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PREFACE 

When th'e Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention demonstration 'be­
gan, the state planning agency was called the Governor's Commission on 
Crime Prevention and Control (GCCP&C) or the Governor's Crime Commis­
siLon. In August, 1977, the agency became the Crime Control Planning 
Board (CCPB). In this report the agency is called the GCCP&C if the 
reference is before August, 1977, and the CCPB if the reference is af­
ter July, 1977. The evahHltion team are members of the CCPB Evaluation 
urnit. 

One unit within this agency was named the Community Crime Preven­
tion (CCp) unit. The staff of this unit performed an analysis of Min­
neapolis c,cime prior to this project. Once that analysis was completed 
the staff utilized its findings in planning this demonstration project. 
Throughout the project year these people provided tedmlcal assistance 
to the Minneapolis CCP project in a number of ways. *n July, 1978, the 
CCP unit became a private nonprofit agency called the Hi.nnesota Crime 
Prevention Center (MCPC). The MCPC has continued to assist the ~finne­
apolis CCP project as its second year proceeds. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. DISCUSSION OF CRIME PREVENTION 

Traditional efforts to combat crime generally have focused upon the 

offender. In response to cries of dissatisfaction, law enforcement agen-

cies have expanded their manpower and have developed new enforcement 

strategies. The goal of these strategies has been to reduce crime by in-

creasing the risk of apprehension. Attempts also have been made to in-
, 

crease the efficiency of the courts in order to ensure the swiftness of 

punishment. Correctional philosophies have been altered, as well, to 

emphasize rehabilitation of inmates. Though these modifications have 

been innovative, they are plagued with a disadvantage even before they 

have begun. They are reactive crime control methods. A crime must be 

committed for them to come into play. It is difficult to control crime 

if it must be allowed to occur before taking action. 

Community Crime Prevention (CCp), on the other hand, attempts to be 

preventive rather than reactive. It assumes that a criminal act requires 

a combination of criminal motivation and opportunity. The presence of 
i 

l 
I 

I 
opportunity may frequently precipitate crime. Thus, the purpose of CCP 

is to reduce crime by minimizing criminal opportunity. CCP, then, shifts 

the focus of crime control efforts from the criminal to the environment 

in which a criminal act occurs. By reducing the number of opportunities 

available, the offender may-h;} forced to take greater risks, whereas tra-

ditional crime control efforts leave the initiative to the offender for 

1 
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determining where and when crimes will occur. 

Crime prevention is directed toward crimes such as burglary, where 

opportunity appears to be important. It is generally restricted to 

stranger-to-stranger crimes. Not only are these types of crimes more 

often a function of opportunity, they also apiPear to evoke the greatest 

amount of public fear. Crimes between acquaintances, including many 

homicides and the sale of drugs, are not as amenable to this approach. 

While not denying the importance of these crimes J CCP merely admits its 

limitations and restricts itself to opportunistic stranger--to-stranger 

crimes. The crimes focused upon in this project have been: 'residential 

burglary, commercial burglary, street robbery, commercial robbery, as-

sault, criminal sexual conduct, and vandalism. 

Since CCP operates to reduce opportunity for cd.me, it possibly 

may provide a less costly means of reducing crime than other approaches. 

The costs of crime go beyond the losses suffered by victims or resi-

dents' fear of victimization. Other costs of crime include climbing in-

surance rates and rising police costs which must be borne by the entire 
.' 

community. Crime imposes !mbstantial indirect costs as well. These~ 

costs stem f~om changes in the attitudes and behavior of residents. 

Even though they may never have been victims of· crime, residents carry 

the psychological scars that a community crime problem can cause. The 

changes, which fear of crime can induce, can range from curtailing eve-

ning activities and avoiding specific areas to, in some cases, moving 

out of the neighborhood. Besides the social loss of decreased involve-

ment in the community, an economic problem may develop from the subse-

quent loss of revenue by area businesses. Thus, limiting criminal 

opportunity by reshaping the social environm~nt is pHrt of thg CCP geal. 
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Another important area of concentration is reshaping the physical 

environment of a neighborhood. In fact, Oscar Newman, an architect, was 

instrumental in developing the concept ,of Crime Prevention Through Envi­

ronmental Design (CPTED).l Newman headed a team of architects and social 

scientists that studied how the physical design of residential complexes 

affected the frequency of crime. The study indicates that appropriate 

building design and site planning can create what Newman calls "defensi-

ble space" thereby encouraging protective attitudes and practices on the 

part of residents. However, the CCP concept had been in existence for 

quite some time prior to CPTED. As early as 1930 the New York State 

Crime Commission did a study entitled Orime and the Oommunity: A Study 

of Trends in Orime Prevention by the Sub-Oommission on Oauses and Ef­

fects of Orime. 2 
In 1937, a study stated: "Prevention is thus another 

step--rea1ly the initial step--in the crime control process. A preven-

tion program cannot eliminate all law-breaking: but it can probably do 

more to reduce crime than all of deterrent measures, protective devices, 

3 and enforcement agencies put together." It was not until Newman's work 

for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) that CCP began 

developing into the comprehensive concept it is now. In addition to 

physical design, CCP incorporates a variety of anticrime resources: po-

lice, communlty groups, and home security strategies. CCP seeks to 

lU.S., Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance·Administra­
tion, Design Guiaelines for Oreating Defensible Space by Oscar Newman 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1976). 

2New York State Crime Commission, Orime and the Oommunity: A Study 
of Trends in Orime Prevention by the Sub-Oommission on Oauses and Ef­
fects of Orime (Albany, New York: Q. B. Lyon Co., 1930). 

3 Arthur C. Millspaugh, Orime Oontr'ol by the National Government 
(Washington, D.C.: Institute for Government Research of the Brookings 
Institution, 1937), pp. 16-17. 
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1.'n such a way as to create an environment which combine these resources 
:i;: .1, 

is least supportive of criminal activity. 

It should not be presumed that CCP can replace crime control tech-

1 d ' However, for certain crimes, CCP does appear to niques a rea y 1.n use. 

offer several advantages not common to most existing strategies. 

it seeks to prevent crimes from occurring rather than to respond 

First, 

once 

they have been perpetrated. Because of this attribute it may cost less 

than other approaches to reducing crime. Second, it shifts the initia­

tive away from the offender. Traditional crime control strategies allow 

the offender to initiate where and when crimes will occur. CCP is one 

h ' f d Lack1.'n· g th1.' s freedom', the offender may be way of denying t 1.S ree om. 

k Th1.'rd, CCP endeavors to facilitate infor-forced to take greater ris s. 

mal social processes. In so doing, it can provide incidental benefits 

to the quality of life in addition to reducing crime and the fear asso­

ciated with crime. For example, it is possible through physical design 

1.'nhab1.'tants to regain a proprietary interest in or redesign to encourage 

their environment and to foster productive neighborhood groups. 

B. HISTORY OF MINNEAPOLIS DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

In late summer of 1975, the Governor's Commission on Crime Preven­

tion and Control (GCCP&C) received funds from LEAA to develop a crime 

1 f ' l' The first part of this plan was to prevention p an or M1.nneapo 1.s. 

, I' 1 The second document the nature of the crime problem in M1.nneapo 1.S. 

was to implement crime prevention strategies in selected demonstration 

areas. By the summer of 1976, enough information had been gathered to 

lDouglas W. Frisbie et al., 
Prevention (St. Paul, Minnesota: 
vention and Control, May, 1977). 

Crime in Minneapol is:' Proposals for 
Governor's Commission on Crime Pre-
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allow selection of three demonstration neighborhoods: 
H ,i 1.1 Whittier, Lowry 

Hill East, and Hawthorne. One year prior to this selection, the West-

inghouse National Issues Center chose the Williard-Homewood neighborhood 

in north Minneapolis as a national demonstration site for a residential 

crime prevention program. Westinghouse had received a planning grant 

awarded by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Jus-

tice (NILECJ), the research component of LEAA. 
It in turn subcontracted 

to Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. Barton-Aschman was to help plan West-

inghouse's crime prevention strategies in the Willard-Homewood neighbor-

hood. Both projects (GCCP&C and Westinghouse) were scheduled to begin 

implementation of project strategies early in the summer of 1977 despite 

the different timetables for the planning phases. 

Westinghouse and Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc., reported conduct-

ing 85 meetings with "city and state offiCials, community organizations, 

business and religious communities, and key residents to expand local 

1 input concerning issues on which to have Plan focus." These meetings 

in Willard-Homewood took place within eight months of the project's in-

ception (May, 1975). 

The GCCP&C staff held numerous meetings in the Lowry Hill East and 

Hawthorne neighborhoods. These meetings involved neighborhood leaders, 

business people, poli~e, and others working in or otherwise haVing an 

interest in the: neighborhood,: Le., local elected offiCials, school prin-

cipals, social workers, pastors of local churches, city planners, etc. 

There were more than 19 group meetings in Hawthorne involving about 104 

lHoward M. Kaplan et al., Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design--Proces8 Case Studies Report (Arlington, Virginia: Westinghouse 
Electric Corporation, March) 1977), p •. 5-l2. 
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people. In Lowry Hill East there were about 20 meetings involving ap­
pi'''' .i 1:1:. ·1 
proximately 170 people. 

The group meetings were organized by the residents themselves and 

took place in informal settings within thp- neighborhood. These inter­, 
views/meetings focused on specific crime problems and circumstances that 

contribute to neighborhood crime problems. Strategies for solving the 

crime problems in the context of the specific neighborhood environment 

were discussed with ways in which strategies might be implemented within 

the neighborhcode 

Between the summers of 1976 and 1977, the Dayton-Hudson Foundation 

awarded monies to Whittier Alliance, a strong neighborhood organization 

in Whittier, to undertake a major project of neighborhood revitalization. 

This project was to include crime prevention aspects, but also included 

housing, unemployment, and community service programs as well. Since 

the GCCP&C and Dayton-Hudson projects would have been a duplication of 

efforts and the latter's project-had a larger scope, Whittier was dropped 

from the state agency's plans. An agreement was made, however, that the 

GCCP&C's Community Crime Prevention unit would collaborate with the ar-

chitectural firm engaged to facilitate the Whittier planning. This as-

sistance would lend consistency to the crime prevention programs through~ 

out Minneapolis. 

Further. consistency was guaranteed when the decision was mad'e to 

combine the Westinghouse project with that being ~onducted by the GCCP&C. 

In one grant application to LEAA, state funds were allocated for a demon-

strat~,on of community crime prevention strategies in three different 
\(") 

neighborhoods in Minneapolis: Willard-Homewood, Hawthorne, and Lowry 
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C. SUMMARY 

Traditional crime contrcl~fforts focus upon the offender. They 

require that a crime be committed in order to begin deterrent action. 

Crime prevention attempts to reduce the opportunity of occurrence for 

certain crimes found amenable to this approach (i~e., stranger-to-

stranger crimes). The CCP approach focuses upon the environment in 

which the criminal act occurs. Although aspects of the physical envi-

ronment were the beginning basis of this strategy, they are now only 

a part of the CCP program. The goal then is to limit criminal oppor-

tunity by reshaping both the social and physical environment. 

The history of the planning and funding phases of this project has 

also been elaborated. Three neighborhoods in Minneapolis were chosen 

to stand as demonstration sites for a comprehensive crime prevention 

program. The Willard-Homewood and Hawthorne neighborhoods were selected 

from north Minneapolis and Lowry Hill East was chosen from south Minne-

apolis. The planning and implementation grants were funded by LEAA. 

7 
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II. EVALUATION STRATEGY 

A. GENERAL METHODOLOGY 

The major goals of the Community Crime Prevention project were: 1) 

to reduce crime, and 2) to reduce the fear of crime. l The overall format 

of this evaluation was to examine the project's operation from the stand-

point of process and impact. This approach was taken so as to follow the 

natural development of the project (process) while specifically examining 

the outward results upon the community (impact). Most frequently, one 

sees evaluation' studies devote their attention entirely to the exam ina-

tion of impact. The significance of that approach is evident in its sin-

gular concern for results. On the other hand, the importance of a proc-

ess evaluation lies in its ability to monitor closely the actions which 

are initiated by the project staff. This evaluation posture provided 

the opportunity for investigation of the structure and function of the 

various project components as they relate to the attainment of goals. 

The strategy of closely monitoring process and impact was chosen be-

cause the project involved a basic innovation in delivering crime preven-

tion ideas and, further, it existed within the polit~cal context. Inno-

vations, by definition, break new ground, undertake new methods, and 

t';',. : 

lA conceptual distinction has been made between "fear" and "concern" 
by researchers measuring crime-related perceptions. "Fear is the percep­
tion of onels risk of victimization, while concern is the extent crime 
is regarded as a social problem." See Paul J. Lavrakas, Terry Baumer, 
and Wes Skogan, "Measuring Citizens' Concern for Crime," Bel1ringer 8 
(September, 1978), p~ 8. 
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sometimes commit rather unique errors. Therefore, a process orientation 

brings sensitivity to the evaluation activities by closely examining the 

ongoing activities of the new program. The implicati.on of the political 

I context for the evaluation methodology are, as Weiss notes, threefold. 

First, this project operated under the aegis of municipal government. 

Within this framework it would be subject to internal and external pres-

sures which could arise out of the,political arena. As a natural func-

tion of governmental decision-mak.ing, one seeks to influence and is in 

turn influenced by a variety of sources. The impact of those pressures 

was a legitimate topic for inquiry as it was related to the manner in 

which the program functioned. Secona, because the evaluation was under-

taken to provide insight into future deciSion-making, the results of 

this investigation become a part of the political sphere. The empirical 

findings of the evaluation must compete with political cons,iderations and 

decisions regarding continuation, expansion, adoption, or cessation of 

the same or similar programs. An evaluation based upon process and im-

pact can more effectively anticipate concerns and present results in 

such a way as to minimize adverse political impact upon acceptance of 

the research findings. Third, the evaluation, by its very nature, makes 

implicit political statements about such issues as the legitimacy of 

overall program goals and strategies. Realizing that, it is imperative 

that such statements be based upon a thorough understanding of the sit-

uation. Such thoroughness can only be accomplished through an in-depth 

analysis of process and impact. 

lCarol H. Weiss, "Evaluation Research in the Political Context," 
in Elmer L. Struening and Marcia Guttentag (eds.), Handbook of Evalua­
tion Research, Volume 1 (Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publications, 
1975), pp. 13-26. 

10 
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Given these major concerns, the evaluation strategy chosen presents 

an opportunity to integrate and relate activities to outcomes. Further, 

this strategy provides the occasion to determine the antecedents of 

those impacts which may not be directly stated or implied by project 

goals. These unanticipated consequences are usually one of the most 

perplexing',problems that evaluators must face if they have not been able 

to monitor the process of implementation. 

The process-oriented component of this evaluation was completed 

1 following an "illuminative" evaluation methodology. It is a research 

approach which uses careful observation and extensive inquiry to deter-

mine how the project's structure and functions produced certain results. 

Use of this technique requires that field observers pay particular at-

tention to the metamorphosi~ of the project. It relates the procedure 

of change to the resultant events rather than examining events as dis-

crete outcomes. 

To summarize: 

"Illuminative evaluation is not a standard methodological 
package but a general research strategy. It aims to be both 
adaptable and eclectic. The choice of research tactics fol­
lows not from research doctrine, but from decisions in each 
case as to the best available techniques: the problem de­
fines methods used, not vice versa. Equally, no method is 
used exclusively or in isolation; different techniques are 
combined to throw light on a common problem.~,2 

1 ,. 
Malc£Jlm Parlett and David Hamilton, "Evaluation as Illumination: 

A New ABlt;:bach to the Study of Innovatory Programs," in Gene Glass (ed,.), 
Evaluati,on Studies Review Annual" 1976 (Beverly Hills, California: Sage 
Publications, 1976), pp. 140-157. 

2Ibid • For a more detailed discussion of the theoretical anteced­
ents of illuminative evaluation see: Martin Trow, "Methodological Prob­
lems in the Evaluation of Innovation," in Francis Caro (ed.), Readings 
in Evaluation Research (New York, New York: Sage Publishing, 1971), 
pp. 81-94; Earnest R. House (ed.), School EvaLuation: The Pol itics and 
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Illuminative evaluation is a research approach asking not simply 

"Does it work?" but more importantly "When such a program is introduced, 

what then happens?" It uses techniques from both traditional and non-

traditional methodologies to examine the strategies used in project im-

plementation. This evaluation must focus upon strategies used in the 

project implementation because a strategy is the only aspect of the 

project which could realistically be transferred to another site. 

Another advantage that illuminative evaluation offers is a primary 

concern with description and interpretat.ion rather than measurement and 

prediction. The focus is upon understanding the object under study and 

the environment in which is exists. Accomplishing this objective re-

quires certain flexibility in the evaluation plan which allows for ex­

ploration of new phenomena as )they emerge. Such flexibility eliminates 

rigid constraints upon evaluators which would prE~vent adapting the eval-

uation perspective to a set of changing circumstances. 

These broad statements of methodological approach were spe~ifically 

implemented in a variety of ways. To begin with, the project's opera-

tional plan and organizational structure were selected as the focal 

point. Specifically, individual strategies used in organizing neighbor-

hoods, conducting meetings, providing materials, and operational admin-

ist;ration were closely examined. As understanding was gained, particu-

lar elements were singled OUt for closer scrutiny. In this manner, a 

complete picture of the structure and function of the project was 

Process (Berkeley, California: McCutcheon Publishing, 1973); James Pop­
ham et al., Instruotiona,l Objectives, American Educ?tional Research As­
sociation Monograph No.3 (Chicago, Illinois: R~Jla/McNally, 1969);' 
W. W. Charters, Jr., and J. E. Jones, "On the Risk of Appraising Non­
Events in Program Evaluation," Educationa,l Researcher 2, NQ. 11, 1973. 
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constructed, issues identified, and action plans undertaken. Much of the 

data pertinent to these areas was gathered from observation of meetings, 

interviews, and structured surveys across all levels of program partici­

pation. Detailed analyses of project records provirled valuable insights 

into the particulars of implementation. The overall goal was to accumu­

late as much information as possible from all reasonable sources •. More 

detailed descriptions of specific data sources are contained in Section C 

of this chapter. 

This general approach to process evaluation represents a perspecfive 

by which one can make reasonable and knowledgeable judgments conce),;ning 

viability of the strategies used in this project. It provides a means 

of examining the potenti~l for successfully implementing this program in 

a different location. Furthermore, it can highlight what particular sets 

of circumstances offer the greatest assistance or impediments to success­

ful implementation. 

Measuring project impact did not present as many conceptual diffi­

culties as monitoring the process of implement~tion. Specific types of 

data and analyses were required by sound experimental design. The focus 

of the impact assessment exactly paralleled the two major goals of the 

project. Restating these goals as experimental questions, the evalua-

tion team sought to d1"scover.o 1) h th " weer cr1me was actually reduced 

and 2) whether fear of crime was reduced? 

These questions were addressed using various~-techniques. First of 

all, for each demonstration neighborhood a statistically similar census 

tract was chosen to act as a comparison group with regard to criminal 
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activity.l Comp~rison census tracts were selected using a cluster anal-

ysis routine. Comparison census tracts could not be adjacent to the 

demonstration areas (see Figure 11.1). In addition, a zone, one census 

tract deep, surrounding each of the demonstration areas was selected as 

2 
a control for displacement phenomenon. One danger of implementing and 

evaluating crime prevention or reduction programs is that total crime 

may not be reduced; rather, crime merely may be displaced or moved to an 

adjacent area where the program is not in operation. In each of the dem-

onstration, comparison, and displacement areas, crime data were collected 

for the period prior to as well as during the project. By comparing C·' " f 

these pre and during-project rates, changes in crime rates in the target 

area could be analyzed in relation to the comparison groups and the dis-
'0 

placement area. 

Successful community programs as a rule depend heavily upon people's 

atti.tudes toward the program and its intended results. This evaluation 

was fortunate in having available preproject data on residents' atti-

tudes, opinions, and behavior relating to their particular neighborhood 

and its associated crime problems. This information served as a base- o 
line for measuring change after operation of the CCP program. 

, 

A distinct a:dvan:'tag~ of the availability of these types of data was 

that they provided specific insight regarding residents' fear of concern 

about crime. Such data allowed for posttest comparisons regarding proj-

·ect impact upon resident fear levels. It also permitted pre and posttest 

1 See Table V.I in Section V.B, "Selection of Control Areas," for the 
list of variables. 

2 Thomas A. Reppetto, "Crime Prevention and the Displacement Phenom-
enon," Orime and Delinquency 22, April, 1976, pp. 166-177. 
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comparisons between neighborhoods to test for differences in perception as levels of fear and concern pert~inini to crime can be measured with 

II 

concerning crime and fear of crime. some certainty. 

Of particular interest to a number of readers would be the methods These two general areas, process and impact, are not suited equally 

used in analyzing data. What follows is an extremely brief discussion to the same kind of measurement. The process is measured by charting 

of the general approach to analysis. For a more detailed discussion of 'progress toward goals selected by the neighborhood, supplemented by ob-

the analysis plan, the interested reader is referred to the Evaluation servation. The impact assessment u.ses both descriptive exhibits of re-

of the Minneapol is Oommunity Orime Prevention Demonstration--Research corded crime and statistical models. For instance, where the crime data 

Design. are sufficient to determine the opportunity rate (incidence of crime per 

target, e.g., targets could be residential units, commercial units, or 
B. ANALYSIS PLAN 

automobiles, etc.), an analysis of covariance was performed. For crimes 

For the purposes of the process evaluation, project activities have where opportunity rates would not be ascertained, the difference of dif-

been grouped into two major categories: community organizing activities ferences of proportions test was used. The analysis of survey data on 

and crim~-related activities. These organizational labels have been fear of and concern about crime employed the use Qf descriptive statis-

chosen in a somewhat arbitrary though not capricious manner. Though tics and the difference of proportions test. The statistical measures 

they may represent false dichotomies, these labels were selected to dif- used ir. the evaluation are discussed in more detail in Chapter V, Sec-

ferentiate categorically between activities aimed at forming block clubs tion C. 

versus activities which develop from block clubs or represent more tra-
Drawing an analytical distinction between process and impact out-

dicitonal methods of crime prevention. Community organizing activities 
comes should not obscure their integral nature. In practice, the fac-

encompass results of those project activities directed toward increasing 
tors identified as having an effect upon process or impact were part of 

community involvement. The major thrust of the project, block club or-
a single whole. However, since the Community Crime Prevention program 

ganizing, is examined under this heading. In addition, efforts to es-' 
placed major emphasis on organizing the communities for crime preven-

tablish functional business associa~ions are included. Crime-related 
tion, the evaluation. distinguished between process and impact elements. 

activities refer to improving home security through knowledge and appli-
Of course, the purpose of the community organizing was to reduce the 

Ie • 

cation, and fostering a cooperative attitude toward police within the 
frequency of crime also, through the process activities. 

neighborhoods. These latter activities can be directly or indirectly 

related to the incidence of crime. Project impact is more palpable than Recognition of the nexus between process and impact outcomes pro-

measuring process activities. Actual levels of recorded crime as well vided more than an analytical advantage. This perspective also aided 
(: :...;; 
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in identifying obstacles which may have slowed progress toward neighbor-

hood goals. If a community organizing strategy fails to prOdUCE! speci-

fied goals, for instance, then appropriate adjustments could beinsti-

tuted to improve performanc~. Continuously evaluating progress toward, 

project goals should provide some assurance that the CCP program could 

adapt to the particular neighborhood context. 

C. DATA SOURCES 

A number of data sources were used in this evaluation of a commu-

nity crime prevention demonstration. 'First, evaluation personnel col-

lected descriptive inJonmation from logs kept by the neighborhood staffs. 

This information included data on staff activities, block club meeting 

notes, and Operation LD. and premise security survey participants. ' 

Forms were provided to the neighborhood staffs so that all three areas 

,had comparable data. 

Second, extensive survey data were collected from residents living 

within each demonstr.ation area. Three separate surveys were conducted 

during the course of this project. First, personal interviews of resi-

dents were administered for the first time in 1976 while the follow-up 

survey was executed in 1978. This survey tapped citizens' attitudes 

toward crime and their neighborhood, home security, police, victimiza-

tion as well as demographic information. Second, a telephone survey was 

administered fO those people who had participated in the premise secu­

rity survey service conducted by the Minneapolis Police Department. In-

formation collected included the types of recommendations implemented, 

cost estimates, and perceptions of security with the new changes. Third, 

block club members were randomly surveyed from each neighborhood to test 
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their perception of the crime prevention program. S dd·· 1 ome a LtLona ques-

tions were asked of the block t· h cap aLns W 0 were included in the sample. 

Third, crime data were collected from Minneapolis police records 

for all of 1977 and January through May of 1978 (17 months) in the three 

demonstration neighborhoods and the control areas. Baseline crime data 

for these same areas were collected for fiscal year 1975 (July 1, 1974, 

through May 31, 1975) which was prior to the implementation of this 

project. This crime information was very extensive concerning the crime, 

persons involved (suspects, victims, and witnesses), type of property 

taken or damaged, or amount of injury sustained by victims plus actions 

and confrontations of the suspect and victim~ Crime data being collected 

for the contiguous control areas (where displacement could occur).werf-

much less extensive and included merely location of occurrence, type of 

crime, and the date of occurrence. Crime information for these areas ' 

was collected for fiscal year 1975, so comparisons were possible. In 

addition to these crime dat;'!. on the demonstration, noncontiguous, and 

displacement control areas, citywide and nationwide crime rates were 

tabulated to chec~ for trends in opportunistic crimes. The citywide 

rates were compiled from the Minneapolis Police' Department records di-

vision and statistics for the United States crime rates were derived 

from the FBI, Uniform Crime Report, 1974-1977. All data instruments ap­

pear in Appendix A (to be issued under separate cover). 

D. LXMITATIONS OF THE DATA 

The descriptive information from neighborhood office logs was lim­

ited because it often was not complete. EaGh project staff member was 

responsible for recording his/her own actions and the agenda of meetings 
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he/she conducted. Project staff, however, concentrated their energies 

on the actual activities rather than on recording ·them, and at times the 

logs were incomplete or in error. Evaluators attended many meetings 

throughout this project, and their meeting notes often served as the 

principal means of resolving some of these discrepancies. Unfortunate-':. 

ly, 'verificationof disagreements W8.S not possible in all cases, but 

where differences have occurred, me.ntion has been made of the particu-

lars. 

The survey data encompassed some constraints also. Toward the end 

of December in 1975, a victimization survey was administered in Willard-

Homewood. It was a personal interview which used many open-ended ques-

tions to assay residents' perception of crime, home security, neighbor-

hood familiarity, and level of victimization. The open-ended format 

a llowed max imum u t il i ty since the survey wa s des igned' to be a p lann ing 

aid rather than an evaluation tool. SL~ months later the survey was ad-

ministered (with changes) to residents of Lowry 1.'',111 East and Hawthorne. 

The changes in the survey dealt mostly with closing the open-ended for-

mat or changing response categories. Both surveys were readministered 

in the spring of 1978: the Citizen Survey with the open-ended format. 

was readministered in Willard-Homewood while the Resident Survey was 

executed in Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne. This means that no compari-

sons can be made between neighborhoods on those questions where responses 

or wording are different. About 400 randomly selected residents were 

surveyed in 1976 and 1978. 

These surveys called for prop cards that lV'ere to be shown to the 

respondents on several questions. Unfortunately, these props were not 

preserved after the initial administration of the survey, and no record 
';' 
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was kept of their appeara~ce. There is no way of telling how different 

the props used in,1978 were from those designed in 1976~ More impor-
\,-,' 

tantly though, there is no way of knowing what difference this would 

make in responses to questions with props. 

The 1976 administration of the Resident Survey followed the bound-

aries of census tract 22. for Hawthorne. Hawthorne's boundaries extend 

beyond census tract 22 into part of tract 23. Since rigorous intepreta­

tion of these data requires exact duplication, the 1978 survey maintained 

the same boundaries as those of 1976~ By the date of the posttest survey 

(April, 1978), Hawthorne's major organizing had occurred in the area out­

side the survey boundaries. How this may have affected Hawthorne's data 

is unknown, but care should be exercised when interpreting these survey 

data. 

A significant numb~~ of questions in, the Citizen Survey and Resident 

Survey dealt with crime victimization. The findings from these questions 

must be interpreted with extreme caution because the sample size for such 

See questions needs to be much larger than was possible in this survey. 

Chapter V (Section D, Part 2) for further discussion of the sample size 

required for a victimization survey~ 

Grime data collected for this evaluation differ somewhat from base-

line crime data collected in late fall of 1975. The collection instru­

ment is slightly different between the two collection periods (see Ap­

pendix A). Furthermore, the method of collection was not well documented 

in 1975, but it is known that the baseline crime data were collected at 

the central police station "1hile current data were collected at the pre­

cinct level. When data were gathered earlier, the entire city's offenses 
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were coded, thus it made the most sense to have the data clerks working 

at the one place where all crimes were recorded. Data for this evalua-' 

tion could be collected more 6a~ily and quickly at the precinct level. 

Two interns collected comparable data on the three demonstration areas 

as well as their respective controls. Two additional inter.ns collected 

crime information for the displacement areas, also at the precinct level. 

The crime of auto theft was not included in the overall evaluation 

analyses. It was utilized, however, as one of the crime variables in 

the cluster analysis used to select comparable control tracts for the 

demonstration areas. Technical difficulties prevented the evaluators 

from obtaining a thorough listing of all motor vehicles within the de-

sired neighborhoods. The smallest geographic listing of motor vehicles 

was by census tracts, not blocks. 

In addition, the analysis of vandalism (or damage to property as it 

is now cla3sified in Minneapolis) should be reviewed with caution. Be-

cause of the difference of classification within the Minneapolis report-

ing system, it appears that the 1978 data collection includes damage to 

cars as well as to buildings. In figuring the opportunity rates only 

the total number of buildings was included, not motor vehicles. This 

would constitute a constant error rate throughout the 1978 data base. 

