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ABSTRACT

This document provides a brief, non~technical assessment
of three components of the Community Anti-Crime Program --
characteristics of grantees and their settings, the role of
citizen participation in the development and implementation of
community crime prevention projects, and the nature and extent

~of the activities chosen by grantees for implementation. Data

for the report are drawn from the applications of grantees, a
mail survey sent to all grantees, and site visits to 36 pro-
jects. The report focuses on the formative stages in the
development of the Community Anti-Crime Program more than on
the impact of the crime prevention activities undertaken.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In November 1979, the National Institute of Justice asked
the American Institutes for Research (AIR) to reflect on our
evaluation of the Community Anti-Crime Program (CAC) and pro-
duce a brief non-technical report on how we think the program
is doing. The report was not to be evaluative in the summative
sense of stating how much impact the CAC program and projects
have had on crime and urban communities, but rather descriptive
of how the projects were developed and how their activities
have been implemented. In short, we were to analyze the output
of the program, if not all of its outcomes.

To pause and reflect on the CAC program in mid-point in
the evaluation was a valuable experience. It caused us to
think about the program's overall development to date, the prob-
lems it has faced, and how it has sought to overcome them. And
it has given us an opportunity to reflect on whether we, as
evaluators, are still asking the right questions and getting
the right answers.

In considering a variety of formats for presenting our
findings, we kept coming back to the fact that, to put it mild-
ly, a lot of people simply did not think that this program was
going to work. There was not much consensus, however, as to
why it would not work. In each of the areas chosen for exami-
nation in this report -- project selection, citizen participa-
tion, activity implementation -- many, often contradictory
criticisms were voiced to the evaluators. The following are
paraphrases of these criticisms.

On project selection, we heard remarks such as:

e If the federal government is involved, you can be
sure that it will choose cities where crime is not
a major problem, where there already exists a tra-
dition of crime prevention activities, where the
police have been active in crime prevention and
community relations, and where there has been a
lot of community organizing.

¢ If the federal government is involved, you can be
sure that institutionalized do~goodism will put the
money in neighborhoods where the problems are so
massive that the CAC program cannot conceivably
have an effect.

® Grants will go to many projects in cities where
the police either couldn't care less about commu-
nity crime prevention =-- or where they actively
oppose it -- with the result that little can be

accomplished.




‘The groups selected will not be in areas that are

too run-down. They will be from areas where crime
is a manageable problem =-- where some effect can
be demonstrated. You can also be sure that experi-
enced groups will be selected to implement these
activities, groups with proven management skills,
not those with little or no proven track record.

Money will be given to groups that are so new or
so inexperienced that they will never get off the

ground.

On ecitizen participation, we heard:

Citizen participation will be a charade, Most of
these projects have some kind of board with "“commu-
nity" representation. Most of the time, these are
made up of those who want a cut of the money, and
the division of the pie is the only real decision
in which they are involved, Other than that, they
tend to rubberstamp what the project staff wants
and call what they do "citizen participation.”
Typically, the project staff tends to view citizens
as clients, not as participants in program develop-
ment and implementation.

"Citizen participation" will be used as an excuse
for amateur night. There will probably be very

few experienced professionals on the project staffs
in any event, and even 1if they are on the staff,
their own decisions will be obstructed by the need
to cater to inchoate "“community interests."

And on activity implementation, we heard:

Community groups are just looking for a different
federal teat to milk, They all undertake a cer~
tain core set of activities, If HEW has money,
their recreation programs are sold as education,

- When it is LEAA's turn, they turn into delinquency

prevention programs, Since most of these groups
are social service oriented, that is where the
bulk of the activities will lie, Groups will con-
tinue to do just what they have always done, and
very little crime prevention qua opportunity
reduction activity will be generated.

The CAC program will take community groups that may
actually be learning how to do something well, and

divert them into opportunity reduction activities,

because that's where the money is.




BEach of these criticisms implies that the evaluators
should expect to find skewed distributions on the major
contextual variables that they examine -~ that is, the CAC
program will be systematically biased in one direction or
the other. This report examines the extent to which our
preliminary data shed light on these criticisms, For
readers not familiar with the background of the CAC program
and the general approach taken in its evaluation, we offer
first a brief description. Our purpose is to provide both
a programmatic context within which to evaluate the infor-
mation presented on the program and an historical perspective
on progress.




II, THE CAC PROGRAM AND ITS EVALUATION

The Community Anti-Crime Program

In 1967, the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and
the Administration of Justice urged that:

Every American ¢an translate his concern about, or

fear of crime into positive action, Every American

should. Specialists alone cannot control crime.

Contrclling crime is the businsss of every American.

Direct citizen action to improve law enforcement

has become an absolute necessity,
The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 mentioned
the concept of "community anti-crime activities," but no federal
funds were allocated for them at that time., In 1973, the Natio-
nal Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals
wrote a report on community crime prevention that strongly
advocated citizen participation in anti-crime activity:

Action by citizens is at the heart of community
crime prevention....The Commigsion recommends that
every citizen contribute to local community crime
prevention efforts. Government agencies should
encourage and support citizen action programs.
Existing community organizations should explore
ways they can relate their activities to crime
prevention, 2

Congressional hearings were held before the Crime Control
Act of 1976 was passed. Testimony was given by private citizens
and members of community-based organizations that indicated
their concern about crime in their neighborhoods. These citizen
groups sought federal recognition of their independently initi-
ated anti-crime activities. In an effort to promote and support
these locally organized crime prevention activities, Congress
amended the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
to include a provision for direct federal funding of such acti-
vities. This amendment (PL 94-503: Crime Control Act of 1976)
mandated the establishment of the Office of Community Anti=~

lThe President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Admini-

stration of Justice. The challenge of crime in a free soectety,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967, p. 35,

2National Advisory Commigsion on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals, A national strategy to reduce erime. Washington, D,C,:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973, pp.46-48,




Criye Programs (OCACP) within the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration. The stated purpose of OCACP is:

to provide appropriate technical assistance to
community and citizen groups to enahle such
groups to apply for grants to encourage commu~
nity and citizen participation in crime preven-
tion and other law enforcement and criminal
justice activities;

to coordinate its activities with other federal
agencies and programs (including the Community
Relations Division of the Department of Justice)
designed to encourage and assist citizen parti-
cipation in law enforcement and criminal justice
activities; and

to provide information on successful programs of
citizen and community participation to citizens
and community groups.3

To implement this mandate, Congress allocated $15 million
to OCACP for grants to community groups for each of the fiscal
years 1977 and 1978. The Community Anti-Crime Program is
designed to assist the efforts of community groups by providing
resources for organizing and implementing their activities. As
stated in the CAC program guidelines:

Emphasis is placed on community-based organizations
that have substantial grassroots input or a member-
ship base of neighborhood groups. In addition,
already established or new neighborhood groups may
come together in a coaliticn to apply under the
name of one applicant community organization., The
czntral applicant would serve as the grantee and
would normally assume fiscal admindistration and
other program coordination responsibilities for the
project. Under such arrangements, untincorporated
neighborhood groups would be eligible participants
hecause the applicant organization has nonprofit,
iacorporated status, Eligible grantees, therefore,
might include: (1) leccally based chapters of natio~
nal organizations involved in community improvement
efforts; (2) community-based organizations (having
no national affiliation) currently conducting commu=-
nity improvement effurts; (3) community development
corporations, and other established community/neigh-
borhood organizations; and (4) existing community
anti-crime organizations,?

Community Anti-Crime Program Guidelines, LEAA Manual M4500.
IF, 21 December 1977, Chapter 2, Section 2, Part 4.
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The guidelines suggested for illustrative purposes two
categories of activities that would be eligible ~- those that
stressed reduction cof opportunities for crime, and those that
addressed thecauses of crime. Examples of projects in the
first category were block watch programs, éescort services for
the elderly, and residential security education. The second
category of projects included youth crisis centers, victim
assistance programs, volunteer-based recreation programs, and
juvenile counseling services. The design of the project was
to be the responsibility of the community organization, and
applicants were encouraged to develop innovative approaches.

