 to 3.7 per 100 in 1977, a decrease 
of 27.5%. (See Table 2, page 29.) In 1975 this rate had 
been 3.6 per 100. If the 1975-76 trend had continued through 
1977, the rate would have been 6 per 100. Although the number 
of incidents reported in the victimization survey is insuffi­
cient to provide statistically significant evidence of a re­
duction, it is apparent that the rising trend was halted and 
may even have been reduced somewhat. Police incident data 
for the two years seems to confirm this reduction. Police 
incident data also confirms that between 1976 and 1977 there 
was a significant shift of street robbery/pursesnatch from 
interior residential streets to main thoroughfares. (See 
Table 3, page 30.) 7 

7 Unlike victimization data which report only those robberies 
in which victims were neighborhood residents, police inci­
dent data reflect all robberies which took place in a neigh­
borhoo~ regardless of the victims' places of residence. 
Thus, police incident data is valuable in confirming the 
victimization data for robberies. Also, the finding that 
there was a shift in robberies from interior to main streets 
was cased on police incident reports. 
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TABLE 2 

ROBBERY/PURSESNATCH VICTIMIZATION BY AREA 
(rates per 100 persons) 

North Asylum Hill 

South Asylum Hill 

North and west 
adjacent area 

Tota 1 City 

Before 
Program 

Completion 

1973 a 1975 a 1976 a 

2.7 

0.8 

2.0 

1.0 

3.6 

4 . 1 

2.0 

2 • 1 

5. 1 

3.6 

b 

b 

After 
Program 

Completion 

1977 a 

3.7 

7.9 

2.2 

6.5 

a 1973 rates are for the calendar year. Other rates are 
for fiscal years. See Table 1. 

b Data are not available for this time period. 
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TABLE 3 

LOCATION OF STREET ROBBERIES IN ASYLUM HILL 

Target Area 
(North Asylum Hill) 

Main Street 
Side Street 

TOTAL % 

Control Area 
(South Asylum Hill) 

Main Street 
Side Street 

TOTAL % 

Before 
Program 

Completion 

36% 
64% 

100 

42% 
58% 

100 

-30-

After 
Program 

Completion 

1977 

58% 
42% 

100 

52% 
48% 

100 



Displacement. There is no evidence of geographic dis­
placement of burglary from North Asylum Hil' to adjacent areas. 
Burglary rates in South Asylum Hill and in area~ north and 
west remained relatively stable. Further, it appears unlikely 
that the reduction in target area burglary led to displacement 
to other types of crime since ther~ were no significant in­
creases in crime rates for other property crimes. 

There was a significant increase in the rate of robbery 
in South Asylum Hill in 1977, more than would be expected from 
a continuation of an increasing trend of previous years. Whe~ 
ther this increase represented displacement of robbery from 
North Asylum Hill must remain conjecture. Since evidence of 
reduction of street robbery in North Asylum Hill is incon­
clusive, a corresponding increase in street crime in adja­
cent areas mayor may not be attributable to displacement. 
Assuming the program was in fact successful in reducing rob­
bery opportunities in North Asylum Hill, the observed increase 
in robbery in South Asylum Hill could be the result of dis­
placement from North Asylum Hill, because South Asylum Hill 
is similar to North Asylum Hill and is located adjacent to it. 

Fear. 8 The decline in residential burglary was accom­
panied by a significant decline in the fear of burglary. (See 
Table 4, page 32.) Residents were asked three types of ques­
tions regarding their perceptions and concerns about burglary: 
(1) their rating of the severity of the problem in their neigh­
borhood; (2) the degree to which they worried about becoming 
a victim; and (3) the likelihood of their being a victim 
within a year. Except for the rate at which residents worried 
about becoming a victim, responses showed a significant re­
duction in fear of burglary, a pattern consistent with the 
observed decline in the burglary rates. 

8 The term "fear of crime" is not used here in a precise way. 
As is the case with its use in the literature, it includes 
a variety of aspects of the subjective perceptions and emo­
tional responses to the threat of crime. To use "subjective 
response" to crime seemed needlessly pendantic. However, 
interested readers should know that the researchers were 
careful in their measurements to differentiate among the 
various elements of which "fear of crime" consists. 
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TABLE 4 

PERCEPTION OF BURGLARY AS A NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PROBLEM a 

I Before After I Program Program 
Completion Completion 

1973 1975 1976 1977 

North Asylum Hill 
Big problem 21% 35% 46% 31% 
Some problem 33 46 35 44 
Almost no problem 46 19 19 25 

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 

South Asylum Hill 
Big problem 20% 17% 25% 25% 
Some problem 31 41 52 42 
Almost no problem 49 42 23 33 

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 

Total City 
Big problem 19% 28% b 21% 
Some problem 37 41 40 
Almost no problem 44 31 39 

TOTAL 100 100 100 

a See Table 1 for explanation of dates 
b Data not available for this time period 
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A parallel set of questions was asked about robbery, 

as well as a question concerning how safe residents felt 
walking alone on their streets during the day. Althou.gh 
not statistically significant, there appeared to be slightly 
less fear of robbery in 1977 than in 1976, indicating a 
possible reduction in the level of fear which paralleled 
the possible reduction in the robbery rates. (See Table 5, 
page 34.) There was also siightly less fear on the part of 
residents when walking alone, although again the change from 
1976 to 1977 was too small to be statistically significant. 
(See Table 6, page 35.) 
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TABLE 5 

PERCEPTION OF ROBBERY AS A NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PROBLEM a I 
Before After 
Program Program 

Completion Completion 

1973 1975 1976 1977 

North As~lum Hill 
Big problem 20% 21% 34% 26% 
Some problem 38 41 30 45 
Almost no problem 42 38 36 29 

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 

South As,yl urn Hill 
Big problem 22% 20% 35% 35% 
Some problem 36 44 37 53 
Almost no problem 42 36 38 12 

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 

Tota 1 Cit,y 
Big problem 14% 17% b 15% 
Some problem 32 25 30 
Almost no problem 54 58 55 

TOTAL 100 100 100 

a See Table 1 for explanation of dates. 
b Data not available for this time period. 
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TABLE 6 

DEGREE OF SAFETY FELT WHEN ALONE IN THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD IN THE DAYTIME 

North Asylum Hill 
Very safe 
Reasonably safe 
Somewhat safe 
Very unsafe 

TOTAL 

South Asylum Hill 
Very safe 
Reasonably safe 
Somewhat safe 
Very uns:afe 

TOTAL 

Total City 
Very safe 
Reas.onably safe 
Somewhat safe 
Very unsafe 

TOTAL 

Before 
Program 

Completion 

1975 

32% 
58 

7 
3 

100 

44% 
41 

4 
4 

100 

43% 
41 
10 

6 

100 

1976 

30% 
41 
20 

9 

100 

38% 
48 
10 

4 

100 

a 

a Data not available for this time period. 
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After 
Program 

Completion 

1977 

31% 
50 
13 

6 

100 

27% 
51 
17 

5 

100 

37% 
46 
11 

6 

100 
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Summary of Impact on Crime and Fear 

The following summarize the major program impacts on 
crime and fear for the two target crimes of burglary and rob­
bery: 

Bu rgl a ry: 

1. A significant (42%) reduction in burglary 
rate in the target area between 1976 
"("tiefore ll

) and 1977 (llafter" progra~m imple­
mentation), reversing a pre-program trend of 
increasing burglary (up 145% between 1973 
and 1976); 

2. A parallel (33%) reduction in fear of bur­
glary in the target area following progrQm 
implementation, again reversing a pre-p.'ogram 
pattern of increasing fear (up 54% between 1973 
and 1976); 

3. A marked difference in tarQet area and con­
trol area burglary rate eatterns following 
program implementation. Although their pre-
program patterns show ~ similar burglary rate 
increases (between 1973-5 and 1975-6), the sig­
nificant post-program (1976-7) reduction in 
target area burglary is in contrast to the 
control area pattern, which showed no decrease 
in burglary for the same post-program period. 

9 The design of this project was not to use a single matched 
control area with which to compare North Asylum Hill. 
Rather, data were collected city-wide and for areas adja­
cent to North Asylum Hill. Areas were used which provided 
a reasonable basis of comparison wit~ North Asylum Hill. 
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Robbery: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

A 27.5% reduction in rObber) rate in the target 
area between 1976 ("before ll and 1977 ("after!! 
program implementation). Although smaller than 
the reduction in burglary rate, and although too 
small to be statistically significant, these 
findings seem to reverse a pre-program trend of 
increasing robbery (up 89% between 1973 and 
1976); 

A parallel 24% reduction in fear of robber~ 
in the target area following program imple­
mentation. Again, these findings are less 
marked than for fear of burglary (in line with 
robbery's smaller reduction in actual crime 
rate), but they reverse a pre-program pattern 
of increasing robbery fear occurring between 
1973 and 1976; 

A difference in target area and control area 
robbery rate patterns following program i~~le­
mentation. Although their pre-program patterns 
showed overall increases in robbery (Refer to 
Table 2, page 29), the post-program (1976-7) 
reduction in target area robbery is in contrast 
to the control area pattern, which showed a con­
tinued increase in robbery for the same post­
program period. 

Impact of Physical, Police, and Community Strategies on 
Police and Res~dent Behavior 

Effects of the Physical Environment Strategies. It was 
expected that the changes in the physical environment would 
discourage through vehicular traffic from interior residential 
streets and force it onto streets intended for heavier use. 
The improved definition of neighborhood boundaries was ex­
pected to increase resident use of and control over the neigh-
9orhood and to increase resident cohesion and interaction. 

The street treatments did have the expected impacts on 
the use of the physical environment. Vehicular traffic 
diminished throughout the area. Those streets that were 
changed into cul-de-sacs had marked decreases in vehicular 
traffic (up to 80%); narrowed interior streets also showed 
re~uctions. As anticipated the two streets left open to 
carry traffic through the area showed a modest increase in 
traffic. (See Table 7, page 38.) 
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TABLE 7 

CHANGE IN VEHICULAR TRAFFIC BY TYPE OF STREET TREATMENT a 

Type of Treatment b 

Blocked 1 

Vehicles Counted 
1976 1977 

7,343 

2,303 
6,123 
8,426 

1 ,850 

2,780 
4,185 
6,965 

Percent 
Change 

-75 

+21 c 
-32 

Narrowed 
Entrance to cul-de-sac 2 
Other 3 
Total narrowed -17 

Untreated 
Interior residential 4 
I,terior collector 5 
Border str2ets 6 
Total border/collector 
Total untreated 

8,219 
24,296 
38,886 
63,182 
71,401 

6,963 
26.424 
41,229 
67,653 
74,616 

-15 
+ 9 
+ 6 
+ 7 
+ 5 

Totals 

1 
2 
3 

4 

5 
6 

a 

b 

c 

-

Interior residential 
Interior 
All streets 

23,988 
48,284 
87,170 

15,778 
42,202 
83,431 

-34 
-1 3 
- 4 

Includes Sargeant and Ashley Streets west of Sigourney 
Includes May and Willard Streets 
Inciudes Ashley Street (east of Sigourney) and Huntington 

Street 
Includes Atwood Street and Sargeant Street (east of 

Signurney) 
Includes Sigourney and Collins Streets 
Includes Woodland Street, Asylum Avenue, and Garden Street 

See Map II, page 17. 