E. SUMMARY 

This evaluation examined the project's operation from the standpoint 

of both monitoring process and assessing impact. The process component 

was completed following an "illuminative" evaluation methodology. The 

primary concern of this methodology was description and interpretation 
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rather than measurement and prediction. The focus of the impact assess-

ment paralleled the two major goals of the project: 1) to reduce crime 

and 2) to reduce the fear of crime. A comparison tract was selected, 

and an area to measure the possibility of the displacement or crime was 

designated for each neighborhood. Pre and postlevel crime data and sur-

vey data were analyzed using various statistical tests and descriptive 

statistics. 

Data types and sources were described and the limitations enumer-

ated. For the most part, data for analyses came from criminal offense 

o reports, projec~ records, field interviews, and surveys of residents • 

23 

I 
Ii 
f 

I 
i 
I 
I 
I , 

i 
i 
{ 

! 
I 

I 



~_L 

/' 

!' 

(' 

() 
I, 

III. MINNEAPOLIS DEMONSTRATION 

A. DEMONSTRATION NEIGHBORHOODS 
--,-.-"';';';:;"';"';=';;;";;;~;""';;'';'';;;;';~''''-~~''';;;;'';;;';;;' 

The Community Crime Prevention unit of the CePB applied two primary 

criteria in selecting the particular neighborhoods. First, priority was 

given to areas where the level of crime was substantial. However, the 

neighborhoods that were chosen were not among the highest crime rate 

areas (i.e., upper 10 percent) in the City.l Second, the areas had to 

represent a variety of sociogeographic settings. Criteria for the sec-

ond requirement employed land use charact,eristics such as population den-

sity, presence of,a commercial strip, judgments concerning the homogene-

ity of the neighborhood as well as the level of community organization. 

A functioning community organization had to be present also. Willard-

Homewood was selected somewhat differently and at an earlier date than 

Hawthorne and Lowry Hill East; , nonetheless, ,the selection criteria were 

2 basically the same. These selection criteria lack the rigor desired by 

the evaluators, but the neighborhoods were chosen more than a year be-

fore the evaluators ~ame on board. 

Although the selection criteria emphasize the similarities'among 

, I 

lCensus tracts with extreme crime rates (upper 10 percent) may re­
gress toward the population mean when measured 'a second time. This 
movement toward a less extreme value could be misinterpreted as a treat­
ment effect. This danger, called statistical regression, is a threat to 
internal validity. 

2Howard H. Kap Ian et al., Orime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design--Project Oase Studies Report (Arlington, Virginia: Westinghouse 
Electice Corporation, March, 1977), pp. 1-9 and 5-1 through 5-5. 
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the neighborhoods, there are other areas where distinct differences ex-

ist. The following paragraphs summarize the demographic look of each 

neighborhood. The variables selected tend to highlight the major dif-

ferences between Lowry Hill East, Hawthorne, and Willard-Homewood. The 

data tl!,sed to describe these neighborhoods are from the 1970 U~S. Census. I 
The chances are great that many of these statistics have changed, but 

,I 

these data convey the most complete listing of demographic characteris-

tics available. Readers should be cautious in making assumptions de-

rived from these data since the direction and degree of change cannot 

be anticipated. () 
The population of Willard-Homewood, within the boundaries set for 

this demonstration, is 10,647. Hawthorne consists of 4,539 residents, 

and Lowry Hill East has a population of 7,248. As has been mentioned 

previously; these neighborhoods all extend slightly beyond census tract 

borders. Most demographic data are not broken down beyond the census 

tract level to the block level. So, in order to describe the demographic 

characteristics of these three sites,;only data on complete tracts were 

used. Thus, Table 111.1 lists different population figures than those 

given above, but allows the reader the base from which percentages were 

figured. This table, then, provides a concise display of different de-

mographic characteristics between neighborho,ods. 

Lowry Hill East is one of the most densely populated areas in Min-

neapolis. The majority of the residents are renters (83 percent), while 

14 percent own the unit they occupy. Lowry Hill East does not have a 

large percentage of older adults (just 10 percent of the residents are 

over 65 years of age) or of persons under 18 years old (17 percent). 

26 
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However, it is interesting that ,young adults between the ages of 18 and 

24 compr5,se 36 percent of the population compared to the citywide aver-

age of 10 percent. Lowry Hill East is bounded by commercial establish-

ments on its east and west sides. There is virtually no black popula-' , 

~ion. 

TABLE III.l 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF DEHONSTRATION NEIGHBORHOODS a 

POPULATION 
AREA 
HOUSING UNITS 

POPULATION 

Negro 

Residents stable 
1965-1970 

Residents over 65 
years of age 

Residents under 18 
ye:ars of age 

HOUSING UNITS 

Owner-occupied 
.' units 

Renter-occupied 
uni,ts 

Units occupied by 
husband-wife family 

Frequency: 
Percent: 

Frequency: 
Percent: 

Frequency: 
Percent: 

Frequency: 
Percent: 

Frequency: 
Percent: 

Frequency: 
Percent: 

Frequency: 
Percent: 

WILLARD-
HOMEWOOD 

8,568 
320 acres 

2 s596 units 

3,956 
46% 

3,000 
35% 

643 
8% 

3,737 
44% 

1,591 
61% 

939 
36% 

1,453 
56% 

LOWRY HItL 
HAWTHORNE EAST 

3,432 5,729 
92 acres 90 acres 

1,191 unit;s 2,706 units 

34 57 
1% 1% 

1,414 1,312 
41% 23% 

1,05 584 
127. 10% 

1,236 974 
36% 17% 

425 379 
36% 14% 

740 2,249 
62% 83'1. 

609 704 
51% 33% 

aData collected from 1970 U.S. Census (variable titles taken directly 
from Census). These data were computed for complete census tracts 
within the demonstration neighborhoods: All three neighborhoods 
have portions of additional census tractsi but census data are only 
available for entire tracts on most of the characteristics listed. 
Lowry Hill East data, then, are representative of tract 67 only; 
Hawthorne data depict census tract 22; while Willard-Homewood data 
display tracts 27, 28, and 32. 

Most residences in Hawthorne are on€~ or two-family homes. A high 

proportion of the population is under 18 years of age (36 percent com-

pared to the citywide average of 27 percent), while 12 percent are over 
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65 years old. Of the three neighborhoods, Hawthorne has the highest 

percentage of stabl~ residents (41 percent). The percentage of owned 

and occupied residences in Hawthorne is 35, while a husband and wife 

are present in 51 percent of t,he occupied units. As in Lowry Hill East, 

about 1 percent of the population is black~ In addition, a heavily 

traveled commercial strip provides the northern b'oundary of this neigh-

borhood. 

Willard-Homewood is principally residential, consisting of single 

family dwellings. Over 4,0 percent of the population are under the age 

of 18. In contrast~to Lowry Hill East, this neighborhood has over 61 

percent owner-occupied units. Almost 56 percent of the residential 

units in Willard-Homewood are occupied by both husband and wife. The 

black population is about 46 percent of the total population--the high- , 

est by far of the three demonstration sites. There is some commercial 

development in Willard-Homewood, although it is not as extensive as in' 

the other demonstration sites. 

B. ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE 

The three demonstration areas were under the direction of the Com-

munity Crime Prevention office within the Minneapolis City Coordinator's 

Department. The office consisted of a demonstration manager, an archi-

tect, a planner, a graphics person, and support staff. They oversaw all 

activities in the three neighborhoods and,served as intermediaries be-

tween the local communities and the city administration. 

Each neighborhood had a crime pr~vention office which was staffed 

by a coordinator, community organizers, a local police officer assigned 

full time to the project, and other support staff. Most of the staff 
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persons in the neighborhood offices were residents of these same areas. 

The coordinator and organizers were responsible for contacting residents 

on each block within the demonstration area. The program was then in-

troduced to the residents by the organizers who urged them to form or 

join an existing block club. The block club organizing concept is in-

trinsic to the CCP program, since community involvement is essential to 

this strategy. The police officer was an integral part of the CCP staff 

and was involved in educating the public, increasing contact with resi-

dents, conducting premise security surveys, and helping to coordinate 

police and CCP efforts. 

The staffing in Willard-Homewood was an exception. In addition to 

the crime prevention staff that was hired, a contract was signed with an 

existing neighborhood organization WIPOG (Willard Increasing P~ide On 

the Go) promising 40 hours per week from WIPOG staff. WIPOG is a pub-

lically funded, educational organization that"has been establishing 

block clubs since 1972 in the Willard area. Since WIPOG is an integral 

part of that neighborhood and had already done considerable work there, 

it seemed appropriate to include this organization in the CCPproject. 

Its block club agendas in the past had not systematically addressed crime, 

crime prevention, or education, but meetings were planned around activi-

ties and timely subjects which would increase neighbor involvement. 

The administrative structure of the Minneapolis CCP project was de-

cided upon during the planning phase of the project. As was mentioned 

earlier, block club organizing is a key component to this community crime 

prevention program. The neighborhood offices were set up to facilitate 

implementation of this component and to give the residen~~~> a place within 
(i 
~ 

their own neighborhood to discuss their crime problems. The offices were 
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staffed with persons familiar with the respective neighborhoods as well 

as with community organizing. The state planners decided to have the 

three neighborhood staffs managed by a city staff because many of the 

neighborhood strategies were common to all three areas and could be fa-

cilitated at the city level. In addition, the demonstration manager 

could aid the implementation of various environmental design strategies 

through coordination with other governmental agencies such as the City 

Planning Department, City Public Works Department, and City Housing and 

Redevelopment Authority. Final1y~ many law enforcement and administra-

tive crime preVention strategies, as well as community resources, re-

quired coodination at the city level. 

c. MINNEAPOLIS COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION STRATEGY 

At the start of the project the three neighborhood staffs were asked ) I 

to prepare written work plans on the basis of crime prevention objectives. 

The overall strategy discussed here emerged from these work plans. The 

objectives listed in the work plans indicate fiv~ categories of process 

outcomes: 1) increased resident involvement; 2) target hardening; 3) op-

pOl'tunity reduction through environmental design; 4) increased altXl.reness 
() 

of crime prevention techniques; and 5) cooperative intera,ction between 

the police and community. These five desired outcomes were grouped into 

three categories of activities (see Figure 111.1) including community 

organizing activities, direct crime reduction activities, and indirect 

crime reduction activities. 
" 

Though these activities were the same, in essence, for all three 

neighborhoods, it must be remembered that th~ demonstration sites have 

distinct differences. The criteria used to select these neighborhoods 
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FIGURE II1.1 

BREAKDOWN OF PROCESS EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 

COMHUNITY 
ORGANIZING 
ACTIVITIES 

• DESIRED OUTCOME: • Increased Resident In­
volvement 

• OBJECTIVES: • Block Clubs~Neighborhood 
Watch 

• Business Associations 

DIRECT 
CRIME REDUCTION 

ACTIVITIES 

II Target-Hardening 

INDIRECT 
CRIME REDUCTION 

ACTIVITIES 
r-----~~~~~-----I 

• Increased Awareness of 
Crime Prevention Tech­
niques 

• Operation Identification • Resident Education 
• Premise Security Survey 
• Landlord Responsibility 

-----------_ ... _-----..;, .. _- .. ------------- ... -_ ....... _ .. _-----------
• DESIRED OUTCOME: 

• OBJECTIVES: 

• Opportunity Reduction 
Through Environmental 
Design 

e Physical Changes 

II Cooperative Interaction 
Between Police and Com­
munity 

• Increased Police/Commu­
nity Relations 

----.----.---~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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emphasize their similarities (Section Aof this chapter); nonetheless, 

their differences should be apparent through inspection of the demo-

graphic characteristics listed in Table 111.1 of this chapter. There-

fore, successful implementation in one neighborhood does not guarantee 

success in the other areas. 

As noted earlier, there were five desired outcomes which in~orpo-

rate the implementation of the comprehensive crime prevention package. 

Increased resident involvement, the first process goal of community or-

gan,izing, had three, objectives, the first of which wa's the formation. of 

block clubs.; The neighborhood staffs tried personally to con-tact as o 
many residents as possible both to relay information and to encourage 

citizens to participate in their block club. If the resident was not 

home, the organizer would leave information about the CCP program at' the 

residen't's home. Through the block club, pertinent information could be 

communicated to the re·sidents, and citizens had an qpportunity to ques-

tion staff members about crime and to speak with police officers who 

regularly patrol their neighborhood. 

() 
The Neighborhood Watch Force component was instituted through the 

1 ! block clubs as the second objective of this outcome. Citizens were en-

couraged to watch out for suspicious persons and crimes in progress and 

were instructed as to correct procedures for calling police and record-

ing characteristics of the suspicious person(s) or any vehicle involved. 

Residents were encouraged til exchange phone numbers and som~,times to 

give each other their schedules so that neighbors would know when they 

expected to be home. 

Establishing business associations was the third objective of 

32 

( 

() 

increased resident involvement. These associations functioned in much 

the same manner as block clubs. Major differences concern the types of 

crime that were discussed, i.e., commercial burglary rather than resi-

dential, and commercial robbery rather than street robbery. Because 

Hawthorne and Lowry Hill Ea~t have major commercial strips within their 

boundaries while Willard-Homewood does not, the objective of establish-

ing business associations was applied only to Hawthorne and Lowry Hill 

East .. 

Within the category of direct crime reduction activities there were 

two desired outcomes, the first of which was target hardening or home 

security chcmges~ Under this desired outcome, there were also three ob­

jectives. The first one, landlord responsibility, was important specif­

ically to renters. The neighborhood staffs instructed renters concern­

ing the minimum requirements meeting the city security codes. For those 

renters whose buildings were not in accordance with code and who wished ' 

to do something about it, a letter could be sent to th~ landlord through 

the CCP office. 

Premise security surveys were the second objective under this de­

sired outcome. JUpon the request of the resident,. trained police offi­

cers surveyed a home, identifying weaknesses which may have been vulner­

able to entry by burglars. Lists were made of the weaknesses and changes 

recommended. It was then up to the resident ~o decide which recommenda-

tions, if any, to implement. A subsidy, paid for through the CCP program, 

was included to help residents pay for. security changes. The subsidy was 

hoped to provide added incentive toward making the changes necessary for 

a secure home. 
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Operation Identification (Operation I.D.), a procedure' for marking 

one's valuables with an identifying number, was also one of the substrat-

egies used in this crime prevention demonstration. If confiscated goods 

bear an Operation I.D. number, the merchandise can be traced to the owner. 

The second of the two desired ·outcomes under direct crime reduction 

activities was opportunity reduction through environmental design (i.e., 

physical changes which would help to reduce the opportunity for crime). 

This proposed outcome dealt. with physical changes in some of the demon-

stration areas. For instance, some areas were to receive additional 

street lights, street diverters which direct the flow of traffic in a 

more desirable route, or changes in alleyway access. 

The third and final category, indirect crime reduction activities, 

also included two des;ired outcomes. The goal of increasing the aware-

ness of crime prevention techniques among the residents was the first. 

The immediate objective for this was the education of the residents con-

cerning crime prevention. Interactions through block clubs and Neigh-

borhood Watch, business associations, landlord responsibility, and prem-

ise surveys were all to contribute to this education. Pamphlets and 

newsletters were also designed and disseminated to residents. 

The second desired outcome was cooperative interaction between po-

licQ and community. Police-community contacts were increased primarily 

'through premise security sU:J:"veys. According to the neighborhood work 

pl~ns, the second meeting of each block club dealt with target hardening, 

specifically centering afound premise security surveys and Operation I.D. 

One or two local officers attended the meeting, met the people, explained 

target hardening, answered questions, and took requests for premise 
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security surveys. If a resident signed up for a survey, he would again 

have contact with the police when the officer conducting the survey came 

to his home. Residents also got instructions from the neighborhood staff 

and police officers concerning crime reporting and how to be a good wit-

ness. This type of interaction was expected to contribute to the desired 

outcome of cooperative interaction between police and community. 

D. SlJ1..lMARY 

Selection of the demonstration areas was based upon two primary cri-

teria. First, the level of crime had to be substantial yet not extreme. 

Second, the areas had to contain a mixture of sociogeographic settings. 

Though the three neighborhoods all met the selection criteria, they are 

markedly different from each other in some ways. Hawthorne and Lowry 

Hill East, for instance, both have major commercial strips within their 

boundaries, whereas Willard-Homewood does not. The latter is again dif-

ferent from the other two areas in population make-up. Close to one half 

of t.he population in Willard-Homewood is black, while Hawthorne and Lowry 

Hill East have virtually no black population. The neighborhood in south 

Minneapolis, Lowry Hill East, has a much higher density than the other 

two and over J30 percent rental units. Willard-Homewood has over 60 per-

cent owner-occupied units, while the other northern demonstration site, 

Hawthorne, has over 35 percent owner-occupied units. 

The administrative structure of this p~oject was discussed also. 

There was a city staff which coordinated activities of the three neigh­

borhoods. The three neighborhood staffs were co~posed of .a coordinator, 

organizers, a local police officer assigned full time to this project, 

and support staff. 
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The comprehensive CCP program implemented in Minneapolis included 

community organizing activities, direct crime reduction activities, and 

indirect: crime reduction activities. Under community organizing activ-

ities, inoreased resident involvement was the desired outcome. Included 
t , ' , , among direct crime reduction activities were the desired outcomes of: 

target ha~dening and opportunity reduotion through environmental design. 

The final category, indirect crime reduction activities, also had two 

desired outcomes: inoreased awareness of crime prevention teohniques 

and cooperative interaction between polioe and oommunity. A detailed' 

explanation of the outcomes considered desirable was provided. 0' '. t 
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IV. PROCESS EVALUATION 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Included in this chapter is an overview of the CCP organizational 

structures and strategies, community organizing activities, and direct 

and indirect crime reduction activities. A few preliminary remarks con-

cerning the role of the evaluation team will serve as a'n introduction. 

( 
Three evaluators, each serving as the contact for one of the neigh-

borhoods, comprised the team. Periodic visits to attend meetings and 

collect data on the program is progress kept ,communication flowing. As 

frequentlyas possible the evaluators attempted to observe events and 

processes occurring in the CCP project. Such first hand data gathering 

has the distinct adv'antage of testing impressions or assumptions against 

reality; however, .there is some danger that the observer could be obtru-

( 
sive, thus affecting'the process. 

Direct contact w~th the actors in any activity, however miniscule, 

will have som.~ bearing on their behavior. Even if the nature of the in-

teraction appears to be quite neutral, the contacts may result in some 

definite adjustment in the decisi<m-making process. Although conversa-

tions may merely initiate the cre~ltive process in the decision-maker, 

subsequent program changes could be traceable to the contact. Perhaps 

the action would not have occurred in the absence of the evaluator's 
( 

conversation. 

37 

I 
I· I 
! 

f 

\ 
I 
Ii 

\ 
1 
II 
II 

11 , I 
f' 



1 

I: 
1\ 
I 

ji 

, From the outset each of the three evaluators had been cognizant of 

the danger of intruding upon the processes involved in implementing the 

CCP project. There is no certain way of determining the extent or qual-

ity of unintentional intervention that occurred deppite the recognized 

need to avoid any interference. The evaluators hoped that they would be 

able to identify, and thereby evaluate$ particular sources of influence 

in the conduct of the CCP program. Therefore, even if an evaluator 

would influence the program inadve!:'tently, the consequence could be ob-

served and the' genesis of the influence noted. Wherever appropriate in 

this report, the evaluators have documented every known instance of prob-

able intrusion in the implementation processes. 

Another aspect of the evaluation which qualifies the report's con-

clusions was the relatively short project period. For some purposes a 

year may seem sufficient to demonstrate effects of a given social intsr­

vention. In theo~y, of course, crime could be reduced due to a one-year 

project. However, in the current instance it would seem probably that 

during the first year the CCP project could not have had much impact upon 

the occurrence of crime. This is, in part, due to delays in the start-up 

of the project as well as a number of other limitations explaineo further 

Nonetheless, evaluation of the implementation (prooess) can be ac-on. 

complished within the course of one year. 

Before describing the particular approach adopted to implement the 

CCP program, it is helpful. to sketch the organizational structure. The 

demonst~ation manager was charged with the responsibility of ensuring 

that the three demonstration neighborhoods worked. to accomplish their re-

spective goals. The expectation was that the central office would serve, 
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in part, to provide resources to the demonstration areas. These re-

sources included managerial suggestions to coordinators, material devel-

opment and supplies, support obtained from other city units (as needed), 

personnel services, and other tasks inherent in managing a program. The 

central office was expected to and did obtain technical assistance from 

the Community Crime Prevention unit of the CCPB. 

The demonstration manager was responsible for assisting the neigh-

borhood staffs in achieving their respective goals. Providing such as-

sistance carries with it the possible'dual accusations of interference 

in areas where local prerogatives should dominate or demands for stronger 

central leaderships. The demonstration manager's style was to allow as. 

much neighborhood autonomy as possible while ensuring that the various 

I 
neighborhood goals were being accomplished. Neighborhood coordinators 

I did not always appreciate the particular manifestation of central office 

,I 
leadership. The basic tension bet'veen the desire to have full latitude 

I locally and the need for central guidance was not resolved during the 
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first year of the CCP program. 

During August, 1977, each of the neighborhood staffs, in consulta-

tion with members of the CePB, developed a work plan based upon objec-

tives described in the grant application to LEAA. The neighborhood 

I staffs were encouraged by evaluators to state several specific goals 
1 
1 consistent with the work plan. By January of 1978 the three local staffs 

I had completed the list of measurable goals. Progress toward these goals 

I 
.1 

,~ 
was monitored by the central office. An example of how the monitoring 

functioned, in practice, is the plan for organizing block clubs. The 

demonstration manager requested each neighborhood to organize a given 

block within just two meetings. The reason for the two-meeting format, 

I 
I 
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as stated in the demonstration managerts memo, was to quicken the pace 

of organizing blocks so that the neighborhoods could reach their goals. 

These specified goals can be inspected in Table IV.l in Section B of 

this chapter. The table also provides figures which sholv how success-

ful neighborhood staffs were in reaching objectives •. 

Each of the demonstration neighborhoods intended to create a Crime 

Prevention Action Council (CPAC). The CPACI S were to provide a link be-

tween the neighborhood residents and organizations and the local CCP 

staff, to focus on crime prevention, and to suggest ways to help imple-

ment the CCP program. In carrying out their charge, the CPAC's were to 

assist in finding ways to inform residents about the objectives of crime 

prevention and how to adopt improved security behavior. 

Each CPAC had to determine how it would serve as the organizational 

interface between the neighborhood CCP office and the community it served. 

In one neighborhood the CPAC did not serve to advise the CCP staff on 

policy matters so much as it served as a vehicle for the staff to criti-

cize the demonstration manager's conduct with respect to loca~ autonomy. 

In some ways the CPAC's operated as microcosms of the working style of 

their respective neighborhood CCP staffs. If the coordinator was an ac-

tivist leader, the CPAC was also likely to be active in its concerns about 

the crime prevention prog~am. Conversely, if the CPAC seemed to act as a 

scratching post to staff members, very likely the CCP coordinator did not 

exhibit strong leadership. In other situations, advisory-. bodies tend to 

complement the executing agency so that if one ,is strong the other is not. 
Ii 

The latter tendency did not see~ to prevail in\~he relationship of CPACI S 
\ ... 

and CCP staffs, yet this is not to state that either body could serve to 

predict the behavior of the other. 
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In practice, the CPAC's did not really monitor the local CCP ef-

forts. In Willard-Homewood th~ CPAC membership seemed to fluctuate so 

frequently that each meeting partially served to inform members about 

the nature of the CCP program. Hawthorne's CPAC was represented by low 

attendance and confused goals. However, in Lowry Hill East the CPAC was 

a functioning communication mechanism actively involved with the CCP 

program. Major interests throughout the neighborhood were we~l repre-

sented at most meetings. An active housing inspector of that neighbor-

hood sat on the council, also. It was not possible to estimate the 

CPAC's functioning as the link bet~'reen CCP staff and community. What 

is known is that CPAC membership was composed of both citizens and rep-

resentatives of community groups or organizations. 

Social programs seldom, if ever, are introduced without serious 

problems occurring during implementation. The CCP project was not free 

of problems. The use of grant funds to pay overtime to police officers 

who performed premise securj.ty surveys became the first major obstacle. 

The need to draft the initial grant application quickly precluded care-

ful scrutiny of LEAA guidelines by planners. These guidelines prohibit 

the payment of overtime only, but monies may be used for regular sala-

ries plus a typical percentage of overtime. Because police officers 

were not free to do premise security surveys during their normal shift 

hours, a serious problem developed. 

To resolve this situation the grant money specified was used to pay 

part of the salary of the police coordinators working on the project, 

and the Minneapolis Police Department agreed to provide the services of , 

police officers to conduct premise surveys. The time lost in resolving 
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the overtime issue could not be recovered. The contribution of this de-

lay to the lag between premise security survey requests and completions 

seemed more serious at first than it did later in the project year. 

Another police-related problem emerged in north Minneapolis sometime 

in early 1978. A police officer complained about the arrangement whereby 

residents would be referred to two locksmiths to make suggested security 

changes. Bids had been let for locksmiths to perform the security changes 

desired by residents. The resident could choose to do all of the work$ 

or just part of it. However, if a locksmith's services were preferred, 

then one of the two locksmiths would be recommended by the police officer 

doing the premise security survey. The resident could use the recommended 

locksmith or any other one, but there were two advantages in selecting 

the one who had been recommended: the services would be performed more 

cheaply due to bulk purchases, and the subsidy provided to residents (de-

scribed later) could be processed more rapidly. 

The complaint alleg~d that the bidding p~ocedures were not wholly 

above board. By no longer permitting police officers to supply residents 

with names of locksmiths, the controversy was eased. Instead, the resi-

dent could telephone the central CCP office and get the names of the 

locksmiths. What impact did this controversy' have upon the program? 

It absorbed staff time in addition to police time. Legal advice was 

sought from the city attorney's office. Personal accusations did not 

make life more pleasant for some of the figures involved in this demon-

stration. The effect upon scheduling premise security surveys was not 

serious in the long run. 

One of the principles of CCP is to utilize community resour~es 
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effec'tively to expand upon the program dollar. The material aids for this 

demonstration project were developed by a professional advertising agency 

which gave its services at no coZ',t to the project. It has been estimated 

that these services totaled $30,000. However, lengthy delays in procur-

ing these materials which were required for block club organizing (includ-

ing Neighborhood Watch items such as decals, phone book covers, and other 

literature) was often cited as a handicap by neighborhood staffs. Com.:.. 

pletion of aids for organizing had been expected early in the program 

(November) 1977), but all of the items were not ready until late Janu-

ary, 1978. Central office and neighborhood staffs alike were unhappy 

about the printing delays and other production problems delaying comple-

tion of the aids. 

It is difficult to assess whether or not the late arrival of Neigh-

borhood Watch materials was merely an inconvenience to organizers (though 

an aggravating one) or it permanently undermined block club 'efforts. Did 

block club organizing quicken with the 'arrival of the materials? It ap-

,pears that the pace of organization did not change with the availability 

of the literature. Other factors (to be examined in Section B of this 

chapter) were probably more crucialJto block club organizing than the 

availability of printed materials. 

During the early months of the CCP project, start-up problems ham-

pered efforts to launch the program expeditiously. Local staffs believed 

office arrangements (which were delayed due to a city law requiring a I 
I 
l 

rather time-consuming system of signing leases) were not always conducive I 
to fostering high morale among themselves. Phone service was considered 

inadequate in the first month of the project. Perhaps most importantly, 
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the full staff complement was not reached until September, 1977. Start-

up inefficiencies of all varieties consumed most of the first two months 

of the project, but by about September of 1977 the major space and per-

sonnel problems were resolved. 

Another start-up problem was the resignation of the initial demon-

stration manager in August, 1977. The subsequent manager had been ac-

quainted with CCP as architect to the project) but despite such first-

hand experience, responsibility for providing overall leadership required 

some adjustment. 

B. COMMUNITY ORGANIZING ACTIVITIES 

As noted previously, the bulk of the time and energy expended by the 

neighborhood staffs was devoted to what has been called Community Organ-

izing Activities. The purpose of those activities was to increase the 

overall level of residents' involvement with the program and the commu-

nity. Though not specifically enumerated in the project work plan, some 

of the staff assumptions concerning community organizing efforts we're 

tha,t increasing res,idents' involvement would contribute to: 1) a desire 

to be more vigilant because of shared concerns with other people in their 

neighborhoods; 2) a reduction in fear of crime; 3) an improvement in po-

lice-community relations; 4) a greater interest in conditions and events 

concerning their community; and 5) an increase in community cohesiveness. 

The primary intent of these activities was to achieve greater in-

volvement by approaching both the resident and business communities within 

each neighb'brhood. This two-pronged attack was envisioned to culminate 

with each neighborhood possessing a strong series of block clubs for 

the residents and, where relevant, viable bus~iness associations for the 
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commercial sector of thE! community. 
J 

1. Residential Organizing 

In the,residential sphere, the block clubs were the vehicle for the 

delivery of the crime prevention message. Staff efforts were consistently 

. focused upon the formation and maintenance of block clubs. The geograp~ic 

: t 
bounds of a block club differ from conve~tional definitions in which a 

block is viewed as a residential setting bounded on four sides by inter-

secting thoroughfares. Block clubs organized by the Community Crime Pre-

vention program differed in that they were constituted across thorough-

fares .rather than within their confines. The rationale presented was that 

most activity> and therefore greater potential Vigilance, is directed 

toward the front and sides of one's home. People are generally more aware 

of who lives across the3treet than who lives across the alley. There-

fore, since an important part of the CCP program was recognition of peo-

pIe who belong on a block, organization of blocks followed forward sight 

lines. 

From the inception of the project, two competing philosophies ex-

isted regarding the formation of block clubs. One philosophy, which shall 

be called the single-purpose philosophy, held that the primary intent of 

holding block club meetings should be to have blocks organized for the 

purposes of crime prevention. Other issues that ~xist in the community,,?~ 

had their own importance, but they were somewhat peripheral to the spe-

cific objectives of the crime prevention program. This translated into 

" 

an extrem~ly concentrated effort of forming block clubs around the issue 

of crime prevention. Other community issues became topics for block club 

action only after the message Df ~rime prevention had bee~ transmitted. 
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crime and community problems were so closely i~tertwined that they must 

be dealt with concurrently. To thoae professing this philosophy, the 

purposes of block clubs were to mobilize for community. action rather than.''' 
(> 

to isolate crime prevention purposefully:,as the single issue to be ad-

dressed during initial meetings. 

