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* INTRODUCTION |

v In'answering'their legislative mandate]féderallyéaSSisted
housing projects are built with certain identifiable character-

~istics: they house a comparatively high percentage of low-

income residents; they are constructed at comparatively high

- densities with little investment in site development; and,

because their rental incomes and subsidies are low, the funds

"available for maintenance' and securlty are minimal. All three

factors —~- the low socioeconomic status of the residents, the

‘high density buildings and poorly defined sites, and the lack

of funds for maintenance and securlty -- can, in themselves,

‘-be seen as precursors of high crime rates, fear, and project
instability. It ig the purpose of this study to determine

whether these "built-in". characteristics of federally-~assisted, -
moderate~ and low-income housing developments are; in fact,
contributors to crime, fear and instability and, if so, which
of these characteristics are the most important con*ributors.

In this study eaphasis is given to examination of the

‘role played by physical factors in determining the levels of

crime, fear and instability. This is because the study
principals have, from their past work, become expert in
analyZLng the role of housing design factors in predicting
crime rate and this study provides a further opportunity to
develop and measure these factors. :

The theory of how physical form acts to deter crime,
fear and instability is grounded in two principles:

Principle 1: The theory postulates that the fewer the
number of families required to share a common entry, internal
circulation system, and adjacent outside grounds in a multi-
family building, the more frequently will residents make use
of these communal and outside areas and the rmore willing they

will be to intervene to maintain and control them and to

prevent anti-social behavior from occurrlng within them. As
a consequence, there will be less crime in buildings which
house fewer families per entry, residents will be less fear-
ful, and, finally, for all these reasons, residents will be
more pleased with their buildings and developments and less
anx1ous to move out

Pr 1nc1ple 2: The theory postulates that the phy51cal 1ay~
out of a building apd its grounds can restrict unauthorized
access to a buildinyg and the apartments within it without the
intervention of residents. Building and site design can
restrlct access through the use of real barriers (fencing
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whlch surrounds the grounds of bUlldlngS and unlts, doors

- and- 1ocks, window guards, and intercoms) and through the |

design of a bulldlng and grounds entry and ex1t system that

.. can be easily controlled by a doorman or guard. As a conse-

quence of "this restricted acce551b111ty, both crime and fear

ﬂ ruof crime will be lower than in 'buildings where access is not
.llmltLd. And, as a result of the lower crime and fear of R
: crlme, communlt ~instabili ty w;ll also be lower. . o i

Thls study follows on an earller research progect

- conducted in New York City that was the basis for. the book‘;ﬁ
_‘-DEFENSIBLE SPACE (Newnan, 1972) In the New York City study,
~.a step-wise multiple regression was used to examine the L

relationships between phy51cal and social’ characterlstlcs of
housing projects and various types of crime. Table 1- below

"presents the resulis for one type of crime, robbery., The.
" source of the robbery data was New York City Housing Authmrlty
Pollce rﬁ orts, and the robbery rate of a project was flgured

- Table 1 A
; Robbery Rate as- Predlcted by ,
- Scecial arid Physical Variables in 55(1)
New- York City Publ;c Hous;ngrErojects'

)Regresslon

Social and P xffcal Slmple R "’ Structure - RZ Change
Varlables  Coefficient _ in R
% of population ' B o : v
_ receiving welfare .47 - LT .22 22
- Building height . +36 - .55 . 33— 410
Project size - o © .25 : .38 38 . sOS_;

Number of public
hou51ng projects

in area .33 | .50 ‘ .80 _ .03
% of families with - : R - L
female head .36 ¢ 2 B5 T .44 03

*fﬁﬁigafableris adapted from Table III in Newman (1973),
FINAL REPORT: PROJECT FOR THE SECURITY DESIGN OF URBAN '
RESIDENTIAL AREAS submltteu\to the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The source of the crime

data is New York City Housing Authorlty Police Reports fdr 1969.

)These are the first five varlables that were entered 1nto
the regress;on equation.
“ﬁ; r > .35, p< .01
r2 .27, pc¢.05




‘as’ the total number of robberies in a project per 1,000 resi--

dents.. The strongest predictor of robbery rate, as indicated

by the magnitude of the regression structure coefficients,

was the percent of the population receiving welfare (coeffi-

cient = .71). The second most important predictors were

building height (.55) and the percent of families with a ,

female head of hcusehold. (.55). Thus, the physical deSLgn‘

feature, buildifig height, ranked- amony - {he three most impor-

‘tant predlctors of robbery rate. The,lmportance of bulldlng'. R
height is further indicated by the percentage of variance in o :
robbery rate that it explalned, namely lO ‘ '

- Although the present study draws upon the theory and tne

findings of the earlier research, it is not intended that

this be a treplication of it, but rather an extension of the
scope and detail of the earlier work. The primary objective
- 0f the present study is to determine how a number. of charac-
terlstlcs of-housing developments determine, not only the

1eve1 of crime, but also the level of fear and community
instability. In addition to the physxcal design and the -
social composition of developments, a number of other char- —
actekistics are included as possible determinants of crime

(and of fear and instability). -These are: management's
' rent collection ability; guard service; cQoperative:cwnership:u
' and pcllce service. ’ ; : : ‘ B '

To better understamd the mechanlsms by Whlch the 1nde—'
pendent variables act on the dependent variables, intervening
variables were 4ntroduced in a causal model linpking the inde-
pendent variables to the dependent variables. <This use of
intervening variables in a causal model’ represents the first
real examination of the mechanics of the theory. The first
defensible space study sought only to demonstrate that there

. was an important relationship between the physical form of

low—lncome a851sted hou51ng and the occurrence of crime.



oy

el

oy B o BN . : " . [N

CAUSAL MODEL AND MEASUREMENT
: OF VARIABLES

The dlagrams 1n Flgures 1 and 2, below, 111ustrate t]e
study's causal model. Two figures are employed to describe

the model rather than one to enable us_to examine the efrects. _ :
on, and of, two different types of crimé: ~burglary and R e

personal crime. Aside from this differencej the models in T o
the two figures are identical. The 1ndependent; lntervenlng,
and dependent variables are grouped from left t6 right in
these diagrams. - The arrows running froit the independent
variables to the 1nterven1ng variables and to the- dependsnt
variables indicate the causal effeots ant;c;patea;* Each

'lndependent variable is expected to affect éach intervening

variable and each dependent variable Each intervening vari-
able is expected to aifect each vallable that follows it in

“the causal sequence.

The 1ndependent varlables con31st of seven characterls—
tics of housing developments:® (1) physical design variables -
(building sizecand ‘accessibility); (2).social characteristics
of residents (low-income/AFDC, teen-adult ratio, and coopera~l'
tive ownershlp), and (3) securlty serv1ce (pollce service and

-guard service).

The four intervening variables meesure different atti-
tudes and actions on the part of management and residents.

" Rent collection is a measure of management's success in
,collectlrg rent and hence of management effectiveness. It

is composed of items taken from interviews with housing mana- .

. gers concernlng the total amount of rent owed by residents,

management's willingness to accept late rent payments and
similar information. Residents' use of space is a measure

of how frequently residents use space outside their apartments
and was compiled from the survey of residents. Social inter-
action reflects the frequency and intensity of social contacts
between residents and is also composed of items from the L
survey of residents. Control .of space consists of items from™

- the survey of residents that measure their perceptlon of the

likelihood that residents would intervene in susp1c1ous or
crlmlnal s¢tuatlons. .
‘1 . .
The four dependent variables are:  personal crime rate, ,
burglary rate; fear of crime; and rate of instability. Personal-
crime is made up of robberies and assaults; burglary of both

“burglaries and: attempted burglarles. Both crime variables:

are compiled from residents' experiences of thes< crimes as
they occurred within their developments durlng the twelve~
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‘month period prior to the interview. Eagh crime varrable is

7 figured as a rate per®1l;000 residents. Fear ofr crime Ys an

index composed of several questlonsfirom the survey of resi-
dents concerning their perceptions of how*unsafe dlfferent,.f
areas ‘are and the likelihood that certain crimes will occur.
Instability' is also a nomposmtewvarlable»that includes the

”““aﬂtual rate of- turnoveyr of ‘apartments, the rate of vacancy,

“-the tate of ﬂbandoﬁment, and reSLdents"deSLre to move out
of. thn devexegmert as expressed in the household survey. The
datason” turnover,,vacancy, and abandonment were collected from

e ot

Bulldlng Size ) ,:‘- e = S

BLlldlng size ‘is an index that comblnea two phy51cal
de51gn characterlstlcs of sites: ' (1) the number of apartment.
units_that share a building entry or, in the case of outdoor
ctalrways, the number of-apartment units that share a stair-
way; and . (2) the building type. Bulldlngs are classified
_into four types: - row houses; two types of walk-up buildings
~~- regular walk-up buildings and gallerlas, whlch are walk-up

bulldlngs w1th an open, 51ngle—loaded corrldor, and hlgh rise =
bulldlnqs. SR :

The rationale for comblndlng nlmber of unlts ner entry
with building type is that together these two varlables best
capture those characterisiics of building design that are
expected to determine crime, fear of crime, and community
~instability most strongly. Units per entry alone would not
meet this objective as well since in some cases the number
>f units per entry in a galleria is larger than the number
per entry in a high-rise. This‘would then give the high-rise
a better rating on defensibility than the galleria,; which is
inaccurate since some of the gqualities intxinsic to gallerias
. == no elevators, no fire stairs, and all apartments fairly
close to the ground -~ make itubY’defln;thH more defensible
than a high-rise. On the other hand, using building type °
alone -as a measure of building design could cause some dis--
tortions as well. The variation in the number of units per

entry within each bullalng’tvoe,Aexcept row houses, is qulte
large, . and this variation is lost wnen bulldlng type alone as
used as a“‘measure of deSLgn.

Building size is expected to affect each dependent vari-
able (pérsonal crime, fear, and instability) directly and ’
1nd1rectly through the intervening variables. We expect that
crime, fear of crime, and instability will increase with
o building size. We also expect that rent collectlon, use of -
= space, shcial 1nteractlon, and control of space will- decreuse

x‘ﬁ wmuh bulldlng size.




'\\ _',.Acce551b111ty s - ; o

A , : The acce551blllty of apartments and bulldlngs is a meas—
~\\ ~ ure of the ease with which an outsider. can gain &access to the

’ %&v interior of a building or an apartment, eitherxr dlrectly (through
e a w1ndow) -or indirectly (via the common. 1nterlorhc1rculatlon

_ \ . areas of a muitifamily bulldlng to the doors or w1ndows of
- ”\\ each unit). Accessibility is composed of a serles of ratings
~of physical design characteristics including: th@ position
énd design of doors and windows and their locking! hardware;
thé p051t10n and surveillability of circulation. atreas, .
stairs, corridors, and the doors to individual anaruﬁents,
the presence of high fencing or oLheruxeal”Earrlers, and the
presence of symbollc devices which dgmarcate areas as private.
Because of the uniqgue quazitles of each of the three building
types (row houses 7n1gh—rlses, and the two types of walk-ups
comblned)i -apartments in each type are vulnerable to intru-
ys10u in dehldedly different ways.