Streets with both types of treatments are categorized ac­
cording to the treatment nearest the counter. 

This increase in traffic reflects the absence of other en­
trance to those streets with cul-de-sacs, and thus the 
fact that vehicles were counted twice -~ upon entry into 
the street and upon exit. 
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Analysis of the pedestrian counts indicates a possible 
restructuring of pedestrian traffic, particularly the routes 
used by students commuting to and from school Although the 
east-west patterns remained unchanged, the north-south pat­
terns became more concentrated, indicating less dispersion 
and random wandering through North Asylum Hill. (See Map III, 
page 40.) 

At the same time that outside vehicular traffic de­
creased, there was increased use of the streets and parks by 
residents. In response to survey questions, significantly 
more North Asylum Hill residents in 1977 said they walked in 
the neighborhood at least a few times a week than in 1976. 
(See Table 8, page 41.) 0 There was also a modest increase 
in the number who said they liked to use Sigourney Park, 
located in the center of the neighborhood. 

"/0 The pedestrian counts yielded inconclusive evidence of in-
creased use of streets by residents. Although there ap­
peared to be slight increases in the use of the streets 
by people over 35, females, and whites, the differences 
were too small to be statistically reliable. Moreover, 
it was impossible for the persons conducting the counts 
to differentiate between residents and non-residents. In 
addition, the same people may have been counted more than 
once. For these reasons the survey responses were consi­
dered a much more reliable indication of resident use of 
the streets than the pedestrian counts. 
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TABLE 8 

FREQUENCY OF WALKING IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD DURING THE DAYTIME 

Before After 
Program Program 

ComEletion ComEletion 

1975 1976 1977 

North As~lum Hill 
Almost daily 35% 34% 49% 
Few times a week 18 20 21 
Once a week 10 13 10 
Less often 12 18 9 
Never 25 --1i 11 

TOTAL 100 F)O 100 

South As~lum Hill 
Almost daily 34% a 34% 
Few times a week 24 24 
Once a week 11 12 
Less often 13 14 
Never 18 ..J.i 

TOTAL 100 100 

a Data not available for this time period. 
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Effects of Police Strategies. Neighborhood team polic­
ing was expected to produce a more effective deployment of 
police resources in the project area. It was anticipated 
that the police team would develop a better understanding both 
of the area's social and physical features and of its problems 
and that police policies and operations would be tailored to 
community needs. These improvements were expected to improve 
overall police effectiveness and, finally, to result in reduc­
tions in burglary and robbery rates. 

There was in fact a substantial increase in arrests for 
burglary and robbery by the neighborhood police team, providing 
concrete evidence of enhanced police effectiveness against the 
target crimes. (See Table 9.) 

TABLE 9 

NUMBER OF ARRESTS FOR RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY 
AND STREET ROBBERY IN ASYLUM HILL 

Before Program After Program 
Comeletion Comeletion 

1975 a 1976 a 1977 

North As~lum Hill 
Residential burglary 30 57 58 
Street robbery 5 37 40 

South As~lum Hill 
Residential burglary 10 14 20 
Street robbery 2 15 41 

Total As~lum Hill 

a 

Residential burglary 40 71 78 
Street robbery 7 52 81 

See Table 1 for explanation of dates. Although the pro­
gram was not completely implemented until late 1976, the 
police component was fully operational by July 1, 1975. 
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The project produced some striking changes in police 
attitudes about their own effectiveness, about the community, 
and about their relationship with its residents. According 
to the results of questionnaires answered by team officers, 
there was a perceived marked improvement in their overall suc­
cess in reducing crime, their rate of clearing cases, and the 
extent to which burglary and robbery were diminished as pro­
blems in the neighborhood. Police team members indicated 
substantial improvements in their perceptions of the neighbor­
hood as a place to live, of the willingness of residents to 
assist the police, and of resident input into police opera­
tions in North Asylum Hill. (See Table 10.) 

TABLE 10 

ASYLUM HILL POLICE RATING OF OVERALL RELATIONS 
BETWEEN POLICE AND CITIZENS IN TEAM AREA 

Before Program After Program 
Comeletion Comeletion 

Fall, 1975 Spring, 1977 

Very good 0% 9r 
~ 

Good 18 50 
Fair 58 36 
Poor 24 5 

TOTAL 100% 100% 

The relationship between police activities and the 
physical environment did not develop as intended, however. 
Patrol officers questioned the connection between the phy­
sical changes and crime prevention. Officers felt that the 
physical changes impeded routine patrol efforts; they did 
not believe that the changes were of significant use to them 
in their efforts to prevent crime and apprehend criminals. 
As noted ear.ier, the relevance of the physical changes to 
crime prevent10n had never been emphasized; instead this as­
pect of the program had been overshadowed by emphasis on the 
importance of developing a strong relationship with community 
residents. 
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Effects of the Resident Strategies. The resident stra­
tegies revolved around the community organizations. The 
organizations, two of which had been formed during imple­
mentation, initiated community crime prevention activities, 
attempted to involve the North Asylum Hill community in 
crime control efforts, and were intended (as were the phy­
sical change~) to serve as vehicles for spurring social 
interaction among neighborhood residents. In addition to 
the community organizations, the Asylum Hill Police Advi­
sory Commmittee was created to provide a forum for police­
community communication and cooperation. 

It was intended that these organizations and activities 
would cause changes in resident behavior which would lead to 
a reduction in crime. First, they were expected to foster 
an awareness of citizen responsibility in preventing crime. 
Second, through these organizations resident interaction 
was expected to increase, leading to a greater sense of 
neighborhood unity. Third, the increased resident inter­
action was expected to lead to greater resident use of the 
neighborhood, thus making the neighborhood less attractive 
to offenders. Finally, the Police Advisory Committee was 
expected to bring police and residents together to mutually 
resolve crime-related problems. It was hoped that this in­
creased interaction between police and residents would foster 
a mutual understanding and appreciation. 

An increase in assumption of individual responsibility 
for crime prevention by neighborhood residents is evidenced 
by an increase in housewatch agreements between neighbors. 
In 1977 residents were almost twice as likely as in 1976 to 
have routine arrangements with neighbors to watch each others. 
dwelling units. (See Table 11, page 45.) 

-44-



iiiDOU 

TABLE 11 

FREQUENCY OF MAKING ARRANGEMENTS WITH NEIGHBORS TO WATCH 
EACH OTHERS' HOUSES 

Target Area 
(North As~lum HIll) 

All the time a 
Special occasions 
No special arrange-

ments made (or 
type not 
ascertained) 

TOTAL 

Before Program 
Completion 

1975 1976 

17% 14% 
25 21 

58 65 

100 100 

After Program 
Completion 

1977 

26% 
16 

58 

100 

a Although the total percentage of those who made special 
arrangements shows no increase over 1975, the percentage 
of those who routinely (Ilall the time") make arrangements 
shows a substantial increase. 

This increase in housewatch agreements is also an indi­
cator of increased resident interaction. In addition, a sig­
nificant increase in stranger recognition by community resi­
dents was also found, indicating that residents were getting 
to know each other well enough to discriminate between resi­
dents and outsiders. (See Table 12, page 46.) However, 
other than the increase in housewatch agreements and an im­
proved ability to differentiate between residents and out­
siders, there is little evidence of improved resident inter­
action and relationships. Although slightly more residents 
were positive about the neighborhood in 1977 than in 1976,there 
was little difference in responses to questions concerning 
whether residents feel part of the nei~hborhood and whether 
residents are helpful to each other. (See Table 13, page 47; 
Table 14, page 48; and Table 15, page 49.) This lack of 
change in such fundamental attitudes and behavior, however, 
could be due to the short evaluation period of less than a 
year. Some of the anticipated benefits, particularly basic 
changes in resident attitudes and behavior, would reasonably 
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take longer to materialize. An evaluation at the end of two or 
three years would provide a more conclusive measure of the ef­
fectiveness of the project in bringing abotlt such fundamental 
changes in resident behavior. 

TABLE 12 

EASE OF STRANGER RECOGNITION IN NEIGHBORHOOD 

Before Program After Program 
ComEletion ComE1etion 

1975 1976 1977 

North As~lum Hill 
Pretty easy 26% 25% 32% 
Pretty hard 74 75 68 

TOTAL 100 100 100 

Total City 
Pretty easy 48% a 53% 
Pretty hard 22 47 

TOTAL 100 100 

a Data not available for this time period. 
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TABLE 13 

CHANGE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD AS A PLACE TO LIVE IN 
THE PAST YEAR 

Before Program After Program 
Completion Completion 

1975 1976 1977 

North As~lum Hill 
Better 19% 12% 18% 
About the same 45 38 42 
Worse 36 50 40 

TOTAL 100 100 100 

Total Cit,y 
Better 7% a 13% 
About the same 57 59 
Worse 36 28 

TOTAL 100 100 

a Data not available for thic: time period. 
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TABLE 14 

HOW RESIDENTS FEEL ABOUT THE NEIGHBORHOOD 

Before ProgY'am After Program 
Completion Completion 

1975 1976 1977 

North Astlum Hill 
Feel part of a 

neighborhood here 39% 24% 33% 
Just a place to live 61 76 67 

TOTAL 100 100 100 

Total City 
Feel a part of a 

neighborhood here 46% a 50% 
Just a place to live 54 50 

TOTAL lOa 100 

a Data not available for this time period. 
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TABLE 15 

PERCEPTION OF HELPFULNESS OF NEIGHBORS 

North Asylum Hill 
Help each other 
Go their own ways 

TOTAL 

Total City 
Help each other 
Go their own ways 

TOTAL 

Before Program 
Completion 

1975 

46% 
54 

100 

48% 
52 

100 

1976 

21% 
79 

100 

a 

a Data not available for this time period. 

After Program 
Completion 

1977 

35% 
65 

100 

48% 
52 

100 

As pointed out earlier, there was evidence of increased 
use of the neighborhood by residents with the percentage of 
those who said they walked in the neighborhood almost daily 
during the daytime climbing from 34% in 1976 to 49% in 1977. 
(Refer to Table 8, page 41.) 

Stranger recognition was also linked to increased use of 
the neighborhood. The more frequently people said they walked 
in the neighborhood, the more likely they were to recognize 
strangers. (See Table 16, page 50.) This increased use of 
the neighborhood by rssidents and increased stranger recog­
nition may have made the neighborhood less attractive to 
offenders and thus may have been a causal factor in the reduc­
tion of crime in North Asylum Hill. 