At the risk of raising conf.usion, the two philosophies represent dif-

ferences in the approach to organizing blocks--not in the ultimate utility 

of block clubs. Both philosophies viewed block clubs as operating beyond 

the narrow confines of crime prevention. The goal of self-sus'taining 

block clubs, addressing topics of concern to a community, was widel~ ac-

cepted. 

The disparity between the two approaches was at what point the block 

club began tb undertake other efforts. Those most committed to the sin-

gle-purpose approach would insist that other issues be dealt with after 

the initial business of crime prevention had been accomplished. Thos~ 

most enamored by the mUltiple-purpose strategy would insist that other 

community efforts occur in their own time, superseding crime prevention 

topics if necessary. 

The differel1ces between the single- and multiple-purpose approaches 

can best be contrasted by reviewing operational differences in accom-

plishing the task fa block club organization. The single-purpose strat-

egy was to conduct two meetings within each block on the subject of c,rime 

prevention. The process began by canvassing a block prior to the initial 

meeting o~ the block. During canvassing, the block organizer would go 

from door to ,door introducing the program. These efforts were directed 
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toward personal intera.ction between the r~sident and organizer as well as 

locating an individual willing to host an initial meeting on the block. 

Once a host was located, an initj.al meeting date was arranged with the 

host. The block was then reworked and notices of the meeting were dis-

tributed to each residence. The day of the meeting, notices were hand 

delivered reminding residents of the scheduled meeting. 

At this introductory meeting the crime prevention program was re-

viewed from a historical and opera'tional aspect. The major impact of 

crime in each neighborhood were synthesized and the strategi~s used in 

the program summarized. Residents were informed of the block club's 

role in crime prevention and were encouraged to join Operation LD. and 

to sign up for a premise security survey. As the meeting rioncluded s a 

second (final) meeting time was scheduled, and one person was chosen as 

the block captain (liaison to the CCP staff). Typically, at first meet-

ings, residents expressed their concerns about crime in the neighborhood 

and offered suggestions for actiqn. Staff usually tried to dovet*il 

suggestions to appropriate areas of the CCP strategies. 

Second block ~lub meetings were devoted almost totally to the Neigh-

borhood Watch aspect of the program. Residents were informed what Neigh-

borhood Watch could and should represent to their block. Packets of 

materials were distributed which contained fact sheets on reporting 

crimes, on b~ing a good witness, and on residential security. All mate-

rials were enclosed within a vinyl telephone book cover which could pro-

vide a handy source of information should the need arise,. lncluded within 
\ 
]1, 

this packet of materials was a map of the block wi,th all participating 

residents' names, addresses, and telephone numbers. The purpose of this 

map was to assi~t people in knowing their neighbors and to provide a 
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quick reference should a neighbor or the police need to be contacted re-
') 

garding any suspicious activity. After the Neighborhood Watch co~ponent 

had been fully explained, the organizer would elaborate upon other pur-

poses the block club could fulfill beyond the scope of crime prevention. 

Strategies for keeping the 'block club active were discussed and topics 

of mutual interest were explored. The CCP staff person would volunteer 

his/her services to assist the block captain in arranging for additional 

meetings which the block club would conduct upon its own. Topics for 

potential future meetings ranged from discussions ~Yith city council mem-, 

bers to dealing with la,rtdlords. The second CCP meeting was usually the o 
time when Minneapolis police officers from the local precinct would at-

tend to converse with the residents about problems. 

The format of meeti.ngs and the sequence of events were relatively 

the same for the single- and mUltiple-purpose philosophies. What dif-

fered dramatically was the amount of time to bring the block from ini-

tial organizing to the point of a second meeting. The thinking of the 

proponents of the multiple-purpose philosophy was that the crime preven-

tion program alone did not provide a strong enough base to keep block 

clubs functioning beyond the second meeting. Therefore, extra efforts 

were expended in the initial organizing efforts. Grea~~r time was spent 

in canvassing the blocks, more time was spent in finding out specific 

concerns of that particular block, and vigorous efforts were made to 

teach people community-action skills during •. -t-he course of meetings. As 

one organizer insisted, "You must prepare these people for accepting the 

o message of the crime, prevention program." Therefore much time, was spent 

in cultivating the ground prior to sowing seeds. Sometimes this ~eant 

that all the CCP materi,al was not covered by the end of the second 
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meeting, and additional meetings would be required to deliver the program 

message in its entire~y. The focus of efforts was upon nurturance of 

b19Ck clubs, slowly bringing them along until the organizer felt they 

possessed the wherewithal to continue on their own. Sometimes it required 

that organizing staff spend numer~us hours in the block, cajoling and con-

vincing people of the worth of the program, so they would attend an in i-

tial meeting. 

The two approaches outlined above did not develop as attempts to 

subvert the thrust of the program in any preconceived manner. They ap-

pear to represent honest differences :tn approach to community organizing. 

On the one hand, you have the single-purpose'advocates who feel the 

strengths of the crime prevention program can instill the residents with 

the fervor to follow through with the crime prevention program and to 

cont~nue on to other areas of endeavor. Conversely, the multiple-purpose 

approach says you must generate your enthusiasm before you present the 

program. In addition, as you develop your program you provide skills q 

necessary to carryon beyond the confines of the project. The single-

purpose strategy was followed in the Lowry Hill East neighborhood while 

the multiple-purpose strategy was operationaliz~d in Willard-Home",ood. 

Hawthorne, to some degree, followed both courses depending upon the par-

ticular organizer's preference. 

The emergence of the two methods of organizing blocks was due in 

part to delays which the project experienced in developing materials to 

assist organizers in their presentation. Organizing activities commenced 

in the neighborhoods in June, 1977. The first set of materials for block 

meetings' was not available until late September, 1977. The materials 

packet for Neighborhood Watch participation was not comrleted until 
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January, 1978. The people most committed to the multiple-purpose approach 

felt that the delay in getting materials would be devastating to the pro-

gram because it would blunt the impetus they were initially generating. 

Therefore, while aw~iting materials, they chose to continue working with 

those blocks from which they had gotten some initial response. This, in 

effect, protracted the process of organizing because it meant meetings 

had to be repeated in certain blocks once materials became available. 

Lowry Hill East staff spent the first couple months of the project con-

tacting businesses instead of residents since the delayed materials we,re 

for block clubs. By early fall residential organizing was initiated and 01 
most materials were then available. 

At least 90 percent of all blocks in Willard-Homewood had been con-

tacted regarding the CCP program. The comparable figure for Hawthorne 

and Lowry Hill East was 100 percent. :'l,,~ form this contact took was ei-

ther via personal contact, flyers distributed during intial block can-

vassing, or through a bulk mailing which outlined the basic program for 

residents and informed them organizing would commence on the block in 

the near future. At least one block meeting was held on 97 percent (35) 

of the blocks in Lowry Hill East, 92 percent (33) in Hawthorne, and 48 

percent (49) in Willard-Homewood. 

Some interesting facts came to light when comparing these figures 

with responses to questions asked of a random sample of residents in 

each community. As part of the posttest Resident and Citizen surveys 

(see Chapter V, Sec;tion D. 2), each res ident was queried to determine 

whether or not he/she had attended a block club meeting in the past year. 

In Lowry Hill East, 112 of the residents surveyed lived on blocks where 
(I 

at lea.i>t on CCP meeting had occurred prior to the survey. Of these 112, 

50 

I 

= 

1 

j 

I 

I 

'I " 

( 
\. 

() 

39 (34.8 p2rcent) reported attending th~.~ block club meeting on crime pre-
(' ~' 

vention. Comparable figures for Hawthorne and Willard-Homewood were 19.4 

percent (14 of 72) and 30.2 percent (29 of 96), respectively. These re-

suIts are perplexing considering Willard-Homewood had a considerably lower 

level of organized blocks than Halvthorne. A plausible explanation would 

be that some residents became confused over the time element of the pre-

ceding year. They may have projected further into the past and confused 

a block club' meeting held under the auspices of an ongoing school pro-

gram. WIPOG is a school program aimed at increasing community cohesive-

ness through the process of organizing block clubs. WIPOG had been 

actively organizing block clubs in the Wi llard area over the 'preceding 

five years. It is quite conceivable some respondents recalled atten~ing 

a WIPOG meeting and ascertained it to be the block club meeting referred 

to in the survey. 

In terms of actual participation, Lowry Hill East had an average of 

1 
11.5 people attending block meetings per block. Of the total adult pop-

ulation in Lowry Hill East (based on 1970 Census), 10.8 percent attended 

at least one crime prevention meeting. The average attendance per block 

in Hawthorne was 5.0 persons, which is 5.6 percent of the adult popula-

tiona In Willard-Homewood the average attendance at the block club mee,t. .... 

ing was 6.2 persons, which constituted approximately 7.5 percent of the 

adult population attending meetings. 

lorganizing results from Willard-Homewood combine the CCP staff as 
well as WIPOG efforts (recall Chapter III, Part B). The Juvenile Advo­
cate Program was not evaluated beyond observing presentations at block 
club meetings. This neighborhood was the only one.of th: three where. 
direct efforts to reach the juveniles occurred. W~th th~s one except~on, 
the, CCP efforts were directed toward the adult populations in these neigh­
borhoods. 
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Neighborhood Watch was always envisioned to be the natural culmina.~ 

tion of the crime prevention efforts within the blocks. It was to be a 

group of concerned neighbors who could offer each other some degree of 

crime deterrence,through their coLlective vigilance and interest. When 

the program began, the plan was to include in Neighborhood Watch only 

those people who had joined Operation 1.0. and whose home had received 

a premise security survey. They would also be the only people listed on 

the block map containing names and telephone numbers. As block partici-

pation failed to meet expectations on those two components, the above 

restrictions were removed. All residents who attended block club meet-

ings were given Neighborhood Watch materials regardless of participation 

in the other aspects of the program. Furthermore, all block residents 

were included on block maps unless they indicated a preference to the 

contrary. 

Participation in Neighborhood Watch met with varying degrees of 

success. A block was considered in Neighborhood Watch if all the crime 

prevention information was delivered to the residents regardless of the 

~umber of meetings. Of course, Lowry Hill East, following the single­

purpose philosophy and presenting the program in two meetings, had a 

gxeater ,GhanG80icrgnnizing more blocks in the allotted time. The num-

ber of blocks in each neighborhood reaching Neighborhood Watch status 

are: 10 blocks in Willard-Homewood (10 percent), 21 blocks in Hawthorne 

(58 percent), and 35 blocks in Lowry Hill East (97 percent). Exact fig-

ures for resident participation in Neighborhood Watch are rather elusive. 

Initially, all participating residents (those attending meetings) were 

to be included on the block map. However, since the util~ty of the map 

depended upon its accurateness and completeness, residents were queried 
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for permission to be included on the map during initial canvassing. Hence, 

some of the persons listed on a map may not have attended a crime preven­

tion meeting, but had allowed their names and telephone numbers to be 

listed with their neighbors'. A better indication of the number of people 

who understand crime prevention strategies and Neighborhood Watch philos­

ophies would be the unique number of residents who attended at least one 

meeting. These figures were discussed previously as the percentage of the 
I 

adult population that had attended at least one crime prevention meeting. 

In Willard-Homewood 7.5 percent of the adult population attended a CCP 

meeting. The corresponding figures for Hawthorne and Lowry Hill East were 

1 8 t 'v ly Table IV.l displays the pro-5.6 percent and O. percent, ~espec ~ e • 

posed goals stated by the neighborhood staffs, and the actual achfevement 

in each area is listed. 

Further clarity on block participation is provided by the Resident 

Survey and Citizen urvey. S These surveys, include posttest questions ask-

d 'f they had attended a CCP block club meeting or had been ing respon ents ~ 

involved in Neighborhood Watch. In Hawthorne 15 of 102 (15 percent) re-

d d d block C lub meeting, and 7 of the 15 (47 percent) spondents ha atten e a 

h In Lowry Hill East 40 of 123 reported involvement in Neighborhood Watc • 

(33 percent) respondents had attepded a block club meeting with 32 of the 

. . N' hb h d Watcll 1 The ,figures for 40 (80 percent) participat~ng ~n e~g or 00 • 

Willard-Homewood reveal 33 of the 175 (18 percent) respondents reported 

attending a block club meeting with 23 of the 33 (70 percent) identifying 

themselves in Neighborhood Watch. However, the data from Willard-Homewood 

are questionable. In verifying these figures, it was discovered that 18 

lThe 
viously. 
spondents 

reader will note these figures differ from those reported pre­
Current figures are from all respondents rather than those re­
living on an organized block. 
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of the 23 people reported to be in Neighborhood Watch lived on blocks 

which had not been initiated in Neighborhood Watch at the time of the 

survey. Further, records indicate that 15 of those 18 live on blocks 

that were never introduced to Neighborhood Watch by the conclusion of 

the first project year. Clearly, there is some confusion as to whether 

these residents may have attended meetings in other blocks, not an uncom-

mon activity in Willard-Home~l1ood, or whether they were uncertain about 

Neighborhood Watch and made a false positive report. No such discrep-

ancies existed in the other two neighborhoods~ 

TAUI.I:: IV.l 

NElGIlIIOIlIJO!)U r;OALS COIICF.fI!lIl1r. IlESlIJEIIT WVOI.YHMENT 

III LLAHII-1l0HEIIOUIJ 
I 

(102 810cks) 

UAUTJlORNE 

0611locks) 

LOIIRY III LL EAST 

Of, Blocks) 
i a bi 
Proposed ~ 

j i1 bi 
Proposed' ~ 

I a b' Proposed Actual 

BLOCK ORCANIZINC 

Blocks organizedc Frequency: 73 49 36 33 27 
Percent: 72% 487- 100% 927- H'4 

Neighborhood Watch Blocksc Frequency: 73 10 36 21 27 
Percent: 72% 107. 1007- 587- 7St 

Average community crime pre-
2/

d 
vention meeting attendance Average: 8 6.2 5.0 12 

Average households represented 
15

d 
per meeting Average: 5 5.4 3.8 

PREMISE SECURITY SURVEYS 

Requested Frequency: 300 252 100 123 1201' 

Conducted Frequency: 300 92 100 86 120 
Percent: 1007- 377. 1007- 707. 100:' 

OPERATION IDENTIFICATION 

Requested and conducted Frequency:, 300 97 150 86 180 

aproposed goals: each neighborhood office met with an evaluator in January, 1978, and pro-
posed the listed goals. 

bActua~ goals: the level of involvement listed WaS reached by June 30, 1978. 

CA block having at least. one crime prevention meeting is considered organized. Those blocks 
which received all pertinent crime prevention information and materials were consi.dered in 
Neighborhood Watch. 

dHawthorne's proposed goals were stated in percentages. For example, this neighborhood pro­
posed that 50 percent of block residents would attend meetings, Hawthorne's adult popula­
tion is 2,924, there are 55 blocks; 50 percent of the average block population was equal to 
about 27. There are 1,621 residential units, again 55 blocks: 50 percent of the 3verase 
number of unit~ per block was 15. Both these figures are no~ realis~ic and obviously not 
much attention was paid to selecting them. 

epremise security surveys listed here are residential surveys. Lowry lIill East also pro­
posed to do 40 commercial surveys and 10 complete apartment buildings. In actuality, 28 
com:nercialsurveys and 10 apartment building surveys were requested. Of these, 24 co .... 
mercial surveys and all 10 apartment building surveys were conducted. 
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Some particl!l.a:dy salient pieces of informatio.n were derived ftom 

those residents who were directly involved in the program as block club 

members" At the conclusion of the fil:st project year, a random sample 

of 97 b~ock club members was compiled from project attendance records 

(approximately one-third from each neighborhood). A telephone survey 

was conducted with these participants concerning their impression of the 

Community Crime Prevention program. What follows is a discussion of some 

of the more pertinent responses to that survey. 

Judging from the responses, the CCP staff were rather successful in 

conveying the message of the crime prevention program. When asked about 

the major things residents had learned at their block meetings, their 

unprompted responses were (in increasing importance): home security sub-

sidy program, neighborhood crime statistics, premise security surveys, 

Operation LD., need for improved security, and Neighborhood Watth~ Fur-

ther, fully 82 percent of all respondents were familiar with Neighborhood 

Watch. This figure is quite satisfactory considering a number of respond-

ents may only have attended a first meeting on their block. No controls 

were available to cross reference responses bet\qeen this item and number 

of meetings attended. 

A striking difference between the three neighborhoods occurred on the 

question "What do you think is the most important part of NeighJ>.prhood 

Watch?" Seventy-nine percent of the respondents in Will.ard":'Homewood af-

firmed that watching others' houses and looking out for each other were 

the most important &spects of Neighborhood Watch. The same categories 

were selected by 51 percent of Hawthorne respondents and 57 percent of 

Lowry Hill East respondents. Further, 40 percent of Lowry Hill East re-

spondents selected knowing neighbors as most important. This compares 
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to 27 percent in Hawthorne and only 8 percent in Willard-Homewood. It 

appears that Lowry Hill East residents place greater emphasis on social 

aspects to achieve crime prevention while Willard-Homewood residents are 

more security conscious. Thi~ disparity may be related to the mobility 

and anonymity in each neighborhood. Lowry Hill East residents may wel-

come the opportunity to get to know others who have remained somewhat 

isolated in a neighborhood comprised of many apartments. The Willard-

Homewood neighborhood has been relatively stable over the past few years, 

r-~9Niding residents an opportunity to get to know their neighbors over 

time. That having been accomplished, they are more concerned about ap-

plying other specific strategies to crime prevention. In spite of the 

above preferences, 90 percent of block club members surveyed felt Neigh-

borhood Watch is an effective way to prevent burglaries. Interestingly 

enough, the 10\V'est percentage was 83 percent in Lowry Hill East; 96 per-

cent of Hawthorne :respondents and 91 percent of Willard-Homewood respond-

ents felt it would be effective. 

The theme of getting to know people appears to be extremely perva-

sive in Lowry Hill East. Ninety-seven percent of the Lowry Hill East 

respondents state that as a result of the CCP program they had become 

better acquainted with other residents on the block. This compares to 

71 percent in Willard-Homewood and 50 percent in Hawthorne. For the 

total sample, 73.5 percent of the respondents felt they had become bet-

ter acquainted ~ith other residents. Becoming better acquainted with 

residents on the block hopefully could lead toward a stronger feeling 

of belonging to the neighborhood. Crime prevention programs of this 

Sort work toward building cohesion in neighborhoods. A stronger bond 

between residents may occur once they know each other. This could help 
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to ensure better vigilance and prompt action when suspicious behavior is 

spotted. The block club survey has shown, as noted above, that in Lowry 

Hill East and in Willard-Homewood the vast majority of block club partic-

ipants felt they know more neighbors because of the CCP program. 

The Citizen Survey and Resident Survey asked a random sample of all 

residents (not just block club participants) if they felt: 1)a part of 

the neighborhood or 2) that it was just a place to live, in 1976 and 1978. 
" 

Consistent with the above findings on the block club sur~ey, a statisti-

cally significant increase of respondents felt a part of the neighborhood 

in Lowry Hill East and Willard-HomelV'ood in 1978 over 1976. Hawthorne 

showed a slight decrease of 5 percent on that response. l In addition, 49 

percent of the Lowry Hill East respondents felt that knowing more resi-

dents was one of the major changes which occurred as a result of the CCP 

program. In Hawthorne, this figure was 9 percent and in '-lillard-Homewood 

it was 14 percent. Considering only 50 percent of the Hawthorne respond-

ents had become more familiar with other people on their block, it is 

conceivable that the CCP program was unable to expand much beyond the old 

school-related block club.
2 

When respondents wer~ asked to comment upon the ability of their 

block club to operate on its own, some interesting facts emerged. Resi-

dents were asked if their block club had already met on its own; overall, 

43 percent replied yes, 43 percent said no, and 15 pel:r.~~nt were uncertain .. 
\i r 
\ ( 

" -

IThe findings on this'and other questions from the Resident and Cit­
izen surveys are discussed in Chapter V, Se~tion D. The table containing 
figures on this particular question is Table V.24. 

2The Hawthorne neighborhood had a school-related block club program 
similar to the WIPOG efforts mentioned previously in the Willard area. 
The Hawthorne organization was call HIPOG • 
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In Lowry Hill East the breakdown was yes J 56 percent; no, 25 percent; 

leaving 19 percent uncertain. The figures for Hawthorne were: yes, 27 

percent; no, 56 percent; with 18 percent uncertain. In Willard-Homewood 

46 percent said yes, 50 percent said no, and 4 percent were uncertain. 

In spite of .these differences respondents from all three neighborhoods 

felt about equally certain of the chance of their block club meeting in 

the future. Overall, 68 percent of respondents felt there was a 1150-50 

chance or bette:r" of their block club meeting again. This breaks down 

to 62 percent for Lowry Hill East, 70 percent for Hawthorne, and 74 per­

cent for Willard-Homewood. 

Of special interest should be block club members' perception of 

changes which have occurred in their neighborhoods as a result of the 

crime prevention program. Reported earlier were the findings relating 

to knowing more families in Lowry Hill East. Block club members of 

Hawthorne and Willard-Homewood were more negative in responding about 

changes. In both neighborhoods the single most frequently offered re-

sponse was no change had occurred as a result of the program. In Haw-

thorne, 29 percen~ of respondents believed no changes had occurred, 

while in Willard-Homewood it stood at 26 percent. The figure for Lowry 

Hill East was 7 percent. 

Slightly over 17 percent of Hawthorne residents cited less fear or 

less burglary as changes. Thi,s compares to 2 percent in Lowry Hill East 

and 6 percent in Willard-Homewood. Hawthorne residents differed again 
Ii' 

in their perceptions of security changeso Only 3 perc;~nt of Hawthorne 

respondents felt security had improved as a result of the CCP project. 

In both Willard-Homewood ane! Lowry Hill East the comparable figure was 

14 percent. Overall, the most frequently mentioned changes resulting 
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from the program were (in decreasing order): knowing more families, peo­

ple watching out for each other, better security, less fear, and less 

burglary. 

The question of change raises the issue of impact upon crimei Re-

spondents were specifically asked, from what they k:now abcr;Jt the progra'.h, 

"if crime were to decrease in their neighborhood, how responsible would 

the CCP project be for the decline?" No one felt the project would be 

"completely responsible" for the decline, though the respo;dents were 

rather optimistic. Almost 33 percent felt it would be "largely respon­

sible," an additional 26 percent believed CCP would be about "50 percent 

responsible," 20 percent felt it would be IIsomewhat responsible," and 

the remaining 20 percent did not know. 

What was the impact of the Community Crime Prevention program upon 

a sample of people who attended block club meetings_? In short, rather 

positive. These people came away from the meetings feeling that the 

program would have been a strong influence should crime decline. They 

came away understanding the basic concepts of the program,though they 

did not remember with ease the home securi,ty subsidy program. Continu­

ing, people had become better acquainted w,.~th their neighbors and felt 

their block clubs would continue without thf~ impetus from the CCP staff. 

Finally, they walked away from the meetings feeling strongly that Neigh-

borhood Watch could be effective in preventing burglaries. What remains 

unknown is the degree to which the residents actually practiced the prin-

ciples of the CCP program. 

Beyond merely organizing block club~, a concern of the CCP project 
/) 

staff was the prospect of block clubs remaining a viable force within the 
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community. To this end, special provisions were instHuted to provide 

block clubs with the opportunity to continue func~ioning outside the 

confines of the crime prevention program. Block club maintenance, as 

it carne to be known, became an increasingly dominant theme as the proj-

ect neared the end of the first year. The general method employed in 

addressing maintenance was to provide block leaders with some basic or-

ganizing skills and to make the neighborhood staff function as rEsources 

to the blocks rather than organizers on the block. This was to provide 

a means of gradual withdrawal from the block while providing support for 
f 

the block club to [develop its own identity. Training sessions 'ioiere held 

to assist the block captains in adapting to their increased responsibil-

ity in operating the block clubs. 

The block captain training sessions were to provide the participants 

with the opportunity to learn more fully the potential for block clubs as 

an action force in the community. Topics discussed included problem-

solving with municipal agencies, community resourc,es available for meet-

ing p~esentations, methods for maintaining interest, and attendante. 

Particular attention was given to presenting block captains with various 

opportunities and strategies for,assumihg independent action. The as-

sumption was that meetings concerning crime prevention could not provide 

sufficient attraction beyond an additional one or two meetings. Other 

interests had to b,e developed to keep block members actively involved 

and communicating about block concerns. Neighborhood organizers ex-

pressed a desire to infuse block captains with a respect for their own 

ability to acco~plish results with neighborhood problems. This end would 

have a direct relationship to the goals of the crime prevention program. 
(l 

By maintaining block invo~vement and overcoming neighborhood problems, 
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the blocks could demonstrate some measures of success in an effort to 

combat negative feelings concerning crime and the community. For the 

most part, training se'ssions in all three neighborhoods were well re-
.' 

ceived. 
,~ 

2c Commercial Organizing 

As mentioned previously, the Community Crime Prevention program 

sought to involve both commercial and residential sectors of the commu-

nity in its approach to crime preventi?n. The strategy for providing 

services to the business community focused upon judicious use of local 

( '] business associations. Only the Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne cornrnuni-

ties specifically addressed the issue of business invo~vement in their 

project w'ork plans. Though Willard-Homewood does contain comm~rcial 

establishments, the staff, in preparing its work plan, determine'd not 

to direct its efforts to commercial activities. In Lowry Hill East and 

Hawthorne, two different approaches were used in attempting to conduct 

a program 'ivith the business community. 

The Hawthorne strategy was to rely heavily upon thg mechanism of 
, . () 

an existing business organization to transmit the CCP message. The West 

Broadway Business Association was both long lived and highly visible. 

The intent was to utilize the internal structure of the business associ-

ation in publicizing the CCP program. Because the business association 

was fully functioning and did not need any assistance in subscribing 

members, the premise security survey was the primary interface between' 

the program and area merchants. Initial publicity for the program was 

generated through personal visits to area businesses by neighborhood 

staff. Further information was provided via articles in the business 

association newsletter. Beyond these initial attempts to provide a 
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description of the program and services, little else occurred of a sub­

stantive nature. In partial defense of the neighborhood staff, much of 

the inactivity relating to the business community appear~ to stem from 

the action of the president of the business association. It appears 

there were differing expectations on the part of the neighborhood coordi­

nator and association president as to how the program should be adequately 

publiciz'ed. Commitment by the association president was less than over-

whelming. In spite of this difficulty, presentations were made at asso­

ciation meetings and a number of premise securit! surveys were completed. 

Overall, the visibility of the Community Crime Prev?-ntion program in Haw-

thorne's business section was somewhat subdued. 

In contrast, the business program was highly energetic in Lowry Hill 

East. Though Lowry Hill East is bounded by two highly commercial streets, 

there was minimal previous activity pertaining to' business owners forming 

an association. To fill the void, one of the initial goals of the Lowry 

Hill East work plan was to organize and establish two associations of mer-

chants on l~yndale and Hennepin Avenues. Commencing in July, 1977, commer-

cial establishments were canvassed and first meeting dates set. During 

the course of the project the South Hennepin Business Association was 

formed and continued to meet on a monthly basis. The average representa-

tion at meetings was 18 establishments. The South Lyndale Avenue Business 

Association had an average of 16 businesses represented per meeting. 

Though the business associations did struggle ,a bit with some of the usual 

problems of fledgling organizations, i.e., bylaws and organizational struc­

ture, they did deal with issues of importance to the overall community. 

In one instance, they attempted to resolve a conflict between one of their 

members and residents who objected to problems created by the clientele of 
I; 
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thclt business. The associations also supported larger community activi-
.::~ 

ties through contributions of goods and/or services. The efforts of the 

CCP staff were directly responsible for the· formation and early growth of 

these organizations. Though some contact is maintained between the CCP 

stafif and the association, it appears both groups continue to operate as 

viable elements within the community. 

3. Summary 

The general desire to increase involvement within the residential and 

commercial elements of the community appears to have met with mixe:d re~ 

suIts. In Lowry Hill East 97 percent of all blocks were organized and in-

troduced into Neighborhood Watch. The results of the efforts in Hawthorne 

were 92 percent organized and 58 percent initiated into Neighborhood Watch. 

For Willard-Homewood, 48 percent of the blocks were organized and 10 per-

cent formally participated in Neighborhood Watch. 

In spite of the difference:; in organizing outcomes, residents from 
/? 

1,\' 

all neighborhoods who participated in the program felt positive about its 

efforts. Eighty-two percent of a random sample of participants were fa-

TIliliar with Neighborhood Watch and 90 percent of those respondents felt 

it would be effective in preventing burglaries. Nevertheless, when asked 

what changes have occurred as a result of the program, the two most fre-

quently given responses were: knowing more families and no changes have 

occurred. Less burglary was the least chosen response. There is some J 

reason to expect that the block clubs will remain viable after the proj-

ect because 68 percent of the same sample replied there was a "50-50 

chance or better" of their block meeting on its own. In addition, Lowry 

Hill East and Willard-Homewood showed significant increases in neighbor-

hood identification. 

63 



o 

Efforts at organizing the business community were attempted in two 

neighborhoods. In Hawthorne the attempt was thwarted by placing top much 
, ! 

reliance upon a somewhat disinterested existii.lg business association. 

This aspect of the program never achieved any forward thrust in Hawthorne. 

In Lowry Hill East the efforts of-the staff met with quite good results. 

Two business associations were formed to represent the two commercial 

streets in Lowry Hill East. Both associations had a reasonable level of 

participation and continue to meet without any direction from the crime 

prevention program. 