=T . The accessibility to the interior of row house units is
. . measured solely in terms of the acce551b111ty of the ground
floor windows, front and back, since it is the design of. the
G , windows which makes row house units more, or less, vulnerable
RN to intrusion. The exterior doors, front and back, are not
o \ included in the accessibility rating system for row houses
because these are the doors to individual units, not to public
~circulation areas as they are in walk-ups and high-rises.
The doors to row house units, being the entrances to the
© dwellings of individual families, are always eguipped with
locks and are almost invariably kept shut. There is too little
variability in the condition of the docors to row house units
to warrant rating them. (This is true for the doors to
" individual units in walk-up and high-rise buildings as well.)

High~-rise buildings present the opposite picture from
. row houses. The primary means of access by an intruder to.
‘the interior of most individual high-rise units-:is through
" the building's common ground floor entrances and then through
~the common circulation areas of the building rather than
through- the windows to units because the overwhelming
majority of high-rise units have windows that are inaccessible
- from the- ground. For these reasons the accessibility of high-
rise units is rated solely in terms of the design and condi-.
tion of the building's common ground floor entry and exit
.doors. .

T ' Walk-up and galleria type buildings share traits with
' both row houses and high-rises: that is they suffer the

VLlnerabllltleS of both. Walk-up buildings are similar to

row houses in that the windows of ground floor units -- and

the windows to second and third floor units in gallerias --

~are vulnerable to access eitlér from the ground or from +he

S
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circulation areas. They. are similar to high-rises in that
the doors to individual units are vulnerable to access via
the common building entrances and the common -circulation
areas which are hidden from public view. ‘In walk-up build-
ings designed with an outdoor stair usually no common entry
dooxr-is provided. In such buildings the visibility of the

" individual apartment door from the interior of other units

and from the street below usually helps to decrease the
accessibility of the units. Because of these different design
features walk-up sites were rated on all threéee characteristics:
the design of windows; the design and condition of common
entry and exit doors, and the visibility of individual apart-
ment doors. EET ‘ i '

 Accessibility is expected to have a.strong and important
positive effect on burglary because accessibility is pri-
marily a measure of the vulnerability of apartments to
intruders. The prlmary motive intruders have for. breaklng
into apartments is to commit burglaries. The accessibility.
of bulldlngs and apartments is expected to affect negatively.
residents' use and control of areas outside their apartments.
Accessibility is also likely to have negative effects on fear
and instability because residents are able to perceive that
the areas outside their apartments are open to outsiders and,
therefore, will feel fearful and will be dissatisfied w1th
the development as a place to. llve.

Low-income/AFDC =

Low-income/AFDC is an index composed of two items: the
mean adjusted income of households in the site and the per-—
cent of one-parent, female~headed families on welfare (AFDC).
The index ranges from a low proportion of AFDC families and
a high estimated mean income to a high proportion of AFDC
families and a low adjusted mean income. Previous defensible
space research indicated that the percent of households receiv-
ing welfare and the percent of one-parent families were the
two most important social characteristics in predicting rob-
bery rate in New York City Public Housing (see Table 1). c
These two social characteristics-were highly correlated, sug- .
gesting that most of the one-parent families in that study
were receiving welfare under the program Aid to Families with
Dependent Children and that it was primarily the proportion
of this type of household that determined the rate of rob-
bery. For some types of crime, per capita disposable income
replaced percent of single-parent families and families on
welfare as the social characteristic mcst predictive of crime
rate (Newman, 1973) :

Because both of these varlables, pefcent_AFDC-and mean
income, proved to be important in earlier research, it seemed
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‘1mportant to“include them as 1ndependent.var1ables in this
study. However, entering them as separate independent vari- -
ables would have resulted in exceedingly high standard errors
since the two variables are highly correlated. Entering only
one of the variables and excluding the other was considered.
-However, to use only the percent of AFDC families as the pri-
mary social characteristic of sites would have eliminated

some of the variation in the level of income between moderate-
income sites, where there is often a very low proportlon of-

- AFDC families. On the other hand, the use of mean income
‘alone would not capture the particular,problemS‘and vulnera-
“bilities of developments that house a high proportion of
slug1e~parent, welfare families. For these reasons mean
adjusted income of households and percent AFDC were combined
to form a single lndex. : .

)

The variable low-income/AFDC is expected to have direct
~effects on all the intervening and dependent variables. The
percent-of low-income and AFDC families living in a develop-
ment will probably: produce rent collection problems for
management; minimize residents' use of areas outside their:
apartments; reduce social interaction between residents;
"minimize residents' control over areas outside their apart-
ments; and increase crime, fear, and instability both directly
and indirectly through the four intervening variables.

“Ratio of Teenagers to Adults

The ratio of teenagers to adults is the number of teen-
agers, aged 10 through- 20, in a site, divided by the number
of persons who are older than 20. Several recent studies have
- documented teenagers' involvement in crime, particularly in
crimes commwitted within a short distance of their homes.
Therefore, it was lmportant to 1nclude a measure of the pro-
‘portion of teenagers.

Teen-adult. ratio is expected to have a direct positive
effect on residents' experience of burglary and personal
crime, on fear, and on instability. Teen-adult ratio is
expected to affect negatively the following intervening vaxri-
ables: residents' use of space and residents' control of
space. The effects of teen-adult ratio on these two inter-
vening variables is expected to be reflected in an increase
in residents' fear and in the developments' instability.

Cooperative -Ownership ' - S o |

“The independent social variable cooperative ownership is : |
a simple dichotomous variable which measures whether or not
the development was financed within a framework which allowed |
residents to take title to their apartments through a mort— :
gage arrangement.

10
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Cooperatlve ownership was lntroduced for two reasons.
'First, it is ‘reasonable to assume that, all other social,’
physical, and managerial conditions being equal, residents'’
use of and control over areas of their development outside.

. their apartments would be affected by whether or not they
“had legal title to it. Similarly, residents' desire to move
might be affected by whether or not they shared in the owner-
ship of the development. Second, critics of the orlglnal
defensible space study made the po;nt that residents' iden-
tification with an area and their sense of control over it
were probably more the consequence of their involvement in
the ownership of the development than of bulldlng de51gn or
the ass1gnment of physical space.

- Cooperative ownershlp is expected to 1nfluence directly
and favorably residents' use of the areas: outside their apart-
ments; their control over these areas; their interaction
with their neighbors; their fear of crime; and their desire
to move. = Cooperative ownership, through the three interven-
ing varlables (use of space, social 1nteractlon, and control
of space), is also expected to have negative effects on all
the dependent variables (crime, fear, and instability).

Police Service and Guard Service

The reason for 1ncludlng municipal police service and
securlty guard service as independent variables in the causal
model is to control for the possible effects they might have
on crime, fear, and instability and thereby to estimate the
effects of physical design features and social characteris—_
tics as accurately as possible. It should be kept in mind
that the causal model and research design for this study were
developed primarily to estimate the effects of physical
design features and social characteristics of residents, not
to estimate the effects of municipal police and guard service.

The guality of municipal police service is measured by
an index of the frequency and nature of police patrolling,
as reported by the police themselves, Given the findings of
earlier studies, we do not expect that police service will
affect either the rate of personal crime or the rate of bur-
glary. The guality of police service is, however, expected
to affect residents' fear, in that the visual presence of .
patrolling police and a quick police response to residents'

- requests for assistance can be expected to have an effect in’
reducing residents' fears. Through its effect on fear, the
guality of pollce service is also likely to lnfluence insta-
.blllty.

Securlty guard service is a measure. of the presence and
natgre of the security guard services prov1ded at.- each site.
It is measured by items from the managers' interview and the

11



>household'surVey_ SECurity guérd service isvexpected'to,have‘

direct negative effects on both types of crime and on resi-

dents' fear of crime, and indirect negative effects on insta--

bility through crime and fear of crime.

- .
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STUDY SITHS, SOURCES OF DATA,
AND TECHNIQUE OF ANALYSIS

This is a study primarily of federally-assisted, moderate-
income developments, but it also includes some public housingv
projects. The sites are moderate-income developments in
Newark, St. Louis, and San Francisco, ‘and public housing pro-
jects in San Francisco.  In this study the terms "moderate-
income developments" and "public housing projects" refer to
the two major types of federal assistance programs which are
used to build and operate these apartment complexes.. ‘The
moderate-income developments are privately owned either by
non-profit or limited dividend corporations, or by the tenants
themselves. They were built under Title 221(d) (3) or Section
236 of the National Housing Act which provide a share of the
equity and guarantee low-interest mortgage loans. The public
housing projects were built with the federal government pro-

viding the total project costs and are then cwned and main-

tained by the individual municipality. Maintenance costs

are supposed to be covered by rental income, although the
federal government has recently started providing subsidies
to housing authorities who house a high proportion of low-
income and welfare residents.- For the most part moderate-
income developments house a hlghar*lncome group than public
housing. However, the term "moderate-income”" is not always
an accurate description of the relative economic composition
of these sites since some moderate~income sites in this study

‘house as many low-income families as a public housing project.

Several housing developments in this study ‘contain build-
ings of two different types. Whenever a development conptained -
buildings of two different types, such as row houses and
walk-ups, each group of buildings of the same type within
the development was treated as a separate site. 1In this
example, the group of row house buildings would have been
considered one site and the group of walk-up buildings, another
site. : R

Altogether, 63 sites were analyzed; these consist of 11 .
high~rise, 34 walk-up, and 18 row house sites.  All of the
sites were at least two years old as of April 1576 and house
primarily families with children. The majority of residents
in almost all the sites are black: 49 sites house 70% or more
black households; 12 sites range from 32% to 59% black: and
only two sites have no black families. The mean adjusted

“income of families in these sites ranges from $68 to

$7,094, with a mean of $2,366. The sites are relatively small

only 7 of the total of 63 are larger than 300 apartment units;

the largest site consists of 772 units; and the average. size is
169 units. , : ’

13
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- The prlmary source of data for thls study is a survey of
households conducted in a single stage in late 1976 and early
1977 in which interviews were obtained from residents living
in the study sites. - Housing managers and city police were
. also interviewed. Archival data collected from housing man-
~agement and police files were used to supplement the inter-
‘views with residents, management, and police. Each site was
visited at least once by Institute staff to document fully
the phy51cal design characteristics of the site and to ensure
that the correct building type deSLgnatlon had been made. '

———//

, The causal model for thls study spec1f1es both dlreCt
and Lndlrect effects. A direct effeét is the effect of one
. variable on another variable that is not transmitted through

,uany lntervenlng variables. For example, the direct effect of

~ building size on personal crime is the effect that does not

- pass through rent collection, use of space, social interaction,
or control of space. The indirect effect of one variable on
another variable is the effect that is transmitted through
variables that fall between these two variables in the causal
- model.. If. more than one variable falls between these two
variables in the model, then there is more than one individual
indirect effect to be estimated. The total indirect effect

is the sum of all the individual effects. Thus the total
indirect effect.of building size on personal crime is the

sum of the effects that are tranemitted from building size

to personal crime through rent collection, use of space,
social interaction, and control of space.