-49-



TABLE 16 

EASE OF STRANGER RECOGNITION IN NEIGHBORHOOD BY PREQUENCY 
OF WALKING IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD FOR 1977 NORTH 

ASYLUM HILL RESIDENTS 

Frequency of Stranger Recognition 
Walking Prett~ Eas~ Prett~ Hard 

A few times a week 
or more a 82% 63% 

Once a week or more a 18 36 

TOTAL 100 100 
a Combined response categories. 

Although there was an improvement in police attitudes 
toward the neighborhood, its residents, and the police­
community relationship (see page 43), resident attitudes 
about the police did not improve during the test year. In­
stead, there was a decline in the number of positive resident 
ratings of police performance, as measured by responses to 
three key questions concerning qutckness with which police 
respond to calls for help, effectiveness in protecting people, 
and treatment of people. (See Table 17, page 51; Table 18, 
page 52; and Table 19, page 53.) Two phenomena may have con­
tributed to the decline in citizen ratings of the police. 
First, there was a reduction in police manpower in the target 
area (and in Hartford in general) which residents may have 
perceived as reflecting a reduced police effectiveness. This 
possibility is supported by the survey findings that residents 
saw the police in the neighborhood less frequently during the 
test period. Second, most of the negative ratings of police 
occurred among black residents, many of whom were new resi­
dents in the neighborhood. It is conceivable that these 
lower ratings by blacks were reflecting their previous ex­
periences with police in other parts of Hartford where ratings 
of the police have traditionally been lower than those in 
Asylum Hill. If so, their ratings would be expected to im­
prove with length of residence in the target area. 
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TABLE 17 

PERCEPTION OF POLICE RESPONSE TIME WHEN SOMEONE 
IN NEIGHBORHOOD CALLS FOR HELP 

Before Program After Program 
ComQletion ComQletion 

1975 1976 1977 

North As~lum Hill 
Come right away 72% 49% 53% 
Take a while 9 25 26 
Don't know 19 26 21 

TOTAL 100 100 100 

Total Cit,Y 
Come right away 60% a 56% 
Take a while 19 24 
Don't know 21 20 

TOTAL 100 100 

a Data not available for this time period. 
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TABLE 18 

RATING OF JOB HARTFORD POlICr DEPARTMENT DOES IN 
PROTECTING PEOPLE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD 

North Asylum Hill 
Very good 
Good enough 
Not so g\)od 
Not good at all 

Total City 
Very good 
Good enough 
Not so good 

TOTAL 

Not good at all 

TOTAL 

Before Program 
Completion 

1975 

27% 
53 
13 

7 

100 

29% 
45 
18 

8 

100 

1976 

14% 
47 
25 
14 

100 

a 

a 
Data not available for this time period. 
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After Program 
Completion 

1977 

21% 
40 
28 
11 

101) 

19% 
53 
22 

6 

100 



TABLE 19 

PERCEPTION OF HOW HARTFORD POLICE TREAT PEOPLE 
IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD 

Before Program After Program 
Completion Completion 

1975 1976 1977 

North ASl1um Hill 
Very well 30% 28% 25% 
Well enough 56 54 44 
Not so well 12 9 22 
Not well at all 2 9 9 

TOTAL 100 100 100 

Total Cit~ 
Very well 36% a 27% 
Well enough 48 55 
Not so well 11 12 
Not well at all 5 6 

TOTAL 100 100 

a Data not available for this time period. 
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Interactive Effects of the Physical, police. and Resi­
dent Strategies. A basic concept of ' the program was that the 
interaction of the physic4l, police, and resident strategy 
components was essential to over~11 success. Because of the 
complementarity established among these components, it is dif­
ficult to dissociate the effacts of one from the others. Each 
component not only made a direct impact on crime and fear but 
also increased the impact of the other program components. 

The most controversial and innovative part of the program 
was its physical design component. A basic question, there­
fore, was whether the program would have worked as well with­
out street changes. The process of implementation provided 
evidence that the physical design strategies made the crucial 
difference between presence and absence of program impact. 
The police and community organization components were imple­
mented in North Asylum Hill at least a year before the phy­
sical design component. However, with the exception of the 
increase in police arrests, none of the positive impacts on 
the neighborhood discussed in this section occurred until the 
physical changes had been completed. 

The police and resident strategies began implementation 
at the same time and in concert with each other. In fact, it 
is difficult to treat the two strategies as separate compo­
nents. The thrust of Hartford's neighborhood team policing 
program was toward developing an understanding of the area, 
a strong relationship with its residents, and an ability to 
gear its priorities to correspond to the concerns of the tar­
get communtiy. Examples of police responsiveness to resident 
concerns include the anti-prostitution efforts the work to 
reduce loitering and control the use of the parks and nearby 
streets, and the anti-burglary and anti-robbery campaigns. 
The increased arrests for burglary and robbery provide evi­
dence not only of police effectiveness in responding to resi­
dent concerns, but also of an increased understanding of the 
target area as a whole. 

In developing and implementing crime prevention activi­
ties the community organizations relied on police support and 
resources. The block watch programs depended on the police 
team for support and training services, without which they 
might not have gained the momentum which has enabled them to 
continue to be strong crime prevention efforts. Without police 
endorsement and engravers, Operation Identification might have 
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been less well received by area residents. Without the 
Police Advisory Committee to provide a forum for police­
community discussion, the police might not have learned 
about those problems of concern to Asylum Hill residents 
and thus mi~ht not have developed strategies to address 
those problems. 

As pointed out above, although the police and resident 
strategies contributed to the achievement of the program goal, 
the changes did not come about while only those two strategies 
were in operation. However, this does not mean that the_phy­
sical environment strategy was the most important or the only 
important program component. It does lead to the conclusion 
that this component created an atmosphere in which the effec­
tiveness of the other two strategies could be maximized and 
thus that all three components working in concert were neces­
sary to the success of the program. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Implementing a neighborhood crime prevention program which 
includes changes in the physical environment, police opera­
tions, and community responses to crime is not a simple task. 
Because the city government, the police department and the 
community itself all have primary responsibility for imple­
mentation, they all must be willing to cooperatively under­
take that responsibility and to subordinate individual 
interests to those of the overall program. However, the 
Hartford program has shown for the first time that an inte­
grated project that uses urban design concepts to reduce 
criminal opportunities can be implemented in older urban 
neighborhoods without exorbitant expense and with positive 
results. 

Although full implementation occurred over a period of 
two years, the police and community participation elements 
were in place within six months. Furthermore, once approval 
for construction of the physical changes was obtained, the 
process took less than six months. The greatest difficulty 
was in selling the program initially. However, as there was 
no precedent for such a program when the Hartford project was 
undertaken, this should not be surprising. 

The cost of the physical changes was about $100 per 
housing unit, which is reasonable indeed when considering 
the sUbstantial reduction in burglary. Furthermore, the 
program entailed no increase in police resources devoted to 
the area. In fact, due to a city-wide cutback, fewer police 
officers served North Asylum Hill during the Lxperimental 
year than during previous years. 

Considerable effort was devoted to resident strategies, 
both during and after the initial implementation stage. It 
was necessary to help form two organizations and to assist 
them in defining an agenda. Providing consultation and tech­
nical assistance to these groups continued as an essential 
task throughout the project. 

-56-



The community organization effort in Asylum Hill took 
place under relatively difficult conditions. The ideal neigh­
borhood for a citizen-based crime control effort would consist 
of a stable, homogeneous population with common interests and 
several eXisting community organizations. North Asylum Hill 
was neither stable nor homogeneous. It had an extraordinarily 
high rate of transc;ency, and fewer than five percent of the 
housing units were owner-occupied. Both of these factors would 
indicate a less than long-term interest in the neighborhood, 
and should have made it difficult to find common interests 
around which to organize. However, the community organization 
effort has succeeded in bringing together people with diverse 
backgrounds and interests around a common goal -- improving 
the neighborhood. 

While the program's feasibility is important to other com­
munities, its value rests primarily on whether it is a better 
way to reduce crime than alternative approaches. The program's 
success in reducing residential burglary presents a clear in­
dication of its merit. Police efforts alone have seldom been 
found to directly affect burglary. Likewise, formal community 
programs have proven unsuccessful over extended periods. Cri­
minologists generally believe that only residents themselves 
can control burglary. In the Hartford experience, as in 
Newman's experience in public housing projects, a physical 
env.ironmentwhichencouraged informal efforts of individual 
residents (such as using neighborhood spaces and watching one 
another's homes) appears to have been the key to the reduction 
that occurred. Such resident efforts may also have been sup­
ported by police efforts to relate to the community and by the 
community organizations' efforts; however, the change in the 
crime rate occurred only after the physical changes were made. 

This observation leads to the most important potential vir­
tue of the project. The central hypothesis of the project is 
that physical changes provide a catalyst for fundamental 
changes in the way residents use their neighborhoods and re­
late to one another. If this hypothesis is correct, the posi­
tive changes observed in Asylum Hill should be enduring ones 
-- not dependent on any particular community organization, 
police tactics, or zeal by residents or police. The concept 
of synergism should perpetuate the positive changes observed, 
helping them build upon one another to produce even more posi­
tive outcomes in years to come. 
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Unfortunately, the central hypothesis has not yet been 
tested. It is possible that the effects observed in North 
Asylum Hill resulted from a short-term response of citizens 
and police to the unusual attention to crime, as symbolized 
by the physical changes. A test of the long-term effects would 
require a re-evaluation after the program has been in place for 
two or three years. 

A second evaluation should enable us to choose between two 
competing hypotheses. According to the theory on which the 
project was based, the modest changes observed should provide 
an environment in which additional positive changes will occur. 
The effects. should be more evident with the passage of time. 
The most obvious alternative theory would predict that the im­
provements should disappear as interest in the program wanes, 
thus allowing burglary and street crime rates to return to 
previous levels. 

Until that later evaluation is completed, our conclusions 
about the significance of the Hartford project must remain ten­
tative. However, even in the short period the program has been 
in effect, postive changes have occurred. The rate of burglary 
was reduced by nearly half] accompanied by a significant de­
cline in fear of burglary. A pattern of rising robbery!purse­
snatch was halted in North Asylum Hill and has shifted from 
interior residential streets to main streets. Residents began 
to use their neighborhood more and to take responsibility for 
crime prevention. Police developed a more positive attitude 
toward the neighborhood and its residents. These facts plus 
the feasibility of implementing this program in other commu­
nities make the Hartford program one of the most promising 
models for neighborhood crime prevention yet developed. 
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APPENDIX A 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE HARTFORD NEIGHBORHOOD 
CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Hartford Neighborhood Crime Prevention Program re­
presented a new approach to crime prevention. Although each 
of the three components -- changes to the physical environ­
ment, improved policing, and resident involvement in crime 
prevention efforts -- had been implemented individually in 
other sites, the Hartford program was the first to integrate 
them into a single crime reduction approach. 