C. DlRECT CRIME REDUCTION ACTIVITIES 

T.ro of the goals this project sought to achieve (target hardening 

and opportunity reduction through environmental design) are described as 

direct crime reduction activities. Target hardening (or home security 

changes) involved three different objectives: to encourage participants 

of block clubs to request a premise security survey conducted by the Min-

neapolis Police Department, to enroll block cluo1 members in Operation 

Identification, and to improve landlord ~espons1bility concerning secu-

rity of rental units. The other goal! opportun~,ty reduction through en­

vironmenta 1 des ign, invo lved physical changes iii neighborhoods. Alleyway 

modifications, additional lighting, and traffic diverters were planned 

for certain areas of the demonstration neighborhoods. Improving home 

security, marking valuables with an identifying number, and redesigning 

physical a$pects of the neighborhood were expected to have direct im-

pact on crime reduction and therefore are defined here as direct crime 

reduction activites. 
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1. Target, Hardening 

Premise security surveys were prl.~mote,d through the block club meet.­
I 

ings. As mentioned earlier a subsidy was available for those residents 

who made recommended changes. Often this subsidy was an incentive to re­
I' 

quest a premise security survey since a homelowner 'could receive 50 percent 

of the cost of making the changes up to the maxi,m~lm allowable subsidy 

amount of $100 per residence. To estimate the importance of the security 

survey aspect of the CCP program, a follo.r-up telephone survey was admin-

istered to premise security survey recipi~nts. This survey asked which 

recommendations were implemented, who had done the work, how much it cost 

the resident, and if he/she were more confident about his/her home secu-. ' .. 
rity once the changes were made. The intent of the survey was to deter-

mine levels of comp liance with recommended, changes and factors precipi-

tating a request for a survey. 

A total of 266 residents had premise security surveys as a result of 

the crime prevention demonstration. Of these, 147 (55 percent) were sur-

1 veyed in the follow-up. Residents from Lowry Hill East made up 42 per-

cent of the follow-up survey total while Hawthorne and Willard-Homewood 

residents comprised 30 percent and 29 percent, respectively. In an at-

tempt to discover the reasons residents requested a security check of 

their home, the following open-ended question was included: "What 

prompted you to request a premise security survey'?" (see Table IV.2). 

Over half of the premise security survey recipients gave reasons that 

lSome surveys were in the process of being completed or were involved 
in procedures to obtain the subsidy when the evaluation follow-up was be­
ing completed. In addition, problems identifying d,Lscrepancies between 
staff records and police records emerged causing delays. -These delays did 
notallovr a number of completed surveys to be included in the follow-up. 
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were directly related to some aspect of the crime prevention program. Ex-

amples oJE the type of answers'given are: block club meetings, crime pre-

vention staff members, the crime prevention program, and the available 

subsidy,. In Lowry Hill East 67 percent gave one of the above four answers. 

In Hawthorne 79 percent and in Willard-Homewood 57 percent answered in a 

similar manner. The answers not related specifically to this program 

were: thought it was a good idea, security problems, neighborhood crime 

reputation, past victimization, and friends had recommended it. Some of 

these responses are crime related, and they may possibly be related di-

rectly to this project since a crime prevention program would probably ( ". " () 
tend to provoke security consciousness. But, there is also a possibility 

that these responses are not directly related to the CCP demonstration, 

and so they were separated from the first set of responses. 

() 
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TABLE IV.2 

WHAT PROMPTED RESIDENTS TO REQUEST 
A PREHISE SECURITY SURVEy?a 

(N = 147) 

LOlvRY HILL 
EAST HA{olTHORNEc 

• I I 

WILLARD-

Ct 
HOHEWOOD 

REASON STATEDb Fre- Per- Fre- Per-,jFre- Per-
guenc:r cent guencr cent guenc:r cent 

1. Block club meetings 33 54.1% 23 54.8'7 .. 22 50.0'7~ 
2. Staff members 5 8.2 5 11.9 0 -0-
3. Crime prevention program 2 3.3 4 9.5 2 4.5 
4. Subsidy involved 1 1.6 1 2.4 1 2.3 

SUBTOTAL 41 67.2% 33 78.6% 25 56.8% 

--------------- - - - - --------------- ------
5. Thought it was a good idea 9 14.8% 0 -0- 4 9.1% 
6. Security problems 2 3.3 5 11.9% 4 9.1 
7. Neighborhood reputation 3 4.9 1 2.4 1 2.3 
8. Past victimizations 2 3.3 2 4.8 7 15.9 
9. Friend recommended it 1 1.6 1 2.4 0 -0-

10. Other reason given 3 4.9 0 -0- 3 6.8 
SUBTOTAL 20 32.8% 9 21.5% 19 43.2% I 

- - - - -'- - - - - - - - ------------- - - - - - - - - - .- -. - --
TOTAL 61 100.0% 42 100.1% 44 100 •. 0% 

aQuestion from Premise Security Survey Follow-up administered to recip­
ients of this service. 

b Responses 1-4 indicate that the reason a premise security survey was 
requested was directly related to some aspect of the crime prevention 
demonstration. Whereas, responses 5-10 indicate other reasonable an­
swers but do not give the credit to this particular program or its 
staff • 

cWhere percentages do not equal 100, it is due to a rounding error. 

Recipients of a premise security survey listed the number of times 

they had been victims of a burglary, theft, or a vandalism within the 

past year. Table IV.3 shows that 14.3 percent of the 147 recipients had 

been burglarized. Some type of theft was reported by 16.4 percent of 

these people,"and 9.5 percent of them had property vandalized. 
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INCIDENT 

Burglary 
o 
1 
2 

SUBTOTAL 

Theft 
--0-

1 
2 
3 

SUBTOTAL 

Vandalism 
o 
1 
2 

SUBTOTAL 

TABLE IV.3 

NUMBER OF CRIMINAL INCIDENTS WITHIN PRIOR YEAR 
AT SURVEYED RESIDENCE 

LOWRY HILL 
EAST 

I 
Fre­

quency 

55 
5 
1 

61 

48 
8 
4 
1 

61 

55 
5 
1 

61 

"""1 
Per­
centa 

90.2% 
8.2 
1.6 

100.0% 

78.7% 
13.1 
6.6 
1.6 

100.0% 

90.2% 
8.2 
1.6 

100.0% 

HAWTHORNE 

Fre­
quency 

33 
9 
o 

42 

35 
5 
2 
o 

42 

37 
5 
o 

42 

Per­
centa 

78.6% 
21.4 
-0-

100·.or. 

83.3% 
11.9 
4.8 
-0-

100.0% 

88.1% 
11.9 
-0-

100.0% 

WILLARD­
HOHEWOOD r-""::'=::'==-, 

Fre­
quency 

38 
5 
1 

44 

40 
3 
1 
o 

44 

41 
3 
o 

44 

Per­
centa 

80.4% 
11.4 
2.3 

100.1% 

90.9% 
6.8 
2.3 

_-0-

100.0% 

93.2% 
6.8 
-0- . 

100.0r. 

-[ 

TOT A L 

Fre­
quency 

126 
19 

2 

147 

123 
16 

7 
_L 

147 

133 
13 

1 ---
147 

% of 
Totala 

85.7% 
12.9 

loll 

100.0% 

83.7% 
10.9 
.4.8 
0.7 

100.1% 

90.5% 
8.8 
0.7 

100.0% 

aWhere percentages do not equal 100, it is due to a rounding error. 

Most of the people who requested a premise security survey were 1iv-

ing in single family homes (56 percent in Lowry Hill East, 74 percent in 

Hawthorne, and 95 percent in Willard-Homewood). In Lowry Hill East and 

Hawthorne about 25 percent of the requests came from residents who lived 

in duplexes or fourplexes. In addition Lowry Hill East had 15 percent of 

the requests from multiple dwellings, rooming houses, and a home/business 

combination (see Table IV.4). In Lowry Hill East 23 percent of the resi-

dential structures have 10 or more units. This presented special diffi-

culties because renters had to recieve approval from their landlords to 

have their homes surveyed. In the interest of overall building security, 

entire apartment buildings were surveyed at one time. Through the sub-

sidy program, $300 was allotted per building for 10 different apartment 

buildings in Lowry Hill East, and although -e'en apartment buildings were 
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surveyed for security weaknesses, none collected the subsidy money. (Prior 

to a definite rule concerning apartment dwellers, 4 single apartment units 

d These 4 surveys are included in the total of the residen­were surveye • 

d cted) Most often, however, residents tial premise security surveys con u • 

rather than apartment units requested and received of owner-occupied units 

a premise security survey. 

~---------------------------------------
TABLE IV.4 

TYPE OF HOUSING OF PREHISE SECURITY SURVEY RECIPIENTS 
(N = 147) 

HOUSING TYPE 

Single Family 
Frequency: 

Percent: 

Two-Fourplex 
Frequency: 

Percent: 

Other Residence
a 

Frequency: 
Percent: 

~ 
Frequency: 

Percent: 

LOWRY HILL WILLARD--
EAST . HAlo/THORNE HOHEWOOD TOTAL 

34 
55.7% 

18 
29.5% 

9 
14.8% 

61 
100.0'1. 

31 
73.8r. 

11 
26.2% 

o 
-0-

42 
100.0% 

42 
95.5'1. 

2 
4.5% 

o 
-0-

44 
100~0% 

107 
72.8% 

31 
21.1% 

9 
6.1% 

147 
100.0% 

a"Other" category includes mul.tiple dwellings, room­
ing houses, and one home/business combination. 

Of the 61 residents surveyed in Lowry Hill East) 67 percent (41) had 

completed some of the recommended changes. In Willard-Homewood 61 per-

cent (27) of the 44 people had completed some changes, while in Hawthorne 

only 38 percent (16) of the 42 premise security survey recipients had im-

plemented any recommended changes (see Table IV.5). To the best of his/ 

the average amount of money these changes cost the in­her recollection, 

dividual resident was $67.45 in Lowry Hill East, $43.10 in Hawthorne, and 

$66.47 in Willard-Homewood. The tot~l amount of money awarded through 

f . ty J.·mprovements iri/the three demonstration the subsidy program or securJ. 
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sites was $2,469.70 including subsidies for businesses. When asked if 

they would have made ~he recommended chnnges if no subsidy had been in-

volved, 75 percent of the Hawthorne residents answered affirmatively. 

In Lowry Hill East and in Willard-Homewood the percentages were 65 and 

56, respectively (see Table IV.6). The vast majority of residents sur-

veyed knew about the security problems in their home prior to receiving 

the premise survey as Table IV.7 portrays. Close to 69 percent in Lowry 

Hill East, and 74 percent in both Hawthorne and Willard-Homewood were 

aware of these problems. Finally, the survey asked those residents who 

had made some changes if they felt more confident abouc their home secu-

rity. Of the 40 who made changes in Lowry Hill East, 68 percent (27) 

felt more confident (see Table IV.8). In Hawthorne 16 recipients had 

completed some changes. Of these people 81 percent (13) felt more con-

fident. The number of premise security survey recipients who had imple-

mented some changes in Willard-Homewood was 27. Of these 27, 81 percent 

(22) fe1t more confident regarding their security. 

TABLE IV.5 

DID RESIDENT MAKE RECOMHENDED CHANGES?a 
(N = 147) 

LOWRY HILL WILLARD-
RESPONSE EAST HAWTHORNE HOMEWOOD TOTAL 

Yes 
Frequency: 41 16 27 84 

Percent: 67.2% . 38.1% 61.4% 57.1% 

No 
Frequency: 20 26 17 63 

Percent: 32.8% 61.9% 38.6% 42.9% 

TOTAL 
frequency: 61 42 44 147 

Percent: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
'::.-; 

aQuestion from Premise Security Survey Follow-up 
administered to recipients of this servi'ce. 
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TABLE IV.6 

WOULD RESIDENT HAVE HADE SECURITY CHANGES 
IF NO SUBSIDY WERE INVOLVED?a 

(N = 146) 

LOWRY HILL WILLARD-
RESPONSE EAST HAWTHORNE HOMEWOOD 

~-
Frequency: 26 12 15 

Percent: 43.3% 28.6% 34.1% 

~ 
Frequency: 14 4 12 

Percent: 23.3'7. 9.5% 27.3% 

No Changes Hade 
Frequency: 20 26 17 

Percent: 33.3% 61.9% 38.6% 

~ 
44 Frequency: 60 42 

Percent: 99.9%b 100.0% 100.0% 

TOTAL 

53 
36.3% 

30 
20.5% 

63 
43.2% 

146 
100.0% 

aQuestion from Premise Security Survey Follow-up 
administered to recipients of this service. 

b Where percentages do not equal 100,- it is due to 
a rounding error. 

'rABLE IV.7 

WAS RESIDENT AWl\RE OF SECURITY PROBLEHS PRIOR 
TO THE PREHISE SECURITY SURVEY? 

(N = 146) 

LOWRY HILL WILLARD-
RESPONSE EAST HAWTHORNE HOHEHOOD TOTAL 

~ 
Frequency: 42 31 32 105 

Percent: 68.9% 73.8% 74.0% 71.9% 

No 
Frequency: 19 11 11 41 

Percent: 31.1% 26.2% 26.0% 28.1% 

~ 
Frequency: 61 42 43 146 

Percent: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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TABLE IV.B 

DO THOSE RESIDENTS WHO HADE SECURITY IMPROVEMENTS 
rEEL HORE CONFIDENT NOW? 

(N = 83) 
f-"".-...,-

LmiRY HILL WILLARD-
i ( t~fl~SPONSE EAST HAtolTHORNE HOMElVOOD T!)TAL 
! "les 
! itrequency: 27 13 22 62 

!>ercent: 67.5% Bl.3% 81.5% 74.7% 

!!£ 
Frequency: 13 3 S 21 

Percent: 32.57. 18.7% 18.5% 25.3% 

TOTAL 
Frequency: 40 16 27 83 

Percent: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

When police officers surveyedhoroes, they ranked some of the recom-

mended changes. This ranking was twofold in purpose: it allowed resi-

dents to know which changes were most important to ensure the security 

of their home, and residents could not receivE; f'1Josidy money for any non-

priority changes unless all priority items were implemented first. For 

all three p~ighborhoods the types of changes most often ranked highest 

dealt with door security (see Table IV.9). Installation of deadbolt 

locks were mentibned most as being the part of the ~oor that should be 

improved. In Lowry Hill East, 50 percent of the recommended door changes 

specifically were deadbolt lock installations. In Hawthorne the percent-

age was as high as 57, while in Willard-Homewood, 35 percent of the door 

changes recommend installing deadbolt locks. The category with the next 

highest number of priorit:::"r changes was v0-.... '~'J l3ecurity. In Hawthorne, 38 . '} 

,-_."'"--

percent of priority changes were window changes. Willard-HomewooJ window 

changes encompassed 33 percent of the priority items, while the Lowry 

Hill East percentage was 28. In addition, this neighborhood had some ex-

terior changes recommended as priority--such as: additional lighting, 

address disp lay, and securit:r of.: n ,5econd-story access. ii 
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TABLE IV.9 

TYPE OF PRIORITY CHANGE RECOMHENDEDa 

LOt-lRY HILL WILLARD-
TYPE OF CHANGE RECOHHENDED EAST HAlvTHORNE HOHEWOOD TOTAL --'---
Deadbolt Lock Door Ohanges 

Frequency: 54 13 17 84 
Percent: 35.8% 3S.1% 21.B% 31.6% 

Other Door Changes 
Frequency: 54 10 31 95 

Percent: 3S.8% 27.0% 39.7% 3S.7% 

Window Changes 
Frequency: 42 14 26 82 

Percent: 27.8% 37.8% 33.3% 30.8% 

Exterior Changes 
Frequency: 0 0 3 3 

Percent: -0- -0- 3.9% 1.1% 

Alarms 
Frequency: 1 0 1 2 

Percent: 0.7% -Q- 1.3 0.8% 

TOTAL 
37 78 266 Frequency: lSI 

Percent: 100.1%b 99.9%b 100.0% 100.0% 

apriority indicates those recommendations that must be com-
pleted to ensure the s~!bsidy money. 

bWhere percentages do not equal 1CO, it is due to a rounding 
error. 

The residents who had not made any changes by the time this tele-

phone survey was conducted were asked if they intended to make future 

1 
changes. In all three neighborhoods combined, 42 percent of the total 

number surveyed (62) had not made any changes. Of these people, 49 

(79 percent) said that they intended'to make some of the recommended 

changes. These residents were asked what type of changes they would 

most likely make. The majority of the respondents cited. door secu.rity; 

namely, deadbolt locks. 'rhe next larg~st pertJentageencompassed window 

security changes, again related to an improved locking system. 

lAll telephone surveys were conducted at least one month following 
the administration of the premise security S~tP,'ay to allow residents 
time to make changes. 
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By January of 1978, each neighborhood staff proposed goals on facets 

of this program. Of interest here are the goal statements concertiing the 

number of premise security surveys requested and ~onducted per neighbor-

hood. Willard-Homewood staff members proj~cted receiving 300 residential 

requests for surveys. They hoped to conduct 100 percent of these re-

quests. The actual number of surveys that was requested within the first 

year was 252. Of these 252 requests, 37 percent (92) were conducted. In 

view of the low percentage of requests completed, it appears the Willard-

Homewood staff was overzealous in projecting 100 percent completion. In 

Hawthorne s 100 surveys of residential units were projected. The neigh-

borhood records indicate 123 actual requests. They bad proposed to con-

duct 100 percent of the 100 projected. Nearly 70 percent (86) of the 

actual requests were completed. In addition, 9 commercial establishments 

requested and received a premise security survey in Hawthorne. The staff 

mane no projection o~ commercial surveys, so no comparisons can be made. 

In the southern neighborhood, Lowry Hill East, 120 residential requests 

were projected as well as 40 business requests and 10 entire apartment 

buildings. 'The actual numbers of requests were for 94 residences, 28 

businesses, and 10 apartments in Lowry Hill 'East. This neighborhood had 

also expected to complete 100 percent of those requested. The completion 

rate of 88 residential units was 94 percent of requests. For businesses s 

Lowry Hill East completed 24 surveys or 86 percent of those requested. 

All apartment bui lding requests were comp leted. Hawthorne and Willard-

Homewood are both located in ~h¥ northern section of the city and are 

served by the fourth pre'Cinct of the Minneapolis Polic~ Department. The 

fourth precinct conducted a total of 187 residential and commercial sur-

, " 0 ' 
veys within t.he demonstr~.~~Qn year. The fifth precinct, serving LmoJry 

'/ ".\ ,I 

Hill East, conduct~d 122 re[?idential and comrrsrcial surveys plus 10 entire 
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apartment buildings within the same length of time. The level of partic-

ipation, however, among the neighborhood households on this aspect of the' 

crime prevention program was rather low. In Lowry HillE~st, 2.6 percent 

of all residences had a premise security survey by June 30, 1978. In Haw-

thorne, the percentage of all households in the area which received a 

premise security survey was 5.3. Finally, in Willard-Homewood, 2.8 per­

cent of all residences had a security check conducted. 

Another procedure for improving security consists of engraving prop-

erty with a nationally identifiable number. Since 1963 when Operation 

Identification began, it has been included in many crime prevention pro-

1 
grams. In addition it has been tested as an independent crime reduction 

strategy by several state agencies as well as the federal government. 2 

These evaluations of Operation Identification tested whether or not par-

ticipants were victimized less often, than nonparticipants. They also 

evaluated the rate of apprehension and prosecution of the burglar and 

the rate of recovery and return of stolen property for Operation LD. 

members and nonmembers. The results of these studies have been contro-

versial. Some studies report a significant reduction of residential bur-

glary in target areas. However, no evidence has been reported which 

suggests Operation I:D. increases apprehension and/or conviction of the 

h 

1 . J 
j 

U.S., Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion, An Exemplary Project--Oommunity Orime Prevent~on Program--Seattle, 
Washing'ton by Paul Cire'! et al. (Washington~ D.C.: G~)vernment Printing 
Office j 1977); U.S., Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, Crime-Specific Analysis: An Empirical Examination of 
Burglary Offense and Offender Oharacteristics by Carl E. Pope (Washing­
ton, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1977). 

2Governorls Commission on Crime Prevention and Control, Evaluation 
Unit, Minnesota Orime Watch (St. Paul, Minnesota: State of Minnesota, 
1976); U.S., Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration, Operation Identification Projects: Assessment of Effectiveness 
by Nelson B. Heller et al. (Washington, D.C.: Government: Printing Office, 
1975). . 
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burglar. In addition there has been no substantive evidence that marking 

one's property decreases the burglar's ability to dispose of the stolen 

property. Despite all the known evidence, Operation Identification was 

included as one aspect of this crime preventfon demonstration. The sep-

arate effect of Operation I.D. was not evaluated; its effect was con-

sidered in conjunction with other aspects of the GOP program. Operation 

I.D. was promoted largely via the block club structure. Engravers and 

identifying sticl<ers were made. available to block club members, but the 

actual engraving was done by the reside~t. Block club participants were 

encouraged to mark their property, but participation was voluntary. At 

times participa~ts would engrave their property but refuse to display the 

Operation I.D. sticker. Some residents believed that, rather than acting 

as a deterrent, the sticker may advertise the location of property that 

is worth st'.=aling. Through this crime prevention programs 4.5 pe,rcent, 

5.3 percent, and 2.9 percent of the total households engraved property in 

the Lowry Hill East, r,,?,wthorne, and Willard-Homewood neighborhoods, re-

spectively. 

The extent of prior participation in Operation I.D. could not be doc-

umented since its promotion has been so widespread. However s the Resident 

Survey, dealing with citizen's fear of crime, included a question con-

cerning Operation LD. Random samples of residents were asked if they 

belonged to Operation ·LD. (in 1976 and in 1978). Participation prior to 

this project can be gauged by the 1976 results. AU three neighborhoods 

show an increase in participation from 1976 to 1978, and the increases in 
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Lowry Hill East and Willard-Homewood were statistically significant.
l 

The 

Hawthorne neighborhood showed an increase also, but not a significant one. 

As part of the premise security survey follow-up, respondents were 

asked if they had Operation I.D. numbers. Hawthorne residents had the 

highest percentage of participation; 85.7 percent of the premise security 

survey recipients also had marked their valuables with an identifying 
Il 

number. In Lowry Hill East, 75.9 percent and in Willard-Homewoo~.!, 61.4 
;: 

percent of those residents who had received a premise sl~curity purvey 

also joined Operation Identification. This difference may s~ggest that 

a select number of residents in Hawthorne have a higher l~vel of 'overall 

participatio~ .• 

As mentioned earlier, each neighborhood projected goals it would 

reach within the first year. For Operation LD. ~ the Willard-~Homewood 

staff thought there would be 300 requests. The actual number of requests 

was 97. For the Hawthorne neighborhood, the projected number of requests 

was 150 while the actual number was 86. Lowry Hill East projected 180 

requests; the actu.al number was 153. All thre(~ neighborhoods completed 

100 percent' of the actm'.' number of requests. 
( 

As described in Chapter III, it was hoped landlord responsibility 

would.increase by making absentee landlords aware of securIty problems. 

Subsidy monies \\I'ere made available ,,~ apartment owners as an incentive 

to ~fllprove faulty seC~fity(: Letters, c~~ing problems in apartment build­
II 
I, 

ings and interest on the part of the tenant to have better security, were 

lSignificance~qt the .Q5 level requires a standardized Z-score of 
1.645. In Lowry Hill East the Z~·score was 2.504. In Willard-Homewood 

~ ., 
the Z-score was 2.211, and Hawthorne's Z-score was 1.059~ See Table V.42 
p. 198, and the discussion starting on p. 196 for more details. 
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to be sent to the owner from the city of Minneapolis Community Crime Pre-

vention program. It was hoped this action would encourage the owners of 

these buildings to secure their rental property. 

Since the Lowry Hill East neighborhood has an unusually high per-

cent age of rental property, it was expected to be more concerned with 

landlord responsibility than the other areas. At the beginning of the 

project, in the summer of 1977, letters were sent to all landlords in 

Low~y Hill East explaining the program and emphasizing the components 

that would benefit them most. Attempts were made to include absentee 

.landlords in the block club meetings held on the block in which they 

owned property. If residents complained of weak security and landlords 

seemed unresponsive, letters citing specific problems were sent from the 

city of Minneapolis crime prevent.ion office to the owners. If this pro-

duced no action, the CCP staff contacted the housing inspector who could 

issue a citation if the property did not meet the city security codes. 

The staff worked with the city housing inspector to alleviate s~curity 

problems for the tenants. 

This component of the CCP demonstration was never fully implemented 

in the two neighborhoods in north Minneapolis. In Hawthorne an initial 

attempt was made to identify absentee landlords but little else occurred. 

Records in the Willard-Homewood files do not exhibit any work on this ob-

jective. 

2. Opportunity Reduction through Environmental Design 

Physical design changes developed by the CCP city staff architect 

were planned for, all three neighborhoods withip the demonstration year. 

Sometimes, areas in need of change were brought to staff attention by 
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residents attending prep~ogram meetings. The city staff also aurveyed a 

number of block club members to gain another perspective on needed envi­
-1/-

ronmental changes. Usually, public hearings were held before any changes 

were made to provide information to those interested a,nd to allow resi-

dents a chance to react to the proposal. 

Willard-Homewood had four different ~nvironmental changes planned. 

First, in the spring of 1978, an alley was altered. This was a special 

case where residents believed juveniles used the dead end as a meeting 

place and allegedly made transactions with stolen goods. This alley was 

a "T,H and one arm of th~ "T" was closed; hence traffic could still flow 

in an inverted "L" fashion. The two abutting residential property owners 

took responsiblity for the zone which was closed. That part of the "T," 

then, ~ould stq,l be in the public domain but, practically, would be a 

natural barrier of shrubs and grass. 

The second change planned for Willard-Homewood was installing new 

lights in alleyways within census tract 28 (replacing mercury vapor lamps 

with high pressure sodium vapor lamps which give out more light at a more 

efficient rate). Originally, this lighting was to include alleys in cen-

sus tracts 27 and 28. Sometime in August of 1978, about a month and a 

half past the end of the demonstration year, these plans were altered to 

include only tract 28. The third change indicated that traffic was to be 

modified in the southern a~ea of census tract 28. One street, running 

east and west, was to be made a one-way street. Traffic diverters were 

planned for some, areas within Willard-Homewood in order to control the 

direction of the traffic, The fourth type of change that was planned for 

this area was alley bar.:cicades. East-west alleys immediately north of 

Plymouth Avenue, in census tract 27, were proposed to be barricaded as 
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thoroughfares. These alleys had been used as a shortcut between opposite 

one-way streets. In other cases, the alleys had been used as gathering 

points for individuals who allegedly disturb the desired character of the 

residential area. 

The first change discussed for Willard-Homewood, the "T" alley, has 

already been completed. No public hearing was held before that change 

was made. Of the remaining three proj ected chcJ.nges, pub lic hearings have 

been held on two of them: the traffic diverters and alleyway lighting. 

All three changes were expected to be implemented during 1978. A public 

hearing on alleyway barricades has not been planned as of this writing. 

In Hawthorne, three traffic diverters were planned to alleviate the 

traffic problems there. The final plan that was presented to the commu-

nity seemed to offer the greatest flexibility because the diverters cDuld 

offer a pathway from the Boardway area to the North Star"school. These 

diverters would also serve to rerou.t.r,! traffic without severely limiting 

access to the neighborhood. The major intent was to sh~ ,:t nDrth-south 

traffic to opposing one-~ay streets (Emerson and Fremont) and Lyndale 

Avenue (a. major two-way street), which were designed for heavier traffic 

volume. This proposal was discussed with residents of Hawthorne at a 

public hearillg on May 18, 1978. A representative from the Department of 

Public Works, the local alderman, and CCP city and local staff were pres-

ent. The only major objection to this proposal came from a resident who 

lived close to an area that wDuld receive a traffic diverter. The alder-

man felt that if this resident had a strong objection, then maybe other 
c· 

residents not in attendance would also. The decision was left pending, 

and as of this writing no further decisions or actions have been under-

taken. 
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In Lowry Hill East, two diverters were planned on one north-south 

avenue. These diverters were positioned to create a pedestrian walkway 

designed to help identify Lowry Hill East as a neighborhood and tD create 

a visual asset. The walkway wDuld begin in the northern section .of the 

neighborhood and wDuld travel through a major part of the neighborhDod tD 

the park lDcated ipproximately half the distance through LDwry Hill East. 

High pressure sodium vapDr lights ~lere planned fDr the blDcks adjoining 

the walkway. In the proposal, however, these new and efficient lights 

were to be privately purchased by residents .on those affected blDCks. 

The CCP staff was investigating the possibility .of buying these lights 

() 
in bulk in order to decrease the CDst to the residents. On May" 25, 1978, 

a public hearing was held to obtain residents' reactions to the prDposed 

plan. ThDugh the CCP staff felt the majority .of people in" attendance 

accepted the plan, there was a substantial number opposed. It was de-

cided, at that time, to install temporary diverters and~!8'.~~sure their 
) (' . '(;1( ~;'"il\ 0. 

V"'(,i: • li\ 
effect via traffic counts. The temporary diverter would\\~:~k})e as at-

tracti.ve as the permanent ones would be since landscaping wDuld nDt be 

included. By the end .of the demonstration year, the envirDnmental 

( ) 
changes planned for Lowry Hill East, thDugh set in motion, had nDt DC-

curred. 

The environmental changes scheduled tD .occur within "the first d€\mDn-

stration year of this project did nDt .occur. Minneapolis does not have 

much public construction underway between November and Hay each year, due 

to its severe winter. However, all planners, as well as project staff, 

were ~\:E:I~ acquainted with the seasonal climate of this area. Since the 

end of the project year, temporary diverters were erected in Wi.llard-

Homewood and Lowry Hill East to gauge residents' reacti.ons before 
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constructing permanent ones. Residents of Lowry Hill East were mostly 

opposed, and those diverters were taken down within Ci\ coup Ie of months. 

A study in Berkeley, California, found that: "Since the appearance of 

the diverters is so temporary many residents may be encouraged to oppose 

rather than to accept," which is apparently what occurred in Lowry Hill 

East.
l 

Willard-Homewood residents, in the meantime, have yet to make a 

decision, and the temporary diverters still stand. 

3. ~mmary 

Securing one's home through target hardening and marking valuables 

is considered a direct crime reduction activity. Redesigning portions 

of the neighborhoods' environment had also been expected to reduce 

crime. 