The total effect that one varlable has on another vari-
able is equal tc the sum of the direct effect and the total
indirect effect. The total effect represents the total causal
‘impact of one variable on another variable. It shows how much
. change in a dependent variable, say personal crime rate, is
prodtced by a change in the independent variable, say building
' 51ze, regardless of the mechanisms by whlch the change in
crime rate is produced.

- Direct effects, individual 1nd1rect effects, total indirect
effects, and total effects were estimated by using ordlnary
least squares regression procedures. Both relative size and
statistical ngnlflcance were used to ]udge the importance of
effects. , < : :



.MAJOR FINDINGS

Primary Causes of Crlme, Fear,
and Instablllty ,

The primary objectlve of thlS study is to determlne -
which characteristics of federally—a551ste& urban Housifng - .
developments determine the level of crime, fear of crime,
and community instability that such communities experience.
The total effect. of each of the independent variables on
‘burglary, personal crime, fear. and 1nstab111ty, which are

‘listed in Table 2, indicate which are the primary determinants

of each of these four community problems. These results sug-
gest ‘that burglary is primarily determined by the accessibil-
ity of buildings and apartments and, to a lesser extent, by
the ratio of teenagers to adults. The more accessible build—
ings and apartments are and the higher the ratio of teenagers
to adults, the hlgher the burglary rate. The effect of
acce551b111ty (.43) is significant_and, by the standards
adopted in this .study, also. larqe.l The effect af teen-adult
ratio (.16) is not significant but it is moderate in magnitude
and it is the only other effect on burglary that is not vir-
tually zero. . . ,

Table 2

Total Effects of Independent Varlables on
urglary, Personal Crime, Fear, and Instabllltv

' Personal - e
Burglary crime - - Fear  Instability
Building size -.05 W11 La41® . 39°
‘Accessibility .43b . -l03. .06 - L.16
 Low-income/AFDC - =-.02 o299 578 .408
Teen-adult ratio .16 .21 - L1840 07
Cooperative - =-,04 : .20C - .03 ~-.14
Police service -.01 J42b .05 .01
Guard service -.04 .10 =10 -.10
a , e a .
p<.01 P <LOS Fg.lel o p< W15

lLarge effects are greater than or equal to .30; moderate
effects are between .15 and .29; and small effects are from .06 -
through .1l4. Any effects that are equal to or smaller than .05
are consmdered to be v1rtually Zero. : : .
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Pelsonal crime is mostly determxnea by low- ﬁcome/AFDC,
cooperative ownership, police: service, and, “to a lesser extent,

- the ratio of teenagers to adults. - Both low-income/AFDC and
- teen-adult ratio have the expected effects: the higher each”

one of these characteristics, the higher “the rate of personal

_crime. Cooperatlve ownership and police service, however,

have surprising effects: -<cooperatives tend to have higher
rates of personal crime than noncooperatives; and the more
frequently police patrol, the higher the personal crime rate.
The effects of low—lncome/AFDC ( :29) “and cooperatlve owner-—

- ship (.29).are both clgﬂirlcant ‘and moderate in. size. The
effect of.police service (.42) is large and significant, and

the effect of teen~adult ratio (.21) is moderate but not =4r
significant. It should be noted that bulldlng size does Have

a small effect on pers onal crime §. 11) that is in the expected .
direction, that 1s,-in the direction of larger bulldlngs

having higher rates of personal“crime, but the effect is not
large enough to allow us to con51der bulldlnm size a ﬂetG?'

‘minant of personal crlme.

On the other_hand, building size i& a major deterrinant

- of both fear of crime and community instability. The deter-—

minants of fear of crime are building sizé; low-income/AFDC,

. and teen-adult ratis. All of these effects are in the

expected direction. The larger the building, the greater

‘the fear of crime. And the higher the Ievel of low-incomes .

AFDC and the higher the teen-adult ratio, the greater the

fear f crime. All of these effects are significant, and

the effects of building size (.41) and low-income/AFDC {.57)

are both large. The effect of teen-adult ratio is moderate

(.18).

5 Community instability is determinea:by'bﬁilding'size, o . 1//
accessibility, and low-income/AFDC., All these effects are y

[N

in the expected direction. The larger the building and the
greater its accessibility, the greater the community insta- e
bility. And the higher the level of low-income/AFDC, the .
greater the community instability. As with fear of crime, =

- the effects of building size (.39) and lcw-xncome/AFDC {a %ﬁ;

‘are. large and 51gn1flcant. The effect of acce551blllty,4 16)

“is modprateh

Cooperat;ye dwnérship has only one effect of any sub-
stance on any of the four types of community problems, and
that is the unexpected positive effect on personal crime

rate. It may be that cooperative developments become targets

‘for personal crime, in particular for robberies, because out-

‘siders may know they are c¢cooperatives and may assume the resi-—
wy»;»fééﬁtS‘are*iT?ﬁanyﬁt@"neéfieaeg;than residents of other hous1ng

developments. - Such a strong relatlonsnxp\neimggn cooperative

~ownership and wealth‘ as measured by 1ow~1ncome/AFDC;‘I§~ﬁe£
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borne oat by the resaltc of thig study (r = -=.306) but thhln
any particular neighborhcod, cooperative resldertu may Aindeed
be wealthier than other residents of the surrounding ayea and,
at the very least, may bhe Eercelved to be we»lthler.

it nhould alSO be notea that unllke nulldlng SLze or
low-income/AFDC, ‘cooperative ownershlp has very little impact
on the intervening varigbles in the causal model. (see Figure
3) . The reason for including cooperative ownership 'as an

independent variable was preCLsel to see if actual owne*’uzﬁf
xather than the physical design-of-meltifamily housing,

encourages people to express proprletary feelings over the

. space outside their homes by using and controlling these

areas. The findings indicate no such relationship. However,
the research was not expressly designeud to compare the effects

of building size with the effects of cooperatxv% ownership..

Moreover; there are only 6 cooperatlva sites in the study:

such a skewed distribution makes it wery diffiecult for coope~ .-

rative ownership to have an effect on anything. Also, not

one of the high-rise sites is cocperatlvely owned, For these
reasons, the relatively wesk impact of cooperative™ %mnershlp
should be viewed with caution. The question of whether the .
deleterious effects of building size, say for example in high-
rise buiildings, can be combatted by’ giving title to the apart-
ments to the residents awaits further resezfch, as does.avmore_

,rlgorous comparison between the impact of phvslcal desion

and the lﬁ@act of cooueratlve OW%ersnlp. e :

The major reasocn  for 3nc1uding polige service and cua
service as independent variables was to contreol for thplr
expected effects and thereby to estimate. &Q%%'uwnurately the -
effeets of the physical design variables and the social char-
acteristics. Nonetheless, -the findings conceérning both f£hese
variables are gomewhat surprising. - f“L&ﬁe service- turns out
to be’ an important determinant of personal crlme but ih the
following way: the more fiequentiy police patr *tHe higher
the rate of personal crime. The causal model for this study
ray be NLSSPECIFYlHF the direction of the gausal WélatlQnShlﬁ
betweer police service and»gersonql crime rate: it is likely

that the amount ©f personal crime is de+e;mlﬁant of pelice
service rather than vice versa and Znat «where the personal -

crime rate is high, police are l*xe%?’to patrol more. frequentiy.

Nelther the causal model nor the research design for this -
tudy was develaped to analyze the relationship between lelCE

patrolllng and crime. “The purpose for including police service

in the medel was to par¥ial out its effects: thai was success-
fully done. The possibility that the model lzfmlssped;fV1nq
the relationship bgtween police and crime does netsffect the
validity of the £indings concerning the effects’ of physical
design or social characteristics.. While the model may not be
adequate foy assessing the effects of ‘police beerce, it is

17
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S ostill valugkié,for dgmépstfat ng the»eff ¥s of these ﬁhérf(

factors/ i
’"Aﬁard service has vi;tuéii"nc effect on crzme, fear,

or Lnstablllty. Its. effects on fear [-.10) and instability

(<.10) are in the predlﬂ%?d direction -- that is, sites with-

out guard service have higher levels. of fear and instability,

" but these-effects are too small to suggyst that the absance
of guard service determines either of these prablem < at
“guard service should have so little influence is only 59W9~
what surprising. It is likely that the presence of guards

only effective where the ghard is able toe £Fully 'uantraﬁ;Z%%

the entrances to'a building. This.gan only happez*‘“ &
high-rise site where a Aooymen Is: constantly ﬁiﬁsent
front door and all 597013 ry exits are k&ﬁt’ioekéu

times.  OF the 21 si%es in the study that have any gua
all, there is only ,ﬂﬂ'51te which meets these criteria.

over, the overwnegmAng majority of sites in the stuzb/ar@ z
houses angd- walk~um sites where security guards, if they are
present at ally are unable to monitor who enters A
different bu;iélngs., what the findings from this
demonstrate “then is that the mere Qr»senc of o
little, if any, impact @ﬁ crime, fear, oF 1n5€ab’
may stl}i ke true, however, tnat the degree to wh
actuaL;y control access to a building or to its g
3§ﬁagb crime._or feal ) rxwe. Confirmation of *4
awai cﬁ\éﬂwther reses rrn since, for the most part, Quarfs &
this study & q.ﬂot c@ntru; acceas ya el bﬂllé;pcs mr grounds

properlv.'( : e '

one type of conmunltv uroaler, 7 élnv size aELtha teﬁr
and instability; low-inceme/AFDC . affeects personal crire,
fear, and instability; acwe531blﬁxty affects burglery and .
nﬂtablilfy, and teen-adult retioc affects burg lary. personal
crime, and fear. Both the nurber and the cﬁns:steﬁc“ of the
effects that these fouzvcharaCterl$tlcs of hOLSluﬂ &gvpiﬁfw
ments exert suggest Lo us that oversll they are the rajor
causes of crime;, fear of crime, and compunity LYStEbL&l”“ in
Fé&erally-aaslsteﬁ urhan haﬁ%lnw eevelopwentg in-this study.

e =y

_Pe ntace of varlanceiﬁxplaﬂneﬁ

Table 3 llsts,zﬁ% cumw}atlvmfgercentaqas of variance in
each of the fou ?DEuGPﬁE variables explalneﬁ at variocus -
stages of’ tha‘ﬁurglary @ndlpb//p$rsonal crime versions of
~ the ncdeé%//bealnnlnq/y}%ﬁ/the percgntace of variance ex r Zin
by the.#ndependent yatiables only, # the percentage of wariance
lw presented for*éach shcressive ﬁtdﬁt of the roael. "

L 27he variance explalned by Eauh one of the independent
: _ e T ‘ .