As a pioneer project, the Hartford program was a learning 
experience for its implementors. Valuable knowledge was gained 
from the five-year project, about crime and fear and their 
causes and about the operation of neighborhood-oriented anti­
crime efforts. Problems were encountered which would not be 
problems today. Approaches were chosen which would not be 
appropriate today. Throughout the program operation issues 
arose which should be considered by anyone planning to under­
take a similar project. These are highlighted by this document. 
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THE PROCESS OF IMPLEMENTATION 

Implementation of the Hartford project began in January, 
1975. Discussions were held in fall of 1974 with City offi­
cials, the police, residents of the project area, and members 
of the business community. These discussions were necessary 
to present the project to those who would be involved in and/or 
affected by the program1s implementation. The project designers 
had developed a program of solutions directly responding to 
their research findings. This IIpure li model had been designed 
without outside ihput. Therefore, the Hartford Institute, 
representing the project team, was charged with explaining 
the research findings and the proposed strategies, and with 
developing support for their implementation. 

The IIsellingli phase was critical. The major goal during 
this period was to ensure that all three program strategies" 
would be carried out as closely to the design as possible. 
The Hartford Institute would remain actively involved in the 
program, by providing assistance, encouragement, and advice, 
and by monitoring the progress of the three strategies. How­
ever, neither the Hartford Institute nor the other designers 
had a direct role in or authority over implementation. Be­
cause others -- the City administration, the Police Department, 
and the neighborhood residents -- would actually be operating 
the program, it was important that these groups understand the 
program, believe in its premises, accept it as their program, 
and be willing to operate it with as few changes as possible. 
It was expected that the preliminary discuss~ons would cause 
some initial confusion and controversy, but it was hoped that 
compromises could be made which would result in a workable 
plan of action acceptable to all. 

~ical Environment Strategies. The anticipated resis­
tance to the physical design proposals surfaced immediately 
when the proprosals were discussed in the public forums in 
the area. Non-residents, particularly black non-residents, 
charged that the proposals were intended to keep minority 
persons out of the area. Although few resident non-whites 
participated in the discussions, those who did participate 
expressed support. Most area residents were more concerned 
about being inconvenienced: about having to drive around the 
block to get to and from their homes or having to walk farther 
to the nearest bus stop due to a proposed rerouting of the 
buses from one street to another. Furthermore, many resi­
dents were skeptical that robbery and burglary could be re­
duced by closing streets and rerouting vehicular traffic. In 
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fact, some believed that the closing of some streets would make 
it easier for offenders to monitor entry and egress and thus 
identify crime opportunities. Residents believed that crime 
could be reduced only by increasing the number of police in 
the area and by having a more responsive judiciary. 

Other parties objected to the changes as well. A manufac­
turing company on the northeast side of the area disapproved 
of the rerouting of its delivery trucks off residential streets. 
A hospital on the west side felt the proposed plan conflicted 
with its capacity to accommodate increased hospital traffic 
expected to be generated by a planned expansion. Some land­
lords feared that the proposed changes would interfere with 
the marketing of rental units. 

The City government generally agreed to the plan for the 
physical design component. However, it was concerned about the 
effect of rerouting traffic. City officials worried that the 
construction of cul-de-sacs and the narrowing of intersections 
without adjustments to other streets outside the area would 
cause overcrowding on adjacent streets and even daily traffic 
jams. Of particular concern was the plan to close off a north­
south arterial street which ran through the middle of Asylum 
Hill. Because Hartford's geographic shape is long and narrow, 
running north to south, there are fewer routes to handle the 
north-south traffic. It was feared that closing off this 
street would cause serious traffic flow problems on Hartford's 
other north-south thoroughfares. 

There was also concern that the delivery of emergency and 
other public services would be impaired. City staff expressed 
concern that the changes would impede sanitation trucks and 
snowplows. More important, the Police Department, Fire Depart­
ment and ambulance services worried that cul-de-sacs would 
interfere with fast emergency service. 

The staunchest opposition to the physical design proposals 
came from small businessmen and merchants in North A~ylum Hill, 
who feared that the rerouting of traffic would damage their 
businesses. They felt that their businesses depended on non­
resident customers who drove through the neighborhoo~ en 
route to and from work. This group remained unyielding in 
their opposition throughout the development process. 

The various objections to the physical changes were ad­
dressed separately through a mixture of persuasion and compro­
mise. It was necessary to persuade the community that the 
physical changes were a logical response to crime and that re­
ducing crime should be more important than inconv:enience caused 
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by driving around the block because the street normally used 
had been closed to tnrough traffic. At the same time, com­
promises were made. A street which was planned to be closed 
to buses would remain open for bus traffic due to residents' 
objections to moving the route. 

Because of the concerns of emergency service providers, 
cul-de-sacs were to be constructed without physical barriers; 
instead, curbing and traffic signs would be used to interdict 
through vehicular traffic. Because of the City's concerns 
about closing Asylum Hill's north-south artery, that street 
would remain open to through traffic. Although the 'project 
designers had seen this highly trafficked street as cutting 
the area in half and disturbing the residential character of 
all North Asylum Hill, the benefit to Asylum Hill of closing 
the street was outweighed by the benefit to the rest of 
Hartford of leaving it open. 

Gradually the residents began to accept the model and were 
willing to test the physical strategies. Eventually, through 
their community organizations, the residents voted by a narrow 
margin to support the changes. Despite continued opposition 
among some of the resident population, these votes of support 
were sufficient to convince the Hartford City Council to fund 
and construct the recommended street changes. 

Without this community support, construction of the phy­
sical design strategies could not have proceeded. Although 
NILECJ could fund the analysis, design and evaluation of the 
program, funding for implementation would have to come from 
other sources. Because of the economic situation in 1974 and 
1975, the private sector was unwilling to provide these monies; 
the l"'e for e 1 0 cal pub 1 i c fun din g was n e c e s s a r y . Sin c e con s t r u c t­
tion was to be financed with public funds, the City Council 
required a showing of public support. 

Despite significant adjustments to the plan, which re­
sulted in several additional blocks remaining open, a group of 
merchants brought a lawsuit in 1975 to stop the City from im­
plementing the physical changes. The lawsuit, which sought to 
restrain any changes in traffic patterns, was resolved in the 
summer of 1976 with an agreement which permitted construction 
of the changes with the understanding that they would be re­
moved if unacceptable to the residents and businessmen after 
a six-month test period. Although the lawsuit was favorably 
resolved, its effect was a one-year delay in implementation 
of the physical desi.gn component. 
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The businessmen had effectively exposed a major problem 
associated with the attempt to sell physical changes to the 
public ways as an effective way to reduce crime. Like the 
area residents, the businessmen viewed a larger police force 
and tougher judges as the only way to reduce crime; they could 
not understand how crime would be reduced by redu:ing traffic 
in the area. The street changes undoubtedly would have been 
more acceptable if promoted as part of a broad effort to up­
grade the area rather than as part of a narrow effort to reduce 
crime. 

A problem also arose in financing the construction of the 
physical changes. The declining economy, which had eliminated 
the possibilities of receiving private corporate contributions, 
had also made it impossible to finance the changes out of tax 
revenues. The consequent necessity of using federal Community 
Development Act (CDA) funds for materials and Comprehensive 
Employment and Training Act (CETA) funds for labor caused fur­
ther problems and delays. 

Construction could not begin until all federal approvals 
were obtained. CDA monies for materials were limited. Fur­
thermore, the use of CETA funds for labor resulted in the 
hiring of unskilled workers who lacked experience in construc­
tion work. Except for supervisors, construction crews were 
composcj entirely of CETA personnel. Because of their inex­
perience, the CETA employees worked more slowly than a regular 
construction crew; mistakes had to be corrected, causing fur­
ther delay. Along with supervisors from the City's Public 
Works Department, it was necessary for the Hartford Institute 
and the urban design consultants to closely monitor implemen­
tation of the physical design strategies. In addition, a 
Street Change Monitoring Committee was formed which was com­
posed of representatives of the Institute, the community and 
the City. 

Despite these delays, the street treatments were com­
pleted by the end of 1976 with the exception of certain cos­
metic improvements and traffic signs. The original design 
had called for nine cul-de-sacs and fourteen narrowings. By 
the time of implementation the final plan had been revised to 
include only four cul-de-sacs and seven narrowings. Traffic 
was rerouted either around the project area or onto two key 
through streets, one running east-west and one running north­
south. Following a visit to Oak Park, Illinois, to review how 
public officials in that city dealt with problems related to 
the closing of many streets with cul-de-sacs, the planners and 
City officials decided that the traffic problems would correct 
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themselves. The primary purpose of this visit had been to 
learn about Oak Park's experience. However, the exposure of 
Hartford's public officials to other public officials who had 
undertaken similar changes also provided reassurance that such 
a program could be implemeAted without adverse effects. 

Police strategies. Neighborhood team policing was imple­
mented in Asylum Hill in early 1975, after several meetings 
between the project planners and Chief Hugo J. Masini. Chief 
Masini was receptive to the implementation of neighborhood: 
team policing in North Asylum Hill with modifications to take 
into account the needs of Hartford's other police districts. 

North Asylum Hill was too small an area to be established 
as a separate police district. The project staff had there­
fore recommended that a new special district be created con­
sisting of all of Asylum Hill and Clay Hill/South Arsenal, 
the two areas initially researched by the project team. This 
~rr~~~~ment would enable the project to implement neighborh~od 

ea!u policing in the project area almost immediately, yet at 
the same time would be consistent with the Police Departl1l::!j,t's 
ultimate goal of city-wide implementation of neighborhood team 
policing. 

The district was divided into two teams, one serving both 
North and South Asylum HIll and the other serving Clay Hill/ 
South Arsenal. The district had a total complement of 59 men 
assigned as follows: one District Commander; two Team Comman­
ders, one to supervise each team; six sergeants, evenly divided 
between the two teams; and 50 uniformed patrolmen, 25 per team. 
The teams were to maintain separate field offices and to con­
sider themselves as separate entities. l 

1 In contrast to precinct houses, which serve as satellite 
police stations, the field offices were established solely 
for the purpose of enhancing the police-community partner­
ship. Meetings with the community are held there; community­
based crime prevention activities operate from the offices; 
and residents are encouraged to visit or call to get to know 
their neighborhood police. All other police operations, such 
as handling complaints and booking arrested persons, are con­
ducted at headquarters. 
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The project team had planned for this district to receive 
special attention and support. However, the Chief, while re­
ceptive to the establishment of an experimental policing com­
ponent in this area, was reluctant to single out one area of 
the City to receive special treatment. It was agreed that the 
Police Department would adopt a system to divide the City into 
five districts. Thus, while generally being able to maintain 
district integrity in the use of personnel, District 5 had to 
function within the confines of the city-wide system. 

The basic organizational structure of team policing -­
geographic stability, decentralization of authority, and inte­
gration with the local community -- was to remain uncompromised. 
The assignment of 59 officers was made according to a Police 
Department assessment of manpower city-wide and represented 
no extra allocation of manpower to the team policing area. 
The project team had also recommended that the department as­
sign average officers to the team rather than establishing 
"supersquads". The department adhered to this recommendation. 