A

LEAA funded 150 CAC projects during FY1978, Of these,
146 were action grants to community organizations and four
were technical assistance grants. Two additional technical
assistance grants had already been funded in FY1977. The
146 actlon grants were selected from over 1,000 organizations.
Twenty-six wmillion dollars were spent on the actlon grants,
with the average award being $183,721.

The Evaluation

The CAC evaluation, like many others, had its real begin-
ning long after the program was formulated at the national
level and considerably after most of the local prOJects had
begun operation.” When AIR undertook the evaluation in October
1978, it was evident that information on the program would
have to be produced quickly. OCACP was expecting Congression-
al review to begin in January 1979 and had to start making
refunding decisions in the same month., It was obvious that
the evaluation design could not afford the luxury of extensive
first round site visits or other time~consuming data collec-
tion efforts. On the other hand, we did not want to base our
evaluation on archival sources simply because it was more
expedient. The task of the design was to meet the information
needs of policy makers while at the same time generating the
scientific data necessary for a valid evaluation effort.

The model that we employ to guide our evaluation analysis
corresponds directly with our view of the program process as a
multi-stage sequence of interrelated conditions and events.

» This model as applied to the Community Anti-Crime evaluation

is presented on the next page. in Figure 1.
The CAC evaluation is examlnlng the following questions:

® What are the ﬂpecmfﬁc funetions that residents
and resident groups can most approprlately and
usefully perform in ths process of crime preven-
tion? 5

e What are the structural and organizational charac-
teristics of resident groups that increase or
limit their effectiveness .in the performance of
these functions?

L
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N . Program Immediate . Ultimate
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Affairs Inputs {Outcomes

A A

TA and Project Monitors

BASELINE STATE Problems to be addrassedin terms of (1) crime levels; (2} fear of crime; and

OF AFFAIRS:

(3) level of cooperation among residents and criminal justice officials. Most
of the data for this come from the grant applications or from official records
and interviews.

ORGANIZATIONAL The process of developing the components of a viable organization as well

INPUTS:

PROGRAM
INPUTS:

DISPOSING
CONDITIONS:

IMMEDIATE
OUTCOMES:

INTERMEDIATE
OUTCOMES:

ULTIMATE
OUTCOMES:

OTHER
EVENTS:

TA AND OTHER
INPUTS:

as structural characteristics of the group. The former would include financial
systemns, chains of authority, hiring sta?f, etc,, the latter such things as the
degree of hierarchy, patterns of leadership, etc.

All steps in program planning and development leading up to actually en-
gaging in crime prevention activities. Examples would be planning activities,
needs assessments, surveys of citizens, talking with neighborhood groups,
getting groups organized, buying equipment for marking property, etc,

Local circumstances affecting the development of organizational and pro-
grammatic capabilities over which the proiect has little or no direct control.
These include both demographic characteristics such as racial and athnic
composition, SES levels of the community, etc, as well as the existence and
relative strength of other organizations, political realities, willingness of groups
to cooperate, experiences of residents with previous interventions in community,
ete.

Actual levels of crime prevention activity engaged in, e.g., hours of sur-
veillance, amount of property engraved, numbers of youths counseled.

Intended and unintended consequences of crime prevention activities having
taken place (except for those direct impacts on crime, fear of crime, and level
of CJ system cooperation). Examples would be increases in sense of com-
munity, increasing use of streets, increases in security feelings, lower trans-
iency lavels, political clout of group, new tensions in community at large,
changes in the political agenda, etc.

Changes in the baseline state of affairs in terms of crime levels, fear of crima,
and cooperation among residents and the CJ community.

Events taking place outside the immediate project environment which affect
its ability to develop and implement its crime prevention pragram. For
example, a change in city administration {Other Event} might affect the Dis-
nosing Condition of groups’ willingness to cooperate. In addition, a particular
violent wave of crime {as an Other Event) might have an effect on the number
of security precautions taken by residents {Immediate Qutcome) which is
independent of project efforts. Similar gvents can also effect intermediate and
ultimate outcomes,

The CAC program is one that has built in intervention int eh project develop-
ment and implementation process. The role of TA groups and project monitors
is axpected to be crucial and we are concerned with their roles at all stages.

FIGURE 1. Basic Parameters of the CAC Program Evaluation.
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e What has been the <impact, positive and negative,
of the LEAA grants on the development of resident
groups with these kinds of characterlstlcs, and
on their capac1ty for performing the varlous
functlons°

® What other types of support, local or federal,
seem necessary, in addition to the inputs that
LEAA provides, to enable resident groups to over~
come the specific problems and dlfflcultles that
they encounter?

e What are the generalizable implications of the
CAC experience for the role and functions of
resident groups and for the related local and
federal policy issues?

To answer these questions, we undertook a process-oriented
evaluation involving three levels of analysis.

The first level (Level I) involves data collection on and
from all CAC proijects, TFirst, we collected demographic data on
the cities and on the target areas chosen by the projects. We
also coded information presented by the projects in their ini-
tial grant applicaticns., The bulk of the data at this level
will come, however, from two surveys of all projects. The
first of these took place in the spring of 1979. The second
will be mailed to projects as close as possible to the end of
their funding periods. Since these are surveys of all projects,
they have been labeled Global Surveys and are referred to as
such in the rest of this report. Of the 141 surveys mailed in
the first wave, 128 were returned (a 90.8% rate). The data

from the surveys were combined with the demographic data and

the grant proposal data in the Management Information System
(MIS) that enables us to cross-reference data elements from the
different sources. It is the complete data from these 128 CAC
projects that form the deseriptive data base for this report,
providing us with two snapshots of the program,., The proposal
data give us a picture of the conditions that the projects were
trying to address and what they intended to do, and the Global-
Survey data give us a picture of where the projects are after
approximately one year of operation. Level I data are the most
descriptive of the CAC project as a whole, but they do not pro-
vide a great deal of insight into how specific projects are
implementing specific crime prevention activities and with what
effects. In short, descriptive data do not enable one to make
evaluative statements. For that, on-site data collection
efforts -- and thus the other two levels of evaluatlon effort -
are necessary.




Just as Level I sites constitute the basis of our Global
evaluation, Level II sites are the units of analysis for the
Focused evaluation, and Level III sites for the Intensive.
There are 24 Level II sites and each is being visited twice.
Each of the 12 Level III sites is being visited several times.
At each site, we are specifying the results of the Global
evaluation by gathering additional detail on the contexts with~
in which the projects are operating, their organizational
characteristics and problems, their activities, and their
impacts. As of this writing, we have visited all Level II and
Level III sites.

Site wvisit data provide us with a third snapshot of the
program. First round site visits generally included interviews
with staff, tours of the target area, meetings with board mem-
bers and project directors, and discussions of key activities.
Data were collected from both structured interviews and obser-
vation of the project and its environmental context. After each
site visit, an extensive report was written to supplement the
material in our files from the proposals and the Global Survey.
Clearly, it is the 36 projects that we have visited that we know
best, and in the analyses that follow we will first ask gues-
tions about these projects and then, where appropriate, supple-
ment the analysis with data from the proposals and the Global
Surveys from other projects.

§
B
i
8




IIT. CHARACTERISTICS OF PROJECT SETTINGS

In this section, we examine the results of site and grantee
selection as conducted by OCACP. One of the more frequently
heard criticisms of federal programs is that bureaucrats often
try to influence the success of their programs by "creaming off"
for funding those most likely to succeed. In the case of the
CAC program, there were really three kinds of creaming that
could have occurred. The program could have chosen cities with
low c¢rime rates and/or a history of crime prevention and commu~
nity organizing activities. It could have chosen groups working
in target areas with exceptionally low levels of crime and
social problems, or it could have selected only groups with ez~
tenstive expertence and a proven record in management.,

It has been argued alternatively that well-intentioned
attempts by OCACP to deal with the problems of the nation's most
seriously deteriorated neighborhoods might lead them to find
projects that have little real hope of achieving the desired
results. We have looked for evidence of bias in regard to each
of these issues by analyzing selected characteristics of the
grantees. It should be noted that we are not comparing the
characteristics of successful and unsuccessful CAC grant appli-
cants. We are looking at only the distributions of funded
organizations and the contexts in which they operate.

o
Characteristics of Grantees' Cities

1. Crime., Our site visits provide some limited data on
community responses to crime. For each site, we determined if
there was an active crime prevention unit in the police depart-
ment and whether, in comparison with other cities visited,
there was a history of active community organizing efforts. Of
the 36 sites visited, 17 were judged to have aective crime pre-
vention units. Twenty~four projects were in cities with histo-
ries of community organizing, What is interesting, however, is
that only eight projects were in cities that had both.