3en

)

P
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_; Table 3 ,2 “

Cumalaalve ?excentaues of Vayianceran au“éi
_Persopal Czima, Fear, and Znstability BExy glamned

T At Varleﬁs Stag@g/of the Mudel . i
. B X ) . ‘ ‘ d "’:"/(/‘"v' 5 N .
7 Inéawenﬂent and » "/ﬁ/ Percen+age of Var&ance nglazned g

” .’2.1“ »?‘rvenlna . /_;v‘ ‘ o ,/
Varmables . /“ Burglarv

2

= :
Indﬁ@enéept araaﬁieg 2?% : 634
Rent cbll&d&mon , .,37 TRy
) F ) %)/? e
Ongc¢ of Spaﬂ& R TR - 1« : :
Barglary Lo e e 69B 66 v . , .
pear _ T T T e A

II Personal Crime Model ;’i;f : ‘
” | - o Perc ntaa@ of Yariancs F#plained
: ;ndepenéent and - 7 L P
U e Intervenlng o ?*m%%%%%%%%”**g o e
= Variables . crims . Fear  Instability
‘Xndepenéenh vErYaRTES ==  26% . - 6 e

Rent collegtion = - 37 S B3 - BB
Uze of space ' ' . 38 ' ' 55 5T
_“Bocial interaction <40 R <31 : ' 837
e Control of space =~ 435% €S o A4
= s Per: al t‘.r_!.m” - ‘ : a 638‘ . 65 - o A ) ) ,’;

s ERLs ) . . v P
. _A—;:_:_;.-' Fe—ar i PR ! - I 1 ) . L
ay_{,,ﬁl : ’

£

The lask i uk@lir Gmch fclumu *elia us haw much vszlw' IR
ance in t@tal is explained by the wodel. The proportion of ) R
vg;;ance 1n sar {59%} that is explained is sizeable ang sig- R
nificant, f uzlavly, the " nropartlcn Qf varzance in lmﬁtahll;ty

SRR Y

' VBFJaSIPb separately is not llsted in Table b cause all the - . " ..
-~ independesit "arlani,s together constitute a ain }e stgqe i T
2T the mofel. That s tm say, thsweTare no caug al re 1Gpﬁﬁ1pa :

_posited ameng ‘the lﬁ@ﬁ?%ﬂ&énﬁ variables. ; .

: ot g
= T : o =
/ P e
= = A
. A =
S5 - 57
e e : : gt

H > - 19
H PO )
i ..
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1 Large aﬁd 51gn1flﬁant (67% in the burglary version,lﬁﬁ% in
the personal erime version of the medél). The propox rxion of
“wvariange 1n~persora1 crirme that is explained (45%) is pot as
larre, but it is still a sizeabls amount and’ is significant.

- On the- other,hand, ‘the proportign of variance in burglar;
Y that is expléined is cons;ﬁerably lower QBQ 2} and ms not
stétlstlcaliy Sl“nlf“ﬂant

G f avarﬁil, we pan cowcxude tha+ the causal model alloﬁs ug

TR to accauﬂt for a large and significant proportion of the

3 AR vargance in fear of orime and c@rmun;zv instability, It

- 7 allows us t?;aé"ovﬁt for a smaller, but significant, propor—
- uion of the %sriance in p@rccn@;\crlve. nd finally, the
AN . Todel accounte for a Velatlvelv Sma 11 portion of the vari-
o ance in burglary. :

";Tndlxﬂct Effects of Building £ize and ?CG@SSinllgty

i”e, accCss;ui "F“” and tecn-

) 11t retic each effedt rore nk community prob-
tem and their effects are al ed direction,

- Examining the indirect effes laﬁ;es will 2ilcw

hogs&“g devslop—
ori e, apd corrunits
raacr ”;reﬂt apd indirset
5 _to bur-

RS us to clarify how these Ch@la
; =ments produce problems of o

instability 'r&oafe 3 &wsgl ,

,“””CﬁntrcLAﬂg EEACE rad*ates eﬁfafﬁs fr@ﬁ

burslary, personal crime, and féar of czlre., hin

, , ~ the overall (tatal}*éﬁfect of building size on crimg ot

gL largve, nullﬂiﬁg size dees ShGWgé??OV*duC indirect &ffects=cn
. both forms ©f crive ang on feag of crime thfc“qh control of

PSPace"’¢hega Enie ;ndlrec# effects provide important empirical

v guppart for the Fﬁﬁo } of @_0ﬁ31ble space. The theory posits
" th residents’ caatx@; ot p&cﬁ is the llnk betwean the phys
' 1ca) design of the %nus&nw envirzonment anéd c¢crire or fear of
= érlﬁé., the larcar,pﬁﬂ bullﬁmﬁg, the less cotttrel residents

m;, are able to’é zt% and, ir turn, the greater the cﬁlre and
S une _gysater »kw f2ar of criwe, Up until this time, however,

: As relatignship has not been studied and there $QWe there
e S hds beer no emplrlcat support for this p@Sﬁblate,QrLGI:i§
- this afu ym' ) N P L ' : o

[——
W

Anath@x “tenet of de;easzbla sgace thepry that has nok
P  previously been s»uﬁ;ac concerns the 1rpcrkanCQ of residents’
e " use of space outside their homes as an additional link between
e &eslngand ¢crime or 4ear of crime. The postulate is mach the
- same  ay £6r control: the larger the building, the less fre-
quent y resxéants wx’l use the space outside their homes, and

=g

g

ey 5



—l48

lgk‘ ’ ;;;):ﬁyi,,iRentcolléctign — _ =78

‘Building size [N —f—=-5%

-8

'Usé of space ' ‘ i

L334

. v s |
» . | : ' -5
3T , Social R 3% : '
‘interaction [T

Acceséibility

Low-incdme/ : — L . - .57 : ‘ : ) _ T -4 :
AFDC - oS o] Control = =%

of space ™

Tz

Teen-adult [ o/  / )
ratio ' 17 _

"b"t"— A

' Y ¥

ﬂpv R o R o H“‘, ; - Personal crime

Cooperative

Police S : o :
service. : R _ R : ' W

Figure 3 | | Instability

. Major Effects of Characteristics of Housing Developments
on Personal Crime, Fear, and Instability




(AR

Major Effects of Characteristics of Housing Developments

on Burglary, Fear, and Instability

~J¢/”;:29;a,'Rent cbllectioh, ‘ ; : : -2 ’
Building size & : : — _
— Use of space =9
Accessibility TN > S Y -5
B . \yé\,f’ T —>»  Social :
-E*z»,,w_:\, - '0 L R ) < 0 ) ‘ i i
El‘w\\f = ::;f"’:’,;) . . - .~,.. .—’.':;5r:f"d“\"’vk{rﬂc ‘?2 "Q‘r‘ : . lnteraCtlon
Low-income/ v - 577 ' : | ' ' =15
AFDC Control -39
of space =49
‘Teen~adult
ratio
v
Burglary
Cooperative
/ Y
N v
Year
Police-
service VR
Figure 4 Instability




in turn, the greater the crime and fear of drime;3 This-study’

‘provides empirical support for this postulate as well: resi-

dents' use of space transmits effects from building size both
to personal crime and to fear of crime in the expected manner.

Both use of space and control of space reflect the degree
to which residents have extended the realm of their own homes .

' bevond the interior of their apartment units to encompass

adjacent areas. Newman, as well as others such as Rainwater
(1966), Yancy (1973), and Cooper (1972), have long suggested
that the degree to which such an extension of the home environ-
ment occurs is a function of the design. of that environment, .
particularly of the number of apartments that share the adja-
cent areas (which is measured by building size in this study).
Prior to this study the evidence for such an effect was
meager (McCarthy, 1978) or largely 1mpre351onlstlc (Yancy,
1973; Rainwater, 1966; Cooper, 1970). The findings from this
study help +o document this expected relationship between the
design of the environment outside the apartment unit and the
degree to which residents extend the realm of use and cantrol
beyond the confines of their own apartments. - Moreover, this

study indicates that such an extension of the home can work

to inhibit both the occurrence of crime and the fear of crime.

As it turns out, the level of social interaction among
residents also functions as a link between design and crime
in this study, but not in the expected way. The larger the
building, the less frequently residents interact, and in turn,
the lower the rate of personal crime. Social interaction does,
however, form the expected link between building size and
community instability: the larger the building, the less
residents interact and, in turn, the higher the level of
instability. Social interaction among residents can also
be viewed as a form of extension or enlargement of the hore
beyond the apartment itself. This study shows that this form
of extension is alsc affected by the design of the emviron-
ment and that it, in turn, helps to determine the 1evel of

1nstab111ty in a communlty.

That social interaction among residents has a positive
effect op~personal crime rate is unexpected a negative effect
e

o

3We recognize the possibility that the relationship
between use of space and crime, as well as between use of
space and fear, or between control of space and crime, may
be relationships of reciprocal causation whereby, for
lnstance, low use of space causes high fear of crime and
vice versa. We believe, however, that the predomlnant Feffect
is from use to fear and, similarly, from use to crime and .
from control to crime. ' : o
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‘was anticipated. There are at least two explanations. ' If’
we interpret the effect strictly in terms of this study's
causal model, we would conclude that the more residents ,
interact with each other in a housing environment, the more
likely’they,are to_victimize each other. Based on existing
theories about community this seems unlikely. Another expla-
nation is that 1nc1dents of person to person crime in a
housing environment bring people together to solve the crime
problems; and ‘in this way they come to know each other better
-and to interact more frequently.® In designing the causal
model for the study, we assumed that the direction of causal
influence was prlmarily from social interaction to personal
crime rate and not vice versa. The positive effect that.

we found suggests that this may have been a mistaken assump-
tion. The relationship could be one of reciprocal causation,
where each affects the other but where the effect of personal
crime on social interaction outweighs the reverse effect.
nonrecursive model would be required to simulate such a
relationship. Moreover,; a longitudinal study would be
required to understand the process of how 1n1t1ally low social
interaction may result in a high personal crime rate, and
then how several incidents of personal crime may, in turn,
result in a hlgher level of 1nteractlon.

The flnal 1nterven1ng variable to be considered with
respect to the indirect effects of building size is rent
collection, which is used as a measure ‘of management's
"ability to provide services. Rent collection mediates effects
from building size to two dependent variables: personal crime
and instability The larger the building, the less able :
management is to provide services, as measured by rent col-
lection, and, in turn, the higher the level of community
instability. Similarly, the larger the’ building, the less.
able management is to provide services and, in turn, the
higher the rate of personal crime., Thus bulldlng size not
only affects actions and attitudes on the part of residents
but it alsc affects management's ablllty to perform its
duties and that affects both the occurrence of personal crime
and residents' willingness to remain in that environment.