Implementation did not come about easily, however. A 
very traditional department was being asked to experiment with 
a new style of policing and one which might erode the power of 
the existing command structure. Although headquarters command 
had expressed agreement with the concept of team policing, in 
practice they were unwilling to relinquish their control of 
the team and refused to allow the District Commander the neces­
sary autonomy to make operational decisions within his district. 
Headquarters was wary of creating a special group that would 
consider itself separate from the rest of the department. 
This fear was reflected in the refusal to allow the team to 
hold separate roll calls away from headquarters. Regular team 
meetings were precluded due to an inability to v~ry working 
hours or to provide overtime pay for attendance at meetings 
after working hours. The lack of team meetings made it diffi­
cult for the District Commander to involve line officers in 
policy making or to foster team spirit. It also prevented 
sufficient training time for the North Asylum Hill officers 
to understand and to learn to utilize the physical environment 
strategies in their day-to-day work. As a result, the con­
cept of considering physical design factors as well as commu­
nity factors when planning police operations was never fully 
clarified for or utilized by team members. 
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The resistance to change was reflected at lower levels as 
well. Dispatchers ignored district boundaries and continued 
to dispatch officers city-wide. It was feared that this 
"crossoverll dispatching would further hamper the ability of the 
District Commander to make decisions regarding utilization and 
deployment of manpower within the district. 

The Hartford Institute was concerned that unless the Dis­
trict Commander was given broad decision-making power to deploy 
manpower and resources, team policing as initially envisioned 
would not take place. Therefore, early in the implementation 
period, the Institute met several times with the Chief of 
Police, the Commander of Field Services, and the District Com­
mander in order to define the level of authority of the Dis­
trict Commander. These discussions led to a system of regu­
larly scheduled meetings intended to define both the management 
structure for the team and the relationship of the project 
staff to the Police Department. 

Through the meetings initiated by the Institute, problems 
were worked through as they arose. The Institute made efforts 
to recognize what could not be changed, what would have to be 
compromised, and how to make team policing work in spite of 
problems and compromises. The department became more willing 
to allow the Team Commander decision-making authority over team 
operations. Special anti-prostitution, burglary and robbery 
units were allowed to be formed. Dispatchers were ordered to 
observe district boundaries. Although pure team policing, in 
which all police operations are carried out at the team level, 
was unacceptable to the Hartford Police Department, a program 
of very responsive neighborhood oriented policing was gradually 
implemented. 

Under the Hartford model as implemented, the police came 
to understand the value of responding to community needs and 
the importance of communicating police limitations and commu­
nity responsibilities on public safety matters. The community 
came to better understand the role and limits of the police 
and how to work closely and effectively with the police. 

Recognizing that the community wanted an ongoing working 
relationship with the police, the police leaders adopted a 
formal mechanism for police/community involvement. From the 
beginning of the implementation period the District 5 police 
leaders were involved in helping the community define its rcle 
in the project. During the three mcnths prior to the creation 
of District 5,the future District Commander and Hartford Insti­
tute staff held many meetings with community groups. Their 
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purpose was to explain the program's emphasis on community 
responsibility in crime reduction and to stress the impor­
tance of community input into police planning. These early 
meetings were intended to form a foundation for a construc­
tive, problem-solving relationship between the police and the 
community. 

Through their increased interaction with community resi­
dents and especially through their active involvement with 
the Police Advis0ry Committee (see below), the neighbor-
hood police team began to set priorities in response to com­
munity concerns. The team instituted walking beats in the 
area of Sigourney Square Park to discourage loitering~ drink­
ing and gambling in the park; it initiated an anti-prostitution 
squad which arrested "johns" as well as prostitutes; and it 
implemented anti-robbery and anti-burglary squads which re­
sulted in increased arrests for those crimes. As an addi­
tional result of this increased police-community interaction, 
the neighorhood police took an active part in such community 
cri~c prevention activities as Operation Identification and 
bleck-watch projects, providing supplies and training ses­
sions where needed. 

Resident Strategies. During the three months prior to 
implementati~n of team policing, the Hartford Institute staff 
and the recently appointed District Commander initiated ef­
forts to create a foundation for the police-community rela­
tionship. The District Commander and Hartford Institute staff 
arranged a series of meetings with the Sigourney Square Civic 
Association (SSCA), the only existing neighborhood organization 
at that time. At these meetings they discussed the team polic­
ing concept, explained the larger project and its emphasis on 
community responsibility, and stressed the importance of com­
munity input .into police planning. The meetings resulted in 
an agreement by SSCA to form a volunteer Police Advisory Com­
mittee. This committee would meet regularly with the District 
Commander to review and define problems and to plot appropriate 
police and community responses. The committee met with the 
District Commander regularly through the spring of 1975. These 
early meetings, which were intended to form a foundation for 
a constructive, problem-solving relationship between the police 
and the community, also represented the beginning of community 
participation. 

Also during this period the Hartford Institute staff and 
the District Commander began a series of discussions with a 
group of concerned residents of central Asylum Hill. These 
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meetings resulted in the formation in early 1975 of a new com­
munity organization, the Central Asylum Hill Association (CAHA). 
Fo~lowing SSCA's lead, CAHA also established a Police Advisory 
Committee to meet regularly with the neighborhood police team. 

The discussions held with the SSCA and CAHA committees 
soon disclosed both a substantial community interest in the 
team policing program and a commonality of concerns about pub­
lic safety in the neighborhoods. Noting the common interests 
of the two groups and the police objective to establish a 
strong base for interaction with the community, the District 
Commander and Institute staff suggested that the SSCA and CAHA 
committees combine. In April, 1975, the two committees merged 
to form the Asylum Hill Police Advisory Committee (AH/PAC). 

The creation of AH/PAC was important in establishing a 
solid police-community relationship. It provided police and 
community leaders with a formal structure in which to share 
ideas and information regarding public safety concerns in 
Asylum Hill. AH/PAC made it possible for the community to 
have a voice in the development of police team policy, and to 
work with the police to develop a meaningful role for citizens 
in crime prevention efforts designed to complement the stra­
tegies adopted by the police team. 

The Advisory Committee increased both community under­
standing and support of team policing and police understanding 
of resident concerns. Through these meetings, the police 
learned that although the target crimes were fear producing, 
resident fear was also being caused by other neighborhood con­
ditions such as prostitution, loitering teenagers, loitering 
and drinking among adult males, and drug dealing. A local 
park and a corner drug store frequented by "undesirable ele­
ments ll were considered crime generators. In addition to bur­
glary and robbery, these conditions would have to be addressed 
in order to have a meaningful impact on fe~r levels. Police 
institution of the anti-prostitution unit and the establish­
ment of walking beats in these fear generating areas were in 
direct response to these resident concerns. 

The community activities also resulted in the implemen­
tation of crime prevention programs. With the support and 
technical assistance of the Hartford Institute and the Police 
Department, a group of 25 residents of western Asylum Hill de­
veloped a block watch program in the spring of 1975. The pro­
gram volunteers formed a nucleus around which a third commu­
nity organization developed in the late summer of 1975, called 
Western Hill Organization (WHO). Shortly after its creation 
WHO also became a member organization of AH/PAC. 
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Individually each of the community organizations intiated 
such crime control efforts as block watch and burglary pre­
vention programs. The block watch programs consisted of pairs 
of volunteers who walked the streets armed with citizen band 
two-way radios and reported suspicious situations to a citi­
zen operator located in the Asylum Hill police field office. 
The operator then notified the police, who were prepared to 
respond. The burglary prevention program utilized volunteers 
to canvass the neighborhood, educate residents about burl gary 
prevention and enlist them in Operation Identification. Pri­
vate funds were provided for the citizen band radios used in 
the block watch programs; the police provided engravers used 
in the Operation Identification programs. 

In addition to their direct involvement in crime preven­
tion activities~ the orga~izations initiated other programs 
designed to increase resident involvement in community improve­
ment in general. These efforts included programs to welcome 
newcomers to the area and to invite them to join the community 
organizations; clean-up campaigns to spruce up the neighbor­
hoods; recreational programs for youth; and social functions 
such as block parties and potluck dinners to which all neigh­
borhood residents were invited. finally, the thrde organiza­
tions were also involved in efforts to stabilize housing con­
ditions in North Asylum Hill and to improve Sigourney Square 
Park, a centrally located park in North Asylum Hill which was 
feared by residents as an unsafe location. 

The expansion of these organizations into other areas of 
concern was p.xpected and encouraged. Crime and fear are good 
organizing issues. Prior to this Crime Prevention Project, 
Asylum Hill was considered impossible to organize; without the 
crime and fear issues to establish the necessary bond, it might 
have remained unorganized. However, these issues cannot be 
the life blood of a community organization. Neighborhood or­
ganizations must be encouraged to grow and to take on a broader 
focus which includes other issues affecting neighborhood life. 

As the Hartford Institute encouraged expansion into other 
areas, it also encouraged independence on the part of the new 
community organizations. In 1975, in order to maintain a close 
relationship with the community, the Hartford Institute had 
hir.ed a new staff member to work with the Asylum Hill organiza­
tions. This person who was recommended by the community or­
ganizations after an extensive recruiting effort, worked di­
rectly with the organizations through 1975. The community 
organizer attended meetings, provided technical assistance 9 

and monitored the public safety programs. As these organiza­
tions developed and stabilized, however, the Institute began 
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to feel that its direct involvement in community organization 
activities was no longer necessary and was possibly counter­
productive. The comm~nity organizations had become fully capa­
ble of self-government but continued to depend on the Hartford 
Institute out of habit and expedience rather than need. The 
Hartford Institute saw this dependency as an obstacle to their 
development as self-reliant organizations capable of surviving 
and developing under their own power and initiative. In addi­
tion, the Hartford Institute was concerned that rather than 
enhancing the police-community relationship, it ~as becoming 
buffer between the neighborhood groups and the police. There­
fore, in 1976, the Institute withdrew from its close associa­
tion with the community organizations and instead maintained 
informal contact, remaining available to assist when needed. 
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ISSUES ENCOUNTERED DURING IMPLEMENTATION 

Implementation of this project was itself an experiment. 
It was the first time a complex crime control project was to 
be implemented which involved physical environmental design, 
the police, and the community in an integrated effort to re­
duce crime. It was to be conducted in an urban neighborhood 
which had not asked for this type of program and was to be 
implemented by third parties instead of by the developers. 
Each of the three components was to be operated separately by 
parties with differing and sometimes conflicting agendas. In 
addition, the implementing parties had other business than the 
crime control project, which lessened their capacity to concen­
trate solely on the operation of the project. 

The Role of the Coordinator. The first task to be under­
taken was promoting the program design and guiding the three 
components into the implementation phase. To effectively per­
form this task, one agency needed to playa coordinating role. 
The Hartford Institute assumed this role. Having initiated 
the development of the project and having been involved in 
the design of all three components, the Hartford Institute 
was in the best position to assume this coordinating role be­
tween design and implementation. Furthermore, as a private 
agency, the Hartford Institute had the flexibility to devote 
considerable staff time and resources to the operation of a 
single project. Although the Hartford Institute lacked autho­
rity to enforce implementation, it had a successful track re­
cord in designing and facilitating the implementation of other 
pilot projects in the areas of criminal and social justice. 
Past success, an ability to persuade, and a reputation for 
getting things done provided the Institute substantial influ­
ence with those responsible for implementing the program. 