Official crime data can be used to assess the scope of the
crime problem in cities with funded CAC projects. The data
that we report are from the FBI's (rime <n the United States,
1977 (1977 is the base year for most project applications), and
we have data on the 115 projects from jurisdictions with over
25,000 population reporting to the FBI. Our methodology was to
compare the rates for Index crimes in the CAC cities with rates
for populations living in cities with over 25,000 population
(what we call urban rates). Our intention was to control for
the lower rates typically found in rural areas, where there are
also few CAC projects. The findings are presented below.




On property crime, we found the following:

The burglary rate for cities over 25,000 population
was 1,824 per 100,000 residents. The median rate
for CAC cities was 2,344. Seventy-six (67%) of the
CAC cities had burglary rates higher than the urban
rate.

The urban larxceny rate was 3,515 per 100,000 resi-
dents, The median rate for the CAC cities was
3,468, Only 57 (50%) of the CAC cities had larceny
rate& higher than the urban rate.

The urban auto theft rate was 691 per 100,000
residents., The median rate for the CAC cities was
3,003, Seventy-five (65%) had auto theft rates
higher than the urban rate.

The overall property crime rate for urban areas was
6,031 per 100, 000 residents, The median rate for
the CAC cities was 6,526, Eighty-two (71%) of the
CAC cities had property crime rates higher than the
urban rate,

On violent erime, the data indicate:

The urban murder rate was 17.5 per 100,000 residents.
One hundred CAC cities (87%) had murder rates higher
than the national rate., Eighty (69%) had murder
rates higher than the urban rate,

The urban rape rate for the nation was 42 incidents
per 100,000 residents. The median rate for the CAC
cities was 52,1. Seventy-nine CAC cities (69%) had
rape rates higher than the urban rate.

The urban robbery rate for the nation was 342 inci-
dents per 100,000 residents., The median rate for
the CAC cities was 254, Eighty (69%) CAC cities
had robbery rates higher than the urban rate.

The urban aggravated assault rate was 313 incidents

per 100,000 residents. The median rate for the CAC

cities was 381. Eighty CAC cities (69%) had assault
rates higher than the urban rate.

The overall urban violent ecrime rate for the nation
was 709 ineidents per 100,000 residents. The median
rate for the CAC cities was 997, Eighty-three CAC
eitties (72%) had violent crime rates higher than the
urban rate,

10




Thus, for total crime, we found:

@ The Crime Index for urban areas in 1977 was 6,740
ineidents per 100,000 residents. In the CAC cities,
it was 8,197, Eighty~five (74%) of the CAC cities
had total cerime rates higher than the urban rate.

©, “In addition to looking at individual crimes, one can ask
how many CAC cities exceeded the urban rates across crimes.
The ‘seven crimes discussed above make up the National Crime
Index. A city could have rates .worse than the urban rates on

from 0 to 7 of those c¢rimes, Table 1 arrays the projects by

thie number of crimes for which the cities have higher rates

“than the urban rates.

Ed

TABLE 1 ‘

Crime Probilem Index for CAC Cities

n=114

No. af crimes where URBAN RATE

cities have above

average rates ’ No, of Projects
0-=1 13 (11.4%)

- 2-=3 15 (13.1%)

4 ~5 28  {24.5%)
6~7 58 {50.9%)

Crime is clearly a problem for most of the cities where
CAC projects are located, Most of the cities are above the
urban rate on §ix or seven of the reported crimes.

2. Socio-Economic Characteristics. 1In addition to crime,
there are several other dimensions along which OCACP could have
chosen unrepresentative cities =-- population size, unemployment
rates, level of emigration, size of minority populations, or
poverty levels. On these dimensions, the CAC cities have the
following characteristics:

e Sixteen projects are in areas with less than 50,000

- residents. Fourteen are in cities with betwaen
50,000 and 100,000 population. Nineteen are in
cities between 100,000 and 250,000. Another 19 are
between 250,000 and 500,000. Twenty-five are in
cities between one half million and a million, and
the ! ¥emaining 35 are in cities of over a million
population. The median population size of the CAC
cities is 487,000.

11



e In 1977, the national unemployment rate was 7.1%.
Of the 114 sites for which we have data, 90 (79%)
had higher rates. The median rate was 8.6%. Five
projects were in areas with very low unemployment
(less than 5%), and 23 were in areas with over 10%
of the workforce unemployed.

e Ninety of the 117 projects for which we had complete
data were located in cities characterized by emigra-
tion between 1970 and 1975. The median population
loss was 7%.

® Blacks make up 11.1% of the national population.
Eighty-eight (69%) of the CAC cities have higher
proportions than that. The median percentage of
Black population in CAC cities is 21%, with five
projects being in c¢ities with Black majorities.

e Hispanics comprise less than 5% of the national
population, The majority of CAC projects are in
cities that are less than 5% Hispanic, but nine
projects are in cities with more than 20% Hispanic
population,

@ In 1969, 10.7% of all families in the United States
were below the poverty level., Of the 117 projects
for which we had data, 75 (64%) were in cities with
larger proportions of poor families. At the extremes,
three were in cities with less than 5% poor families,
and six were in cities with over 20% poor families.

Characteristics of Target Neighborhoods

While the city data are instructive about site selection,

it is the choice of target neighborhoods that sheds the most

revealing light on the environments within which the CAC pro~-
jects are working.

1. Crime problems in target neighborhoods. Actual crime
rates for each project's target area(s) are not available, so we
have no data that are directly comparable to those of the city-
wide analysis. In the Global Survey, however, we asked project
directors to indicate whether specific crimes could be classi-
fied as major problems in their target areas. These data do not
directly address the question of "creaming,” but they do provide
information on the perceived severity of specific crimes. The
figures in Table 2 indicate the number of project directors who
consider particular crimes to be serious problems in their tar-
get areas.
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TABLE 2

Project Qirectors’ Perceptions: Major Crime Problems in Target Areas
n=128 FREQUENCY OF MENTION
CRIME AS MAJOR PROBLEM
Burglary , 107 84%
Vandalism i 94 73%
Robbery 88 69%
Assault , 71 55%
Auta Theft 61 48%
Larceny 54 42%
Sex offenses/rape 44 34%
Arson 34 27%
Homicide 33 26%
Other ‘ ‘ 23 18%

In addition to determining what crimes are perceived as
major problems, we can ascertain the number of crimes that

- project directors considered to be major problems. Table 3

presents these data.

TABLE 3

. Number of Crimes in Target Areas Percieved as Major Problems
by Project Directors

n=1185

NUMBER OF CRIMES FREQUENCY %
0-3 20 ‘ 17
4-8 65 7
7-10" 30 26

Clearly, most project directors perceive their target
areas as having multiple crime problems. Without neighborhood

. level crime data, it is not possible to assess the validity of

these perceptions. In addition to the data on perceived prob~
lems, during 14 of the site visits, specific incidents of vio-
lent crime, including rape, murder, and assault were mentioned
as having had an impact on the community, and special activities
had been organized in response to those crimes.




2. Socio-economic characteristics of target neighborhoods,
Of the 108 projects for which we have data on target area income
levels, 22 (20%) said that the current average family income in
their areas was less than $5,000 per year, well below the offi-
cial 1978 poverty level of $6,662 (U.S. Bureau of the Census).
The average family income in 61 of the target areas (57%) is
between $5,000 and §10,000. Twenty~five projects (23%) indica~
ted that the average family income in their areas falls between
$10,000 and $15,000.

Only 21 (16%) of the projects indicated that they have no
public housing developments in their target areas. Ninety-eight
percent of the projects that do have public housing in their
target areas are operating various crime prevention activities
in public housing.