Neighborhood staffs projected the number of residents who would re-

Pro-quest premise security surveys as well as Operation Identification. 

jections were mostly overzealous on both these strategies. Of the resi-

dential premise surveys requested; Lowry Hill East completed 94 percent, 

Hawthorne completed 70 percent, and Willard-Homewood completed 37 per-

cent. In addition, 9 commercial surveys were conducted in Hawthorne and 

24 in Lowry Hill East. Ten apartment buildings were also surveyed in 

Lowry Hill East. Premise security surveys were more easily processed 

for owner-occupied units. The majority of respondents included in the 

follow-up survey on target hardening cited reasons directly related to 

the CCP program for requesting the service. Most respondents knew of 

the security problems prior to the survey, and, surprisingly, the 

lDonald Appleyard et al., Liveable Urban streets: Managing Auto 
Traffic in Neighborhoods (Berkeley, California: Institute of Urban and 
Regional' Development, University of California, January, 1976), p.~.55. 
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majority reported that they would have made the changes regardless of 

the subsidy. A range, of 2 to 5 percent of the residential units in each 

neighborhood was surveyed through this program. Between 40 to 70 percent 

of those who were surveyed actually implemented some of the recommended 

changes. 

Because of the vast number of programs promoting Operation Identi-

fication in the past, the extent of residential involvement prior to 

this project could not be assessed. However, random samples of demon-

stration neighborhood residents were surveyed in 1976 and again in 1978 

on their participation in Operation 1.0. Statistically significant in-

creases in participation between the two time periods occurred ~n Wil-

lard-Homewood and Lowry Hill East. This does not necessarily mean, 

however, that this increase can be attributed to this program. 

Increasing responsibility of landlords (especially absentee land-

lords) was hoped to be accomplished within the first year of this proj-

ect. 
II 

Lowry Hill East was the onlyineighborhood to work actively to 

achieve this goal. Results ~f this strategy are not easily measured or 

even identified. It is likely, though, that this strategy had no im-

pact upon crime in Lowry Hill East and certainly none in the other two 

neighborhoods. 

Physical changes of the environment in the demonstration neighbor-

hoods w,ere intended to reduce criminal activity. Within the demonstra-

tion year only one of the many proposed changes was implemented: an 

alley was modified in Willard-Homewood. Perhaps if physical redesign 

plans had been set in mo.tion in the fall of 1977, the lengthy process of 
t'\ 

city and local approval could have been handled during the winter months. 
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If redesign changes had been approved by early spring, the work could have 

been completed by the end of the project. Plans for Ehe one alleyway 

which was redesigned began in late summer of 1977, and implementati.on oc-

curred in the spring of 1978. Obv; 1 th h· 1 d· h ~ous y, e one p ys~ca es~gn c ange 

could not have reduced crime significantly in Willard-Homewood. 

D. INDIRECT GRIME REDUCTION ACTIVITIES 

1. Increased Awareness of Crime Prevention Techniques 

Educating residents on the subject of community crime prevention 

could be the first step toward a vigilant neighborhood. However, one of 

the primary requirements of an information program is to determine the 

information needs of the community. During the planning period (before 

the project began), many meetings were held in the three neighborhoods., 

Planners felt able to determine the level of crime information among 

meeting participants and then devised an informational package directed 

to these residents. Once the CCP program was underway, neighborhood 

organizers assessed the adequacy of the efforts devised to disseminate 

information about CCP. Other than the single-purpose versus the mu.lti-

pIe-purpose approaches adopted by the individual organizers, the CCP 

instruction was consistent among neighborhoods. The city staff devel­

oped large poster boards containing the basic outline of the CCP program 

which were to be used at block club meetings to guide the organizer's 

presentation and to help residents follow along. However, the boards 

riere soon discarded by most organizers in favor of a less formal presen-

tation that included discussions with the residents. Even in Lowry Hill 

East, where the two·-meeting format was successfully implemented, the 

poster boards proved too formal and tended to distract residents. 
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Organizers believed that block club meetings, serving as the chief 

avenue for disseminating crime prevention information, should remain in-

formal. However, all activities leading to a meeting (initial contacts), 

as well as efforts directed toward maintenance of block clubs, were used 

to communicate the crime prevention message. Help from the .local media 

was employed also. Newspapers, published through an established neigh-

borhood organization, were used to publiciz~ the CCP program. ~,~ edi-

tion of a local newspaper even pictured two coordinators on its front 

page--attired in superman- and wonderwoman-like garb. A focal radio sta-

tion, KMOJ, prOVided broadcast time to Willard-Homewood and WIPOG. Given 

its short broadcast range, the station was capable of reaching only the 

near northside of Minneapolis. Willard-Homewood and Hawthorne residents 

are within the station's broadcast range. 

A bimonthly crime prevention newsletter was established through this 

program (The Public Eye) and was disseminated to all households in the 

three neighborhoods. The CCP project also received citywide publicity in 

September, 1977, and again in May, 1978, via the Minneapolis Tribune. The 

September article reviewed the entire program but speCifically dealtftl,'ith 

Lowry Hill East. The May article liras a follow-up of. the September report 

reviewing what the program could have accomplished. Residents were inter-

viewed by the reporter, and different CCP materials were reproduced in the 

paper. At an earlier'date the Minneapolis newspapers reported the selec-

tion of Willard-Homewood as a site for a CPTED project (summer 1976). 

The Lowry Hill East staff members spoke at several meetings through-

out Minneapolis--such as a meeting of the National Association of Business 

Women. They also conducted training sessions of block captains in other 

neighborhoods of the city and were members of panels discussing current 
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problems in Minneapolis. 
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At the outset of the CCP ~roject, some pUblicity occurred at the 
j 

I 
neighborhood kickoff ceremonies. In one instance rainfall may have de-

terred some individuals from attending the kickoff, but the staffs were 

I 

! 
I 
1 

pleased with the public turnout. Community gatherings were another ave-

nue used to inform residents about CCP. For instance, Willard-Homewood 

organ.ized a holiday festival for December, 1977. Several hundred resi-
II 
I , 
I 

dents attended the banquet and listened to a CCP presentation, the po-
J 

lice precinct captain, and, finally, performers presenting scenes from I 
the play "The Wizard of Oz." In the fall of 1977, the Idblic was in-

vited to listen to a panel of former burglars describe their modes of 

operation prior to conviction. About half of the 50 people in attendance 

j 

I /, 
II 

r 
was associated with the crime prevention program or its advisory body 

I 
I 

(CPAC). On one occasion, one of the coordinators lY'as invited to speak I 
1 

from the pulpit at a Sunday church service. The invitation was accepted. ,I 
! 

Another public information activity was the spring cleanup of alleys I 

.! 
and trash in 1978 which served to enhance contact with the community. 

The spring cleanup was not newly introduced by the CCP program, for it 

had occurred in previous years. But publicity for the cleanup was sim-

plified by using the block clubs asa forum for announcing the event. 

This spring cleanup was considered much improved over previous years, I 
1 

since the block clubs utilized a systematic approach toward organization. I 

This was especially true in Lowry Hill East where the majority of the 

blocks were organized by the date of the spring cleanup. 

In addition, in Willard-Homewood there was a specific organizational 

mechanism designed to address the concerns of juveniles. The Juvenile 

86 

() 

(\ 
'-- ./ 

Advocate Program, sponsored by the city of Minneapolis through an LEAA 

grant and administered by the Urban League, received cases on the basis 

of referrals. These referrals came from schools, agencies serving yotJths, 

juvenile cOU;t:'t services, churches, police, and others. The number of 

youths se.rved by the Juvenile Advocate Program was not determined by the 

evaluators. The project coordinator of this program attended a number 

of block club meetings informing residents about the services offered to 

youths. The basic objective of the program was to assist juveniles who 

might have been involved in a crime or who were having problems such as 

chemical dependency, familys school, or personal problems. Whenever pos­

sible the Juvenile Advocate tried to help youth referrals find employment 

or involvement in constructive activities. This program was the only 

major attempt of this project to address the. juv~nile population. Since 

juveniles play such a prominent role in the criminal justice system (es-

pecially relating to opportunistic crimes), it may have been interesting 

for the CCP program to have focused more on juveniles. 

As described above, some effort was cO.mmitted to using various media 

to publicize the CCP project, but the neighborhood staffs relied most 

heavily on conveying the crime prevention message through the block club 

organizing process. The initial contacts of residents (by door-knocking, 

by leaving literature, or by phoning) provided th,e first opportunity to 

inform people about cepe Typically, the next step in the communication 

process occurred at the block club meeting. The agenda of the block club 

meeting was concerned basically with crime preventio'n matters although 

sometimes other topics were raised at meetings depending upon the inter-

ests of the participants and the approach used by the organizers. Last-

ing from one to two hours, each block club meeting exposed p~~ticipants 
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to a fairly substantial discussion of the crime prevention approach. A 

survey of block club participants was undertaken in August, 1978, to 

gauge how well individuals recalled some of the major ideas discussed 

in block club meetings. These findings were discussed in detail in Sec-

tion B of this chapter. 

The survey findings do not prove or disprove the success of the 

bloe;k club as a communication medium. Only comparisons of different ap-

proaches to conveying information about CCP could provide insights on the 

relcltive merits of each medium. Nor are measures currently available to 

test for different approaches within the block club meeting context or of 

other media within a given neighborhood. The only possibility for offer-

ing some conjectures is to compare block club survey findings of the 

three demonstration neighborhoods. If striking differences in the re-

sponses were discovered among areas, then it might be possible to specu-

late about the impact of differences occurring in the context of meetings. 

The block club survey findings do lend support to the theory that 

block clubs serve as an important communica'.tion medium. Data in Section B 

show that the adult population attending block club meetings ranged from 

5 to 11 percent depending on the particular neighborhood. Although these 

figures are small, the survey findings show that the vast majority of the 

participants remembered basic aspects of the program. Eighty-two percent 

of the block club participants were familiar with Neighborhood Watch, and 

90 percent believed it could be a "somewhat effective" method of prevent-

ing burglaries. It is possible that a small number of well informed res-

idents would be sufficient to enact a block "watch." Those residents 

cognizant of crime prevention techniques could also serve as catalysts 

in the process of communicating the techniques to other neighbors. The 
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minimum number of well-informed participants needed to function in that 

role can only be conj~ctured. However, some theoretical models exist 

that suggest only a few persons per block, familiar with the program and 

willing to take effective action, could result ~n a d t' .. . 1 L re uc ~on 1n cr~me. 

This idea, though unprovenl, has appea 1. N oneth~less, the small number of 

n~sidents who cC'/uld play t:hat role in the demonstration neighborhoods 

would have a formidable burden if charged with d L isseminating the crime 

prevention message to their neighbors. 

The number of residents participating in premis~ security survey and 

Operation Identification aspects of the program supplement the block club 

survey as a measure of residents' commitment to program objecU.ves. The 

actual number of participants was d reporte in the previous section of this 

chapter. The percentages listed here are based,on' the number of reside~­

tial units in each neighborhood. R 'd eS1 ents would not be an appropriate 

base since these two t f h C aspec sot e CP program deal with the security of 

the dwelling. Total residential un~ts were used since participating block 

club members I units were not always available due to the manner of record-' 

ing. Thus, the following figures represent the percentage of total house-

holds in each neighborhood that were surveyed or had property engraved 

through this program. Lowry Hill East and Willard-Homewood reached approx-

. imately the same number of residences, showing that 2.6 and 2.8 percent, 

1 . 
. t

o 

0 A~ne~. Sc~neider and Jerry Eagle, The Effectiveness of Oitizen Par­
I,w~pat~.on ~n ar~me Prevention: A Random Outlaw Model (Eugene 0 0 

Oregon Res hI' 19) , regon. earc nst~tute, 74, page two of summary states that if " 
~ew as three persons per city block are participating in the program a:: 
~.~ these .perso~s are able and willing to take effc~ctive action when they 
S(\.e a. cr~me be1ng commi t ted • • .," crime cou ld be reduced up to 10 per­
cent ~n a geographic area. It should be mentioned that these are not 
prDven,data but rather findings from a theoretical model produced by th 
Oregon Research Institute. e 
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completing more of the security surveys. 

respectively, were surveyed for security purposes. Hawthorne reported 

5.3 percent of its units were su~veyed. The sam~ amount of households in 
. 2. Cooperative Interaction between Police and Community 

Hawthorne, 5.3 percent, now have property engraved through Operation I.D. 
Developing cooperation between the police and residents (by estab-

Lowry Hill East reported 4.5 percent of the residential units there have 
lishing r~lationships ~vhich would be mutua).ly supportive, cordial, and 

marked property, and Willard-Homewood's figure is 2.9 percent. 
respectful in contrast to being antagonistic) was one of the fundamen-

tal objectives of the GGP project. Th'e major techniques for achieving 

These last figures, on premise security surveys and Operation I.D., more cooperation included the attendance of police. at block club meet-

don't give much basis for optimism concerning the program's objectives. ings and other community meetings, performance by police of premise secu-

But then, results dealing with information learned through block clubs rity surveys, and the presence of two police officers assigned to the CCP 

seem extremely successful. Though many forms of media were used to 

transmit the crime prevention message, the main focus was through block () 
( program. 

Police officers were often invited to the second block club meeting 
clubs. This was where time was spent explaining details, answering ques-

on a given block. There were about 11 such visits in l<lillard-Homewood, 
tions. and presenting crime prevention strategies. However, though block 

31 in Lowry Hill East, and 14 in Hawthorne. Often the questions police 
club members seemed well-informed of crime prevention techniql,!Jes, only 5 

handled in a block club meeting were quite specific. For example,resi-
to 11 percent of the adult population in these demonstration sites at·-

dents wanted to learn what could be done about problem houses in the 
tended meet~ngs. These figures do not suggest that a reduction in crime 

area~ or alleged drug dealers living on the block, or how police response 
could be attributable to this program. 

time to calls for assistance could be reduced, and so on. Residents felt 

Recall also that, in Willard-Homewood and Hawthorne, the residents ( free to criticize the police or to ask almost any conceivable crime-

involved in block clubs ~.;ere more interested in learning security prac- related question. 

tices than in meeting ~ore families on their block. In fact, 252 premise 
The two officers assigned to the CCP attended numerous community or 

security surveys were requested in Willard-Homewood although only 92 were 
group meetings in their respective areaD (Lowry Hill East and the north-

actually conducted. Also, in Hawthorne, 123 surveys (23 more surveys 
side). The exact count of these meetings is not available. Some of the 

than the staff projected) were requested, only 86 were c.onducted. It may 
groups were business associations, social services, or church groups. 

be that WIPOG and HIPOG organizing are responsible for this difference 

between the north and south neighborhoods. Residents of these areas may A third way in which there was major police involvement in the CCP 

have known each other already through past block meetings and thus were program was through premise security surveys. Requests for the surveys 

more interested in the security aspects of the CCP program. It seems as would be filled by the police. Following a request for the survey, the 

if this project missed filling an important void on the northside by not 91 
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time and date of the inspection were scheduled by the two CCP police of-

ficers with the assistance of organizers (in the northside). The survey 

was performed by the two CCP officers plus officers from the fourth and 

fifth police precincts. 

An objective of the CCP program was to encourage contact with resi-

dents in nonthreatening circumstances. The intention was to foster more 

supportive behavior from the residents and to sensitize the police to 

neighborhood conc~rns about the police and crime. Most importantly, suc-

cess of the CCP project depended upon close cooperation between the police 

and residents. The heart of the project was Neighborhood Watch. If 

neighbors did not watch out for one another or if the police did not: re-

spond to suspicious-person calls or crime-in-progress calls, Neighborhood 

TN'atlch would come to naught. Beyond developing mutual interdependence of 

police and community to prevent crime, it was hoped that attitudes ,::>f the 

police and residents with respect to one another would become more posi-

t'ive. 

What actually occurred during the year? Did police and community 

interactions become more 'frequent and c(1operative? A partial anS\'Ter is 

based upon the survey of residents; however, there is no comparable sur-

vey of police officers. The survey" results··are mixed for the three dem-

onstration areas. Two of the neighborhoods, Hawthorne and Lowry Hill 

East, show a cOJllsistent rise in positive attitudes toward the police 

whereas Wi11ard--Homewood does not (see Tables IV.IO, IV. 11, and IV.12). 
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TABLE IV. 1[0 

P.ATING OF THE NlNNEAPOLIS'..!~QLICE DEPARTMENT
B 

----~=====~--------~ LOWRY HILL EAST WILLARD-HOMEWOOD HAHTHORNE 

RESPONDENTS' r-;;76c 
1978

c I r~976 197~ 1976
c 

1978 
RATING (n = l.!ll (n = 123) {n .::....!§.ll (n = 135) (n = 108) (n = 102) 

Excellent 14.4'7- 17.9% 9 .. EI% 11..1% 13.9% 16.7'7. 
Good 45.0 53.7 41.il 31.1 35.2 46.1 
Fair 20.7 17.9 25.:Z 30.4 27.8 19.6 
Poor 6.3 4.1 9 .. 2 12.6 
Very Poor 

b 
4.3 8.9 

17.6 9.8 

Don't know, other 13.5 --~ __ -2.:_8 _ 5.9 5.4 1.8 

TOTAL 99.9'Y., 100.1% 100 .. 0% 100.0% 99.9% iOO.O% 

aThis table is reproduced in detail if I Chapter V, Section D (Table V .47). 
Frequencies and relevant Z-.scores arle jlnc.luded in Table V .47. 

bOn1y the Citizen Survey. listed the l;esponse "very poor." Therefore the 
dat~' from Hillard-Homewood ma:y not IDe c,ornparab1e to the findings from 
the other neighborhoods. 

cWhere percentages do not equal 1001, it 1.s due to rounding. 
L-______ ------------------------~ 

'l'ABLE IV.11 
a 

INDIVIDUAL TREATNE:.:N=T=B='r=T~II:::E=P:::O=L=I=C=E=---____________ --1 
~------------------------

TREATMENT BY POLICE 

Very well 
Fairly well 
Not so well 
No contact 
Don't know, other 

TOTAL 

LOWRY HILL EAST 

~b 19:/~ 
(n = Ill) (n ~ 123) -----

29.7i, 33.3% 
16.2 18.7 
8.1 6.5 

45.9 39.0 
0 2.4 

99.9% 99.9% 

WILI,ARD-HOHEHOOD IIAlnnORNE 

r--;"976 . J.978 1976b 1978 
>~63) (n = 135) (n = lOa) (n = 102) 

!i7.0% 54.8% 29.6%· 37.;),% 
21.5 25.9 17.6 19.6 

8.6 7.1f 11.1 5.9 
12.9 11.9 37.0 34.3 

0 a 4.6 2.9 

100.0% 100.0% 99.9% 100.0% 

a This table is reproduced in detail in Chapter V, Section D (Table V.49). Fre­
quencies and relevant Z-scores are included in Table V.49. 

bWhere percentages do not equal 100, it is due '~o rounding. 
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TABLE IV.12 

CITIZEN PERCEPTION OF HOly POLICE TREAT PEOPLE 
IN WILLARD-HOHEIYOOD

a 

1976 1978 
I I r .., 

TREATMENT BY POLICE Freguenc! Percent Freguenq: Percent_ 

Very well 69 42.3% 33 24.4% 

Fairly well 61 37.4 59 43.7 

Not so well 20 12.3 27 20.0 

Don't know, other 13 -~ 16 11.9 

TOTAL 163 100.0% 135 100.0% 

aThis question was included in the Citizen Survey 
administered only in Willard-Homewood in 1976 
and 1978. The question reads, "How would you 
rate the way the Minneapolis police in general 
usually treat people in this neighborhood--very 
well, fairly well, or not so well?" 

----------------------~ 

Table IV.10 shows Willard-Homewood residents seem to rate the job 

done by police less highly in 1978 than in 1976. Of those respondents 

in Willard-Homewood who talked to the police, a higher percentage in 1978 

had favorable estimates of how they were treated compared to 1976 (see 

Table IV.ll). However, when Willard-Homewood respondents were asked how 

well the police treated people in the neighborhood, there was a sharp 

negative change in the two extreme response categories (shown in Table 

IV.12). Why is there an appa1:'ent inconsistency between responses regard-

ing police treatment of ones'elf as opposed to others? What could be oc-

curring in Willard-Homewood is that personal or phone contacts with the 

police have been more favorable than expected. The expectation of a mor.e 

negative experience may reflect upon a residue of ill feeling abetted by 

the turmoil of the late 1960's and the reputation of the northside pre-

cinct. Therefore, since Willard-Homewood was the location of some tur-

moil, residents' attitudes toward the police may have developed a negative 

orientation. Unfortunately, this hypothesis cannot be tested with find-

ings from Lowry Hill East and H~wthorne because comparable data do not 
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Except~ng the circumstances noted for Willard-Homewood, the neigh-

borhoods seetn tc;) have a more favorable attitude toward the police~ in 1978 

than in 1976. 1 Can this be attributed to the CCP efforts? Conjectura: 

responses can be offered while recognizing that the precise source of any 

change is alwaYls uncertain. It must also be remembered that relatively 

few respondents in the 1978 survey had had contact with the CCP project. 

Respondents were asked if they had attended a crime prevention meeting in 

the last year. Lowry Hill East received the most favorable ~esponses; 

32.5 percent answered affirmatively. In Willard-Homewood and Hawthorne 

the figures were 20 percent and 14.7 percent, respectively. Further, 

these percentages of people attending block club meetings likely under-

estimate the number of people affected by the efforts to improve police-

community relations. Other family members and friends may learn about 

the block club activitas vicariously. Nevertheless, it is unlikely that 

any project alone could have produced such a sharp change in residents' 

attitudes toward the police in just one year. Historica.1 processes may 

provide an equally plausible explanation of the change. 

A further confounding factor for Willard-Homewood and Hawthorne is 

the extent of block club organizing prior to the start of the CCP project. 

WIPOG and HIPOG blocks had been operating as early as mid-1972. In Wil-

lard-Homewood, three times as many police visits to block club meetings 

occurred before CCP (37) as during (11). For HIPOG the figures are 10 

before CCP and 14 during the project. 

lThe Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne survey did not ask how well the 
police treated people in the neighborhood. 
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Most of the police visits in WIPOG blocks took place prior to the 

1976 survey. Does this mean that any positive changes from 1976 to 1978 

,can be attributed to the demonstration activities? In part it is possi-

ble to respond affirmatively, but the case of Willard-Homewood cannot be 

set aside. Moreover, attitude change often requfres considerable time. 

The CCP activities working toward improving police-community relations 

commenced about September, 1977, and the survey was administered in late 

April, 1978. It might be argued that the effects of the pre-CCP police 

visits to block clubs continued into the demonstration period. But there 

is still another qualification: the number of police visits may not have 

been so important as the nature of the interaction. For example, during 

the demonstration period all of the police visits were related to crime 

preven'tion, whereas many of the earlier contacts were not. If one as-

sumes that people will modify their attitudes more readily when personal 

contact involves recommendation of a specific program of action rather 

than generalities, then the police visits during the CCP project may have 

had more impact than the many earlier ones. Additionally, it is possible 

residents are influenced profoundly by specific services the police may 

perform such as the premise security surveys. 

P~ong the possible effects of having a premise security survey is 

increasing rapport between the police and resident. The householder has 

the chance to be in direct contact with a police officer in a nonthreat-

ening situation, and the police are observed performing-a service for the 

resident. A number of anecdotes concerning the experiences of people who 

have had a premise security survey were related to the evaluators. One 

of the commonalities reported was the positive feeling residents devel-

oped toward the police officer as a result of the survey. The police 
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also informally reported a more positive experience than expe,cted. It 

would seem that the residents and police both had very favorable experi-

ences in the interactions incident to the premise security survey. An 

int~resting question is how much change really occurred among the police 

since the officers performing surveys were self-selected and probably 

were favorably predi~posed to the CCP progr~m? 

Perhaps as important events as anything done by the CCP staffs in 

attempting to improve police-community relations are the changes that 

may have occurred in the leadership of the police precinct stations fol­

lowing the city election in late 1977. Especially noteworthy was the 

appointment of a new captain to head the fourth precinct. Willard-

Homewood and Hawthorne lie within the boundaries of the fourth precinct. 

The net-f captain explicitly endorsed the CCP project objectives and em­

barked on an ambitious program to improve police-community relations 

(via meeting with groups, speaking at CCP functions including block club 

meetings, and starting some foot patrols, etc.). The effect of added 

police emphasis upon crime prevention undoubtedly complemented the CCP 

efforts. Trying to isolate the particular contributions of the police 

efforts and the CCP activities is not possible in this evaluation. 

3~ Summary 

The most accurate gauge of the effect of the information activites 

is the findings from the survey of block club participants. This is the 

case becguaG block clubs were the most intensive medium employed to in­

form residents about crime prevention. A high proportion of the respond-

ents could recall the essential elements of the crime prevention message. 

The conversion of this knowledge of crime prevention techniques to an 

effect on crime rates was not visible by the end of the first year. Such 

97 

r 



i 
; 

h n 
'\ '. II I, 

I 

~j ';"~;c_",,,,,,,,-, ..... ~_,.,.~,,_"'-r' 

an effect probably was not expected. 

Improving police-community relations was another long-term objective 

that was not expected to produce immediate results. Based upori findings 

from the Resident and Citizen surveys (discussed in Chapter V), residents 

generally had a more positive view of the police in 1978 compared to 

1976. Based upon residents' observations, contacts with the police who 

conducted a premise security survey were characterized positively~ Ap-

parently, a desired service was performed for the resident in a manner 

and environment which fostered mutual rapport. 

() 
The particular contributions of other attempts to improve the qual-

ity of police-community relations cannot be isolated in this analysis. 

The combined effect the crime prevention activities of the police and 

neighborhood staffs upon development of cooperative interactions might 

be discernible with the passage of more time. However, by the end of 

April, 1978 (a,bout lO months after the formal start of the CCP project), 

residents rated the police more highly than in 1976. Police treatment 

of residents also improved (with some qualifications) according to sur- -( 
vey findings. 

E. SUMMARY 

This chapter focused upon the processes which were designed to im-

plement the CCP program in three Minneapolis neighborhoods. Following 

some comments on the role of the evaluators, the organizational struc-

ture and strategies of the primary process activities (community organ-

izing, direct and indirect crime prevention) were described and analyzed. 

Community organizing activities encompassed block club and business 
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association organizing. Most of the blocks in Lowry Hill East and Haw-

thorne were completely organized (i.e., achieved Neighborhood Watch sta-

tus), and about one-half of the blocks in the Willard-Homewood neighbor-

hood had at least one crime prevention meeting. Lowry Hill East was the 

neighborhood where substantial effort was devoted to encouraging the es-

tablishment of business associations. The two associations created in-

cluded about one~half of the establishments in that neighborhood. 

Relatively few individuals or residences were affected directly by 

the CCP program. Even in Lowry Hill East less than 11 percent of all the 

adults had attended a block club meeting. Between 3 and 6 percent of 

residences in each area had had a premise security surveyor had Opera-

tion I.D. numbers inscribed on valuables. Changes in environmental de-

sign aimed at reducing crime were notable fo~ their virtual nonexistence. 

The survey of block club participants found that the basic elements 

of the crime prevention message were communicated effectively in block 

club meetings to a majority of the respondents. The effectiveness of 

other means of informing residents about crime prevention techniques 

could not be measured. 

Finally, direct contacts with police in nonthreatening circumstances 

seemed to produce improved attitudes of residents toward police. Anec­

dotal reports of residents who had a premise security survey suggest that 

people respond very favorably when the police provide such a service. 

The total effect of the block club organizing and direct and indi-

rect crime reduction activities was not considered in this chapter. The 

combined impact of these activities upon crime rates is the subject of 

the next chapter. 
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V. IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter will assess the impact the CCP program had on crime 

rates and on the fear of crime in the demonstration neighborhoods. An 
\ 

explanation of the method used to select the noncontiguous control tracts 

for each of the demonstration sites is presented first. Along with the 

individual control tracts, an area surrounding each demonstration neigh-

borhood was specified for the sites. Concern for displacement of crime 

to contiguous areas from project areas is 'a phenomeno!). not uncommon to 

crime prevention programs. Various factors, such as costs to the crimi-

nal involved in operating in another area, limit the possibility for dis­

placement of crime to .neighborhoods bordering the demonstration sites. l 

The probability of displacement being evident in this instance seems mi-

niscule due to the small size of the demonstration sites· in comparison 

to the displacement areas (refer to Figure 11.1). Nevertheless, this 

analysis assumes displacement of crime will occur if the project has re-

duced crime in the demonstration neighborhood. Some inspection of find-

ings will be presented for readers who may choose to reject the assumption 

relating to displacement. 

Next, crime rate changes are discussed for each neighborhood and re-

spective control areas through the use of descri~tive statistics. To' 

1 
Thomas A. Reppetto, "Crime Prevention and the Displacement Phenom-

enon," CrimE aru:l Delinquency 22 (1976), pp. 166-177. 

-" '--~'--'---l 
,', Pr~~in~ page blan~ , 
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augment these exhibits, analysis of covariance was computed for four 

crimes which can be disaggregated by opportunity.l The remaining crimes 

which were not appropriate for disaggregation were analyzed with a dif-

ference of differences of proportions test. 

Finally, a difference of proportions test was employed to assess 

changes in responses on surveys conduct(~d within each demonstration are"a. 

These surveys tapped residents" fear of crime, attitudes toward neighbor-

hood and crime, level of home security, attitudes toward police, and rate 

of victimization. 

B. SELECTION OF CONTROL AREAS 

The design for the analysis of program impact upon crime required 

that contro1
2 

areas be determined. Because the demonstration neighbor-

hoods corres~ond generally with census tracts, the evaluation employed 

census tracts as controls. To determine whicli. census tracts provided 

the best matches both on crime statistics and on demographic character-

istics, a cluster analysis was performed on census tracts in. Minneapolis. 

The clust:er analysis program created a distance score for each pair of 

census tracts based on the distances between them on nineteen crime 

lDisaggregation is the procedure for specifically identifying an 
ipdividual occurrence of crime either by location or person. Analysis 
of covariance requires verification of an occurrence both before and 
during the project. This verification can be accomplished for property 
crimes since addresses readily identify residential units. However, 
crimes against person cannot be disaggregated in this instance because 
it was not feasible to verify on the basis of name only. 