As an entity with the authority to require implementation, 
the City Administration might have assumed the coordinating 
role. However, City governments have other constraints which 
might impede the progress of such a project. First, city ad­
ministrations lack the money and flexibility to devote staff 
to ongoing projects outside the day-to-day responsibilities 
for which they are answerable to the taxpayers. In addition, 
it is difficult for a public agency to justify devoting spe­
cial attention and resources to a single geographic area with­
in their jurisdiction, even though the money to be spent came 
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primarily from federal sources. It would be easier for the 
City to justify spending primarily federal funding on a demon­
stration project operated by a private agency, especially a 
project which would be applicable to other areas if successful. 

Developing a Program for Third Party Implementation. The 
normal approach to the implementation of this type of project 
would have been for the City to determine the need for a crime 
control project and to hire the Hartford Institute (and any 
consultants that the Hartford Institute might hire) to study 
the problem and design a program to be implemented by the City. 
In this case, although there was concern about crime and crime­
generating problems in Asylum Hill, no formal efforts aside 
from traditional policing had been made by the City to address 
those problems. Instead, the Hartford Institute initiated the 
development of the project; obtained agreement by the City to 
allow and to participate in implementation; obtained funding; 
and developed a program to be implemented by the City govern­
ment, the Police Department, and the community. Thus, the 
Hartford Institute, an uninvited outsider, was in the position 
of designing and selling a multi-faceted crime control project 
in a community which had not asked for the program. 

Therefore, even during the design stage, the planners 
realized the need to design a model which the implementors 
would be capable of implementing and willing to implement, 
which allowed for compromises, and yet which applied suffi­
cient checks to ensure that the program would be implemented 
basically as envisioned. In designing each component, the 
planners had considered the strengths and limitations of those 
who would ultimately implement it. The completed draft design 
was then to be presented to its future implementors for their 
reactions and recommendations. Through this process, the 
planners hoped to be able to revise each model until accept­
able to its implementors, and yet to control the model design, 
and prevent excessive alterations. 

A more appropriate approach would have been to design the 
program with input from those who would have to make the pro­
gram work and who would have to live with it. Today it would 
be impossible to develop such a program without the early in­
volvement of the residents of the target community and others 
to be affected by the program. Neighborhood residents today 
are more sophisticated and have developed their own agenda of 
neighborhood improvement so that a crime prevention program 
would have to be integrated with that agenda. 
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Selling the Program. Because the plan had been arbitra­
rily determined by the project team at the outset without prior 
input from those who would be implementing the program, the 
selling of the program was crucial. Although City officials, 
the Police Department, and community leaders had been in con­
tact with the Hartford Institute during the data collection and 
model design phases, the majority of the residents were unaware 
that such a program was even being contemplated for Asylum 
Hill. Although many recognized the need for the project and 
saw the project as an indication that City officials were in­
terested in revitalizing their neighborhood, others were wary 
of outside involvement in their community. The community had 
not asked for the program, they had not invited the Hartford 
Institute to plan their future, and many disagreed with the 
Institute's proposed solutions to their crime and fear pro­
blems. The Institute could not impose its model on an un­
willing community; the community would have to agree to the 
program to be implemented. 

The program would have been easier to sell if it had been 
presented in terms of broader strategies for neighborhood im­
provement. Today such a program would probably be linked to 
a more comprehensive neighborhood improvement plan. With the 
availability of HUD's Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) and Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) money for 
neighborhood improvement, crime reduction strategies are in­
creasingly linked with programs for the overall betterment of 
the community. 

Negotiations and Compromises. Extensive negotiations and 
compromises on all three elaments of the program were inevi­
table. Because of the compromises, the programs that were ac­
tually implemented varied considerably from the initial in­
tentions of the project team. Compromises were made which 
had both negative and positive impacts. Negative consequences 
included a delay in implementation which might have reduced 
the impact of the proposed program on crime and fear. Elimi­
nation of some of the proposed physical changes rendered it 
more difficult to evaluate the impact of the physical changes 
as a discrete element of the project. 

While the process of compromise was time consuming and 
often painful, it served to strengthen implementation. Each 
compromise resulted in increased participation by those who 
would have to make the program work and increased responsive­
ness to the needs of those toward whom the program was di~ 
rected. However, if all those who were to be part of the 
project had been given a role in the decision-making at an 
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early stage in the project, there probably would have been 
greater receptivity to the project, greater willingness to 
get the program underway, and possibly fewer changes in the 
original design due to a clearer understanding of the under­
lying rationale. 

Hartford Institute's Lack of Authority. The Hartford 
Institute's lack of authority over the program implementors 
caused a tightrope situation for the Hartford Institute. On 
one hand, as recipient of the project's funding, the Hartford 
Institute was responsible for designing a workable program and 
ensuring implementation of that program. On the other hand, 
it lacked the necessary control to ensure implementation. To 
compensate for its lack of control, the Hartford Institute 
maintained close contact with all implementing parties, re­
sponded to community concerns and priorities, provided tech­
nical assistance, facilitated communication among the three 
components, and monitored all facets of the project. 

Unforeseen Problems. Because of the innovative nature of 
this project, problems arose which were unanticipated and which 
were outside the control of the project. The physical design 
component was affected by the businessmen's lawsuit and by eco­
nomic problems. The effect of the lawsuit was a one year's 
delay in beginning construction of the physical changes. Eco­
nomic problems which had forced the City to find outside fund­
ing caused further delays. Red tape involved in obtaining COA 
money was time consuming. The hiring of unskilled and inex­
perienced CETA workers to supplement the COA funding further 
contributed to the delays. 

The delay in implementation of the physical design compo­
nent affected the entire project. The police and community 
components were operating a full year before construction of 
the physical design component was begun. Because this com­
ponent was to be the cornerstone of the project, the project 
as planned was not in operation until late in 1976, two years 
behind the target start-up date. 

The economic problems also affected the functioning of 
the Police Department and thus the police comporlent. Oue to 
budgetary cutbacks, manpower was allowed to decrease. Vacant 
positions caused by resignations and retirements remained un­
filled. As the force shrank, line personnel were pulled into 
headquarters from the field to perform administrative duties. 
This practice affected the manpower and functioning of the 
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Asylum Hill team. The manpower cutbacks on the team caused 
curtailment of all but necessary patrol. Walking beats were 
dis,continued; special prostitution, robbery and burglary squads 
were disbanded; and losses among sergeants on the force caused 
a shortage of sergeants in District 5. Not only did this ham­
per the project operations, but it lowered morale and reduced 
prospects for the development of team spirit. This problem was 
never resolved. In planning similar projects, police depart­
ments should be apprised of the minimum manpower needed to 
operate a viable team policing component and should be per­
suaded to commit the necessary manpower and resources for the 
duration of the project. 

An unforeseen condition that might have posed a problem 
was the rapidly changing character of North Asylum Hill. This 
area was both highly transient and transitional. Residents, 
who primarily were renters, moved in and out frequently and 
those moving out were being replaced by persons with little 
stake in the neighborhood. Of particular concern was an appa­
rent influx into the neighborhood of known offenders. In 
short, a program had been designed for an entirely different 
population than the population living in North Asylum Hill 
during the implementation. The planners were concerned that 
the outcome would be ineffective. 

Fortunately, the project had been designed for quick and 
simple implementation in order to stabilize the crime problem 
and reduce fear. By making the residents an integral part of 
the project, it sought to increase their stake in the neigh­
borhood and enhance their confidence in the viability of their 
neighborhood. If crime and fear could be turned around, per­
haps the physical and social decline could be turned around. 
This proved a successful tactic. Evaluation findings 
indicate that after a year of program implementation, resi­
dents had begun to have an increased stake in the neighbor­
hood. Furthermore, not only were fewer crimes committed in 
North Asylum Hill, but persons arrested for committing crimes 
in Hartford have tended to reside in neighborhoods other than 
North Asyl urn Hi 11 . 
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SUMMARY 

The Hartford program was unusual in that the program had 
been developed by outsiders for a neighborhood which had not 
requested it; the neighborhood residents, who would be affected 
by the program, had not been consulted for their input into the 
program design; and those who were to implement the program had 
played no role in the planning process. Some decisions made 
during prior stages of program development adversely affected 
program implementation. Some of those could be avoided by 
anyone undertaking a similar project today. The major issues 
to be faced during implementation are listed below. 

1. In a project involving a number of key actors, one 
party must assume responsibility for shepherding the 
plan into implementation. This coordinating role may 
be performed by the city government or an office with­
in the city government. However, this responsibility 
may be assumed with less difficulty by a private or­
ganization similar to the Hartford Institute. 

2. It is difficult to ask the community to implement a 
completed program model into which the community had 
no prior input. Selling a completed package causes 
delays and obstacles which could have been mirrimized­
at an earlier stage. A community is more likely to 
be receptive to a program in the design of which it 
had played a significant role. 

3. Compromises between the program model and the imple­
mented program should be expected. The program model 
should be sufficiently strong and sufficiently flexi­
ble to allow for compromises without destroying the 
intent and ultimate effectiveness of the program. 

4. If the coordinating agency lacks authority to con­
trol implementation, it must be will ing and able to 
spend the time and effort necessary to persuade the 
various implementors of the value of working together 
to ensure effective program implementation. 

5. Unforeseen problems and obstacles will occur. The 
program should be sufficiently flexible to respond 
to these problems when they arise without sacrificing 
the integrity or the effectiveness of the program. 
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Introduction 

Evaluation means many different things. The goals of the 
evaluation of a program can include: 

a. describing the activities; 

b. assessing the impact of the program, the way things 
are different because of the program; 

c. learning about the reasons for the program's success 
or failure. 

Usually some information is gathered or collated. The 
amount and type of information collected, as well as the metho­
dological rigor, varies, of course~ from project to project. 

The Hartford project was complex, as is usual for environ­
mental design programs; therefore, it was relatively difficult 
from an evaluation design point of view. The goals of the eva­
luation included all three of those listed above: detailed 
description of the programs iloplemented, an assessment of the 
program impact on crime and fear, and, most important, an ef­
fort to further general knowledge about crime reduction or 
control. The design was comparatively elaborate and the 
methods were comparatively rigorous. 

For these reasons, the evaluation of the Hartford experi­
ment provided an unusual opportunity to learn about some stra­
tegies for evaluation that were successful and may be useful 
in other evaluations. The purpose of this paper is to present 
some of the lessons that can be learned. 

The Nature of the Program 

In order to understand th~ research, it is first necessary 
to understand the program. 