Table 4 summarizes the racial characteristics of the target
area populations. Of the 107 projects for which there was infor-
mation, 29 have target area populations that are between 25% and
50% minority, and 50 projects have minority populations of 50%
or more. Thirty-four of the 36 sample sites heave at least one
target area with a predominantly minority populatisn or, if the
population is not predominantly minority, several activities are
directed to minority groups. The targeted minority groups in=-
clude Blacks, Hispanics, Native Americans, Asian-Americans, and
language minority groups such as Polish~ and Portuguese-speaking
people.

TABLE 4

Racial Characteristics of Target Area Population

n=107

Percentage of Asian American Black Hispanic Native American White Cther

Total Target frequencies frequencies freauencies frequencies frequencies frequencies

Area Population (36) (%) {%a) (9%} 3] %)

Less than 10 102 (95) 28 ( 6) 64 {60) 106 (99) 25 {23} 103496)
10-24 3{3) 20 {19) 5 (23 {1 13 {12) 4{ 4}
26-49 0 (=) 20 (19) 9( 8) 0 (—) 19 {(18) 0 {—}
50—-74 0 (~) 19 (18) 6{ 6) 0 (=) 22 (21) Q {—j

More than75 2(2) 20 (19) 3(3) 0 (=} 28 126) Q {eme}

3. Social problems in the target areas, From observations
made on tours of the target neighborhoods and from discussions
with project staff in the thirty-six sites that we visited, it
was apparent that target neighborhoods suffer from many of the
social and physical symptoms of urban decay. We asked about or
observed the following: youth problems, unemployment, run-down
commercial strips, concentrations of poor elderly people, aban-
doned and run-down housing, trash, poor public transportation,
and the absence of major grocery stores and shopping centers,
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Unsupervised youth and a lack of activities for them were
reported as a problem in 29 of the 36 projects wvisited. High
unemployment was the next most frequently mentioned problem,
being cited by staff members of 28 projects. Run~down commer-
cial strips were visible in 25 of the target areas. Twenty-
four projects reported concentrations of poor elderly people
in their target areas, and abandoned and extremely run-down
housing was evident in 23 projects' target areas. Other prob-
lems that were reported by the 36 sample projects include poor
or non-existent public transportation (1l projects) and a lack
of major grocery stores and shopping centers (8 projects).

The number of projects with multiple social problems is repor-
ted in Table 5.

TABLE S

Site Visit Reports of Social Problems

n =36

NUMBER OF

PROBLEMS

IDENTIFIED NUMBER OF PROJECTS
0-2 B
3~5 16
68 14

When the data on observed social problems were examined as
profiles, three types of neighborhoods emerged. The 14 projects
with from six to eight social problems tended to be in "hard-
core," declining neighborhoods with major crime as well as
social problems., The projects in the middle category (3-5 prob=
lems) tended to be in neighborhoods where residents were con-

- cerned about transition and signs of decay and were seeking to

address the major problems that did exist. The six projects
with less than three major social problems were in very stable
neighborhoods where residents were concerned about early signs
of decay or with a particular crime problem that they were
trying to control,

- In additicr to social problems, police/community relations
in the target neighborhoods were also cited as a problem by
many of the projects that we visited, Police/community rela-
tions were described as poor by 21 of the 36 projects, and 20 of
the projects had specific complaints about the police service,
such as poor response time, few police or patrols in the area,
or police insensitivity to minority groups.
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We also found some supplemental data on target areas to
report from the Global Survey. As with crime, we asked pro-
ject directors to indicate which of several social problems in
their target areas they perceived as being major, Tabhle 6
presents these data.

TABLE 6

Distribution of Major Non-Crime Problems in the Target Area
n =128

PROBLEM FREQUENCY %
Housing 94 73
Drug Addiction 72 56
Unsupervised Children 57 45
Police/Community Relations 53 41
Sanitation 51 40
Public Health 48 38
Transiency 41 32
Other 34 27

The proportion of projects that cited housing, youth, sani-~
tation, and police/community relations in the Global Survey is
very close to what we found in our 36 site visits., Following
the analytic strategy used in the Global crime problem data, we
also examined the number of projects with target areas perceived
as having multiple problems. These data are presented in Table

7 -

TABLE 7

Global Survey Reports of Social Problems

n=118

NUMBER OF

PROBLEMS .

IDENTIFIED NUMBER OF PROJECTS %
0-2 29 28
3-5 57 49
5-~8 30 26

I
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Twenty~-five percent of the projects report that there are
two or fewer social issues that have been identified as major
problemns. Three to five major problems were reported by 49%
of the projects. As many as six to eight problems were identi-
fied in 26% of the projects' target areas. Thus, it appears
that for at least 75% of the CAC prcjects, crime is only one-
problem among many that affect target area residents.

By cross-tabulating the indices of major crime and major
social problems, we gain perspective on the types of target
neighborhoods that we observed in the field. The data report~
ed in Table 8 indicate that (at least according to project
directors' perceptions) there are very few projects with target
areas that have both few major social problems and few major
crime problems. Those that tend to be low on one dimension
are generally higher on the other,

TABLE 8 «
The Relationship Between Perceived Major Crime Problems and
Perceived Major Social Problems

n=115 NO. OF PERCEIVED MAJOR SCCIAL PROBLEMS
Q-2 3-5 -8
NO. OF PERCEIVED 0 —3 8 0 2
Meoalene T 4-8 | 17 33 15
7-10 3 : 14 13

2

C. Characteristics of grantee organizations, OCACP's
decision to support locally administered crime prevention pro=
jects entails a certain amount of risk. To some extent, commu-
nity organizations are an unknown guantity. They are highly
disparate in terms of age, experience, structure, and manage-
ment capability. There is no generally accepted definition of
a community organization, but there are some defining character-
istics -~ i.e., accountability to residents, control by wvolun-
tary leadership, political but non-partisan orientation, and a
high degree of political autonomy. In this section, we examine
the relevant site visit data to determine the nature of the
grantees in the CAC program.

The explicit funding criteria allowed considerable lati-
tude in defining eligible grantees, Local chapters of national
organizations involved in community improvement, community
organizations with no national affiliation, community develop-
ment corporations, and existing community anti-crime groups
were among those specified as eligible. Even unincorporated
groups were eligible if they formed a coalition and applied
under a central, incorporated grantee, The Global Survey and
our first round of site visits focused heavily on problems
associated with program start-up and organizational development.
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As a rule, most of the grantee organizations are young,
For the 105 organizations reporting, 1971 was the median year
of incorporation. Seven were incorporated in the 1950s, 31 in
the 1960s, and 49 were incorporated between 1970 and 1976, A
sizeable number of grantees (l3) were incorporated in 1977 and
1978, usually to meet LEAA eligibility requirements., Evidence
collected on-site is congruent with the survey findings, but
it suggests that for some groups the survey data over-estimate
the age of the community organizations. The CAC program encou~
raged small community organizations to enter into cooperative
arrangements. Thus, a project's designated grantee is not
always the only organization implementing a CAC project, but
because of the eligibility requirements it is often the group
with the most managerial experience.

In the Global Survey, we used two indirect measures to
evaluate the grantees' experience at the local level, We
asked projects about their previous experience with federal
grants and about the size of their operating budgets (exclu-
ding the CAC grant). For both measures, the findings reflect
only the experience of the grantee organization. Consegquently,
for some of the coalition projects, the findings present an
inflated estimate of overall project experience. When asked
if they had ever received a federal grant other than CAC, 45
(37%) of the grantees responded that they had not, and 78 (63%)
said that they had. Only 14 grantees had received LEAA funds
before. The median federal grant size was $200,000. A size-
able number of grants were awarded to groups with no track
record in grant management.