2In the strictest sense, the use of control here does not satisfy 
the experimental conditions; therefore, some people would prefer to call 
them comparison areas. 
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and demographic variab les listed in Tab Ie V.1. .. Then the program grouped 

the ce.'.Us,us tracts into clu~ters of tracts which share similar profiles on 

the ninet.een variables. On t.he basis of this cluster analysiS, the eval-

uation t.eam identified those tracts most similar to the demonstration 

neighborJ:,loods in both recorded crime rates and demographic characteris-' 

tics. For each neighborhood, one noncontiguous census tract was selected 

as a control. Additionally, an area within approximately one-half mile 

surrounding each of the experimental tracts served as the displaeement 

f . Ul.'llard-Homewood and' control area to measure any displacement 0 crl.me. w 

Hawthorne shared the same displacement area because of their geographic 

proximity (see Figure II.l). 

The candidates for each noncontiguous control were reduced to a 

small set through ,the use of hierarchical cluster analysis. Eight criro~ 

rates and statistics representing eleven demographic characteristics were 

used as variables in,. the analysis. The crime rates were crime opportunity 

rates for crimes reported to the Minneapolis Police Department during the 

period July 1, 1974, through June 30, 1975. The demographic statistics, 

taken from the 1970 Census, were also selected to represent criteria used 

in choosing the demonstration neighborhoods. Though they are admittedly 

dated, the census data provided the only reasonably consistent source of 

-information at th.e census tl:act level. (See Tab Ie V.l which lists the 

nineteen variables. used in the cluster analysis.) ,The two sets of vari-

abIes proved to indicate a highly complex and nonredundant relationship 

lThough auto t.heft: is included as one of the criteria.for selection 
of control areas, it was not used in the subsequent analysl.s for program 
impact. Insurmount,able financial difficulties developed relating to 
data collection of ;reported auto thefts. Therefore the removal of this 
crime rate from the analysis should be noted. 
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among the variables making t.hem ideal for use in a cluster analysis. 

TABLE V.l 

VARIABLES USED TO CLUSTER CENSUS TRACTS a 

DEHOGRAPHIC STATISTICS (from census, 1970) 

1. Percentage Residents Stable 1965-1970 (15% sample) 
2. Percentage Housing Units Occupied 
3. Percentage Housing Units Owner Occupied 
4. Percentage White 
5. Hean Family and Unrelated Individual Income (20% sample) 
6. Percentage Residents over 64 Years of Age ",,~., 
7. Percentage Residents between 10-17 Years of Age 
8. Population Density (per acre) 
9. Percentage of Residential Structures Built between 1965-

1968 (20% sample) , 
10. PerCf!TItage of Occupied Units Husband-Wife Family 
11. Total Population 

CRIME RATES PER 1,000 OPPORTUNITIES (from police records) 

1. Residential Burglary per 1,000 Residential Units 
2. Commercial Burglary per 1,000 Commercial Units 
3. Commercial Robbery per 1,000 Commercial Units 
4. Street Robbery per 1,000 Residents 
5. Assaults per 1,000 Residents 
6. Sexual Offenses per 1,000 Female Residents 
7. Vandalism per 1,000 Structures (25% sample) 
8. Auto Thefts per 1,000 Registered Vehicles (20% sample) 

aBased on a 100% sample unless indicated otherwise. 

The selection of noncontiguous control tracts was performed in the 

following steps: 

32. 

1. Contiguous tracts (15, 16, 20, 21, 23, 29, 33, 
34, 41~ 55, 56, 66, 68, 70, 77) were excluded 
from the analysis since they were not candidates 
for noncontiguous control tracts. 

2. Raw data for tracts 27, 28, and 32 were aggre­
gated, and rate~ and percentages ,were computed 
for those tracts as a unit, and for the 109 re­
maining tracts individually.1 

3. All variables were standardized using Z-scoring. 

4. Hierarchical clustering was performed using the 

ISee page 104 for explanation of aggregation of tracts 27, 28, and 
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Ward minimum-variance method. l 

5. Tracts which had the tightest clustering in com­
parison with demonstration neighborhoods were 
selected for further consideration. 

6. Candidate tract~ were ranked by assigning a given 
tract one po:i.nt for each variable on which its 
value was closest to the neighborhood under study. 
The tract with, the highest total points would be 
most like the demonstration tract. 

Upon completion of this ranking process, it became apparent that me chan-

ical acceptance of the highest ranked census tract pr~vided difficulties 

of its own. For instance, some tracts which ranked highly with experi-

mental tracts had such low popUlations that comparisons would have been 

unwise. Other candidate tracts had no commercial areas wi.thin them, 

while two of the experimental tracts had at least one major commercial 

strip. In the case of Lowry Hill East, it was difficult to find a tract 

that had similar types of housing units of comparable proportions (the 

number of multiple family dwellings is extremely high in this neighbor-

hood). The imperfect match of a demonstration neighbo~hood with a con-

trol tract is accounted for in part because the cluster analysis weighs 

all nineteen variables equally. ' So, as a seventh step in choosing a 

noncontiguous control tract, an informal system of weighting was used 

as follows:' 

7. Informal system of weighting: 

a. existence of a commercial strip required, 
h. site inspection (similar percentage of 

apartments, number of abandoned homes, etc.), 
c. similar level of density, 
d. similar size population (with an added 

IThe a Igorithm us ed was the s tored-da ta approach (t-fANAGE, PROCl) 
published in Michael R. Anderberg, Cluste.,. Analysis fo.,. Appl ica'tions 
(New York: Academy Press, 1973). The algorithm is implemented as a 
part of the CLUSTER package adapted for the University of Minnesota by 
Jeffrey H. Loesch. 
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requirement of a minimum level of popula­
tion about 2,500). 

-,,-. 

'Using the criteria for noncontiguous control tracts explained above, 

census tract 24 was selected as the Hawthorne neighborhood's control 

tract. Table V.2 compares the demographic and crime statistics tor Haw--

thorne and tract 24. 

TABLE V.2 

DEMOGRAPHIC AND CRIME STATISTICS FOR HA'!-lTHORNE 
AND SELECTED CONTROL TRACIa 

VARIABLE 

Demographic Statistics (from census, 1970) 

1. Percentage Stable 
2. Percentage Occupied 
3. Percentage Owner Occupied 
4. Percentage White 
5. ~rean Income 
6. Percentage over 64 Years 
7. Percentage 10-17 Years 
8. Population Density 
9. Percentage of Residential Structures 

Buil t between 1965-1968 
10. Percentage of Occupied Units Husband­

Wife Family 
11. Total Population 

Crime Rates per 1,000 Opportunities (fr.om 
police records) 

1. Residential Burglary 
2. Commercial Burglary 
3. Commercial Robbery 
4. Street Robbery 
5. Assaults 
6. Sexual Offenses 
7. Vandaiism 
8 •. Auto Theft 

HAWTHORNE 
(tract 22) 

41.2% 
96.6 
35.7 
99.5 

$7,539 
11.9% 
15.0 
37.4 

1.8 

51.2 
3,432 

112.9 
414.3 
42.9 
.5.8 
4.9 
1.1 

23.3 
30.2 

NONCONTIGUOUS 
CONTROL 

(tract 24) 

55.4% 
95.2 
39.8 

100.0 
$7,774 

15.6% 
12.0 
29.6 

7.6 

52.6 
3,023 

51.9 
402.8 
41.7 

1.3 
1.3 
0.6 

23.8 
6.6 

" .. ,,: 

aRefer to Table V.l for,·.complete variable name and'"the percent­
age of the sample used. 

Census tract 109 was chosen to be the most comparahle tract to Wil-

lard-Homewood according to the listed criteria. Willa:?d-Homewood is 
h 

actually comprised of tracts 27, 28, and 32, with portions of tracts 20 
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and 21. Selection of the noncontiguous control was accomplished by ag-

gregating the crime and demographic data for tracts 27, 28, and 32. 

Tracts 20 and 21 were excluded because the data for the eleven demo-

graphic variables were not available at the block level. Aggregating 

these data for tracts 27, 28, and 32 was justified because they are as 

close in statistical profile as any tracts in Minneapolis. Table V.3 

gives the statistics for Willard-Homewood and its selected noncontiguous 

control tract. 

TABLE V.3 

DEMOGRAPHIC AND CRIME STATISTICS FOR WILLARD-HOMEWOOD 
AND SELECTED CONTROL TRACTa 

VARIABLE 

Demographic Statistics (from census, 1970) 

1. Percentage Stable 
2. Percentage Occupied 
3. Percentage Owner Occupied 
4. Percentage White 
5. Mean Income 
6. Percentage over 64 Years 
i. Percentage 10-17 Years 
8~ Population Density 
9. Percentage of Residential Structures 

Built between 1965-1968 
10. Percentage of Occupied Units Husband-

Wife Family 
11. Total Population 

Crime Rates per 1,000 OPEortunities (from 
police records) 

1. Residential Burglary 
2. Commercial Burglary 
3. Commer.cial Robbery 
4. ~treet Robbery 
5. Assaults 
6. Sexual Offenses 
7. Vandalism 
8. Auto Theft 

WILLARD-HOMEWOOD 
(tracts 27,28,32) 

35.0% 
93.5 
60.8 
53.9 

$7,736 
7.6% 

18.9 
27.8 

1.7 

56.1 
8,568 

102.8 
428.6 
125.0 

4.8 
2.9 
1.3 

10.7 
20.1 

nONCONTIGUOUS 
CONTROL 

(tract 10.9) 

56.1% 
97.9 
82.6 
64.4-

$8,515 
17.3% 
14.0 
23.0 

-D-

63.7 
5,321 

52.3 
181.8 
106.1 

3.6 
3.0 
0.7 
9.B 

10.4 

aRefer ,to Table V.l for complete variable name and the percentage of 
the sample used. 

Census tract 93 was setected, in preference to other tracts" as the 
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best noncontiguous 'control tract for Lowry Hill East. Table V.4 displays 

the values for each of the variables for the two comparable tracts. The 

commercial burglary rate listed on this table for Lowry Hill East is some-

what misleading because the d,emonstration area included Lyndale Avenue 

which is not in' tract 67. ThE~refore, crimes affecting the corome,rcial sec-

tor are underreported for this: neighborhood. 

TABLE v.4 
DEHOGRAPHIC AND CRIH1;: STATISTICS FOR LOWRY HILL EAST 

AND SELECTED CONTROL TRACTa 

LOWRY HILL NONCONTIGUOUS 
EAST CONTROL 

VARIABLE (tract 67) (tract 93) 

Demographic Statistics (from census, 1970) 

1. Percentage Stable 22.9% 48.7% 
2. Percentage Occupied 96.7 98.1 
., Percentage Owner Occupied 14.1 37.1 J. 

4. Percentage White 98.9 99.2 
5. Hean Income $5,896 $6,935 
6. Percentage over 64 Years 10.3% 17.0% 
7. Percentage 10-17 Years 6.0 12.0 
8. Population Density 63.8 37.6 
9. Percentage of Residential Structures 

Built between 1965-1968 12.6 3.7 
10. Percentage of Occupied Units Husband-

Wife Family 32.7 42.2 
11- Total Population 5,729 4,043 

Crime Rates per 1,000 Opportunities (from 
police records) 

1- Residential Burglary 63.8 41.9 

2. Commercial Burglary 120.0 220.6 
3. Commercial Robbery 70.0 58.8 
4. Street Robbery 2.8 2.0 
5. Assaults 2.4 0.7 
6. Sexual Offenses 2.1 -0-
7. Vandalism 4.2 4.9 
8. Auto Theft 20.6 6.6 

aRefer to Table V.l for complete variable name and the percent­
age of the sample used. 

One criticism of community crime prevention projects has been that 

crime is not actually reduced, but rather it is displaced to an area un-

affected by the projeet. To test for this, census tract.:; bordzring each 
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neighborhood were designated as the displacement control areas. At a 

minimum, the census tracts surrounding the demonstration areas encompass 

a half-mile radius. Crime data were collected for these areas. 

C. ANALYSIS OF CRIME DATA 

Four types of data were collected for the analysis of crime rates. 

First, information was received from the FBI on crime rates of major 

cities with populations over 100,000. 1 These figures were gathered to 

enable evaluators to grasp national trends of crime. These data 'included 

information on calendar years 1974 through 1977. Second, Minneapolis 

crime rates were collected from the Minneapolis Police Department's Re-

search Division. These data were needed to assess any fluctuation dif-

ferent from the national trends and from the demonstration areas. Data 

on calendar years 1974 through 1977 were gathered for an assessment of 

Minneapolis crime rates. Third, crime information of the three treat-

ment neighborhoods and their respective control areas was gathered for 

the period of January 1, 1977, through May 31, 1978. These data will be 

compared to crime data collected prior to program implementation for fis-

cal year 1975. Instruments used to collect these data included extensive 

information on each crime committed in the~3e areas. F.ourth, crime data 

were collected for the displacement areas in north and south Minneapolis. 

These data included type of offense, location, and date and were compared 

to preprogram data. Displacement crime data were collected from January 1, 

1 Source: Federal Bureau of Inve~tigat:ion, Uniform Crime, Reports for 
the United States (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1974-
1976). Figures presented in this chapter include only those cities which 
were consistently reported in 1974, 1975, 1976, and 1977. However, 1977 
data were taken from the preliminary annual release document, published 
March 31, 1978. The final annual report had not been released at the 
time of this writing. 
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1977, through May 31, 1978. 

In the following section, a descriptive analysis will utilize all 

four types of crime information. This descriptive treatment, however, 

can only give a partial picture of crime changes. Additional statisti-

cal measures will be used to assess changes in the incidents and rates 

of crime for the demonstration, control, and displacement areas. Analy-

sis of covariance will be used to analyze those crimes that can be dis-

aggregated to the opportunity level. These crimes include: residential 

burglary, commercial burglary, commercial robbery, and vandalism. Op-

portunity may be used as the unit of analysis for these crimes, since C
~) 

. I 

the total number of opportunities possible is available for these three 

areas. Crimes, such as assault, would need a list of adult residents as 

the total targets available. However, no such list exists. For crimes 

which have residents as their level of opportunity, a difference of dif-

fereflces of proportions test will be utilized. These crimes include: 

personal robbery, assault, and cniminal sexual conduct. 

1. Descriptive Statistics 
( 

Before the analysis of the crime data commences, some basic assump-

tions should be addressed. The target crime for this, and most CCP proj-

ects, was residential burglary. Although attempts were made to inform 

residents how to avoid all crimes, emphasis was directed toward residen-

tial burglary. Indeed, residential burglary was a major problem in the 

three demonstration sites. One would expect, if the program produced an 

effect, to witness the largest decrease ~n the residential burglary rate. 

The Lowry Hill East staff organized extensively within the business com-

munity as well. The CCP program was responsible for forming both of the 
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current business, associations. In this neighborhood, then, crimes relat-

ing to the commercial community also should have decreased more than the 

remaining crimes. 

Of the remaining crimes analyzed, three are considered crimes of 

violence: persona~ robbery, assault, and criminal sexual conduct. Al-

though not usually or specifically addressed in the crime prevention pres-

entations, these crimes could have been discussed if they had been con-

cerns of the area residents. These three crimes and vandalism would be 

expected to have decreased less than residential burglary, and in Lowry 

Hill East, less than commercial robbery and commercial burglary also. 

Below, the change in crime rates is discussed for each of the demon-

stration neighborhoods and their respective controls in terms of descrip-

tive statistics. The following section explores the use of analysis of 

covariance and difference of differences of proportions to corroborate 

or qualify conclusions based upon the descriptive statistics. 

a. The United States and Minneapolis Crime Rates, 1974-1977 

Crime in the United States decreased 4 percent in 1977 com-

pared to 1976. All burglary decreased 2 percent while all robbery de-

creased 4 percent. However, forcible rape increased 10 percent and 

aggravated assault i'ficreased 5 percent. Table V.5 displays crime totals 

for the different crime categories for calendar years 1974 through 1977. 

The September 14, 1978, release 6f the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports indi-

cates that reported total Crime Index offenses decreased 2 percent during 
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TABLE V.5 

CRIME !NDEX OF MAJOR CITIES IN THE UNITED STATES 
(l974~1977) 

CRIME INDEX TOTAL BY YEAR a 

1974: 4,112,885 1975: 4,431,878 1976: 4,431,273 1977: 4,197,274 
I r- I 

TYPE OF CRIM~b ,Freguenc::i: Percent C 
Freguenc::i: Percent Freguenc::i: Percent Freguenc::i: Pexcent 

Burglary 1,213,053 29.5% 1,267,331 28.6% 1,208,504 27.3% 1,164,401 
Robbery 308,807 7.5 319,821 7.2 291,825 6.7 273,855 
Assault 201,595 4.9 207,454 4.7 204,374 4.6 209,493 
Rape 27,759 0.7 27,602 0.6 27,111 0.6 30,054 

SOURCE: FBI Uniform Crime Report data. These figures include only those cities 
(with population over 100,000) which consistently rep~rted for the years listed. 
Data were collect~d by calendar year. 

aCrime Index total includes auto theft, larceny, homicide, and miscellaneous crimes 
in addition to the crimes listed in the table. 

27.7% 
6.5 
5.0 
0.7 

b The categories are defined as follows: Burglary includes residential and commercial 

c 

burglary; Robbery includes business and personal robbery; Assault is aggravated as­
sault; and Rllpedoes ~ include statutory rape. All categories include attempts. 

Since auto theft, larceny, homicide, and miscellaneous crimes are not included in 
this table, but are included in the crime .index total, the percentages do not equal 
100. 
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the first six months of 1978 compared to the same period in 1977. 1 This 

includes a 5 percent increase in rape, 3 per~ent increase in aggravated 

assaults, 2 percent fewer tbbberies, a~d a 1 percent decrease in bur-
, 2 

glary., 

Minneapolis had a 5.9 percent increase for total crime categories 

between 1976 and 1977 (listed in Table v.6). The 1977 statistics show 

an increase in each crime category over 1976. Unfortunately the crime 

rates for the first 6 months of 1978 were not available for Minneapolis 

as a whole. As previously mentioned, although these figures cannot be 

directly compared to the U.s. crime rate, the differences should be 

noted. Minneapolis does not seem to be consistent with the national 

trends for this time period. 

b. Willard-Homewood 

Crime in Willard-Homewood increased 31.6 percent in fiscal year 

1978 over baseline data year 1975. However, control tract 109 reported 

an overall increase of 41.9 percent for the same years while the north-
:". 

side displacement area had a decrease of 5.4 percent. ~he residential 

burglary rate fit this same pattern: in Willard-Homewood the rate in-

creased 24.4 percent) in control tract 109 it increased 68.3 percent, 

while in the displacement area residential burglary decreased 2.4 percent. 

lThe reader is cautioned concerning direct comparisons of United 
States crime figures to neighborhood crime figures since categories are 
somewhat different. For instance, the criminal sexual conduct crime 
r;a:t.e, includes forcible rape plus sodomy, incest, and molestation. As-
sault information for the demonstration neighborhoods includes simple, 
nonaggravated, and aggravated assaults. Also, the U.S. crime rate is 
measured by calendar year whereas demonstration crime totals coincide 
with fiscal years. 

2 Other crimes in addition to the four mentioned here comprise the 
Crime Index and contribute to the overall decrease listed here. 
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TABLE V.6 

CRIME INDEX OF MINNEAPOLIS 
(1974-1977) 

T Y P E o F C RIM E 

Residential Commercial Personal 
BurBlar~ Burglar~ Robber~ 

Fre- Per- Fre- Per- b Fre- Per-
YEAR a a a 

guenci: cent guencl ~ guenc~ cent 

1974 7,835 26.0% 2,772 28.8% 1,087 27.8% 
1975 7,877 26.1 2,543 26.4 969 24.8 
1976 6,931 23.0 2,069 21.5 870 22.2 
1977 7,490 ~ 2,253 ~ 987 25.2 

TOTAL 30,133 • 100.0% 9,637 100.1% 3,913 100.0% 

SOURCE: Minneapolis Police Department: Records Division. 

aNumber of actual offenses (includes attempts). 

b Where percentages do not equal 100, it is due to rounding. 

Commercial 
Robber~ 

Fre- Per-a guency cent 

617 34.11'. 
545 30.2 
279 "15.4 
366 ~ 

1,807 100.01', 

cThis figure does not include simple assault, only aggrevated and non­
aggrevated assault. Other years listed include all three eategories. 

Vandalism 

Pre- Per-a quencl cent 

5,091 24.2% 
5,051 24.0 
5,438 25.9 
5,443 ~ 

21,023 100.0% 

() 

I 
Criminal Sex-

Assault ual Conduct 

Fre- Per- Fre- Per-a a guenci: cent guenci: cent 

4,163 23.5% 891 25.7% 
4,187 23.7 795" 23.0 
4,608 26.1 1104 23.3 
4,727c 
~ 968 28.0 

17,685 100.0% 3,458 100.01'. 
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Assault followed the same pattern, except that the percentage increase 

in Wiliard-Homewo~d was much higher than control tract 109. For assault: 

Willard-Homewood's rate rose 50.7 percent, tract 109 increased 18.2 per-

cent, ~rttl the displacement area dropped 6.4 percent~ Vandalism and crim-

inal sexual conduct rates increased for all three areas in fiscal year 

1978. Another violent crime, personal robbery, increased in Willard-

Homewood by 5.7 percent but decreased ,in the control tract and displace-

ment areas. 

Crimes related to businesses had some curious outcomes in Willard-

Homewood (see Table V.n. Commercial robbery remained the same for both 

the demonstration area and control tract 109 (the latter's rate, though 

extremely smaU [7J, was the same for both time periods). Commercial 

burglary was the only crime which decreased in Willard-Homewood; the 

percentage drop was 14.3. Except for commercial burglary and robbery, 

all other crimes in Willard-Homewood displayed increases in fiscal year 

1978 data over 1975. This 'result is intriguing considering Willard-

Homewood was the only neighborhood of the three which did not attempt 

to organize neighborhood businesses. All but two categories of crime 

(personal and commercial robbery) in the control tract increased also. 

The northside displacement area, on the other hand, decreased on all 

crime categories but two (vandalism and criminal sexual conduct). The 

interpretation of these percentage changes will be explored and dis-

cussed in Section C, Part 3, of this chapter where additional informa-

tion will be presented. 

c. Hawthorne 

The overall crime rate for Hawthorne decreased by 1.8 percent. 

Control tract 24 indicated a decrease of 35.2 percent. Since Willard-
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TYPE OF CRINE 

Residential Burglary 
Commercial Burglary 
Personal Robbery 
Co~~ercial Robbery 
Vandalism 
Assault 
Criminal Sexual Conduct 

TOTAL 

TABLE V.7 

FREQUENC'f AND PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN CRIME RATES 
FOR WILLARD-1I0MEWOOD, CONTROL TRACT 109, 

ANI) NORTIISIIlE IlISPLACgNENT AREA 

WILLARD-HOMEWOOf) CONTROL TRACT 109 

Time 1a Time 2b '1'1 - '1'z Time l a Time 2b '1'1 - 'l'z 

Percentage Percentage 
Fre3uenc:l! Freguenc:l! Change C Freguencx Freguenc:£ Change C 

291 362 t 24.40% 82 138 t 68.29% 
35 30 .. 14.29 14 25 t 78.57 
53 56 t 5.66 12 3 .. 75.00 
26 26 0.00 7 7 0.00 

140 210 t 50.00 40 54 + 35.00 
144 217 t 50.69 33 39 t 18.18 

14 24 + 71.43 3 5 + 66.67 

703 925 t 31.58% 191 271 t 41.88% 

SOURCE: Minneapolis poJ.ice offense" report data. 

aTime 1 ;: July 1, 1974., through May 31, 1975. 

bTime 2 = Jl,lly I, 1977, through May 31, 1978. 

cPercentage change is the Time 1 Frequency - the Time 2 Frequency + the Time 1 Frequency: TI 

o () 

NORTHSIDE DISPLACEMENT AREA 
1/ 

Time l a Time 2b '1'1 - '1'. II 
Percentage 

rl Freguenci Freguenci ChangeC 

538 525 .. 2.42% I 
164 121 .. 26.22 
107 86 .. 19.63 

47 25 .. 46.81 
288 301 t 4.51 
376 352 .. 6.38 

15 -~. +108.00 

1,535 1,452 .. 5.41% 

- 'l'z 
q'l . 
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Homewood and Hawthorne are both in north Minneapolis, they share the same 

northside displacement area, which had an overall decrease of 5.4 percent 

(see Table V.S). Residential burglary and personal robbery also decreased 

in all three areas. The percentage decreases for residential burglary in 

Hawthorne, control tract 24, and the northside displacement area were 3.4, 
,..-.. 

5.6, and 2.4, respectively. There was a drop of more than 17 percent in 

vandalism incidents in this neighborhood while the control tract offenses 

diminished by 50 percent. Vandalism increased more than 4 percent for 

the northside displacement area. 

( Both commercial burglary and commercial robbery increased in the dem-

onstration neighborhood and diminished in ~ontrol tract 24 and the dis-

placement area. Criminal sexual conduct increased across all three areas, 

but the actual number of cases should be noted as it is quite small. As-

sault incidents increased in Hawthorne, remained the same in' the control 

tract, and decreased in the displacement area. Three of the seven crimes. 

monitored decreased in Hawthorne: residential burglary, personal robbery, 

and vandalism. These crimes also decreased in the control areas by a 

large percentage. Of these three crime types, all but vandalism decreased 

within the displacement area as well. The other four crime types (commer-

cial burglary and robbery, criminal sexual conduct, and assault) increased 

in Hawthorne. All crimes except criminal sexual conduct decreased in the 

control tract. All but vandalism and criminal sexual conduct were reduced 

within the northside displacement area. The interpretation of these 

changes will be presented in Section C, Part 3, of this chapter. 

d. Lowry Hill East 

The overall crime in Lowry l!ill East declined by 17 percent. 

The control tract, 93, showed an overall crime increase of 41.3 percent 
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TABLE V.8 

FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE CIIANCE IN CRnlE RATES 
FOR HAWTHORNE, CONTROl, TRACT 24, 
ANIl NORTIIS11l1\ [)lSI'J.A(:ri~mNl' AREA 

llAHTIIORNE 

Time 1
3 Time 2b p] - Tz 

Percentage 
TYPE OF CRutE Freguency; Freguenc;:t 'Chanll,eC 

Residential Burglary 117 113 f 3.42% 
Conunercia 1 Burglary 47 63 t 34.04 
Personal Robbery 24 8 f 66.b7 
Commercial Robbery 6 10 t 66.67 
Vandalism lOS 89 {- 17.59 
Assault 87 92 t 5.75 
Criminal Sexual Conduct 6 13 _+106.67 

TOTAL 395 388 ;. 1.77% 

SOURCE: Minneapolis police offense report data. 

aTime 1 = July 1, 1974, through May 31, 1975. 

bTime 2 = July 1, 1977, through May 31, 1978. 

CONTROL TRACT 

Tim~ 13 Time 2u 

Freguenc~ yreguenc~ 

36 34 
31 14 

9 1 
6 1 

52 26 
26 26 

2 3 

162 105 

24 

p] - Tz 
Percentage 

ChnngeC 

f 5.56% 
f 54.84 
{- 88.89 
f 83.33 
{- 50.00 

0.00 
t 50.00 

'" 
35.19% 

cPercentage change is the Time t Frequency - the Time 2 Frequency ~ the Time 1 frequency: 

() o 

,-" 

NORTHSIDE DISPLACEMENT AREA 

Time 13 Time 2b T] - T. 

Freg\lenc~ 

538 
164 
107 
47 

28e 
376 

15 

1,535 

Freguenc;l:: 

525 
121 

86 
25 

301 
352 

42, 

1,452 

Percentage 
....£!:La..!lB.L 

'" 2.42'r. 
{- 26.22 
f 19.63 
'" 46.81 
+ 4.51 
f 6.38 
+108.00 

f 5.41% 

I 
'I 
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while crimes in the southside disp!a,~ement area decreased by 1.1 percent 

(see Table V.9). Residential burglary held the same pattern; a decrease 

in Lowry Hill East of 15.5 percent, increase in control tract 93 of 3.7 

percent, and a decrease of 9.7 percent in the displacement area. Commer-

cial robbery mirrored this prototype with a drop in the demonstration 

neighborhood, a rise in the control tract, and a lower percentage in the 

displacement area. For commercial robbery, however, the drop in the dis-

placement area wa~ more than 13 percent below Lowry Hill East. 

Commercial burglary and assault shared a pattern of decrease in Lowry 

( Hill East, increase in control tract 93, and increase in displacement 

crimes. Percentage changes for commercial burglary were down 26.0, up 

11.1, arid up 36.5, respectively. For assaults, the percentage changes 

showed a decrease of 20.8, an increase of 62.5, and an increase of 3.5, 

respectively. Personal robbery decreased in all areas with the highest 

decrease in Lowry Hill East. In contrasts vandalism increased in all 

areas. Criminal sexual conduct remained the same in Lowry Hill East and 

incretised in both the control tract and displacement area. 

( 
Generally, Lowry Hill East had less crime in all categori~s in 1978. 

Vandalism showed an increase and criminal sexual conduct remained con-

stant. Lowry Hill East's control tracts 93, portrayed the opposite image. 

All crimes in the control tract increased in frequency with one exception, 

personal robbery. The southside displacement area showed dis0repant in-

formation concerning crime rates. Three of the seven crimes decreased in 

magnitude while the remaining four increased~ Discussion of how these 

changes may be interpreted will be reviewed in Section C, Part 3, of this Ii 

.:., 

chapter along with statistico/l tests which indicate which changes are 

significant. 
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'l'AIlLE V.9 

f:!{EQ,\lENCY ANll l'ERC:C:NTAG~: C!lANGE IN CIUMll RATES 
FOR LO~IRY lIll.!. EAST, CONTROL TRACT 93, 

ANIl SOU'I'IIB I Ill,: III :;I'I,At:E~mNT AI{[~A 

LOWRY 1I1l.1, EAST 

TJme la Time 2b 7' I - 7'. 

Percentage 
TYPE OF CRIME Freguenc~ f:rcguenc.Y ChallgeC 

Residential Burglary 226 191 + 15.49% 
Commercial Burglary 77 57 + 25.97 
Personal Robbery 36 8 + 77.78 
Cow$oercial Robbery 43 25 .;. 41.86 
Vandalism 76 99 + 30.26 
Assault 120 95 + 20.83 
Crimina 1 Sexual Conduct 28 28 0.00 

TOTAL 606 503 + 17 .00'i'. 