The Hartford Project was an experiment in how to reduce 
residential burglary and street robbery/pursesnatch and the 
fear of those crimes in an urban, residential neighborhood. 
Its most distinctive feature was its integrated approach to 
crime control: police, community organization, and physical 
design changes were all used to increase the willingness and 
ability of residents to control the neighborhood to reduce 
criminal opportunities. 
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The initial planning for this project occurred in 1973. 
Analysis of the crime in the area was undertaken by an inter­
disciplinary team. Its task was to understand the way resi­
dents, potential offenders, police and the physical environ­
ment interacted to create criminal opportunities; and to design 
inexpensive strategies that could be quickly implemented to 
intervene in the pattern of rising crime. 

A principal conclusion of the analysis was that a number 
of features of the physical environment were working to des­
troy the residential ch~racter of the neighborhood. Cars and 
pedestrians passing through the area dominated the streets and 
depersonalized them. The streets belonged more to outsiders 
than to residents, creating an ideal environment for potential 
offenders. 

Based on this analysis, a lengthy planning and implementa­
tion period ensued. In 1976, a three-part program was fully 
implemented that included: 

a. closing and narrowing streets as a main strategy for 
reducing outside traffic and increasing the residen­
tial character of the neighborhood; 

b. instituting a neighborhood police unit with strong 
relationships with the residents; and 

c. creating and encouraging area organizations to work 
with the police and to initiate resident efforts to 
improve the neighborhood and reduce criminal oppor­
tunities. 

Five features of the experiment were particularly impor­
tant because they complicated the evaluation. 

1. The program was implemented in only one neighbor­
hood area which had a population of approximately 
5,000 people. Therefore, there was only one test 
of the concepts and ideas. 

2. As noted above, one essential component of the 
Hartford experiment was its multi-faceted nature. 
Perhaps the cornerstone of the project was the 
street changes, by which the planners hoped to 
limit vehicular traffic in the neighborhood. 
However, the police and community organization 
components of the project were important as well. 
Each was seen as a potential catalyst to resident 
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initiatives to crime control, both formal and in­
formal. Describing the implementation and, more 
importantly, assessing the significance of each 
program component added considerably to the com­
plexity of the project. 

3. A related but different point is that the way the 
program was supposed to reduce crime and fear was 
complex and involved a chain of events. The fun­
damental premise of the program was that the resi­
dents themselves, through their informal efforts, 
could reduce crime and thereby fear, by taking 
control of events in their nei~hborhood. Each of 
the program components was intended to increase 
the ability or willingness of the residents to 
control the neighborhood. Such a model is compli­
cated conceptually and analystically. 

The best example of this complexity is the role of 
the street closings in crime control. Many resi­
dents, and even some of the police, could never 
get over the notion that the purpose of the street 
closings was to keep out offenders. Properly 
skeptical that anyone who wanted to enter the· 
neighborhood would be deterred, such people could 
not believe that the program would have any effect 
on crime. They failed to grasp a chain of logical 
steps: that the effect of a lot of traffic in 
residential areas was to deperaonalize them; that 
a reduction in traffic would make the outside 
spaces more pleasant and attractive for use by 
residents; that if residents used the outside 
spaces more, it would increase the likelihood that 
they would take an interest in and become involved 
in what went on in the public and semi-private 
s~aces near their homes; that such an interest 
would make it less likely that offenders would 
lurk in the neighborhood, waiting for criminal 
opportunities. 

In essence, the street changes were one important 
part of an effort to restore the residential cha­
racter of the neighborhood and give the area back 
to the residents. Part of the evaluation goal 
was to learn more about whether the hypothesized 
chain of events really worked. The analytic com­
plexities of accomplishing that were considerable. 
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4. The planning and implementation of the program 
took place over a three-year period. This is 
fairly typical of environmental design programs. 
However, such a time period provides considerable 
opportunity for other, unplanned events to occur 
to further confuse the evaluation. 

5. The program, including the physical changes, was 
in place less than a year when its impact was 
evaluated. Timing has considerable effect on 
evaluation. On the one hand, an early evaluation 
can show the effects of attention, regardless of 
the content of the program (Hawthorne Effect). 
On the other hand, some of the goals of the pro­
gram, such as increased commitment to the neigh­
borhood, might well take longer than a year to 
develop. 

Each of the above points basically meant that the program 
was complicated to evaluate. In order to evaluate a compli­
cated programs one is likely to need a complicated evaluation 
scheme. 

Types of Measures 

Two goals guided the research design. First~ an attempt 
was made to measure each important concept or variable in at 
least two different ways using different methods. Second, al­
though there was a commitment to quantitative evidence re­
garding the program, the design provided a variety of opportu­
nities for qualitative feedback as well. 

The multi-method approach to measurement is cited as de­
sirable in almost any text on methodology. It is well known 
that any particular way of measuring something has its limits 
and likely biases. Conclusions based on different ways of mea­
suring the same thing are likely to be sounder because they 
transcend the limits of any particular method. A distinctive 
characteristic of the Hartford experiment was not that the 
multi-method approach was valued but rather the extent to 
which the project team was successful in finding more than one 
way to measure the same phenomena. 

Victimization rates and fear were measured by a sample 
survey of residents. Since the purposes of the program were 
primarily to produce improvements in crime and fear of crime, 
some sort of resident survey was essential. Howeyer, the 
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survey also was used to measure a wide range of resident per­
ceptions and behaviors. In fact, for almost every aspect of 
the program and its effects that were studied, a useful set of 
measures came out of the resident survey. 

Fear of crime was one of the few varictbles for which a 
second source of quantitative data was not developed. It is 
hard to measure fear except by talking to people. However, the 
views and observations of a panel of community leaders were 
solicited via semi-structured interviews to supplement tha 
survey data. 

With respect to crime, a second available source of infor­
mation is, of course, police records. In this regard, the 
Hartford experience provides a good example both of the value 
of a multi-method approach to measurement and, in particular, 
of how essential victimization surveys are in assessing crime 
control programs. 

It has long been known that a considerable portion of 
crimes that occur are not reported to police. Rates of bur­
glary and robbery/pursesnatch derived from surveys are rou­
tinely two or three times the comparable rates derived from 
police records. However, it has been argued that for the mea­
surement of trends over time, police records will provide a 
meaningful indicator of whether crimes are going up or down. 

In Hartford, there was an opportunity to carry out victim­
ization surveys over a five-year period, and to compare the 
figures from the victimization surveys with comparable figures 
from police records. The results of this comparison are not 
surprising to those who have studied factors which affect 
police record estimates. However, they provide a warning to 
those who would rely on police record data alone as indicators 
of rates of cri~e. 

During the five-year period in which Hartford crime was 
monitored, the study showed not one but two different occasions 
when, for reasons which had nothing to do with the rate of 
crime, the trends in crime based on police record data were 
very misleading. 

The first case parallels a classic police anecdote. The 
introduction of a new Chief of Police in Ha~tford in 1974 was 
accompanied by an apparently massive increase in crime. Vic­
timization survey data showed that the increase was largely due 
to improved reporting practices on the part of police officers. 
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Three years later, the police record data showed a city­
wide drop in burglary, while the victimization survey showed 
an increase. Some further research revealed that one of the 
symptoms of some continuing contract negotiation problems be­
tween the police and the city had been a sharp decline in the 
rate at which calls for service had yielded reports of actual 
crimes. 

This experience iliustrates two points. First, what shows 
up in the police records as a reported crime is dependent on 
both the behavior of citizens and the behavior of police offi­
cers. Extraneous factors which affect the behavior of either 
can have important affects on police record data and) conse­
quently, on comparisons over time based on such figures. Al­
though victimization survey estimates are not perfect by any 
means, the sources of bias or error should be consistent from 
time totime if a survey is properly done. Comparative state­
ments based on victimization surveys should be reliable. 

The second point to note is the value of the multi-method 
approach. In this case, the survey and the police record data 
did not produce the same conclusion. When this is the case, 
the discrepancy can make the researcher do further investiga­
tion~ If only one method is used, the results are likely to 
be taken as accurate. Many evaluation studies, unfortunately, 
provide little potential for seeing inconsistency because of 
the lack of overlapping measures. Obviously, the more such 
overlap can be built in, the less likely the researcher is to 
make an error, and the more convincing will be the conclusions 
based on the research. 

Measuring the use of ~~ proved to be one of the most 
complex parts of the evaluation. In their initial analysis of 
the area, the urban designers had made numerous observations 
about the relationships between residents, non-residents and 
the spaces in the area: The neighborhood is depersonalized. 
Strangers dominate the streets. There does not appear to be 
any social cohesion. The parks are not used in an appropriate 
way. 

Changing such things was an essential intermediate goal 
of the program. Therefore, it was incumbent upon the evalua­
tion team to be able to make statements about whether and how 
much such changes occurred. To do that, it was necessary to 
quantify, or at least systematize, the observations of the 
urban design team. 
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Counts of vehicular traffic on Asylum Hill streets, which 
entail only the placement of counting machines for 24 hours, 
were one obvious source of information about vehicular traffic. 
The pattern of pedestrians· use of those streets was quanti­
fied by using human counters stationed at strategic spots for 
five different hour-long periods during the day. Days were 
standardized in that they had to be at least minimally attrac­
tive for walking; i.e., the temperature had to be above 50 
degrees with no precipitation. Counters not only counted the 
number of persons passing their spot; they also coded them 
into sex, age, and ethnic categories by observation. 

A third important source of information about the use of 
the neighborhood came from the survey residents, of course. 
Their perceptions of the vehicular and pedestrian traffic as 
well as their reports of their own behaviors were important 
input into understanding how the neighborhood was being used. 

Finally, the urban design team attempted to codify their 
observations. Based on a series of systematic walking trips 
through the area at specified times of day, they put on maps 
the people observed and their activities. The goal was not 
necessarily to produce a statistical b'asis for conclusions, but 
to systematize their observations, to provide some basis 
against which to compare observations at a later point. 

, 

In fact, there were significant problems in actually 
reaching conclusions based on changes ;n their coded observa­
tions from one time to another. Relatively little analytic use 
was made of these data. However, figuring out some way to 
codify observations' of use of space is important to studies 
of environmental design programs. More work is needed to 
figure out how to do it well. 

In summary, analysis of the way the land was used and how 
that might have changed. as a result of the program was based 
qualitatively on the observations of the urban designers and 
the reports of people in the community; it was based quantita­
tively on traffic and pedestrian counts and standardized sur­
vey measures administered before and after implementation. 

Data on police were gathered in a similar way. Qualita­
tive information was available on police operations from at 
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least two sources. First, ~n a routine basis, the team leaders 
met with Hartford Institute staff to review plans and pro­
blems. The Hartford Institute staff, in turn, produced rou­
tina summaries of significant happenings with respect to po­
licing in the area. In addition, an outside monitor, experi­
enced in police operations, spent a couple of days every two 
months visiting with the police team: talking with leaders 
and patrol officers, riding in patrol cars and reviewing 
record data. Both of these were extremely important to having 
an accurate, up-to-date picture of the police component of the 
program. 