While building size affects all four of the study's
intervening variables -- rent collection, use of space, social
interaction, and control of space —-- accessibility only af-
fects social interaction. This effect is similar to the
effect of building size: the greater the accessibility of
buildings and apartments and thus the greater their vulnera-
bility to intrusion by outsiders, the lower the social inter—
action among residents. Social interaction, in turn, affects
community instability; thus, accessibility affects instabil-
ity through social interaction. Accessibility alsg affects
instability through burglary: the greater the accessibility,
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the hlgher the burglary rate and, in turn, the hlgher the =
level of community - lnstablllty ' Apparently, hlgh accessi-
bility, like large building size, dlscourages residents

from interacting with each other and, at least in this way,
tends to limit the realm of the home . to the apartment unit
itself. The result of thlS limitation is higher communlty

1nstab111ty.

, Indlrect Effects of Low-Income/AFDC ‘
and ‘Teen—-Adult -Ratio o

vResidents. control over space outside their apartments
mediates the effects of low-income/AFDC and of teen-adult
ratio on the various dependent variables. Indeed, control
appcars to be a highly important intervening variable in the
‘causal model. Tt is the only intervening variable that has'
~substantial effects on all four dependent variables. #3
means that residents' control owver the environment ot
their own apartments plays a role. in determining thi ‘seVerlty
of each of the four types of community problems: the greater
~residents' control is, the less severe the problem, whether -
1t be burglary, personal crime, fear, or 1nstab111ty‘

» - Low-income/AFDC and teen—adult ratio both have negatlve
effects on controi. Through control, both social character— .

. istics exert positive effects on burglary, personal crime,.

~and fear of crime in much the same way that building size has
indirect effects on these same three dependent variables.

That is to say, the higher the proportion of low~income and .

AFDC families, the lower the sense of control, and as a result,

the higher the rates of burglarj and personal crime and also

the higher the fear of crime.

Low=-income/AFDC algso has positive effects on personal
crime and fear of crime through residents' use of space. The
higher the level of low-income/AFDC, the lower the use of
space, which results both in personal crime and fear of crime.
Teen—-adult ratio, however, has a negative effect on fear
through residents' use of sapce: the higher the ratio of
" teenagers to adults, the more intensiVely outdoor space is
used and the more 1ntenv1sely it is used, the lower the fear
of crlme. ’ S ‘

A high proportion of low-income aznd AFDC families in
a community, like large buildings, tends to discourage yesi-
dents from extending the realm of their homes beyond the walls
of their individual apartments.  As with building size, the
- conseqguences are serious: burglaries and personal crimes are
- more likely to occur and residents are more likely to feel
afraid. A high ratio of teenagers to adults also limits the
extension of the home as it is measured by control. At the
same time, however, a high teen-adult ratio facilitates the
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extenblon of the home in that a hlgh ratio results in more
1nten31ve use of outdoor space.

Low—lncome/AFDC and teen-adult ratlo also have p051t1v
effects on instability through social interaction. The
higher the pf@portlon of low-income and AFDC families, the
lower the social interaction among residents, and this in
turn bontrlbutes to a high level of instability. A high
ratio of teenagers to adults has the same effect on instability
throuqh social interaction. Low-income/AFDC alsc affects
communlty instability through control: the higher the pro~
portibn of low-income and AFDC families, the lower the con-
trol, and in turn the higher the level of community instability.

; Low-income/AFDC, like building size, has a negative
vetfece on rent commection: the higher the level of low-incore/
AFD(, the lower the rent collection and, thereby, the less
‘able management is to provide services, Rent collection, in
tuxd,'afrects both personal crime and community instability.

The lower the quality of services, as measured by rent col-
,lectlon, the higher the personal crime rate and the higher

the level of communlty instability.

When we look over the ‘set of 1ntervening variables that
~mediate the effects of the characteristics of housing develop-
ments on-each of the four types, of community problems, an
interesting pattern emerges. Those variables that best reflect
the degree to which residents have extended their domain of
conecern beyond their individual apartments, namely use of
space and control of space, are important links from building
size, low-income/AFDC, and teen-adult ratio to each of the
crime—oriented wvariables -- burglary, personal crime, and
fear -- but not to community instability. The less residents
have eytended their domain of concern; the highexr the crlwe
and  the fear of crime.

_ Social 1nteractlon, which perhaps reflécts links to
other residents rather than concern or interest in space, _
affects neither fear nor burglary and has the puzzling posi-
tive effect on personal crime. Social interaction, however,
does affect community instability in the expected way. Links
»between residents, then, for tiic most part are not one of the
- primary causal mechanisms underlying the crime-oriented prob-
“lems. And finally rent collection appears to be a major
precipitating factor in the causation of personal crime and
of instability but not of burglary or fear of crime.

Comparison Between This Study and Defensible Space

. - Although the present sﬁudy‘and the study conducted in
New York City that formed the basis of DEFENSIBLE SPACE dif-
fer in terms of objectives, research design, sites, and meas-
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‘-ures, they do share one very lmgortent hypothe31s.. The hypb

esis that the two studies haveé in common is that crime rate

is expected to increase with bulldlng size. Using the two
‘most similar measures of crime rate from the two studles,

robbery rate from the earlier research and personal crime

~rate from the present study, we find that the effect of

bulldlng height on robbery rate in the earller work was posi- _

tive and large (beta weight = .47), whereas in the present S
study the effect of building size on personal crime rate is - LA
p051t1Ve but small (total effect ll) . : . A

There are many. possxble explanatlons for thls dlscrepancy f'

.between the results of the two studies.  The two studles were

conducted in different cities; the earlier research was ‘
restricted to only one city whereas the present study included

three cities. The sources of crime data are also different:
the earlier research was based on police reports whereas the

present study is based on a victimization survey of residents.
There are, bowever,twe additional differences between the two
studies that are more plausible .explanatiohs for the contrast
in results and that suggest possible- rrflnemenes to defensible

b'space theory. = The flrst explanation concerns the distribu-

tions of building size in theé twe studies and the second
explanation concerns the dlstrlbutlons of project size.

2

In the earlier work the overwhelmlng ma]orlty of the sites _5””
(50 of the total of 53 sites used in the regression analysis) (ﬁ/* =
were high-rises of different heights, whereas in the present. ;

study the majority of sites are row house and walk-up sites

(52 of the total of 63 sites). Since the precision of the.
estimated mean crime rate for sites with a partlceiar build-
ing size is a funciizv of the number of‘51tes with buildings
of that size, the nost accurate comparlson ‘in the earlier

‘;rﬁudy was - among hlgh—rlses ‘whereas the most accurate comparison :
-~ in the present study is betweéen row houses and walk-ups. The S

building size effect on robbexy- ‘rate that was demonstrated-fm " .

.the original defensible space study may-hazve been prlmarlly

due to differences in crime rate amorg hlgh~rlses of different .
helghts. The absence of agy/%ﬁildlnﬂ size effect on personal

crime rate -in the present 7t study may be due to a lack of

any dlfferenhe//lg.crlme rate between walk—ups and row houses.

The eecond possible eyplanatlon for the contrast in
results lies in the difference between the distributions of

~the size of sites. (Size of building refers largely to the
type of building -- row house, walk-~up, and high-rises of -

different heights -~ whereas size of site refers to the total,

aumber of dwelling units in all the buildings making up the

site.) The average site size in the earlier research was 962
apartment units wheceas the average size:in the present study
is only 169 apartsent units, There is some evidence in the
earller work thet building size has a stronger effect on
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icrlme rate in 1arge 51tes (more than 1,000 unlte) than in .
small sites. It may be that the building size. effgcet eund
in the earlier work is peculiar to relatively larqe«91tes
(50 of the 53 sites were larger than 300 unlt//}n size) .
‘Accordingly, the- absence of a building size .effect in the:
present study may be due to the fact that-the sites studied
are’relatively small (55 of the 63 sites are 300 units or

" smaller and none is larger than 77’ unlts), L e

Elther one or a comblpétlen of both explanations may
apply: the effect of bVlldlng 51ze on robbery or perscral
crime may pertain oply to niif-rise bwildings. of different o=~
heights, to all building types that form large sites, or to .
high—rise bulelngs that alsc form large sites. Of course
‘all of thesé possibilities are in the realm of speculation.
They are’ ‘nonetheless plausible and indicate diréctions for
futuré research regarding the main effects and the inter—
anlQﬁ effect= ef bUlldlng size and size of Slte on cr1r¢: o
“rate. - : e cher -

fa)

Although in the\nresent study building size does not
have & large or. sxgnlflcaat total effect on personal grire
rate, it does show a number - of'lmportant indirxect effacts on
- personal c¢rime rate. Building size has the predicted positive
indirect effects on personel crime rate through residents’ o .
.use of spage and through residents' control of space. The
role of these two intervening variables in the“presént study
in accounuing for the admittedly small relationship between
‘building size and perscnal crime rate suggests that these
same two variables, use and control of space, may also have.
accounted for the- strong relatlonshlp between bulldlnc hezgf
and robbery rate in the earlier study.

Moreover, the present study extends the earliier findings

in several ways. Building size shows significant negative : -
effects on rent collection, use of space, social interaction, :
and control of space, and significant positiVe'eFfectg on
fear of crime and community instability. In -other words, as
building size increases, rent collection, use of space,
gsocial interaction, and control of space all decrease; and
both fear of crime and community instability increase. Thus,
regardless of the social characteristics of the residents or
the nature. of police oxr securlty guard sgrvice, building size
affects the nature of life in federally-assisted housing de-
- velopnents in a variety of ways, and the character of this
~ impact is consistent throughout: the larger the building,

the more problematic life is. ’ ‘
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_suggest = nurber of directions that future researc nyiﬁﬁﬁAAh

DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

This study hés'pradnﬁeﬁ a number o?'i&portant find lngS
on how physical design affects crirme, fear of criwme, and

nstability. At the sametime..the absence of certain
expected effects and the presence of sSomE™: d ones.

.\
“ﬁrﬁxﬁﬂﬂt;

taPe to address some 1wp0ztant,-unan%wered que%trv,

In selectlng the 01tles and the sites for tdls res g“
we tried to give careful consideration to the ranges and di
tributions of, and the correlation bBetween, the study's twh
rajor independent variables {building size and low-income/AFDE
As it turned out, however, this effort was not sufficient to
ensure a.good range and distribution of the physical design
features. = In the end, by arbitrarily limiting the study to
thre#s cities, the total number ¢f study sites. proved too.

}Mmall, the distribution of building size favored row ‘houses
“and walk- ups over high~rises; and there was only one site

that had, what wve would. categorize as, high quality d%fénsi~
ble space characteristics. The distributions of two other -
variables were also poor very few cooperatives were included

‘and very few sites used guards. effectively to control access

to buildings and grounds. "In all probability the sites we

'stud;ed are a good representation of -the distribution of

these key variables throuchout the United States, and in this
respect the study is useful However, +he . characteristics of

our sample did not allow us to demonstrate the full. apablllty
of physical design for affecting crime, fear, and Lnstablll‘"—

Nor did it allow us to compare properly the effects of physi-

oy

cal design with the effects of other varlabirs, such as

cogperative ownership or guard serv1ce.»