Our second indirect measure of fiscal manageitent experi-
ence produced parallel evidence about the projects. We found
that nearly 8% of the grantees had no funds other than the CAC
grant. Twenty-five percent of the groups have annual budgets
of $50,000 or less, excluding the CAC grant. About half the
grantees had additional budgets less than $183,721, the size of
the average CAC grant. Eighteen percent of the grantees had
budgets larger than $1 million, 1In sum, our data show that in
over half the cases the CAC award exceeds the grantees’ total
operating budgets from other sources,

Conclusion

In this section, we began our preliminary assessment of
the CAC program by examining the results of the grantee selec-
tion process. Specifically, we examined the distribution of
grantees along several dimensions:

® the crime problems they were facing

® the socio-economic contexts in which they were
operating
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their experience managing federal programs,

In our analysis, we examined the distributions in light of
alternative hypotheses about the CAC program. From the analyses
presented above, we can draw the fellowing conclugions:

The distribution of the crime problems being
addressed in the CAC cities <s skewad ~- pro-
perty and violent crime are worse in CAC cities
than in the urban areas of the country as a

whole. e

Of the CAC projects we have visited, less than
one~fourth have both a history of community
organizing and an active crime prevention unit
in the police department, though most projects
have one or the other,

While many CAC projects are located in communi-
ties facing multiple socio-economic and nultiple
crime problems, the distribution also includes
many cities where the residents are concerned
about halting the process of decay and transition
in their wvery early stages.

Working with the police has been a problem for
some projects, as predicted, but in only a
minority of cases, Over one~third of the pro~
jects that we visited had problems developing
good working relations with the police. The
majority of projects had worked closely with
the police previously and were continuing to do
so.

The grantee organizations selected by OCACP
ranged in experience from brand~new coalitions
that had experience neither in crime prevention
nor in working together to groups with a history
of both crime prevention and community organi-
zing. For most groups, the CAC grant represented
more than half their total funds. One~fourth of
the projects have less than 550,000 per year in
non~-CAC funds, but 18% have budgets over $1
million. There is broad variation along the
dimension of grantee experience.

Studying the characteristics of projects selected by
OCACP to participate in CAC is of interest for two reasons,
First, one criticism of the program was that OCACP would

‘select projects of one type over another. This criticism

is not generally supported by our analysis of the data. But
a second reason for looking at project characteristics is that
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it is often hypothesized that these characteristics are corre-~
lated with problems that develop in the course of implementing
the projects' crime prevention activities,

Our site visits suggest that, while there are significant
problems at some of the sites, they are generally of a size
only to cause delays and not to cripple the projects. To
provide a balanced picture, we indicate below the number of
projects that have specific problems and the number that defi-
nitely do not have each problem, The data reflect judgments
by our field staff about each project in comparison to the
others that they visited,

e TFor 12 projects, staff turnover has been a problom.
For 13 projects, it has not been a problem at all.

e Fourteen projects had difficulty initiating a worke
ing relationship with the police, while 21 had no
such problem.

e Eight groups have had conflicts with other community
organizations in their cities, but for 12 this has
definitely not been a problem,

e In seven projects, there have been major disagree-
ments between paid staff and the citizen board.
In 27, there has not.

e Seven projects had financial management problems,
but 23 definitely did not.

¢ While seven projects had difficulty in developing
a work plan acceptable to OCACP, this was definitely
not a problem for 17 projects,

@ Eight projects had to rely heavily on technical
assistance during their start-up phases, but 27
did not.

® Ten project directors had little program management
experience. Ten had a great deal of experience,

® In only seven projects were staff experienced in
crime prevention,

@ At 17 sites, the person(s) who wrote the grant
proposal is not working on the funded project,

Of the 36 projects visited, 11 had none or only orne of the
problems listed above. Twenty-one had between two and four
problems, and four had five or six of the ten. None had more
than six. Where multiple problems exist, they are clearly seri-
ous, In some instances, they have caused substantial delays in
program implementation and may impair the ability of the pro-
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jects to meet their objectives by the end of their funding
cycles. In only one or two instances, however, did the evalu-
ation field staff feel that organizational problems might
actually cripple the projects, In other projects, the problems
have been met and dealt with effectively, with only minimal
impact on program implementation.

Ssubsequent analyses for the final report will focus on the
relationship between project characteristics, problems encoun-
tered, steps taken, and the impact of problems on the implemen-
tation of the projects. ‘
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IV. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

In this section, we examine the following sets of ques-
tions about the role of citizen participation in CAC projects:

® To what extent did the planning phase of projects
include attempts to solicit expressions of citi-
zens' needs and concerns? Were citizens involved
in developing the program proposals?

® What is the role of community boards in setting
policy, monitoring project operations, and deci-
ding how grant money is allocated?

e Do staffing patterns of CAC projects reflect the
composition of the target area populations?

® Do the crime prevention activities of the CAC
projects include an active role for citizens in
the implementation phase of the project?

Citizen Participation in Proposal Development

The LEAA Community Anti-~Crime program guidelines called
for "evidence of substantial input from neighborhood residents
in the identification of crime problems and assessment of
needs." The importance of citizen participation in planning
can be viewed from two perspectives. Community organizations
are voluntary associations that define their purpose in terms
of the interests of a specific constituency. Therefore,
citizen input is usually considered a requirement for program
planning and development efforts. From a crime prevention
perspective, citizen participation in planning is assumed to
be vital because of its motivating effects., It can be hypo-
thesized that, particularly at the community level, commitment
is partly a function of participation in developing the pro-
gram. When commitment is high, projects should be able to
mobilize their constituencies effectively.

During the first round of site visits, we found that most
projects had made some attempt to involve residents of the
target areas in the planning of the projects and the develop-
ment of the proposals that were submitted to LEAA. This
involvement ranged from holding community meetings in which
residents could voice their concerns, to having citizen
volunteers planning the entire project and actually writing
the proposal. From our discussions with project staff, we
identified six major channels of citizen participation during
the planning phase (see Table 9},
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Thirty-one projects reported that they had organized or
participated in some type of community meeting during the
initial planning stages. This was the most common channel of
participation. Within this category, +the organization of
meetings, the number of meetings, and attendance varied
greatly. Some projects organized only one mass meeting where
community concerns and the avajglability of CAC funds were
discussed. Other projects organized meetings to obtain resi-
dent reactions after the proposal was drafted. A few pro-
jects held regular small meetings at which the final proposal
was developed.

TABLE 9
Citizen Involvement in Planning and Proposal Preparation

{n = 36} FREQUENCY

Citizens attended meetings to discuss
community problems and needs 31

Citizens suggested ideas for the CAC
proposal 27

Citizens rescted to plans formulated by

professional staff of the grantee

organization or plans written by outside

corisultants 22

Citizens surveyed opinions and attitudes
of target area residents 18

Citizens provided supporting documentation
or data to be included in proposal 14

Citizens drafted major protions of the
proposal 11

The two categories of participation mentioned next most
often were that citizens suggested ideas for the proposal or
that they reacted to plans formulated by professionals. The
three most common channels of citizen involvement represent
a less intense degree of participation than do the remaining
three categories. Attending meetings, suggesting ideas, or
reacting to the ideas of others take less time and effort
than surveying neighbors, collecting information, or writing
a proposal.

Various small-scale surveys were conducted by citizens
for 15 of the projects. These surveys were usually informal
and consisted of residents interYiewing their neighbors or
interviewing people at local stores, shopping centers, or
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community events, Several other projects mentioned that they
had considered doing some kind of survey, but given the condi-
tions in their target areas they did not think that residents
would answer the door to people they did not know. Residents
provided supporting documentation or data to be included in

14 of the projects' proposals. In several cities where crime
statistics were not available on a neighborhood basis, volun-
teers pulled and coded crime reports. In other cities, volun-
teers were responsible for collecting housing and demographic
data from municipal departments, and for some projects volun~
teers collected letters of support from local politicians,
community leaders, and police officials.

For 1l projects, citizens actually drafted the entire
proposal or major portions of it, Almost all these projects
(nine) were coalitions, which appear to have encouraged more
citizen involvement in this task because many of the newer
member groups did not have any paid staff. In addition, one
of the two single organizations where citizens wrote the pro-
posal was organized in response to the availability of CAC
funds.