SOIJRCE: Minneapo lis po lice offense report data. 

aTime July I, 1974, through May 31, 1975. 

bTime 2 July 1, 1977, through May 31, 1978. 

CONTROl, TRACT 

Time 1a Time 2b 

Freguenc~ 'Freguenc~ 

54 56 
9 10 
7 5 
1 2 
4 28 

16 26 
1 3 

92 130 

9') 

T. - T. 

Percentage 
ChangcC 

t 3.70% 
+ 11.11 
+ 28.57 
+100.00 
+600.00 
t 62.50 
+200.00 

+ 41.30% 

cpercentage change is the Time 1 Frequency - the Time 2 Frequency f the Time 1 Frequency: 

(! 

-~---------~---

1 

SOUTJlSIDE DISPLACEMENT AREA 

Time l a Time 2b Tj - T, 

Percentage 
FreguencI FreguencI ChangeC 

628 567 + 9,71% 
107 146 + 36.45 
165 94 + 43.03 
58 26 .;. 55.17 

2.20 296 + 34.55 
288 298 + 3.47 

56 78 + 39.29 

1,522 1,505 + 1.12'i'. ;-=~ 
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e. Summary 

In review, Tables V.7, V.8, and v.9 display changes in recorded 
, ' 

crime between 1975 and 1978 for the demonstration sites and their control 

and displacement areas. On closer inspection of these tables, it can be 

noted that the direction of the overall change in crime was reflected in 

the change for residential burglary (compare :F'igures V.l and V.2). Wil-

lard-Homewood and control tract 109 showed an increase in residential bur-

glary and the overall crime rate between 1975 and 1978. The northside 

displacement area exhibited a slight decrease in both of these categories. 

The Hawthorne area had less overall crime in 1978 than in 1975 as did con-

( 
trol tract 24. Lowry Hil~ East showed a decline in crime also, but con-

trol tract 93 displayed substantial increase. In the southside displace-

merit area, crime decreased slightly. 

The difficulty in interpreting this information without the aid of 

simplifying techniques seems obvious. This is the reason other statis-

tical measures have been applied to analyze the crime data. Wherever a 

notable difference between demonstration and control area incidence of 

crime seems apparent, the statistical test will serve as an interpretive 

aid. The reader will have to decide how much con£idence to place in the 

results when descriptive statistics differ from the other findings. For 

example, if the inciderH;e of crime decreased in the demonstration at'ea 

at the same time that" it increased in the control and displacement areas, 

it could be said that the CCP program had a positive impact on the reduc-

tion of crime. However, the percentage change may not be large enDugh 

to re.sult 1n. a significant value with regard to the analysis of covari-

ance and/or difference of differences of proportions test. Should more 

value be placed on covariance or simple percentages? Since the covariance 
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IN THE DEMONSTRATION NEIGHBORHOODS 

AND CONT~OL tRACTS 

LOlVRY HILL WILLARD-
EAST HOMEWOOD 

t41.30 

HAHTHORNE 

Fiscal Year 
1974-1975 0 1-f3~::m.:;f777T---,:~ro:;::.fLLLLL_--.J~~::u'..Lt.0L_-

-10 

-20 -

-30 -

-40 

Fiscal Year 
1977-1978 

B7.00 

"'35.19 

Demonstration Neighborhoods 

~ Control Tracts 

123 

i 

I 
~ 

i 
~ 

I II 

I 
i 
I 
I 
~ 
I 



-, 

calculus encompasses controls, one m.ity lean toward accepting the values 

of this computation. Still it is intuitively compelling to believe that 

percentage changes, in the direction consistent with the program, have 

credence. However, in this instance, interpretation of ~be crime data 

is not quite so easy because the demonstration areas, as a whole, do not 

show a consistent trend. 

2. Analysis of Covariance 

The major portion of this section deals with a statistically sophis-

ticated procedure. The reader who is interested in a detailed technical 

discussion of the analysis and results is urged to read the entire sec-

tion on analysis of covariance. The reader who is not interested in the 

technical details of the analysis may prefer to read just the italicized 

paragraphs which follow and continue on to Part 3, Difference of Differ-

ences of Proportions. 

The analysis of covariance suggests that by June~ 1978~ the demon-

stration neighborhoods experienced significantly lower opportunity rates 

jor some crimes. Phis occurred in Lowry Hill East jor residential bur-

glary and commercial robbery; in Hawthorne jor residential burglary and 

vandalism; and in Willard-Homewood for cOmmBrcia1 burglary. 

Like any statistical procedure~ the proper application oj analysis 

of covariance depends upon the data's meeting certain ,"'eqairements or~ as 

methodologists call them~ assumptions. To perform an analysis when the 

assumptions are violated means the statistic has been inapPPopT'iate1y ap-

plied and its conclusions suspect. In analyzing these data Used in ana.l-

ysis oj covariance~ it IDS discovered that one assumption IDS consistently 

violated. That· assumption states 'that there should not be any significant 
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relationship between the independent variable (in this case~ neighborhood) 

and another variable which the analysis uses as a control (in this case~ 

level of crime before the project). Because that asswnption did not hold 

true~ the results oj the analysis of covariance should not alone serve to 

confirm or disconfirm the presence of program impact upon crime. Phis 

means that the use of the analysis of covariance should be supplemented 

by other measures. In the following section~ the difference of differ-

ences of proportions test is employed to measure program impact. 

Wllereas the previous section presented a description explanation of 

the crime data for the three neighborhoods~ this section examines these 

data for statistically significant differences. The statistical tool used 

was analysis of covariance. The analysis was selected because in this 

instance it was necessary to "control for ll the level of crime before the 

project was implemented. The level of crime, as most are aware, can vary 

drama t ica lly from one geographic area to ano ther •. To analyze the da ta 

appropriately for the time the project was in operation, it was necessary 

to look at the new crime rate in relation to the old crime rate. Analy-

sis of covariance took into account the old crime rate when it looked for 

differences in the new crime rate. 

Analysis of covariance was proposed as the primary analytic method 

for crime data which could be disaggregated. To utilize analysis of co-

variance appropriate.ly, a number of assumptions underlying this model had 

to be met. These assumptions are: 1) a normal distribution of scores 

within each population, 2) homogeneous error variances ~~ithin populations, 

3) error terms for the pretest score should not be serially correlated 

"'ith the error terms of the posttest scores, 4) dependent variable must 

be an interval level variable, 5) there must be independent random samples 
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wi "hin populations, and 6) there must be no significant independent vari-

able-covariate interaction. 

While the first assumption was obviously violated in this intance, 

the extremely large sample size makes this assumption very robust. Judg-

ing fronl the nature of the second and third assumptions, random error 

will playa large role thereby sustaining the assumptions. The fourth 

assumption was clearly met by using the number of occurrenc~s of crime 

as the dependent variable. Theoretically, the fifth assumption was ten-

uous. Because all crimes are not reported s using reported crime would 

not necessarily provide a random sample of all crime. It could quite 

conceivably provide a representative sample and s given the large sample 

size, serve as an adequate population estimate. The final assumption 

was.one that is frequently not examined by evaluators and was tested 

prior to conducting the analysis of covariance. For a more indepth dis-

cuss ion of the analysis of covariance model as it relates to the proj-

ect, the interested rearler is referred to Evaluation of the Ninneapolis 

Oommunity Orime Prevention Demonst1'ation--Research Des.ign. 

Before proceeding into a discussion of the results of the analysis 

of covariance, a preparatory comment needs to be issued concerning the 

structure of the analysis. The analysis is based upon what is considered 

an opportunity rate--that is, how many times does a victimization occur 

in relation to the actual number of opportunities present. In some cases, 

crime opportunity rates are more accurate indicators of the level of crime 

than rates per thousand population. Those crimes which have structures or 

vehicles as ~argets, such as homes for residential bu~glary, cars for auto 
/: 

theft, or businesses for cpmmercial robbery, are bettJ~. described using 

crime opportunity rates. For example, Community A has 1,000 residences, 
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a population of 2,500, and 150 residential burglaries occurred there last 

year. Community B has 1,000 residences, a population of 1,500, and 100 

residential burglaries last year. In Community A the burglary rate per 

1,000 population is 150 burglaries x 1,000 = 60, the rate per 1,000 op-
2,500 persons 

.. is 15Q burglaries x 1,000 150 
portun~t~es 1,000 residences =. In Community B the rate 

1 00 1 t · . loa burg la des 1 000 per , a popu a ~on ~s 1 500 x, == , persons 
66.7, the rate per 1,000 

opportunities is 100 burg:aries x 1,000 == 100. Using a population-based 
1,000 res~dences 

rate, Community A has less of a residential burglary problem than Commu-

nity B. However, using the opportunity rate, it can be seen that Commu-

nity A while having 6.7 fewer burglaries per thousand population, has 50 

more burglaries per thousand residences. If a resident were concerned 

about residential burglary, it would be a mistake to select Community A 

as a homesite over Community B. While this situat;i.on is definitely con~ 

trived, it does point out potential inaccuracies of population-based 

crime rates when population does not reflect the opportunity. 

The crimes of residential burglary, commercial burglary, commercial 

robbery, and vandalism were chosen for the analysis of covariance appli-

cation. The method employed was to determine the total number of each 

crime for a baseline period of fiscal year 1975 (minus June, 1975) and a 

project period of fiscal year 1978 (minus June, 1978). Because of the 

strong possibility of multiple occurrences at the same location, a unique 

street and address identifier was used to generat~ a data file which con-

tained the total occurrences for each specific address within the neigh-

borhood. The 1975 and 1978 data files were matched so that it was pos-

sible to determine which locations had ejLther pre or during-project 
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occurrences of crime or occurrences at both times. Therefore the pre and 

during-project occurrences were interval-level variables with a value of 

zero or greater (usually zero or one) to signify the number of occurrences 

per address of that crime at each time period. 

The analysis of covariance procedure required that each specific 10-

cation be matched for pre and during-project occurrences of each particu-

lar offense. This matching was accomplished'using the location identifier 

as a sorting and matching key. Where a match was not feasible because a 

crime did not occur at one ~f the two times, a dummy match was created to 

signify no occurrence to the computer program performing the analysis of 

covariance. The dummy variable was required because of the structure of 

the analysis of covariance. The analysis examines differences between 

neighborhoods on the during-project level of crime controlling for the 

preproject level of crime. The intricacies of this analysis necessitate 

that ooth a pre and during-project score be available. Therefore, if 

there was an occurrence at pretest but no occurrence during the project, 

a dummy score of zero had to be generated for the during-project score. 

For analysis of covariance to be properly conducted, it is necessary 

that the covariate by independent variable interaction be nonsignificant. 

That is to say, the incremental impact of the covariate (preproject level 

of crime) is the same for each neighborhood tested. There should be no 

pronounced deviations of the covariate for anyone neighborhood. Testing 

for interaction is accomp lished using multip le regression techniques. 

Such procedures were employed as a prelude to computing this analysis of 

covariance. 

I 

As c~n be seen in Table V.IO almost all independent variable covariate 
\\ 
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TABLE V .10 

ANALYSES OF COVARIANCE: COVARIATE MEANS AND INTERACTIONS 

NEIGHBORHOOD 

Lowry Hill East 
Lowry Hill East--Control 
Lowry Hill East--Displacement 

HawthQrne 
Hawthorne--Control c Hawthorne--Displacement 

Willard-Homewood 
Wi 1 lard-Homewood--Contro1 
Willard-Homewood--DisplacementC 

NEIGHBORHOOD 

Lowry Hill east 
Lowry Hill East--Control 
Lowry Hill East--Displacement 

Hawthorne 
Hawthorne--Control c Hawthorne--Displacement 

Wi 11a rd-Homewo,od 
Wi lla rd-Hommvood--Cont ro 1 
Wit la rd-Homewo\)d--Disp lacement c 

aRate per 100 opportunities. 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY 
J 
Pre-Project 
Opportunity 

Ratea 

6.64 
3.32 
3.71 

6.40 
3.18 
5,,42 

8.83 
4.78 
5.42 

During-Project 
Opportu~ity 

Ratfl 

5.61 
3.44 
3.35 

6.18 
3.00 
5.29 

10.98 
8.04 
5.29 

1 
Significant 
Interaction 

Presentb 

[NO 

[ YES 

- - - - - - - - - .:. 

COMMERCIAL ROBBERY 
~--~~~~~~~~~~~~------~I 

Pre-Project During-Project Significant 
OpportuRity OpportuRity Interaction 

Rate Rate Presentb 

18.86 
1.47 
5.58 

,:,~o. 59 
8.33 
8.47 

17.57 
10.61 
8.47 

10.96 
10.97 
2.50 

10.99 
1.39 
4.50 

a 17.57d 10.61 
4.50 

b Significant independent variable-covariate interaction. 

Cllawthorne and WLllard-Homewood shared the Same Displacement Control Area 
because of geographic proximity. 

dThough the distribution of occurrences differs, the total number of 
occurrences are identical for both tim~ periods. 

o 

...,-
COMMERCIAL BURGLARY 

1 
Pre-Project During-Project Significant 
Opportunity Opportu8ity Interaction 

Ratea Rate Present b 

33.77 25.00 
[ YES 13 .24 14.71 

10.2'9 14.04 

51.65 69.23 
[ NO 43.06 19.44 

29.55 21.BO 

23.64 20.27 
[ YES 21.21 37.88 

29.55 21.80 
:'( - '-

VANDALISM 
I , 
Pre-Project During-Project Significant 
Opportullity OpportuRity Interaction 

R'ltc Rate Present b 

2.09 2.73 
[ YES 0.24 1.65 

1.22 1.65 

5.63 4.64 
[ YES 4.32 2.16 

2.75 2.87 

4.07 6.10 
[YES 2.24 3.03 

2.75 2.87 

() 
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'fi t Thl.'s situation is not unusual considering interactions were signl. can. 

the extremely large sample size used in a number of instances. The sam-

pIe size is so large that small differences begin to assume statistical 

si!5nificance. This impact is brought about by having the large number of 

degrees of free om pro uce d d an extremely small residual mean square. The 

minuscule of the residual mean square merely serves to magnify the size 

of the main effects and interaction mean square terms. 

Presence of the significant interaction terms presents some diffi­

culty with respect to examination af differences controlling for the 

covariate. It is quite possible that violation of this assumption may 

be tolerated in certal.n l.nstances. , , Pechman, l.'n one of the few studies 

1 ' of covarl.'ance l.'nteraction effects, found that concerned with ana YSl.S 

of the F statistic differed little from the the­the sample distribution 

oretical distribution unless the departures from homogeneous regression 

slopes were extreme. This work suggests that, as the situation departs 

I the analys is becomes more conservative with re-from homogeneous s opes, 

I Thl.'s l.'mpll.'es that, if a significant interaction spect to Type error. 

overall test may well become more rigorous in terms of is present, the 

, 'f'cant Further, Pechman's work falsely labeling a difference as Sl.gnl. 1 • 

suggests that the robust nature of the assumption is undiminished by a 

quasi-experimental setting in which the distributions of the covariate 

(or covariate means) differ by group. 

Another assumption of concern for analysis of covariance is the lin­

ear nature of the overall regression slope. The assumption was tested 

using multipl~ regression and dummy variables to represent the quadratic, 

These f\..~nction5 rep-cubic, and quartic functions of the pre level score. 

resent the nonlinear components of the prelevel score. If inclusion of 
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these functions in a multiple regression analysis dramatically increases 

the precision of the prediction equation, one can assume the presence of 

a nonlinear (nonadditive) relationship between the variables ~n the equa-

tion. In five of twelve separate tests (for each of four crimes by each 

of three neighborhood groupings), the R2 change associated with the addi-

tion of the higher order functions proved to account for the largest 

proportion of the variation. The increase in R2 ranged from 0.16 to 0.50. 

Further, in two additional instances, the second largest R2 change ~ ... as 

due to the higher order functions. The increases in R2 tor each of these 

two instances were 0.20 and 0.23. The existence of these curvilinear re-

lationships casts serious do.ubt upon the utility of analysis of covariance 

in those situations. 

Of the remaining five tests (vandalism in all. th~ee neighborhood 

groups ,and commercial burglary it1 Lowry Hill East and Willard-Homewood), 

all demonstrated significant F ratios for interaction. Because of the 

uncertainty regarding the robust nature of the assumptions addressing the 

impact lof interaction, the results are reported with ca.ution. Analysis 

of covariance summary tables are presented in Appendix Tables B.l through 

B.12. 

The analysis of covariance does not reveal any consistent trend per-

taining to a reduction in criminal activity resulting from the community 

crime prevention program. As shown in Table V.ll, on three 'occasions one 

of the demonstration neighborhoods had a significantly higher number of 

occurrences per opportunity than did the respective control areas. For 

the two remaining cases, a control area had either a higher or lower num-

ber of occurrences. In commercial burglary the adjusted mean for Lowry 

Hill East was significantly high~r than its two controls. 
'.\ 
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census tract chosen for Willard-Homewood also had a significantly higher 

number of burglaries per opportunity than did the demonstration or other 

control area. For the crime of vandalism, in two instances (Hawthorne 

and Willard-Homewood) the demonstration area had a higher number of per 

opportunity occurrences than did its appropriate control areas. In Lowry 

Hill East the census tract selected as a co'ntrol experienced significantly 

fewer incidents of vandalism per opportunity than did Lowry Hill East or 

the other control area. Quite simply, there was no evidence in the three 

areas suitable for analysis of covariance that the demonstration. areas 

had a significantly lower crime level per opportunity than the control 

areas. 

TABLE V.ll 

ADJUSTED HEANS FOR: DURING-PROJECT OCCURRENCES 
PER OPPORTUNITya . 

TYPE OF CRHfE 

CONHERCIAL BURGLARY 

Lowry Hill East 
Lowry Hill East--Control 
Lowry Hill East--Displacement 

Willard-Homewood 
Willard-Homewood--Control 
Willard-Homewood--Displacement 

VANDALISH 

Lowry Hill East 
Lowry Hill East--Control 
Lowry Hill East--Displacement 

HaNthorne 
Ha\>,thorne-:"Control 
Hawthorne--Displacement 

t~ lla rd-Homet-lood 
W llard-Homewood--Control 
H llard-Homewood--Displacement 

ADJUSTED HEAN GRA:'W MEAN 

0.287
bJ 

0.147 
0.131 

0.190b] 
0.369 
0.223 ~ 

0.025bJ 
0.005 
0.018 

0.054
b

] 
0.028 
0.025 

0.073
b

] 
0.024 
0.031 

0.157 

0.229 

0.018 

0.025 

0.039 

a Each group of entries represent a significant 
difference as determined by analysis of covar­
iance procedures contained in Appendi.x B. 

bprQbability less than .01. 
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The impact of the program becomes even more suspect when one exam­

ines the amount of variation attributed to each variable used in the 
':\'r 

analysis of covariance. As can be seen in Table V.12, only a small pro-

portion of the total explained variation is not accounted for by the 

number of pretest occurrences. I d l' n van a 1sm the amount of variation 

explained by pre level occurrences is striking. This could possibly sug-

gest that certain types of locations are h1'gh1y 'bl suscept1 e to repeat 

occurrences. One might expect that, if program ff t e .ec's,were present, 

they would be manifested by the preproject occurrences accounting for 

less explained variation than is now the ~ase. At h' ~ t 1S point the reader 

should be cognizant that the preproject occurrences accdun~ far a major 

portion .of the total explained variation; yet this analysis of covari-

ance reports significant differences between neighborhoods. Can these 

two seemingly disparate conditions coexist? Indeed. For as the raw 

preproject average is used to adjust the during-project average, small 

but significant differences are brought to light~ The fact that a large 

sample size exists also serves to heighten the impact of what, on the 

surface, appear to be small absolute differences. 

" TABLE V.12-

VARIATION ACCOUNTED FOR IN ANALYSIS OF COVARrA.~CE 

TOTAL VARIATION 
EXPLAINED DUE TO PRE..., UNEXPLAINED 

TYPE OF CRnIE VARIATION PROJECT LEVEL VARIATION 

£.OZ.~RCIAL BURGLARY 

Lowry Hill East 22.6% 21.6% 77.4% 
Hawthorne 18.9% 18.7% 81.1% 
Willard-Homewood 13.1% 12.1% 86.9% 

VANDAL ISH 

Lowry Hill East 52.2% 51. 7% 47.8% 
Hawthorne 62.3% 61.2% 27.7% 
Wi11ard-Home'Tood 57.5% 57.0% 42.5% 
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In sununary, there is some concern over reporting many of the results 

for analysis of covariance because of the presence of a significant fac-

tor-covariate interaction term. Research offers some hope that the inter-

action may not prevent examination of main effects scores, so results for 

the analysis are reported. The analysis of covariance results would not 

support the assumption that the program reduced crime. Further, there is 

some concern as to the nature of the relationship between variables so 

as to render the analysis of covariance moot. Given these concerns, the 

analysis of covariance procedure cannot address with certainty the issue 

of program impact upon crime. Inferences as to program impact must be 

derived from the following section dealing with difference of differences 

of proportions analysis. 

3. Difference of Differences of Proportions 

The difference of differences of propv~:tions (DDP) tes t was computed 

on all crime categories; however, it was the primary statistical test for 

crimes of personal robbery, assault, and criminal sexual conduct. For 

the crimes of residential burglary, conunercial robbery, commercial bur-

glary, and vandalism, it was intended to supplement the results of the 
( 

analysis of covariance. 

The DDP test measures, from pretest to posttes~ (actually during-

project measurement), the significance of the change in crime rates for 

each demonstration area as compared to its appropriate control. This 

test was also calculat~d for each demonstratioq area and its respective 

displacement area. The result of this test is a standardized measure 

called a Z-score. A Z-score of 1.645 would indicate a statistically 

significant difference between pre and posttest crime at the 0.05 level. 

The direction of the effect is predicted to be a reduction in crime. 
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I Hence f.l-positive Z-score of 1. 645 or greater indicates that crime has 

decreased proportionately mere in a demonstration neighborh~od than ei-

ther its cbntrol or displacement area. 0 . ' 'f' , r, a s~gn~ ~cant Z-score also 

could indicate that crime in a demonstrat;on area . d 
L ~ncrease proportion-

ately less than its control or displacement area. 

where 

I The DDP formula is: 

Z= 

PsI = crime rate in 
Ps2 = crime rate in 
Ps3 = crime rate in 

test 

Ps4 = crime 
test 

rate in 

Pui = highest crime 
qui = I - p . (1 = I 

u~ 

demonstration neighborhood, 
demonstration neighborhood, 
control (and displacement) 

control (and displacement) 

rate in census tract under 
to 4) 

pretest 
posttest 

area, pre-

area, post-

analysis 

NI = N2 = number of crime opportunities in demonstration 
neighborhood, and 

N3 = N4 = number of crime opportunities in control (and dis-
placement) area. 

The Ps's above refer to sample proportions while the Pu's refer to 

population proportions. The population proportions, however, are esti­

mated directly from the crime rate statistics. Usitig the highest crime 

rate in the analysis tracts as an estimate of the Pu' s is the most"con­

ser'vative estimate oj the actual number's. This e$timate is conservative 

because it reflects the deviation from the highest crime rate. The 

closer the population proportion of crime is to 0.5, the less likely 

IThe computational formula is included for the interested reader. 
Many readers may wish to proceed to the next paragraph where the con­
ceptual discussion continues. 
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the calculated Z-score is to be significant. Researchers often use 0.5 

as the population proportion because it is the most conservative possi-

ble estimate. Using the highest crime rate in the tracts under analysis 

may be less conservative than 0.5 but it is more realistic since it is 

an actual crime figure. Ideally, the demonstration neighborhood would 

have a significantly larger reduction in crime than the control tract or 

the displacement area. The control tracts should mirror the crime trend 

exhibited throughout the city, independent of the project. A classical 

outcome for the control tract would be a cr.ime rate that remained the 

same. Additionally, the crime rate in the displacement area should be 

significantly higher than the control This 1;'epresentation of 

program success would look like: 

DEMONSTRATION 

Decrease 
in crime 

CONTROL 

No change 
in crime 

DISPLACEMENT 

Increase 
in crime 

In this instance, displacement would be evident. The program probably 

has reduced crime in the demonstration area while crime remained con-

stant in the control tract. In each of the demonstration, control, and 

displacement areas, the crime rata logically could decrease, remain the 

same, or increase. Hence, there are 27 (3 3
) possible outcomes of this 

project. Eleven of the 27 possibilities indicate program success. Ta-

ble V.Il lists these eleven crime rate patterns. 

The tabled results of the DDP test for each neighborhood coincide 

with the narrative review (see tables V.14, V.17, and V.18). The per-

centage change ~olumns depict the magnitude, as well as direction of the 

change, with arrows denoting the direction of the percentage change in 

crime. The Z-score results are presented in a slightly different manner. 
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Rules of Interpretation Applicable t" Tabl.· V.13. 

The basic predictions lIere that th,' CCI' pr"sram lIould r~dure crin", In thl! dO"I(JlI"trnttuli ,jI·Ir.t.llOrt""Jd,; alld 
that some crime from the demonserath'n ndghborhoods would be dtsplaced to th: d.[splncenl""l ('ontrol arC.l. Scvur;lI 
subsidiary stntt'ments arose from th~s,' m.IJor pT<.dtcttolJ~: I) Thf' cdr.:,:! t"ii,,; "I Dorh the dl:;/'Iuccmc:nt alld control 
areas should be siglllCicantly hlghl'r th.1n In the d.'monstration n,·lfJhborhoods. 2) The crime rate in the displace­
ment control area should be significantly higher than in the control tract. 

PAT­
TERN 
~ 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

DEllOr.:STRhTION 
NEICIIBORIIOOD 

Decrease 

Decrease 

Decrease 

Decre.ase 

Decrease 

CONTROL DISPLACEMEXT 
TRACT AREA 

Same Increase 

Increase Increase 

Decrease Increasc 

Same Same 

Increase Same 

INTERPRETATION 

Displaccment seems evident; the program prot,at,ly has reclucl'd 
crime In the demonstration area wldlt' crlm<: remained ronslunt 
in the control area. This rna) be described as a classical 
outcome. 

This' outcome is next in rank to the classical case. If the 
crime rate in the displacement control area has incrcns"d sig­
nificantly more than the'ratc in the control tract, then the 
program probably reduced crime in the demonstration area. 

Displacement seems clear but any impact of tha program on re­
ducing crime in thc demonstration area could ocCUr only if the 
perccntage decrease i~ criruc in the demonstration area is 
greater than the percentage decrease in the control tracr. 

No displarement because the challge in the crimc rate in the 
displacement control area should always be higher (more crime) 
than in the control tract. This is trud bccause the displace­
ment control area is as much a control as thc control tract 
with bur one exception: The displacement control area will 
likely show a higher rate of crime because of displacement. 
For the same reason, the proB!am did not hlive an effect on re­
ducing crime. 

This case is somewhat ambiguous because there appears to be 
displacement. Yet, the interpretive rule adopted h:re indi­
cates the crime rate cannot be higher in the contrOL tract 
than in the displacement control area. 

I----.---------------.-:----:~~__:____:_-____:_:_:_=_=:_.-".---J 

Both displacement and a reduction in crime would occur if the 
percentage decrease in the control tract is less than the per-

6. Decrease Decrease Same 

7. Decrease Increase 

8. Decrease Same 

9. Decrease. De~rease 

1.0. Same In.::rease 

11. Incrqase Increase 

Decrease 

Decrease 

Decrease 

Increase 

Increase 

centage decrease in the demonstration area. 

This case is somel'hat ambiguous also. It \lould indicate dis­
placement if the percentage decrease in crime rates is greater 
in the demonstration area ehan in the displacement control 
area. The program apparently has no effect on reducing crime 
however, because the crime rate has decreased in the displace­
ment control area while rising in the control tract. 

No displacement likely since the crime rate has remained the 
same in the control tract but decreased in the displacement 
control area. Program impact on reducing crime might occur if 
the percentage decrease is greater in the demonstration area 
than in the displacement control area. 

The program may have reduced crime if the percentage decrease 
in the demonstration area is greAter than in either of the 
control areas. Displacement is possible if the perccnt~~e de­
crease in crime is greater in the control tract than in the 
displacement control area. 

Crime may have been reduced b, the program if the percentage 
increase in the displacement control ~rea is gr~ater than In 
the control tract. Displacement would also occur using thc 
same reasontng. 

The program may have r~duced the rate of increase in crime if 
it can be shown that the perceptag~ increase in displacement 
and control areas are higher than in the d~monslrat!on area. 
Displacement might be present if the percentage increase in 
the displacement control area is higher than in the control 
erne t. 
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A positive Z-score indicates that crime in the demonstration area either 

decreased more or increased less than its control areas. A negative 

Z-score represents the opposite; that is, crime decreased less or in-, .. 

creased more in the demonstration area as compared to its controls. 

Shaded areas on these tables call attention to situations which portend 

project success. 

Some readers may reject the use of the displacement area as a strict 

control area. Of course, utilizing it as such creates a more conserva-

tive analysis which the'evaluators believed was desirable for the demon-

stration year. However, the displacement areas are quite a bit larger 
() 

than any of the demonstration sites which may have seriously hindered 

significant results between these areas. Since that is a distinct pos-

sibility, inspection of the crime changes--excluding the displacf:!lTWnt 

areas--will be presented at the conclusion of each neighborhood's find-

ings. 

a. Lowry Hill East 

By reviewing Table V.13 with Table V.14, "Crime Rate Changes in 

Lowry Hill East," the reader can assess which crimes were successfully I , 

addressed by the program. In Lowry Hill East, each crime category fit 

one of the eleven patterns of success in terms of the direction of change. 

For example, residential burglary fell into pattern number 7 of Table V.13. 