Some of these wga&nesses in the rample mlght have been

- ayoided if we had pﬂrsued our origldal intention of studying
developmrn;s in efght cities instead of only three. Certainly
the sample of bltes would have been larger..  In ruture research

far;uorh attention (time, money, and effort) should be given
to develkoping the study design than is typically given in

‘Tesearch of this type, particularly with respect to determin-
ing ths apnroprlate unit of analysis, the sample size of those
units, ‘and the ranges and distributions of variables that are -

properties of those units. The advantages and disadvantages
of various study designs should be carefully spelled out and

the selection made not only on the basis of the relative costs

of cerducting the field work (as.was dope in. this study) but

an the relative costs .and 1 the relative benefits of -the varlausﬁw

research designs Granted some trade-offs have to be made,
but these trade~offsvshould be fully understood by the
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~;thls study n05£?SSEH _sne,5uf0ng Flndlncs generafea by ‘ gy ,}

¢ this Stﬁﬁg,raﬁcarn;n'iune importance of certain characterist-- = % ¢

Ee X

Wﬁ“xxﬁm’%‘mms of vari able 74

i¢s of urban housing ﬂevelopmeuts, it s now passlble o
locate a'xanaa of housing davelgpmga%s‘fhrOLgheat>the country
that pabcess VarlO“&.Camblﬁa*lQﬁS af’the ‘characteristics
‘studied in this research in urdgx to conduct a study with z
‘largér sample and with more op¥imal ranges, alstrlmuzzcns,
This would allow one to com-
pare more fnlly the effec»;, £ various characteristics, &9
examine the interaction effects between certain cbaracterls~"
tics &nd, in the end, to attais a better mcasure of whether
a heavy investment in defeﬁ&ible space design o in tenant
selactlon 15 cest~mffegt1ve and ﬁesmrable. O PR

r1nally, pursuxc of fur ther defansa ie space inv
gations should censiﬁ ¥ the adoption of an entirely dif
research approachs one which involves the modificaticn
existing housing-environments and the construction of entire:
new environments. This wmll centail the bHulldine of a nu %g:
‘of housing enwironments that fully meet defensible gpace -
~design criteria, housing within ther various mixes of resi- R
dents, and gtudying these environwents clesely over fime. | in :
fact,; building envirenwents with truly excellent fefen siL&,~
space characteristics and then studying these enwirﬁﬁﬁﬁn _____ .
ray be tbe only way to aSS@S” the gull 1ﬁpac tﬂese cha ﬁC” _ . 5

1
nenty that curren*iy poEsess the f“ll ﬂ@?ﬁlewent Qf,QGEEJ Ble
space de51qn features. Ccp81derab1@ funds are % beina’
available for the construction of traditional Fubli hous
a%d Fov' ectxon 8 nou31nc Insteac Q/ bu&laapv wit! :
ey

2

A
Wlth def¢n51ble space prlnc1ples ané systeratxﬂzll By
Tana *ﬁsted against Other housing.

i

o The systeﬁatic énc1a; and p&vw cal rodification ©f
_eXLStlI§ housing developments ceuld also pr@xid L& rid t-
ing ground for defensible space theories. Thete T are, of o
course, limits to the extent to vhich existing envircnments =
can be modified. It will never be peossible to construct an '
ideal defensible space environment through meodification.

Nevertheless, a lot can be done and lﬁs ut;llty in lmyrc"xn«

axistlng conditions testeﬂ&f/f S SN , .

R

With either the wore balanced research ﬂesn n or t DT e e
;gxgéfimental approach, studies would benefit grbgtly Erowm ;
being lorngitudinal. By tracking police service, social . '
interaction, and crime rate over time one might be able to e ’
explain some of the “anomalous findings of the present study.




Moregvek, one wiﬁht‘bé'able ta dccumevt how a hljﬂ }evel cf
control over space outside the ‘home works to preve/at small
eripe problems from escalating into large and ingurmpuntable

ones. And monitoring possible changes in tenanf composition
hethern ané how -
such changes léad to incresges or reductfons 4n crime and fear
of crimg’ anf how these effects may be strongar in large by 1‘*&

in ﬁlff%ﬁegu sites would allow one to analyse ¥

A

“ings than in small ones. .  Balanced study desians with good
range& and. aistributions of variables ¢ @Xperiments t@ BT
cargfu’ ly evaluated,- and,iongztudlnal resaarch/gp; 11

ipportant directions for future res@arch“ s Fack, itvig’//“’
,wsseﬁt al that future gtudies employ one ~&r more of thesgr”
- approaches if ressarch cor-erpisd criag aad the desi x/(*:
hhe'phvsicai ens rironpent- rﬁ“ta ﬂak ary 5ﬁm5tanti§%f?r@@f&8€
in the £ turey N //f e _
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-results aaqw'that o physggal,;< {1ding size
and acy g;4abzlltv} and tugospzial 'igy”ihCﬁ?F’
Afﬁcf?{é teen~adult rphis} are th raior . ‘The
peTicy .-leicatlaggb&§ this resparch +h on . eur
Pll;f? te wan;raﬁate these four *actqrs.
ﬁl cussgen of the policy 1rr11wa%%ons of regsearch 120~
lvgs, ;f they are 2o serve the polizporlher, rust a o855 the
political realities of the Fam@ticon of g*?ernﬁm‘ﬁ' ssiated
_.. programs and the sdcial ;;&'ecf“a”zﬂ fﬁasihiiity of irplerent-

“iny changes. The digflssion of pelicy implications
follows is therefbre a pursuit »Ff altornative forrs
mentable corppefise. The ﬁiS“”ﬂSlﬁﬁ»@f,uﬁ ioy

is rﬂanlzn@*as Eollows: it :
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tion of the overall pvoe:a;‘tkﬁ ray be best e
3édxﬁ§%/%n effects of the four key sharacheri Lo
wreloprents and it concludes with o detsiled
the changes that can b&'ipgléﬁartaf Lo reduce ¥ P
zach c¢ these gh aracigristics gepsrately. s o
'u@@klﬁ; at the four key charscieristics «f Rousi
evalagwents {low-income/AFDC, teen-adult ratic, buil
size, and acoessibility) we find that three lend thexm
toe wanipufation aﬂ; change: the two sagial charggier
and dcoessibility. Building size cannct be aliéred o
" The only hope for laree buildings is that s &rastic chano
ke wade to the snc1a? cempusition of the gépulation living
in them. hcwever, the fact that it is-physically easier to
alter the social composition of a ﬁgféingiéaviiagwa”t “han
it is to alter the pbyszwal desigp does not mean that it will
be ng’ztlﬁallﬂ cr socially rorpz mcce%table te do - so.  In -
&aﬁt, the opposite is true, Theve is a paradoy here. Physi-
cal alte g:ww%vafé;yéiyciaazTV“ﬁwnu’; coeptable but are.
ﬁnaﬁ%%iil r@r@ cogily -~ if not optright lrpessikle — to
- implerent. Socisl chandes are. less’ costly & undertake but

ars 6rten p@i t*cﬁ;ly unaczeptable.

. vefy&ne ‘ray accept the fact that a high concentraticn’
of teenagers or low-incowe/AFDC families in & subsidized

- developiment is causing crire, fear, high turnover and vacancy
rates. . And ﬁlven the large aterition result ina from a hich
turnocver anﬁ vagancy rate, it may even be corparatively easy
- to change the uonpnsltxﬂw of the developrent to smaller fapi-
;1&5, ﬁ%ﬂnparept ‘ar;ilesf uné Lc WCrkiRﬂ*FIvbS rather ““un
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welfare faﬁllles; But the conseltuents of ass1sted hou51ng
who will be excluded in this manner, an@;the people who
represent them, may . flnd th’s polltlcally unacceptable.

o Currently the allocatlon of government sub31d1es to
public housing. developments takes into account some of the
key factors identified in this study (subsidies to moderate-
income housing are not, however, allocated on such a systematic
basis). The Performance Funding System (PFS) used ‘by HUD to
provide monthly subsidies to public housing projects employs
a formula which considers: the age of the development; the
height of buildings; the size of apartments; the fair market
rent; and other factors which are regional and national rather
than project-based (i.e., rate of inflation, utility cost
increases, etc.). During the past ten years building height
has become "an increasingly important factor in the PFS formula,
accounting for 30% of current allocations where it prev1ously
accounted for only 20 Apartment size is also a factor in
the PFS formula and it does predict, roughly, the number of
- children likely to be present; large apartments are likely
to house more children. But if the ratio of teenagers to
adults is what governs, then aﬁartmont size alone is a paor
‘surrogate. :

The PFS formula is currently undergoing reaosessment.
Currently it does not now allow for any con51deratlon of
the socioeconomic make-up of the resident populatlon. Nor
does it in any way consider the acce551blllty of grounds,
buildings, or apartment intericrs. The socioeconomic compo-
sition of a housing project, as well as its accessibility,
are considered elements which can be altered. As such they
are not permanent and therefore cannot be considered in the
PFS formula. This suggests that housing authorities should
feel free to change the social composition of their projects-
should they find them troublesome. This, as we have seen
before, is not always politically feasible. Many municipali-
ties feel that they are committed to using their assisted
housing projects to serve the poorest of the poor first. Why
then should the municipality not be compensated for such a
commitment if research findings bear out what is accepted-
wisdom: that the higher the percentage of low-income/AFDC
families in a development, the higher the fear, crime, and
1nstab111ty9 .

The means by which additional funds should be allocated
to projects with a high percentage of low-income/AFDC fami-
lies is another problem. Outside of public housing the problem
of prov1d1ng good housing and services to welfare families is-
proving insolvable. H.E.W. has been putting billions of doi-
lars into the hands of welfare residents and private landlords
to provide residents with good housing. But survey after
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survey shows that the welfare resident is not getting his or
her money's worth -- regardless of whether the money goes
‘directly to the landlord or via the resident to the landlord.
Programs which provide additional rental monies directly to
the landlord do not appear to be able to motivate the landlord
into making long~term commitments to Aimprove his housing stock..
Similarly, programs that provide additional rental monies to
‘residents do not seem to be getting to the landlord& dr to be
buying improved housing for welfare famllles

In public hou51ng the channeling of addltlonal monies
from government to ensure better quaiity hovsing is more
successful: thus the allocation of additional subsidy monies
on a continuing b351s through the PFS for developments with
certain physical and social characteristics would appear toc
‘be worthwhile, given the argument that these characteristics
are more immutable than the PFS program originally envisioned.
If we cannot change their characteristics, then projects with
large and accessible buildings and high percentages of AFDC
families and high teen-adult ratios should be given larger
monthly subsidies. Part of the difficulty of adopting such
a course of action is that the management of most housing
developments do not have the resources or training to apply el
these monies to address the problems created by each factor,
‘For example housing management may reason, and probably cor-
rectly, that a high ratio of teenagers to adults will generate
more vandalism and higher maintenance costs. The additional
subsidy monies will thus be spent on physical repairs. But
this will not address the source of the problem, nor is it
likely to reduce the crime, fear, and instability which result
from it.