In addition to examining individual forms of participa-
tion, we can ask how many projects involved citizens in how
many ways. One project reported no citizen involvement
during this phase along the dimensions listed. Almost half
the sites (l17) reported that they involved local residents
in one to three ways. None of these involved residents in
the more intensive tasks, such as surveving target area resi-
dents, collecting supporting information, or writing the pro-
posal. For these projects, though citizens were involved,
participation was not an integral part of the planning pro-
cess, Citizens played a greater role in the planning of the
remaining projects. Eight projects reported that citizens
were involved in four different ways, and eight reported
five ways. For three projects, citizens were involved in all
six channels of participation.

Conclusions as to the extent of citizen involvement in
the development of the CAC projects that we studied are mixed.
For half the projects, citizens seem to have played only a
peripheral role in the planning phase, while in the remaining
projects they were an integral part of the process.

The Role of the Advisory Board

One of the most familiar channels of citizen participa=-
tion in community action programs is a community or advisory
board. We found this to be the case in CAC, with all the
projects that we visited having some kind of advisory board.
Furthermore, of the 128 respondents to the Global Survey, 85%
reported that they have a board with community representation.
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The structure of boards for the projects that we visited
varies consilderably. For some projects, the boards are the
existing board of directors of the grantee. For other pro-
jects, new boards were created specifically for the CAC pro-
ject. Some projects that are being impileitented by coalitions
have an overall board for the project, while in other coali~
tions each organization has ius own. advisory board. The
backgrounds and positions of the board members also wvary
widely. Some boards are composed primarily of community
associations. The boards for other projects include repre-
sentatives from social service agencies and police departments,
ministers, school principals, and local political leaders. We
were told that board members for these projects were usually
chosen with the hope that the CAC project could benefit from
their experience and draw on some of the resources =-- such as
equipment, space, and money -- that they represent.

From our initial site visit observations, it seemed that
the boards composed of community residents generally try to
maintain greater control over the project activities and paid
staff than do boards made up of organization and agency repre-
sentatives. In the latter case, the boards mainly give advice
and serve as trouble-shooters. According to the information
collected during the site visits, there are eight general
categories that describe the ways that advisory boards are
involved in the projects. These are given in Table 10.

TABLE 10
Advisory Board Involvement

n=36 ' FREQUENCY

Citizens or citizen boards formulated
goals for CAC project 25

Citizens or citizen board decided how
the CAC funds were allocated 20

Paid staff must have major decisions
about activities sanctioned by citizen board 19

Citizen board evaluates performance of
CAC staff 18

Citizens or citizen board reviewed applicants
and hired project staff 17

The citizen board or a member of the board
must sign off on project expenditures 14

Citizen board members participate in
day-to-day operations of the project 1

Citizens or the citizen board developed work
pians to be implemented by paid staff 3
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At most of the sites we visited, boards have participated
not only in planning projects, but also in their day-to-day
implementation. Conversations with board members at some sites
indicated that they had acted as consultants to the staff on a
variety of program issues, For example, board members have
designed uniforms for patrols; planned and documented patrol
routes and procedures; developed strategies for breaking down
the target areas into smaller units for block club organizing;
recruited and hired staff; conducted performance evaluations;
and negotiated with city agencies over issues developed in
community forums, We have also observed board participation
in such day-to-day operations as folding flyers and lettexring
posters for project events,

To ascertain how many projects had high and low levels of
board involvement, we developed an index based on the items
above. The distribution of projects across levels of board
involvement is shown in Table 11,

TABLE 11

Board Involvement Scale

n =36 FREQUENCY
0 5

1—-2 10

3-4 4

5—-6 12

73 5

Five projects have little or no board involvement in their
program, The grantee organization of all these existed before
CAC, and all five used existing boards of the grantee, rather
than a new board created specifically to provide advice and
direction for the CAC project,

Site visit information shows that the boards of five pro-
jects act in seven or all eight of the capacities listed in
Table 9, Four of these boards were created to oversee the CAC
project. The members of these boards were also chosen as
community representatives, rather than to provide links with
other organizations and agencies, Furthermore, many of the
members of these four boards played a large role in developing
the CAC proposals, We have fpund, however, that ha~ing the
board involved in developing work plans, evaluating staff, and
participating in day-to-day activities does not necessarily -
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indicate a smoothly-running project, At several of the sites
where the boards are involved in those ways, there are definite
conflicts between the board members and the paid staff.

Staffing Patterns

The third item examined under citizen participation is the
extent to which CAC projects have selected staff who reflect
their constituencies, Our impression from the first round of
site visits is that most of the projects seem to be fairly
representative of the target area populations. Five of the 36

- sample projects reported that residents who helped to develop

the proposal were hired as paid staff, and 22 projects recruit-
ed staff members from their target areas. Nine of the projects
are staffed at the management level exclusively by target area
residents, One project said, however, that they had made a
conscious decision not to recruit staff from the target area.
They believed that outside persons would be better able to
assess the area's problems and would not be involved in local

conflicts. :

Data collected in the Global Survey corroborate those
from the site visits. In the Survey, we asked projects to
indicate whether their key management personnel were target
area residents. We also compared the racial composition of
the staff with that of the target area population. Data on
target area residency are presented in Table 12, O©On the
average, projects reported that more than half (56%) of their
management staff are residents of the target area. There are,
however, substantial numbers of projects at both extremes. For
23 projects, less than one-quarter of the staff are target area
residents, and for 29 projects all management staff are resi-
dents.

TABLE 12

Proportion of Management Staff Who Live in the Target Areas

A= 123

PROPORTION ) FREQUENCY %

Less than .25 : 23 (18.7)
25 —.49 16 {(13.0)
B0 =.74 45 : (36.6)
.75 —.99 10 {anmn

1.00
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We analyzed the data on race by correlating the reported
proportions of staff and target area residents who are Black,
white, and Hispanic, In general, there was a significant posi-
tive correlation between the proportion of the staff of one
race and the proportion of that race in the target area (r =
.80 for Blacks, .87 for Hispanics, and .82 for whites, We did
not examine this relationship for Native Americans or Asian
Americans, because neither group is adequately represented in
our sample, To illustrate the match between staff race and
resident race, the projects were divided into four groups
according to the proportion of Black, Hispanic, and white staff.
We used the same procedure to form four equal groups that re-
flect the proportions for target area residents, Our results
are shown in Tables 13, 14, and 15 below.

By examining the numbers on the diagonal of Table 13, we
can see that projects with the highest proportion of Black
residents also had the highest proportion of Black staff, and
vice versa. This is also true for Hispanic and white residents
and staff. These data are evidence of a good fit between the
racial distribution of the staff and the citizens,

TABLE 13
Percentage of Blacks in the Target Area Compared to Percentage of Blacks on the Staff
n=105 % OF TARGET AREA POPULATION WHO ARE BLACK
FREQUENCY
PERCENT Less than 6% 7~26% 30--62% 63--100%
L han 7% 18 8 1 1 28
t 9
g o then 66.7 29.6 38 40
; :
7 13 4 2
T 8- 27% “ 26
g 26.9 48.1 15.4 8.0
5
2 5 14 3
G 28-69% 24
& 7.4 18.5 53.8 12,0
1]
W
70 —-100 :
70 ° 3.7 26.9 76.0
27 27 26 28
100 100 100 100
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% OF STAFF WHO ARE HISPANIC

TABLE 14

Percentage of Hispanics in the Target Area Compared to Percentage of Hispanics on the Staff

n=105 % OF TARGET AREA POPULATION WHO ARE HISPANIC
Egsggﬁ' Y Less than 1% 1-3% 4--18% 19-100%
L han 1% 24 23 13 4 64
t .
ess than 14 96.0 79.3 " 50,0 16,0
1 '10°/ 4 i 2 14
T 13.8 26.9 12,0
11—-22% ‘ ° N
Teen 40 3.4 16.4 20.0
23-100% 1 2 9 16
Bt 3.4 7.7 52.0
25 29 26 25
100 100 100 100
TABLE 15
Percentage of Whites in the Target Area Compared to Percentage of Whites on the Staff
n =108
% OF TARGET AREA POPULATION WHO ARE WHITE
FREQUENCY
PERCENT 0—-9% 10~-40% 41-74% 75-100%
18 8 2
Less than 1% 0 26
66.7 30.8 7.4 0
E
T 8 14 3
2 1 -10% 3 26
w 25.0 53.8 111 10.7
<
Q
= 2 3 13
2 11-22% 5 23
& | 8.3 11.5 48.1 17.9
=
0
Q 9 20
& 23— 100% ‘ 30
R® 0 3.8 33.3 71.4
24 26 27 28
100 100 100 100
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Citizen Participation in Crime Prevention Activities