In addition, there were three more quantitative sources of 
information about the police. First, the police officers them­
selves filled out a questionnaire shortly after the police team 
was established and again near the end of the evaluation period. 
The resident survey included a number of questions both about 
resident perceptions of the police and about their own behavior 
with respect to the police. Included were items about re­
porting crimes to police, the amount and quality of contacts 
with police as well as citizen perceptions of response time, 
responsiveness and police effectiveness. 

Finally, the police department1s own records provide a 
quantitative indicator of police activity. Calls for service, 
arrests, and reported crimes all provide information which can 
be useful to an overall analysis. 

The activities of the community groups that were formed in 
Asylum Hill were monitored in several ways. The Hartford Insti­
tute provided a good deal of information about these groups. 
Staff members attended most early meetings and had frequent con­
tact with the groups throughout the project. Their knowledge 
about activities and problems was periodically summarized. 

In addition, a set of people knowledgeable about the com­
munity was interviewed in a semi-structured way on two occa­
sions. Officers and leaders of the formal organizations in 
Asylum Hill were among those in the panel, and one of their 
particular contributions was to provide additional information 
about the groups and their activities. 

lThe Hartford Institute of Criminal and Social Justice was re­
sponsible for implementation of the projects. 
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Finally, of course, the resident surveyance again was an 
invaluable source of information about residents' participation 
in and knowledge of the community organizations that were trying 
to help them. 

Thus, for each component of the program, the evaluation was 
able to draw on multiple sources of information. In some cases, 
exactly comparable measures were available from two different 
sources. In other cases, the data were complementary. In almost 
all cases, however, the fact that there were multiple sources of 
information significantly reduced the likelihood of an inadver­
tent error about what was going on and significantly increased 
the strengths of the conclusions that could be reached. 

Analysis Strategies 

There were two basic kinds of analytic conclusions that the 
evaluation was asked to come up with. The first question to be 
answered was whether or not the program was successful in re­
ducing burglary and robbery/pursesnatch in Asylum Hill and the 
fear of those crimes. Second, regardless of the outcome, was 
there something to be learned from the experience in Hartford 
that would help others to design a crime reduction program in 
existing neighborhoods? 

The impact analysis actually turned out to be two questions. 
Did crime and fear improve in Asylum Hill? and, was the program 
responsible for the improvement? 

It is evident from the fact that the second question 
had to be asked that the answer to the first question was 
affirmative: at the end of a year, burglary and the fear of 
burglary had dropped to a level of approximately half of what 
one would have expected without intervention. Statistically, 
that was a highly unlikely chance event. In addition, although 
the data on robbery and pursesnatch were less conclusive be­
cause of the comparatively low rates of those crimes, the odds 
were better than 2 out of 3 that those crimes and the fear of 
those crimes had also improved. 

But was it the program that was responsible for this re­
duction, or was something else at work? It turns out to be 
extremely difficult in social science to Erove that there is 
not a mysterious unidentified factor responsible for results. 
However, in this situation, the presence of the extensive 
Hartford data base was a tremendous asset in making alternative 
hypotheses less plausible. 
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One set of hypotheses was ruled out by analysis of city­
wide data. The harshness of the winter, a change in economic 
climate or the inception of a city-wide offender work program 
all could have been plausible alternative reasons for a reduc­
tion in burglary. However, they would have affected the city 
as a whole. The decline observed in Asylum Hill occurred in 
the context of an overall 10 percent increase in crime through­
out Hartford. 

Having data on Asylum Hill in 1973, 1975, 1976 and 1977 
helped to address other hypotheses. The improvement that was 
observed occurred in the experimental year of 1976-1977, not 
before. Prior to the experimental year, crime rates and fear 
in Asylum Hill had been rising steadily. Only events that 
would not have affected the crime prior to 1976 but then would 
have had a dramatic effect just during that year needed to be 
considered as plausible alternatives. 

This logic was quite important in addressing one of the 
most compelling alternative ideas: that the offender popula­
tion that had worked in Asylum Hill had moved away. A public 
housing project which had produced a disproportionate number 
of criminals working in Asylum Hill had been "thinned out". 
There also had been quite a bit of abandonment and demolition 
in an area north of Asylum Hill where offenders had been known 
to live. It was, of course, not known exactly how many offen­
ders had moved, nor whether they had moved far. However, that 
at least some of them had moved somewhere was almost certain. 

There were, however, two facts which argued against this 
change being a major factor in the observed reductions in 
crime in Asylum Hill. First, the thinning out of the public 
housing project and the housing abandonment had been going on 
for at least a year prior to the experimental year. One would 
have expected to see effects of this prior to the 1976-1977 
year if it was significant. Second, detailed victimization 
data on areas around Asylum Hill did not show declines in bur­
glary and robbery such as those found in North Asylum Hill. 
Since these areas were within reach of the same offenders who 
worked in North Asylum Hill, one would expect a significant 
change in the offender population to have affected these adja­
cent areas as well. Thus, the data permitted one to rule out 
a change in the offender population as a significant factor in 
the observed crime reduction with a considerable degree of con­
fidence. Had the data been less rich, that hypothesis might 
well have seriously undermined confidence in the conclusion 
that the program affected crime. 
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The above deals with negative arguments, trying to rule 
out alternative hypotheses. Another approach is to produce 
documentation that the program produced changes which could 
plausibly reduce crime. 

It will be recalled that the key to crime reduction was 
thought to be increas~d resident control over the neighborhood. 
There was considerable evidence that things had moved in a 
positive direction in this respect: vehicular traffic had 
clearly been restructured and reduced overall; there had been 
some reduction of pedestrian traffic on residential streets, 
though that was not always the case; residents reported that 
they were doing significantly more walking in the area and were 
using the parks more; they reported that their stranger recog­
nition had improved; they reported more frequent arrangements 
with neighors to watch out for one another's h~uses. 

These changes, most of them statistically significant, 
helped to buttress the notion that the program had succeeded 
in starting a chain of events that plausibly could lead to 
crime reduction. On the other hand, there were some changes 
that were expected but not observed. Optimism about the neigh­
borhood's future had not improved. While fear of the target 
crimes had gone down, there were a number of neighborhood pro­
blems which, in the view of residents, had not improved. 

Of course, data alone, no matter how good, do not elimi­
nate the role of judgment. Were the changes observed dramatic 
enough to have produced a 50 percent reduction in burglary? 
Some reviewers will be more convinced than others. However, 
because of the extensive data base, critics of the conclusion 
that the program reduced crime and fear during its first year 
have a difficult case to make. The possible alternatives iden­
tified by the research team do not hold up under scrutiny. 
Could there have been an heretofore unnoticed event that oc­
curred at roughly the same time as the street closings, af­
fected North Asylum Hill but not surrounding areas, and had 
the exact effect the program was designed to have? 

In social science, it is difficult to prove anything de-
finitively. .However, the case for a program impact seems much 
stronger than the case against. ---

To produce generalizable knowledge was the other analytic 
goal of the evaluation. Based on one demonstration, there is no 
statistical basis for generalizing. The foundation on which one 
generalizes from a sing~e experiment is conceptual rather than 
statistical. It is in this context, again, that the complex 
data base developed in Hartford both before and after program 
implementation was critical to the value of that experiment to 
others. 
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There are two kinds of questions that a person considering 
the Hartford model would want answered. First, was the situa­
tion identified in North Asylum Hill sufficiently similar that 
one could apply the analysis to another community? Second, did 
the apparent success of the intervention in North Asylum Hill 
say anything about the likely success or failure of other simi­
lar interventions: Through detailed description of the "before" 
situation, a good evaluation should enable a person to answer 
the first question. Through analysis of the dynamics of the 
intervention, and detailed description of what was implemented 
and with what effect, a reader should be able to begin to ad­
dress the second question. 

The analytic value of good, comprehensive data was once 
again demonstrated in connection with the question of the role 
of the three components - physical changes, police and community 
organizations - in the program's success. Fortunately, two un­
planned natural experiments occurred that permitted a fairly 
definitive answer. 

In the target area, the police and community organization 
components were begun a year before the street changes were made. 
However, it was only after the street changes that crime and 
fear declined. 

An area adjacent to the target area was served by the Asy­
lum Hill police team and also developed a significant crime­
oriented community organization. However, no street changes 
were made in this area, and no decreases in crime or fear 
occurred. 

Although the role of the other components cannot be as­
sessed fully, it is clear that the physical design changec. were 
necessary to the success of the program. Being able to make 
that statement is very important to those who would learn from 
the Hartford experience. The answers will seldom be definitive 
or unassailable. However, the better the quality of description 
and understanding that an evaluation produces, the more likely 
it is to be useful to others. 

-90-

-1 



Conclusion 

The evaluation of the experiment in Hartford was unusually 
full and complete. Even so, there were desirable steps not 
taken because of limited funding. For example, although of­
fender interviews were conducted in the planning stages of 
the pro j e c t;, non ewe red 0 n e aft e rim p 1 em e n tat ion. The r ewe r e 
ways in whic,h the monitoring of some of the community acti­
vities wa~ not as detailed as it could have been. More money 
and more time \,rould have reduced the number of gaps in the 
analysis, but clearly would not have eliminated them all. 
Social science evaluations do not produce certainty very often, 
and this one was no exception. 

Having made that point, perhaps it is appropriate to close 
with a more general comment about the importance of good metho­
dology in evaiuation research. 

The jumping-off point for evaluation research was proba­
bly the experimental designs outlined by Campbell and Stanley 
many years ago. Those faced with the task of evaluating real 
projects soon found that the conditions for true experiments 
were seldom met. Moreover, it was observed that often the 
results of even careful evaluations were inconclusive. 

There have always been those who considered research a 
waste of time and money. There have always been practicing 
researchers who, through lack of sophistication or for other 
reasons, did methodologically weak research. Such people have 
found support from methodologists who focus on the limits of 
evaluation and understate the achievements, both real and po­
tential. From the statement that definitive conclusions are 
unlikely to result from evaluations, it is an easy leap to de­
cide that the quality of an evaluation does not matter. 

There are many programs that are so poorly conceived or 
implemented that they warrant little or no investment in eva­
luation. However, at any point in time, there is extant a 
set of ideas about how to deal with a certain kind of pro­
blem, in this case, community crime control. When a program 
is implemented which provides the opportunity to learn some­
thing about the validity of those ideas and how to apply them, 
a serious, careful research evaluation effort is a very good 
investment. There is no possibility that even a tiny fraction 
of the funds spent on poor or ineffective programs will ever 
be spent on research. 
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To criticize evaluations that do not meet strict statis~ 
tical requirements for experimental generalization is to hold 
up an artificial standard. The goal of evaluation research 
is to learn. Learning means to reduce uncertainty about the 
way things are and the way things work. It does not matter how 
well a research evaluation is carried out; whether the effort 
be large or modest, the better the methodology, the more un­
certainty will be reduced. 

The Hartford project was not a perfect evaluation. It was 
a good one. Most important, the rigourous and comprehensive 
approach to evaluation that was utilized was essential to the 
general value that can be derived from the project. It was a 
serious attempt tv learn something important. More such ef­
forts are needed. 
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