It is also gquestionable whether other programs exist
which will address the problems produced by these specific
factors more efficaciously. Each one of the four identified
characteristics contributing to crime, fear, and instability
of a development can, however, be altered environmentally:
that is to say, the social composition, physical character-
istics, or both, can be altered to reduce the impact of each
factor. Given some of the difficulties in introducing and
adopting other panaceas, we should like now to explore the
implementation, and implications, of environmental changes.
The information on which this discussion is based is drawn
from this study as well as from other research and the first
author's long experience as a consultant tc public housing
authorities.

Accessibility ' , _ ' §

Of the four key causal factors we identified as affect-
e_ing crime and instability, the one which can be altered with
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least social and economic cost 1is accessibility. Where one

~ cannot ea51ly modify building size or f£ind and 1mplant a more
suitable population, the accessibility of buildings is easily
altered:. Accessibility has a large and significant influence

\”“anburglary: the more accessible bui]ldings and apartments

are-to intruders, the higher the rate of burglary. And through
its effect on burglary, accessibility has a moderate effect
on instability. The prevention of burglary and the reduction
of instability through the simple mechanism of reducing the
accessibility of apartments, buildings, and grounds seems a
worthwhile, low~cost investment. Even those buildings which
are rated as highly accessible can be rendered almost totally
inaccessible at the cost of no more than 5% to 10% of the

cost of a new unit. This cost will vary depending on the lay-
out of the existing building and site plan. High-rises and
walk-ups, in that order, have an advantcge over row houses in
that the higher the building, the less costly it will normally
be to reduce its accessibility per unit. In addition, because
row houses are considered much more desirable by families
with children than high-rises, a high burglary rate in row
houses is less likely to precipitate a large exodus of the
population than a high burglary rate in high-rises. One can
conclude, therefore, that an investment in reducing the
accessibility of buildings is increasingly beneficial and

- less costly per unit with increased building size.

" Although the reduction of access from the outside of
a building or project is less costly in high~rises than in
walk—-ups or row houses, this caveat should be kept in mind:
in large-sized buildings, a large number of families share a
common entry and common internal circulation areas and these
families themselves may be responsible for some of the bur~
glaries. Therefore, securing the interior circulation area
of a high~rise building from outside access is only effective
if the crimrinals live outside the building. It is less costly =
per unit to reduce the accessibility of large-sized buildings
but what is secured from access in the large-sized building
is the common interior circulation areas. What is secured from
access in row houses is access to the individual apartment
unit. In a large-sized building the families living within
the building continue to have access to the interior circula~-
tion areas and from those to the doors of individual apart-
ments. In walk-up and row house buildings the cost per unit
of preventing access is higher but the number of families
sharing an internal area, and from it access to other units,
is appreciably lower. : o

In a builéing shared by a small number of families the
chances of finding one resident among the building's occupants
who commits burglaries is proportionally lower than in a
large-sized building. Also an in-house burglar in a small
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building shared by a few families stands a much greater chance
. of being spotted and recognized. The[detexrence‘is there-
fore higher. An investment in reducing accessibility in row - .
houses and walk-ups is therefore likely to be far more effec= |
tive than in hlgh—rlses._

In high~rise buildings, therefore, cost investments in
reducing accessibility are justified only when there is :
little chance that the resident population within the build-
ing will commit burglaries against other, in-house residents.
- The social characteristic found to affect burglary rate most
in this study is the teen-adult ratio of the resident popu-
. lation. . Except in high-rise buildings with a high teen-adult <
‘ratio, it is highly recommended that housing agencies make E
- funds available to developments to reduce the accessibility :
of buildings and grounds. Such investment is particularly
- cost~effective for large-sized buildings in which the ratio
of teenagers to adults is not high. 2n investmenit in reduc-
ing the accessibility of row house and walk«up»buildings,
although proportionally mwore costly per unit, is less subject
to failure resulting from a high teen-adult ratio among.
re51dents.

 Low-Income/AFDC

In this study the percent of low-income/AFDC families
in residence proves to be the strongest single determinant
of perscnal crime, fear, and project instability. This factor
has a total effect on personal crime rate of .29, a total
effect on fear of .57, and a total effect on instability of
+40. Another way of gauging the effect of the percent of
AFDC families -~ a way which is probably of more usefulness
to project managers -— 1s to say that an increase of 10
percentage points in the proportion of AFDC families (say
from 12% to 22%) will produce 12 more personal crimes and
6 more burglaries per thousand population. This is the effect
of a 10% increase in AFDC families alone, when the effects of
all the other characteristics of developments that influence
personal crime and burglary have been partialled out.

Most housing managers have a sense of these relation-
skips from thelr own experience. It will come as no surprise
to those familiar with assisted housing to learn that many
managers, who balance their commitment to housing low- and
~moderate~income families with an equal commitment to making
their developments a sound long-term investment, go to dgreat
lengths to exclude AFDC families from their developments.

. Such an exclusionary policy can-obviously be more easily

adopted and maintained in moderate-income developments than

it can in public housing and, not surprisingly, some of the

moderate-income sites in this study have no AFDC families in
them whatever.
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Desplte the fact that some’ hou51no managers and non-
.p;oflt owners of moderate-income hou51ng have heen able to
exclude AFDC families from their developments, it is funda-
mental to the purpose of federally-assisted housing programs
to provide hotusing for low- as well as moderate—income
families, and for welfare, sincle-parent, and large families
as well as working-class, two-parent, and small families. It
is a further policy of the federal housing act to encourage
the integration of low-income families in moderate- and
middle-income developménts., Moderate-income housing develop-
- ments that have a policy of excluding AFDC families are there-
fore evading some of their basic responsibilities.

The opposite side of this exclusionary policy is the
all-inclusive policy adopted by some public housing authori-
ties. fome authorities see public housing as "housing of
last resort." For tham needy families have first priority
for adrission to public - housing == just . because ‘they are able
to exercise the least choice in the housing marketplace. For
such housing authorities and those others who have allowed
the percent of AFDC families to climb uncontrolled, the con-
sequences have heen devastating. Their projects have hecome
occupied by a high percentage of residual, non-mobile, AFDC
families —--— sometimes in excess of 75%. Their projects suf-
fer high crire rates, high turnover and vacancy rates. Some
of these projects are more than 50% vacant. Projects with
such high vacancy rates -- where new residents often choose
not to reside more than a week -- are obviously not succeed-
‘ing in their goal of provldlnq housing for the poorest of the
poor either.

Between these two extreme and equally unaultable poli~-
cies must lie a course of action which will allow federally-
assisted housing programs to best serve all the groups
intended -- from moderate-incomre, working-class to lew—lncnve/
AFDC -- without intentionally excludina any one group. The
only way this can be done is to avoid the concentration of
one qroup in any form of assisted housing to the exclusion
of the other group. The experience and policies of the New
York City Housing Authority —- which is rapidly being accepted
as a guiding wisdor by project managers and housing agency
e¥acutives throughout the country -- is that the percentage
of AFDC families should not exceed 15% in moderate-income
developments and not exceed 30% in public housing.

The implication that follows from our findings is that
housing managements who are still able to attract higher
income, non~-AFDC families to their developments should endeavor
to do so before the low-income/AFD¢ families form too large a
rajority of residents. After that point it will becomre
increasingly difficult to attract two-parent and working-
class farilies to their developmenps.
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If a hou51ng prOJect has a very high percentage of low-
income/AFDC families (60% or more), it will also have a high
vacancy and turnover rate. Although high vacancy and turn-
over rates will contribute to the insolvency of the develop-
ment, they will also simplify the problem of findino vacant
apartments to lease to hlgher—lncome famllles

_ However, attractlng the hlaher-lncore, twe-parent fami-
-lies to projects with a high percentage of AFDC families is
not easy. Housing management will have to make a concerted
effort to direct their advertising to specific groups that
are most likely to produce suitable candidates. The appear-—
ance of the project will be very important to these prospec-
tive applicants. But most critical to their decision to rove
in will be management's stated policy of, and commitment to,
maintaining an accéptable mix of two-parent, working-class
and one-parent, welfare famllles

Teen-adult Ratio

The teen-adult ratio in precjects affects burglary (a
total effect of .16), personal crime (a total effect of .21),
and fear (a total effect of .18). The effects of this variable
are not nearly as strong as the effects of low~-income/AFDC,
accessibility, or building type. This finding is surprising
but it is most likely due to the fact that sites with a high
percent of low-income/AFDC families also have high teen-adult

ratios (r = .46). The flndlng that the effects of teen-adult
‘ratio are only moderate in size is therefore in part an arti-
fact of the over‘ap between these two social characteristics
of the population.

" Control of the ratio of teenagers to adults in existing
housing projects can be achieved two ways: by renting the
large units in housing projects to as small a family as is
permitted, and by giving preference tc large families that
have two adult heads of household. A third solution is
provided by some hiusing managers who have taken to subdi-
viding their very large unlts (four and five bedrooms) into
smaller units. :

The difficulty with the above policies is that, although
they are effective in lowering the ratio of teenagers to ’
adults, they also decrease available subsidized housing for
large, one~parent families. A compromise policy is required
if we are not to end up with a subsidized housing market
which provides no housing whatever for large, onevparent
families. The maintenance of some large units for leasing
to one-parent families should be required in any conversion
program. However, government should also provide housing
managers with incentives, in the form of special subsidies,
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. to help management pay for the additional costs of maintain-
- ing, pplicing, and renovating these units -- costs whlch wxil
'result from the pLesence of these large families.

Bulldlng Size

: Bulldlng size alone, that is separate from the eFfEPfq
of 'all the other 1ndependent variables, has a total effect ‘
on fear of .41 and a total effect on instability of .39. -
Theése are large and significant effects. The Variable build-
ihg size is_made up of two highly correlated physical designm -
characterisVics: the number of units sharing a common entry
aﬁé bulldlﬂg type., - .

‘A cursory review of these flndlngs may prove to be at
variance with our personal experience: each of u$ knows of
one or two roderate-income, high-rise buildings, lived in by
friends, which appear to be comparatively stable and free of
fear. How then does one reconcile this knowledge with the
‘findings from this study? This difference is perhaps best
explained by the fact that all the projects examined in this
study were occupied predominantly by families with children.
All projects with more than 60% elderly were intentionally
~excluded from the samrple. ngh-rlses occupled prirarily by -
retired elderly families have a history both of high stability
and of low fear. To a lesser degree the same can be said of
high-rlses occupied primarily by working-singles and couples,
given that there are sufficient funds avaliable to pay for
round—the—clock doormen.

For hlgh-rlses occupled primarily by famllles with
children the story is different. The level of fear found
in the high-rise buildings in this study'was significantly
higher than that found in row houses or in walk-ups. The
same is true for the level of instability.