The CAC program was designed to mobilize community resi-
dents to conduct and participate in neighborhood c¢rime preven-
tion activities, To assess the extent of resident involvement,
we collected information on how residents who are neither
members of the board nor hired as staff members assist in
various project activities, Table 16 presents six of the most
often mentioned ways that residents have contributed to the
program,

TABLE 16

Citizen Participation in Activities

n =386

FORM OF PARTICIPATION FREQUENCY
Serving as volunteer staff 28

Recruiting volunteers from
the target area 25

Acting as liaisons between

groups and initiating cooperative

arrangements with other

community organizations 25

Recruiting citizens to serve
as paid staff 22

Providing project with in-kind
resources, such s space, )
equipment, supplies, or printing 19

Serving as hired staff after
participating in planning and/or
developing the proposal 8

In two projects, citizens do not participate in any of the
ways listed. Nine projects mentioned that citizens participate

in one or two of the ways, and in 25 projects citizens partici~

pate in either three or four of the ways listed.

To obtain an overall view of citizen participation in the
36 projects, the items listed in Tables 9, 10, and 16 were add-
ed together and projects were rated as to how many of the 20
channels of participation were being used in each project
(see Table 17), The index shows the projects to be fairly
evenly distributed along the dimension of participation, Four
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was the least number of ways that citizens were involved, and
two projects had this score, The average was 10,4, and one
project had a high of 19 different ways that residents were
involved, ‘

TABLE 17

Citizen Participation Index

n=136 FREQUENCY
Low 1-6 . 1
Medium 713 | 15

High 14~20 10

Conclusion

The items discussed so far do not really indicate, however,
to what extent the general population of a CAC target area is
participating in the program., Rather, they illustrate what a
small number of active community re51dents are doxng. Most of
the listed categories refer to the setting up of crime preven-
tion activities and not to their day— o~-day operatlon. The
assumption remaining to be tested is that if there is a signi-
ficant. amount of citizen participation in the initial stages, it
is more likely that large numbers of residents will become
involved once the activities begin, Data to be collected during
the next round of site visits will concentrate on the levels of
participation in the community as a whole.

In this section, we have examined several propositions
about citizen participation in CAC projects, We have found
considerable variation in the roles of citizens and community
boards in both the sites that we have visited and in the Global
Survey data. For most projects:

@ Citizens were involved in program planning,

@ The community board has not concerned itself
solely with the division of funds, but has
taken an active role in program development
and management, They have been more than
rubberstamps,
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e A large proportion of the staff live in the target
areas, With very few exceptions, the racial make=~
up of the target area is reflected in that of the
staff,

® Citizens have been recruilted to aid in the imple-
mentation of project activities.

In sum, while the data on participation in the implemen-
tation of crime prevention activities are not yet in, there is
considerabtes evidence that most projects have taken seriously
the LEAA ma;xdate for citizen input,

To assess the quantitative aspects of citizen involvement
in CAC projects indicates neither the quality of citizen parti=-
cipation nor the impact of citizen participation on project
operations or success, Thus, while our data tend to refute the
criticism that citizen participation will not be taken serious-
ly, we have not yet addressed the criticism that such partici-
pation will manifest itself as "amateur night." Subsequent
analyses will address the implications of this criticism.
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V. ACTIVITY IMPLEMENTATION

Every crime prevention strategy is based on a particular
conception of the best means to reduce the incidence of crimi-
nal behavior. Some strategies emphasize the deterrent effect
of stiff penalties and punishments, Other strategies address
the complex of socio~economic and psychological factors that
may predispose a person to commit crime, Still other strate~
gies are aimed at making the commission of a crime more diffi~
cult and the apprehension of the criminal more likely.

Like other groups of professionals and experts, the law
enforcenent/criminal justice community has changed its concep-
tions and philosophical orientations in the light of new evi-
dence. While each crime prevention strategy has always had
its proponents, the focus has shifted over time, The 1960s
and the War on Poverty brought what might be characterized as
a "structural" approach to crime prevention, People commit
crimes because a whole host of environmental factors make
legitimate behavior unproductive or because psychological
determinants predispose some persons to criminal behavior,
This strateqgy addresses the causes of crime -~ the influence
of society, family, and peers on individual behavior.

In recent years, this strategy has come under attack.
Some critics contend that a cause reduction approach simply
does not work. They argue that criminal behavior involves
rational decisions, that a potential criminal evaluates the
costs and benefits of his actions just as any other decision
maker does. The task of a good crime prevention strategy is
to influence that decision in the right way. If the likeli-
hood of committing a crime "successfully" is reduced, if the
difficulty of committing a crime is increased, or if the
chances of apprehension are raised, the potential criminal
will be more likely to refrain from committing a particular
crime in a particular neighborhood. The opportunity for crime
is thus reduced.

CAC reflects the current interest in opportunity reduction
strategies, but program implementation depends on actors ==
community based organizations (CBO's) -~ who have traditionally
drawn support from and voiced allegiance to structural, cause
reduction strategies,

Community~based organizations have tended, historically,
to provide services designed to help a person cope with the
social environment. Their approach has centered on helping
people adjust to a society that is often perceived as hostile
or unsupportive. Programs that emphasize the structural, cause
reduction approach to social problems have been the bread and
butter of many CBO's. In thig context, concern for the pos-
sible unwillingness of CBO's to adopt the opportunity reduction
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strategies of CAC is certainly relevant, The specific questions
that we have examined are:

e Are the funded organizations primarily or predominar.:ly
social service groups?

e Do they have a core set of activities?

@ To what extent do the CAC activities replicate thosc
activities?

Previous Orientation of the Grantees

Our observations of the 36 grantees that we visited indi-
cate that the majority did not have strong social service bacl
grounds, Sixteen of the grantees were social service groups.
Of these, eight were generalists offering a wide range of
social services. Three focused on providing social services to
minority populations, and of the largest grantees in the sample
were former Community Action Rrogram (CAP) agencies,

"
LR o

Twenty groups were involved in a variety of issues and
programs other than social setvices, Of these, seven had a
history of community organizing activities. Four had a back-
ground in housing and community revitalization programs. Three
projects are operated by multi-focus organizations that deal
with a variety of issues. Two are oriented toward juvenile
programs, and three projects are operated by groups that were
formed in response to the CAC program and consequently had no
previous orientation. Only one grantee could be dzscribed as
having had crime prevention as a major focus,

Prior Activities of Grantees

In the Global Survey, we asked projects to list services
that they provided prior to CAC funding. Those most freguently
cited were community organizing (55 projects), employment and
training (36), education (35), youth services (27), senior citi-
zen programs (26), counseling (24), and housing assistance (21).
Crime prevention or victim assistance activities were cited by
21 projects,

Of the 36 projects that we visited, 31 had organizational
experience in activities aimed at the causes of crime, Only
six projects stated that they had any experience in opportunity
reduct’'on activities such as escort services, security checks,
lock installation for the handicapped, and court watch programs.

Current CAC-Funded Activities

Table 18 shows the types of activities that projects are
implementing broken down into the cause and opportunity reduc-
tion classes, These data were obtained from responses to an
open-ended question in the Global Survey. In order to analyze
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ETABLE 18

CAC Activitfes Broken Down Into Opportunity Reduction and Cause Reduction Strategies

& OPPORTUNITY REDUCTION
CTIVITIES

CAUSE REDUCTION

No. of Citations ACTIVITIES No. of Citations

Publi¢ Information/Education 203 Delinquericy Pravention 125

Newsletters 26 Youth recreation 27

General Publicity 41 Counseling, leadership training 27

Community Forums : 13 Academic Assistance 8

Crime, Drug, and Alcohol programs 11 Other delinquency pravention 63

Crime Preventl_on Film Library 6 Social Services 46

Sn me I?reventlon curricuta 5 Qutreach/advocacy 18

E ::dugat\on programs 24 Child care 5
Seminars 18 Child abuse prevention 4
Workshops 34 Other social services 19
COther information activities 25

L Community Resource Development 33
lockwatch Activities - 178 Community organizing {non crime) 17
Blo.ck.watch organizing 50 Technical Assistance providers 2
8uu¢'d|ng watch organ!zIng ZQ Needs assessment 10

! Business watch organizing 8 Other resource development 4
Whistle Alert 8
Safe houses 10 Manpower Development 29

lr Other Blockwatch organizing 40 Job development 3

. Placement and referral 17

arget Hardenlng 160 Vocational training 6

Operation 1D 46 Other manpower development 3
Home Security Survey 37 o \

I Business Security Survey 7 Victx.m{VV|tn¢!ss Assistance 23
Installation of Hardware 1 victim model . 16
Diract deposit of social security checks 3 Witness model, court reporting 2

I Security training 10 Victim-witness model 5
Painting numbers an curbs 6 Physical Improvements 16
Self defense/rape prevention 14 House repair 2

a Arson prevention , 3 Street cleanups 5
Other Target Hardening 23 Building renovation 1

scort Services " 50 Other physical improvements 8

inminal Justice/Comimunity Relations 33 Recreation 1
Police-community relations 13 Intergenerational Programs 10

g Monitoring/negotiating services 4 Community Revitalization 7
Courtwatch 3
Other CJ-community refations 13

'Patrols 29

- WBEmergency Services 29
Hotlines 12
Shelters 6

l Crisis Intervention/Counseling 7
'Emergency security reoairs . 1
Other emergency services 3

!:rotal Opportunity Reducmg Activities 680 Tatal Cause Reducing Activities 300

et
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the data, we identified 17 primary types of activities, The
primary categories were then disaggregated into 58 specific
activity sub-categories, The "other"™ categories represent
generally~defined activities that could not be put into one of
the more specific sub-categories. Thirty~one activities were
described so imprecisely that they could be categorized only
as "miscellaneous," and these are not included in the analysis.
Opportunity reduction activities were selected far more often
than cause reduction activities ~- 680 vs. 300 citations, The
most common opportunity reduction activities were public infor-
mation and education, blockwatch, and target hardening. The
most common cause reduction activities were delinquency preven-
tion, social services, and community resource development,
These data indicate that the CAC projects are, at least
collectively, making substantial investments in opportunity
reduction strategies, But is the typical mix of opportunity
and cause reduction activities for individual projects? Aall
the 123 projects for which we have complete activity data are
doing some opportunity reduction activities., The median num-~
ber engaged in is five, but 14 projects are implementing more
than ten. Twenty-five projects report that they are doing no
activities oriented toward the causes of crime. Of those that
are doing cause reduction activities, 48 are doing only one oxr
two, and 17 are doing more than five,

In terms of the mix of strategies, opportunity reduction
activities comprise the majority of efforts for 76% of the
projects. Percentages of project activities in opportunity
reduction range from 22% to 100%, with the median being 67%.
It must be emphasized that numbers of activities are serving
here as a very imperfect indicator for level of effort. Some
activities require a greater investment of project resources
than others, Some activities are on~-going efforts, while
others are one-shot affairs. A detailed examination of effort
levels for individual activities and for projects as a whole
will be a major emphasis in future site visits,

Are projects doing "the same old stuff?" To some extent,
yes. But the fair and accurate answer is that projects are
continuing some of their previous cause reduction activities
plus a wide variety of new opportunity reduction activities.

Implementation Status

Federal programs are notoriously difficult to initiate,
particularly those that seek to involve community groups, The
process leading to final implementation is complicated and
time-consuming, By the time the funds actually reach the
community, local circumstances may have changed drastically
and the most appropriate intervention strategy may bear little
resemblance to the one that was planned.
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To the outside observer, community organizations are often an
unknown guantity. Their resources and staff capabilities
change over time, and it is nearly impossible for a program
administrator to evaluate fully a local organization's ability
to conduct a given program, Critics of government social
policy contend that the gulf between theory and practice is
enormous, and that the well-intentioned federal dollars that
flow into communities fail all too pften to reach the people

for whom they are intended, =

More than many other programs, CAC was designed to get
funds out on the streets, By placing those funds in the hands
of people who know and understand their community, it was hoped
that effective crime prevention would be instituted gquickly,

In addition to the data on the selected sites, the involvement
of citizens, and the choice of activities, we took a prelimi-
nary look at what projects promised and what they have deli-
vered so far.

In their original proposals to LEAA, the selected projects
promised that they would, on the average, engage in almost 11
crime prevention activities, The questions that we ask here
are: ‘

e What happened to those promises?

® Have the projects reéuced their planned efforts
from what they promised?

® What have they actually implemented of what they
said they were going to do?

The Global Survey asked projects how many activities they
had either started or were s¥ill planning to undertake., This
was, for many projects, over one yvear after they had submitted
their original proposals. The projects that responded said
that they still intended to implement an average of 10,2 acti~
vities, for a total of almost 1,200 crime prevention efforts.
Of these; over 1,000 had already gone beyond the conceptual
stage and were in varioug phases of implementation. At the
time of the survey, 707 activities had already been fully
implemented (an average of 5.7 per project). For an additional
66 activities, staff had been hired, but intensive planning

‘efforts had not yet begun, and for another 183, staff had been

hired and the activity was currently in the planning phase.

The number of activities already implemented varies consi-
derably by project, Of the 123 projects for which we have
complete activity data, ten had no activities in the implemen-
tation phase at the time of the Global Survey. Fifty-seven

'kclaimed to have between one and five activities in place.
Forty-three claimed from six to ten activities already under-

way in their target areas, and 13 said that they had from 11
to 19 up and going, Part of this variation may be due to the
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difference in starting dates for the projects, some of which
had been underway for up to six months longer than others,
While these are admittedly selfe-reported data, we did verify
the status of activity implementation in the 36 sites that we
visited. With very few exceptions, the reports on the Global
Survey were accurate, and the exceptions were activities that
had been interrupted or dropped for some reason.

Perhaps an even better way to measure the status of pro-
gram implementation is to examine the percentage of proposed
activities that projects claim to have already initiated in
their target areas. Sixteen projects had implemented between
none and 25% of their proposed activities at the time of the
Global Survey. Eleven claimed to have implemented from one
fourth to one-half of their proposed activities, Twenty claim
to have implemented 50% to 75% of their activities, and 25
projects claim to have all their proposed activities in the
implementation phase. Again, our site visit data tend to
corroborate the findings of the Global Survey. Nineteen of
the visited projects had implemented all or almost all of
their activities, seven had implemented more than half, five
"about half," and four less than half. Only one project could
be characterized as having implemented few or none of its
proposed activities.

Conclusion

In sum, while many projects are continuing to implement
cause reduction activities, the majority of activities being
implemented are opportunity reduction strategies. In addition,
the vast majority of projects have been able to get most of
their proposed activities up and running. What we do not yet
know is the impact of choosing a particular configuration of
activities. Such analyses will be a focus of our final report.
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VI. CONCLUSION

Tt Is too early to report on the Community Anti-Crime
Program's efficacy in reducing crime and changing communities,
but we can make some judgments about the overall validity of
OCACP's approach. In this report, we have looked at data on
the selected cities, target areas, and organizations. We have
looked at the roles of citizens in the planning and implementa-
tion of the program, at what the supervisory boards do, and at
the extent to which project staff reflect theilr constituencies,
We have looked at project activities to see if projects are
"doing the same old stuff" for a new federal agency. There is
substantial evidence that community organizations are generally

adequate to the tasks of designing, organizing, and implementing

crime prevention activities,

The final questions remain, however -~ "with what levels
of citizen participation?" "for how long?" "with what effects
on the groups themselves?" and "with what effects on the
communities and their crime problems?" These are the evalu-
ation questions that will be addressed in future rounds of site
visits and in our final evaluation report.
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