The marked differences in instability that are attrlbutw
able to building size alone are perhaps best explained by .
parents' dissatisfaction with raising children in large-sized
buildings. Residents of the 63 sites in this study were
shown illustrations of six different building types and
asked to identify their building from ameng them (see Figure 5)

Re51dents were then asked the following: ‘“Whlch type of
building do you think is the best place to raise kids?" The
response, broken down by the percentage of re51qents prefer~
ring each type, appears below: ,

Elevator buildings | , ' 1s

Walk-up {long interior corridor with many,familieé , :
sharing a common entry and circulation system) ’ 1%




Galleria (outside corridor with many faril

liem
sharing common.circulation syster) , f . o
Walk-up (subdivided, few'famiiies sharing a1 Entry. <o
Garden ;péftﬁehts'(@iggy-back"tyéé row houzes; 4%
Row Houses (individual housés in a rcﬁ} T4%

~ The descending order of desirability,
elevator buildings, is consistent and unris

88% of all respondents found the row houses 5 ler, ApOrh-
ment (piggy-hack row houses) the most desriable houging types
in which to raise children. Ewven the differences betwesen the
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Figure 5 - - The S8ix Building Types Typical of Al: the'

' Developments in the Study
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subdirided walk-up {(in:which a small number of families share
an entry), the galleria walk-up, and the walk-up with the-

~ long interior’ corrldor are apparent. preferred by 7% versus,
3% versus l%.v ' . _ :

In order to determine how the bulldlng the respondents
were currently occupying affected their choice, residents
were asked: "How good or bad is the type of building you're
living in now as a place to raise children?* The response,
broken down by the three basic classifications of bulldlng
types re51dents were living in, appears berown

» ngh—r;ses.> ?alk~ugs : Row houses
| Very’baa : »'20% . ' 9% | 4% .
Bad 29 ' 21s 142
In between | 45% 333 29%
Good B 5% 30% 383
,Very good | 1% - | 7% o 16% 

hhat is remarkable is that even_“or resrdents living in

" high-rises 49% found it either "bad" or "very bad" while only

6% found it "good" or "very goed." Preference studies normally
show that people tend to favor the type of environment they

are currently living in as justification for an earlier made
decision. High-rise residents' evaluations of the inadeguacies

of their own environment for raising children therefore con-
stitute an imporeant rejection of a living environment they

chose to live in with somwe “expectation that 1t would prcve sultable.

Implementlnq POllCV on Bulldlng Slze

The 1mplementat10n of change in bulldlng size is ccmpll~
cated by many factors. If a housing developer or agency is
starting a new project from scratch, he 0bv10usly has many
-more optlons open to him than a developer or agency who is
managing completed and occupied units. For the developers of
a low and moderate-income family project starting from scratch,
the  construction of a row house project is recommended over a
- walk-up, and a walk-up is recommended over a high-~rise, if -

- the developer desires to keep fear and instability to a minimum

in his development. In studies undertaken of the comparative

cost of different building types (independent of land costs)

it was found that walk-ups, which can be built at densities

up to 50 units per acre, cost less to build than either high- .
rises or row houses, They are also the least costly to maintain..
A developer, therefore, should not select or pay more for a
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piece of property than;avdehSity of more than 50 units per
.acre would justify. Fifty units per acre is the effective
maximum density. at which three-story walk-ups can be built.

‘.However; the developer who has already purchased an

. expensive site is forced to consider how the cost of the land

may be divided up between units. The land he purchased ray
have beenr so- costly that “he can now only afford to build on it
as a density of over 50 units to the acre. In that case he
has no option but to construct a high-rise building. EHcwever,
“if his site is an acre or larger in size he should consider
a compromise: that-is, the construction of a high-rise for
exclusive ‘occupancy by elderly at a very hlqh density (150~
R 250 units/acre) so that the remainipng portion of the site can
| T T T e~be-built as_ walk-ups, or even row hauses, for families with
children at 50 units-or—less per acre. On smaller sites the
high~rise for the elderly might well bé:bﬁi%{fﬂm—t2§'6; three
story walk-ups for families with children. Experience has =~
‘ shown that high-rises constructed for occupancy exclusively
. - by the elderly are safe and desirable buildings even af very
’ high densities. :

We come now to ‘the central pollcy guestion:  what can a
housing agency do. that has high~rise buildings curlently ocou~
ried by families with children? There is no simple, inexpen

has a high vacancy rate, the possibility of moving the remain-
ing families ocut and into new, or ‘existing, wal lk-ups and row
houses may be explored. But the conversion of an existing

~high=rise de51gned for families with c¢hildren to one designed
for elderly is very costly, The large units (three to five
bedrooms) are expensive to convert to small, one—bedroor units
(609 tc 85% of the cost of'a new unit). :

ing by redu01ng its acce551b111ty to outsiders; and changing
" the type of familims with children who occupy the bullélng.
Both of the above should be adopted slmultaneously for maxi-
mum effect. A hlgh—Llse bulldlng occupied by families with
~children which is experiencing high fear and instability may
v also be found to have a high percentage of low-income and
- AFDC families and a high ratio cof teenagers to adults. The
percentage of low-income/AFDC families and the ratic of teen-
agers to adults both affect fear 51gn1f1canflua Low~income/
AFDC also affects the personal crime rate and the level of
instability, and teen-adult ratio also affects the burglary -
and . personal crime rates. .

“The overall fear and instability of a high-rise cccupied
by large, low=income families with children can therefore be

sive, and effective solution to this problem.  If the building

i : .vw There are two other optlons avallable* securing the build-



' high-ris s Has been without success except in buildings cccg/
pied prbaorlnantly by the sglderly or bv.two-parent famli;/%' S
‘with few children. ' Children have a history of disakling the

reéuced by 'changing‘the océupancy to a:higher pércentade of

,smaLLer, higher-income, two-parent.families. This may take a
- major policy change and compitment by the housing-agency to

achieve: if the high-rise building alrédady has a rsgntatlcﬁ’
for ‘ear and 1nstablllty, it wxll be 61ff1cu1t to attract

&y

have morw entlcns avaliable to them in the housing market.

To accomplish such a cnange will necessitate a long~terr ‘com—
" mitment on che part of management to seek out a npevw tenant hﬁ@

This will mean a periocd ﬁurlng which management will have to
bear the burden of a large number of vacant units. Once the

project is properly leased up, however, the rate of instability

should decrease and the losses incurred during the changeover
can be expected to be made up over time. In’mrder “to attrasct
new tenants, management will have to publicize its new leasing
policies, and it will need the backing and commitrent of the
government agency providing it with subs;dles in order to - .
achieve the changeever~ ranagement will need = period of arace

—&n rortgage payrents while some of the units go vacant durino

the search fer new tenants: Management will alse need under-
standing and support from the. subsidizing agency in turning-
avay some larde, low-income, and@ AFDC families vhlle tryz wa to

'achle‘fe & more stable mix Of ::es:.dents.

Eaxl;er it was menticned that an 1nvestwen+ in . reiuylra
accessibility of high-rise buildings was more cost~effective 7
than a similar investrent in row houses ané walk-ups. Howewver,
there was the cautionary note that this assumed that crires
were being cormitted by individuals who lived ortside the
developrent. LEowever, " the s»udy s findings show that crime,
fear, and instability are affected by the characteristics of
the residents within the developrent: the percentace of low-
incore and AFDC famdlies and +he ratio of teenagers to adults.
A suybstantial investment in reducing the ac¢e381blllty of a

'h1Qh~rlse building, therefore, should, for maximum effective—

ness, be undertaken in tandem with a program to reduce the
percentage of low-incore and AFDC fawilies and the ratio of
teenagers to adults. In this way high-riges can remain occcu~- .
pied by families with childrern. ~They will, however, be of
predominantly wmoderate rather than low-income; and they will
be prlmarlly two~parent rather than Qne*parent faw;lles*

It should be poznted cut ﬁere,‘as a further caﬁtmcn, tgét

! the hew ¥ork City Housing Authority's investment in reducing

accessilkgz%¥v through the installation of 1atarcoms in its

intercoms and the automatic door closing and opening hardware.

| ~If they.cannct have their way with the main entry doors, they

W1ll dlsmantle Lhe,uuergency exxt doors sp as tao gain unQLs»




rupted access to ‘the. interior of‘the’ﬁﬂild;ﬁg
~units sharing an entry and the teen-adulf rat
factors which most influence the fail¥ire sﬁ i

’1mplewent a pyogram for stabil lzlﬂg high~rise devel

h the

-owner of the development and the government agency pro
the subsidy. To date, there are few xnstage s o Ehilsg
ing. The far more common solution adeopted for the far
occupied hi§h~rises Sﬂﬂhﬁrlﬁv’Ca&FE; fear,'anﬁ instani
to provide them with additional rental subsidies to ai
agement to £ily wup the vucanc unite-with 2 baicher pers
of low-income residents.  In management's and governr
anxxeby to keep bhe-developrent Frem defsulting, 2 gh

port~terr solution is ama@teg which, v Findincs su
cad only have negative long-terr F”QSGQ”@ﬂGQS It is
that in the short*term the increased subsigi 3 £
vacant units and provide the rmochanisr by wi :
assist a housing Fmﬂu@ﬁrﬁf* firw in reeting
rage payments. But such a pelicy will also
centage of low-incope and AFDC farilies and,
ratig of teenagers to adulis.  Such a chonge
characteristics will, with tirme, only increes
and instability in the develcprent and nulli
an investment in reducing the accessibilivy of
fassuzlng that such a prograr for physical rpdi

also introduced when the xm”ﬁiapﬁéﬁﬁ ceived »

‘term strategies which only provide temporary,
‘These policies are adopted and irplenmented eve

4l

. The nurber of
ic are t&e b
nteroor installa-

a

%1cns in subsiﬂlzed low—mncema ﬁgasxﬁg@

‘4,\

In dlscusulag fha mech“nisms and procedures “eq

*
was suggested that this would "equzre a pelicy chane
with a concerted and long~term commitment by bot

¥

Eﬂ%elmpwent managers and the lo

not the only ones who sust besr the
hmrt«sieh*ei,?gilc&Q they are, af
‘so by, BED Central. Et is from the i
that directives are issued to the re
to reduce vacancy rates, iturnover
ernment assisted housing -- guickly
available. This : nev1tablv,¢e ds to the adopt

by
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problems of crime and fear will mnly wWorsan wi
ducing higher instability and reguiring still r
The managers of limited dividend developments
juncture, begin t¢ take profits out of their huzm‘
Unlckly as they can -- even though they night act'
receiving more subsidies and higher @“arai’
fol¢ow1nq the national trend, will then “a
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useful iife of such progécts then becomes very short; the cost
to government is far in excess of what was ever anticipated.
The total cost in government subsidies for such developments

- over a twenty to thirty year period (the length of the mort-

gage, assuming the project can survive that long) can. be well
over twice what leglslators thouqht they were committing them—

"selves to.
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