Residential burglary incidents decreased in the demonstration neighborhood, 

increased in control tract 93, and de6reased in the contiguous displace-

ment area. The interpretation of pattern 7 indicates that the CCP pro-

gram did not reduce crime since it declined in the displacement area and 1 , -
increased in control tract 93. However, displacement lU&Y have occurred 
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TABLE v.l4 

CRIME RATE CHANGf:S IN LOWRY 111LL EAST 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN CRIME RATES a 
I 

TYPE OF CRIME lIill East Control Tract 93 ,Southside Displacemen~ 

Residential Burglary 
Commercial Burglary 
Personal Robbery 
Commercial Robbery 
Vandalism 
Assault 
Criminal Sexual Conduct 

+ 3.70 (:;:::;:;:::;:;:::::;:;1 + 9.70 1:;:;:j:l:;:;::::::::::::::1 
+ 11.11 +.45 

Ij:j:i:m! l~~ :~~ ~tr::j~V~:j:i:i:i;l{1 ; iii!:i !,! 
(600.00 (4,28)C 
+ 62.50 + 3.47 
+ 200.00 (1,3)c t 39.29 

ar.haded cells indicate the change is toward program success, i.e., decrease in crime. 

b Shaded cells here indicate a statistically significant Z-score in the direction of 
program success. A positive Z-score of 1.645 or higher signifies that the decrease 
in crime in the demonstration neighborho:od is, significantly lower than in the com­
parison area. 

cThese percentage changes were calculated on a small number of cases; the Qctual 
numbers appear in parentheses. 

Z-SCORE RESULTS OF DIFFER!~NCE 
OF DIFFERENCES OF PROPORTIONS TEST 

ON CRIME RATESb 

Lowry Hill East­
Control Tract 93 
I i 

1.50 
0.29 

Lowry Hill East­
Southside Displacement 
I I 

0.81 
!]}j:j:j:j:l:j:j:j:j:j:i12 .621;:;:::::;:::::::;:::::#::;:1 

. 1.43 
1.19 

-0.34 
1.47 
0.53 
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if the percentage decrease in the crime rate was greater in the demonstra-

tion area than in the displacement area. Indeed, displacement is a pos-

siblity since residential burglary decreased 15.5 percent in Lowry Hill 

East and decreased only 9.7 percent in the southside displacement area. 

However, the difference between the two crime rates was not significant. 

Nonetheless, the percentages rna;; indicate the emergence of a displacement 

effect. With the passage of more time the possibility of such a pattern 

may become clearer. 

The crime rate changes for personal robbery fit pattern number 9. 

The interpretntion states that the decrease in the demonstration area had 

to be greater than either of the control areas. This stipulation was par-

tially met since the percentage changes indicate that Lowry Hill East de-

creased more than eith.er of the control areas. However, the Z-scores 

indicate that there was a significant decrease only in the demonstration 

1 area as compared to tract 93 (Z-score 1. 69). The interpretation further 

states that the decrease in control tract 93 must be greater than in the 

displacement area; which was not the case. Control tract 93 decreased 

28.6 percent while in the displacement area personal robberies dropped 

by more than 43 percent. If these decreases were reversed so that crime 

in tract 93 had reduced more than the diJplacement area, a difference of 

differences of proportions test could be computed for significance. Since 

the pattern was not fully met, hm .. ever,·it would not be productive to 

compute this test. 

Assault and criminal sexual conduct are the othel, crimes in which 

IHeasures of association. remain very 1m .. in spite of significant 
findings. 
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individuals represent the level of opportunity. Assault, in Lowry Hill 

number 2 which is next in rank to the clas­East, fit crime rate pattern 

" sical case. Crime decreased in the demonstration area and increased in 

both the control tract and displacement areas. If the crime rate in the 

d more than in control tract 93, than t~e pro­displacement area increase 

b bl reduced crl.'me in the demonstration neighborhood. gram pro a y However, 

93 had a larger increase than the displacement area so the contrQl tract 

11 East cannot be Said to be a direct effect of the decrease in Lowry Hi 

crime prevention program. For these same reasons, displacement of as-

sault incidents probably did not occur. 

Criminal sexual conduc't corresponded to pattern n_\lmber 10. :{..owry 

Hill East's rate was the same in fiscal year 1978 as In-}iscal yea'! 1975. 

9 d 200 r cent (This large percentage Crime in control tract 3 increase pe • 

change occurred because of the sma num er 0 c • 11 b f ases' 1 in fiscal year 

9 ) 1 Crl.'mes in the displacement area in-1975 and 3 in fiscal year 1 78. 

4 For the program to have affected the creased, also, nearly 0 percent. 

, l.'n the displacement area should have demonstration neighborhood, crl.me 

increased more than in the control tract. This was not the case. Using 

the same reasoning, displacement would have been possible. Hence, the 

crime rates for criminal sexual.conduct do not reflect program success 

or displacement in Lowry Hill East. 

b 2 it decreased in Lowry Commercial burglary matched pattern num er : 

lThese smali numbers do not affect the calculations of the d~ffer-
f differences of proportions test since pre and posttes~ ~rl.me rates 

ence 0 t' ed according to the number of existing opportunl.tl.es. Op­
are pr~por l.~:s are figured by dividing the number of incidents by the 
portunl.ty ra . ~- h tl hand do not 
number of opportunities. Percentage cha~ges, on teo ler , 
control for population. 
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Hill East while it increased in both control tract 93 and the displacement 

area. The increase in the displacement area must be more than the in-

crease in the control tract area according to the interpretation of that 

pattern. Indeed, this was the case for commercial burglary in Lowry Hill 

East. A DDP test was computed between tract 93 and the displacement area 

resulting in a Z-score of 0.28. Although this Z-score indicates a non-

significant increase in the displacement area compared to the control 

area, the importance of the existence of the pattern should not be dis-

missed. More importantly, a significant Z-score of 2.62 was found be-

tween Lowry Hill East and the southside displacement area. This means 

that not only was the direction of the difference indicative of program 

success and displacement but the magnitude of the change was significant. 

The crime rate pattern for this crime, commercial burglary, may well sug-

gest program success and displacement. 

Commercial robbery matched pattern number 7. Crimes of this type 

decreased in Lowry Hill East, increased in control tract 93, and de-

creased in the displacement area. This pattern did not reflect a dis-

placement phenomenon. The percentage decl::ease was not greater in the 

demonstration site than in the contiguous displacement area. Interest-

ingly, a significant Z-score (2.28) was obtained between the demonstra-

tion neighborhood and control tract 93. This could have resulted in 

program success if the displacement area had increased even more than 

tract 93. Of course the displacement area did not increase at all; in 

fact, the number of commercial robberies decreased more than 50 percent 

leaving a somewhat ambiguous pattern. In Lowry Hill East then, the com-

mercial robbery pattern of changes was not indicative of program success 

or displacement. 
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Vandalism was the only crime category of the seven which increased 

in Lowry Hill East. Vandalism also increased both in tract 93 and in the 

displacement area. This pattern corresponded to crime rate pattern num-

ber 11. For possible program success, the percentage increases in both 

control areas had to have increased more than in Lowry Hill East. This 

stipulation was met, :i.ndicating possible program success. However, nei-

·ther of the Z-score calculations was significant. Hence, though the di-

rection of the change fit the interpretation of pattern 11, the magnitude 

of these chan~es cannot be interpreted as much more than chance fluctua-

tiona Displacement did not occur because the percentage increase within 

the displacement area was not larger than tract 93. 

When the displacement control was ocmitted from the analysis five 

unique success patterns remain. Table V.15 displays these five patterns 

accompanied by the interpretations of the Z-scores. 

Th81.£ V. 1.5 

hf.TEHI':ATII'F. CR IfI~ RAn: !WrTl:RNS !Nlll GAT n:G PROGRAM SUCCESs
a 

The basi~ I'rl'<llctlon wa$ th.lt th~ GCI' prCl~ram "<luid r"due" crlm,· in the t1"monslriltioll n"igh­
borhoods: the ,·rlme rate in the cOlltn'l tract should be ~ignificalllly higher than in the den.on­
stratlon nelghb~rhood. 

-
PAT-
TERN VENOI\Sl'RATION CONTROL 
lWNBER N~:IGIIEORilOO!J TRAl:T INTERPRETATION 

1. Decrease Same Th,' program has prohab Iy reduced crim~ if the decrease In 
th~ demonstration neighborhood was significantly low ... r than ., 
In the control tract. f: 

~----------------------------------------------------------~, 
2. Decrease 

J. Decrease 

4. Same 

S. Increase 

Incr~ase 

Decrease 

Increase 

Increase 

Crime decreased in the demonstration ~rea while it increased 
ill the control tract suggesting possible program succ~.s if 
th~ difference rea~hed significance. 

If crime decreased significantly more in the demons:rarion 
area than in the control tract, th~n progr3m succeLS would 
seem evident. 

Program impact yould seem evident if the i~,crcD.sc in the 
control tract was statistically significilnt cor.pared to the 
demonstration area. 

In this instance the increase in the control tract must be 
statistically significant in comparison to the demonstra­
t~on area. 

aSignificance was computed using the difference of differences of 
proportions test. 

~.--~-~--------------------------------------------------------~ 
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Table V.16 depicts the results of the analysis for Lowry Hill East 

when the displacement control area is excluded. Comparing this table 
, . 

with Table V.14 the reader can note that the reduced number of success 

patterns did not seem to change the direction of the results in Lowry 

Hill East. All crime types again fit one of the designated patterns. 

However, there were two major changes in the analysis when assessing the 

magnitude of the change. First, commercial burglary was c'onsidered the 

most successful pattern fou'nd in this evaluation when the displacement 

control was included, and although the direction of the change in crime 

still depicted a pattern of success, with displacement eliminated, the 

pattern included no significant Z-scores and thus did not reflect pro-
() 

gram success. Second, the opposite occurrence appeared for·commercial 

robbery. Hi th disp lacement included, program success SlaS negat~d be-' 

cause the displacement decrease was more than that in Lowry Hill East. 

However, when it was eliminated from the analysis, program success was 

indicated by the direction and magnitude of the change and was supported 

by a significant Z-score. With the exception of these two changes,the 

analyses did not seem to produce very different results for Lowry Hill 

East. 
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TABLE V.16 

ALTERNATIVE ANALYSTS OF CRnm RATE CHANGES IN LOHRY HILL EAST 
(Omitting the Displacement Control ArFla) , 

CRUfE TYPE 

Residential Burglary 
Commercial Burglary 
Personal Robbery 
Commercial Robbery 
Yanda Usm 
Assault 
Criminal Sexual Conduct 

a See Table V~15. 

PERCENTAGE CRINE RATE CHANGES , , PATTERN 
Lowry Hill East Control Tract 93 NUHBERa 

.,. 15.49 t 3.70 2 

.,. 25.97 t 11.11 2 

.,. 77.78 .,. 28.57 3 

.,. 41.86 t 100.00 2 
t 30.26 + 600.00 5 .,. 20.83 + 62.50 2 

0.00 t 200.00 4 

Z-SCORE RESULT 
OF DIFFERENCE 

OF DIFFERENCES 
OF PROPORTIONS TEST 

ON CR HIe RATE::; 

,:::::::: .::::: 12.28, 
0.77 
1.50 
0.29 

b 
Shaded cells here indicate a statistically significant Z-score in the 
direction of program success. A positive Z-score of 1.645 l)r higher 
signifies that the decrea.se in crim.e in the demcnstrt!tion neighborhood 
is 'significantly lower than in the comparison area. 

Of the three neighborlwods, the crime rate changes for Lowry Hill 

East were the most promising. Successful program impact cannot be stated, 

however, even in Lowry Hill East. In the DDP analysis, with the displace-

ment area included as a control, there were no significant results for 

both control areas on anyone crime type. Even in the sub&equent analy-

sis, excluding the displacement area as a control, only two significant 

Z-scores were obtained. These two Z-scores occurred for crimes that were 

not considered target crimes for CCP. The target crime of resid~ntial 

burglary did not achieve significance in either analysis. These points 

indicate that the crime prevention program probably did not have an im-

pact on crime rates at the time of measurement. 

However, it has been stated earlier th~t due to the many start-up 

delays, it seemed improbable that significant changes would have occurred 

by the end of the demonstration year. Nonetheless, the results in Lowry 

Hill East are promising since all seven crimes fit a pattern of 'success, 

and five of the seven crimes actually decreased in the demonstration 
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neighborhood. The p,ercentages alone, then, tell an important story con-

cerning the first year evaluation but it must be reiterated that even in 

Lowry Hill East the crime rate changes did not indicate program success. 

b. Willard-Homewood 

Of the seven crime types studied, only three indicated possi-

ble program success and/or di~placement. One of these three was the . 

category of criminal sexual conduct. All three areas (Willard-Homewood, 

control tract 109, and the northside displacement area) reported more 

$ex-related crimes in fiscal year 1978 than in fiscal year 1975. The 

interpretation for the corresponding pattern 11 states that the percent- (-) 

age increase of control tract 109, as well as the displacement area, must 

be higher than the demonstration neighqorhood. If this had occurred, it 

may have indicated that the program reduced the rate of increase in Wil-

lard-Homewood. However, the increase in control tract 109 was less than 

in the dem.onstration area, negating. this possibility_ The Z-scores also 

indicate that the differences were not significant as Table V.17 dis-

plays. The interpretation further states that displacement may be pres-

ent if the percentage increase was larger in the displacement area in 

comparison to control tract 109. Indeed, the percentage was higher in 

the displacement area but not significantly higher (Z-score = .53). 

The two other crimes (personal robbery and assault) which were to be 

analyzed using the DDP test did not reflect any of the eleven patterns 

indicating program success and/or displacement. In fact, the majority of 

the categories did not reflect program success or displacement. Vandal-

ism, however, fit pattern 11 described above. All three areas reported 

increases in vandalism incidents between testing periods. However, pro-

gram success was not indicated since the largest increase occurred ¥ithin 
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TABLE V.17 

CRIME RATE CHANGES IN WILLARD-HOMEWOOD 

Z-SCORE RESULTS OF DIFFERENCE 
OF DIFFERENCES OF PROPORTIONS TEST 

ON CRIME RATESb 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN CRIME RATES a I I 

i I Wi llard-Homewood- lVillard-Homewood-
TYPE OF CRIME Willard-Homewood Control Tract 109 Northside Displacement Control Tract 109 Northside Dise1acC!ment 

i • i I i • I , 
Residential Burglary + 24.40 + 68.29 H· 2.42 0.84 -2.57 
Commercial Burglary m:l:i:it:i:::l=i:l.;- 14.29 [l::::::::;:::t:l:H + 78.57 t _2_6.22 . !::::::~:1:1::{:::112 .07 !:1:1:::::::::::::1 -0.73 
Personal Robbery + 5.66 !:i:i:i:1~+ 75.00 ( 12 ! 3 ) c I:::::;:::::j .;. 19.63 -1.16 -0.94 
Commercial Robbery 0.00 0.00 .;- 46.81 0.00 -0.78 
Vandalism + 50.00 t 35.00 + 4.51 -1.26 -2.87 
Assault + 50.69 + 18.18 ~i:l::::~+ 6.381::::::::::::::::::::::::::::j] -1.73 -3.37 
Criminal Sexual Conduct + 71.43 t 66.67 (3,5)c t 108.00 (15,42)C -0.47 0.00 

aShaded cells indicate the change is toward program success, i.e., decrease in crime. 

bShaded cells here indicate a statistically significant Z-score in the directioni.)f 
program success. A positive Z-score of .1.645 or higher signifies that the decrease 
in crime ~n:the demonstration neighborhood is significantly lower than in the com-
parison ,irea. 

cThese percentage changes were calculated on a small number of cases; the actual . 
numbers nppcar in pnr.enthe·r,es. 
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Willard-Homewood. Displacement did not occur either since control tract 

109 experienced a higher increase than the displacement area. 

The one other crime category which fit a pattern indicating program 

success and/or displacement was commercial burglary. Thi,s crime type fit 

pattern 7 which states that there must be a decrease in the demonstratiort 

area while commercial burglaries increase in the control tract and de-

crease in the displacement area. This case is somewhat anbiguous. It 

could indicate displacement if the decrease in the demonstration area 

were larger than in the displacement area. This did not occur. The dis-

placement area received the largest decrease--26.2 percent. Apparently} 

the program had no effect qn reducing, commercial burglaries either since 

there were fewer reported in the displacement area than in the noncontigu-

ous control tract. This is a unique case in Willard-Homewood. It was the 

only crime category which received a positive significant Z-score. The 

Z-score of 2.07 indicated that Willard-Homewood's commercial burglary rate 

was significantly less than that of control tract 109. That pattern alone 

would have indicated program success but for two-qualifications. First, 

when the displacement area was included in the picture} it nullified the 

possibility of program success, because the decrease in the displacement 

area was lower than in Willard-Homewood. Second, although there are com-

mercial establishments in Willard-Homewood, the CCP staff in that area 

determined not to direct its efforts toward commercial activities. In 

other words, crimes relating to the business segment of the community 
)1 

were not expected to change significantly in Willard-Homewood since they 

were not included in the treatment. 

, \ 
As noted in Section C, Part l.b, of this chapter, crime in Willard-

Homewood, on the whole, increased. The only crime that decreased was 
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commercial burglary. Commercial robbery remained the same across both 

times. Of the three crime categories that fit one of the patterns in-

dicting success and/or displacement, only criminal sexual conduct met 

the criteria needed to indicate displacement. This occurred since the 

displacement area had a larger increase than the control tract. Though 

the percentage changes were calculated on a rather small number of cases 

and the difference was not found to be statistically significant, the 

pattern was otherwise consistent with the model. 

When the displacement control was omitted from the analysis, resi-

dential burglary and assault fit patterns of success in addition to the 

original three crime types. Eliminating the displacement area as a con-

trol also pr6duced one possible program success (commercial burglary--

see paragraphs above). Other than this difference, it appears that 

excluding the displacement area did not create many changes in Willard-

Homewood. 

c. Hawthorne 

In Hawthorne, personal robbery reflected pattern number 9, a 

decrease in all three areas. For the program to illustrate an effect, 

the demonstration neighborhood would ha~e had to experience a larger 

decrease than either of the control areas. The Z~clcore between the dis-

placement area and Hawthorne was 1.47, ,not quite signiffcant but indicat­

ing change in the desired direction. However, control tract 24 reflected 

a larger decrease than Hawthorne both in the percentage change and in the 

Z-score (-0.17). Displacement may be possible since the percentage de-

crease in the control is more than in the displacement area (see Table 

v.1B). The Z-score computed between control tract 24 and the displace-

ment area was 0.97, not significant but, again, in t!r'~ direction desired 
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TYPE OF CRIME 

Residential Burglary 
Commercial Burglary 
Personal Robbery 
Commercial Robbery 
Vandalism 
Assault 
Criminal Sexual Conduct 

'rABLr;; V.lS 

CRIME RATE CHANGES IN HAWTHORNE 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN CRIME RATES s 

Hawthorne 

1:::!:!::1 + 3 .42 t:t!:!:!:!:!:!:!:!:i:!:i:i:i:~d 
t 34.04 

\::::::::1-1- 66.67 (24,8)~ 

mill ~~ :~~ t:~-_ 
t 5.75 
+ 106.67 (6,13)C 

aShaded cells indicate the change is toward program success, i.e., decrease in crime. 

bShaded cells here indicate a statistically signHicant Z-score in the direction of 
program success. A positive Z-score of 1.645 or higher signifies that the decrease 
~H cI'ime in the demonstration neighborhood is significantly lower than in the com­
parison area. No positive significant Z-scores were achieved in Hawthorne. 

Z-SCORE RESULTS OF DIFFERENCE 
OF DIFFERF-NCES or PROPORTIONS TEST 

ON (;i\r~E¥""T::.;E:;.:;S,-b _____ -, 

Hawthorne­
~ontrol Tract 24 
( i 

0.04 
-(1.00 
-0.17 
-1.30 
-0.S2 
-0.20 
-0.54 

Hal~thornc" 
Northside Displacement 
I· t 

0.10 
-3.43 

1.47 
-1.34 

1.39 
-0.56 
-0.30 

L cThese percentllge changes were calculated on S small number of cases; the actual 
numbers appear in pnrcntheRes. --,----~~---,---~---=--~-----' 
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by the program. 

Criminal sexual conduct fit pattern number 11. All three areas showed 

an increase in crime. To imply success, Hawthorne's increase should have 

been less than eitl"i,h', of the controls. Neither the percentage changes nor 

the Z-scores bear ~'" "~ this stipulation. Disp 1acement may have occurred 

since the percentage increase is higher in the displacement area than in 

tract 24~ However, when the DDP test was computed between these control 

areas,the result was a Z-score of 0.41, nonsignificant but in the desired 
, 

di'rection. Assault, the other crime for which residents serve as the level 

of opportunity, did not fit a pattern that indicated program success or 

displacement. 

Van(1,alj,sm in Hawthorne fit crime rate pattern number 3. The demon-

stration area and control tract 24 decreased while the displacement area 

showed an increase in vandalism incidents. Displacement seems likely in 

this case. Program success cannot be demonstrated because the decrease 

in the demonstration area was less than the decrease in the control tract. 

HawthorL'"e experienced a 17.6 percent decrease in vandalism incidents 

while tract 24 had a decrease of 50 percent. The Z-·score of 0.82 sup-

ports the interpretation of these percentage changes. 

Residential burglary also indicated a pattern of possible success in 

Hawthorne. It fit pattern number 9 which shows an overall decrease for 

all areas concerned. All percert':age changes Wt;-,e ~;latively small in this 
! .I 

crime category, as are the Z-scores. Nonetheless, the stipulation was 

that Hawthorne's decrease had to' be greater than the control llreas' (it 

was greater in one and less ,in the other) to indicate program success. 

Hence, program success should not be assumed. Displacement possibly would 
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have occurred if the percentage decrease was greater in the control tract 

than in the displacement area. According to the percentage changes this 

did not occur, so the DOP test was not computed. 

The Hawthorne neighborhood had four crime types that fit a pattern 

of success when displacement was included in the analysis. The final out-

come resulted in three of the patterns indicating a possible displacement 

effect. Having eliminat.ed the displacement control from the analysis, the 

four.pptterns of success remained, cut none of them indicated program suc-

cess. 

-.' 

a. 
1 

!'Hawthorne Effect" 

As noted' earlier, the CCP project began formally'July 1,1977. 

The planning which pre.ceded the actual implementation included contacts 

with community groups and residents. It is possible that those contacts 

motivated residents to adopt some aspects of the crime prevention strat-

egies even before. July of 1977. The adoption of such behavior before the 

CCP program was launched could quality the effect of the treatment upon 

the crime rate. The possibility of a "Hawthorne effect" was investigated 
-

by analysis of crime data for the first six months of 1977 and 1975. 

This check for a "Hawthorne effect" was performed only for Lowry Hill 

East because that neighborhood experienced the greatest percentage reduc-

tion in residential burglary during the demonstration period (although 

lUse of the t~rm "Hawthorne effect" should not be confused with the 
Hawthorne demonstration neighborhood. Suppose, for example, that neigh­
borhood residents heard about the development of the CCP project. If 
the interest and concern of residefll;s in crime prevention led them to 
undert;lke crime prevention stra:ti~gies" independent of CCP project activi­
ties and if crime were reduce~ as a result of these strategies, the ef­
fecl:W()uld be independent of piToject activities~ It: would be an example 
o:fi the ",Hawthorne effect." l1s~ of the term is retained because of its 
widespread recognition among the scientif~~'c community. 
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not significantly lower). Residential burglary alone was selected because 

the CCP efforts were directed primarily at this crime. Table V.19 shows 

the recorded residential burglary incid.ents for the six cOl'!lparable months 

of 1977 and 1975 in Lowry Hill East. 

TABLE V.19 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY INCIDENTS IN LOWRY HILL EAS'! 

LOWRY HILL EAST 
1975 
1977 

CONTROL TRACT 93 
1975 
1977 

SOUTHSIDE DIS­
PLACEHENT AREA 

1975 
1977 

I 

~ 

29 
10 

6 
5 

50 
42 

AI'lD CONTROLSa 

NUHBER OF 

Feb. 

15 
13 

4 
5 

41 
35 

Harch 

10 
9 

4 
4 

34 
39 

INCIDENTS 

April 

11 
13 

6 
5 

51 
52 

~ 

17 
16 

4 
3 

62 
77 

June 

20 
10 

1 
5 

64 
46 

I 
TOTAL 

102 
71 

25 
L7 

302 
.291 

aThe difference of differences of proportions result. be­
tween Lowry Hill East tncidents and Contrel Tract 93 in­
cidents ,l·ms a Z-score of' 1.42. 

A month-by-month inspl~ction of resi~ential burglary in Lowry Hill 

East shows a reduction for five of the six ~onths in 1977. More than 60 

percent of the total reduction for the six months occurred during Janu-

clry. Most of the remaining decline in residential burglary took place 

in June. Do these findings establish th~. existence ofi>a "Hawthorne ef-
>{ 

feet"? Or was the reduction in residential burglary due to other influ-

ences? The comparable crime data for the control tract shiow a slight 

increase (8 percent), whereas the displacement area rate declined some-

what (4 percent). Compared to the 30 percent drop in Lowry Hill East, 

the control and displacement figures are minuscule. These figures sug-

gest that the decline of residential burgla',l."y irl LOl<1rY Hill East was 
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due to some influence not present in the controls. Residents may have 

adopted crime prevent.ion beha.vior as a consequence of the contacts which 

preceded the formal start of the CCP project. 

On the other hand, the fact that the largest decline in residential 

burglary occurred in the first month of 1977 casts doubt on the "Hawthorne 

effect" as a cause. Even if all of the Lowry Hil1 East residents who had 

become acquainted with the crime prevention strategies had adopted all of 

the recommendations, it seems unlikely this could h~ve produced the re~ 

sults observed for January of 1977. However, since no other factor can 

be identified, the "Hawthorne effect" should not be dismissed as a cause 

of decreased residenti~l burglary. Despite the substantial percentage 

drop during January through June, 1977, the change did not prove to be 

statistically significant (Z-score = l.42). Therefore, the probability 

that the residential burglary rates dropped by chance is more than 5 per-

cent. 

e. Summary 

Eleven patterns of crime rate changes suggestive of program () 
'-' 

success and/or displacement were identified during the initial phase of 

the evaluation. Inspection of the direction of the change in crime rates 

for the demonstration, control, and displacement areas guided selection 

'<0£ a matched pattern. Once a pattern was chosen as reflecting the actual 

change in a particular crime rate, additional stipulations directed the 

analysis. The interpre:tation of each pattern then was based on the mag-

nitude of the differences. Finally, the results of the diffe~~nce of 

differences of proportions test indicated whether or not the change was 

indeed statistically significant". Table V.20 displays the Z-score re-

suits for each neighborhood on all crime categories. 
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TYPE OF CRIME 

Residential Burglary 
Commercial Burglary 
Personal Robbery 
Commercial Robbery 
Vandalism 
Assault 
Criminal Sexual Conduct 

o 

TABLE V.20 

DIFFERENCE OF DIFFERENC~S OF PROPORTIONS OF CRIME RATES 
BETWEEN DEMONSTRATION/CONTROL AND 

DEMONSTRATION/DISPLACEHENT 

LOWRY HILL EAST 
I 
Demonstration/ 

Control 

Z-scorea 

0.86 

1.50 
0.29 

I 
Demonstration/ 

Displacement 

Z-scorea 

0.81 
~:~:l=lt=::~ 2 • 6 2~:~=tl:l@ 

1.43 
1.19 

-0.34 
1.47 
0.53 

HAWTHORNE 
I 
Demonstration/ 

Control 

Z-scorea 

0.04 
-4.00 
-0.17 
-1.30 
-0.82 
-0.20 
-0.54 

J 
Demonstration/ 

Displacement 

Z-scorea 

0.10 
-3.43 

1.47 
-1.34 

1.39 
-0.56 
-0.30 

SA significant difference of proportions is indicated by a Z-score of 1.645 at th'e 0.05 
level. A positive Z-score of 1.645 or higher is indicative of a significant decrea~e 
in crime w~thin the demonstration area as compared to the control or displacement area. 
Shaded Z-gcores depict program success. 

'.) 

'\ 
II 

,..,-

WILLARD-HOMEWOOD 
J 
Demonstration/ 

, Control 

Z-scorea 

0.84 
I:l:l:l=l:l=l:l~ 2 .0 7Ii=i=!:i=i=1=iH 

-1.16 
0.00 

-1.26 
-1.73 
-0.47 

I 
Demonstration/ 
Displacement 

Z-scorea 

-2.57 
-0.73 
-0.94 
-0.78 
-2.87 
-3.37 
0.00 
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In Lowry Hill East, all seven crime rates fit one of the eleven pat-

terns. Three crime categories did not reflect the needed requirements as 

stated in the interpretation of their pattern. Commercial robbery, as~ 

sault, and criminal sexual conduct crime rates were not indicative of ei-

ther program success or displacement. Residential burglary rates did not 

suggest a program effect, but displacement seemed a possibility although 

no significant Z-score5 were obtained. Vandalism did not portray any dis-

placement phenomenon, but,'possible program success did exist (again, no 

significant Z-score supported this possibility). Personal robbery rates 

also suggested a possible program effect, and one significantZ-score 

between Lowry Hill East and tract 93 was obtained. Displacement of per-

sonal robberies does not seem likely though. Crime rates for Commercial 

bUl:glary revealed the most successful pattern found in this evaluation. 

Program success was suggested and partially supported with one signifi-

cant Z-score. Displacement also was implied for commercial burglary. 

In Willard-Homewood, three crime ca.tegories matched a pattern sug-

gesting displacement or program' effect. Two of these three did not ful­

fill the interpretation of their pattern and did not support either area 

of success. Criminal sexual conduct possibly portrayed displacement 

effects, but no si?:nificant Z-score corroborated this possibility. 

Four crime categories in Hawthorne displayed changes which corre-

sponded to patterns listed in Table V.13. Personal robbery and criminal 

sexual conduct experienced changes which suggest displacement of crime. 

Z-&'cores did not coirroborate this supposition on these crime categories. 

Vandalism changes also indicated displacement, but this case was some.,.. 

what more p,ronounced than the previous two mentioned. Both the direction 

and the magnitude of the changes support displacement. However, the 
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corresponding Z-score (between the displacement area and Hawthorne) was 

not significant. 

These interpretations of the crime sta'tistics seem to reflect the 

level of neighborhood involvement discussed in the previous chapter on 

process evaluation. Lowry Hill East organized the largest proportion of 

residents, had the highest average attendance at block club meetings, 

initiated and maintained business associations, and had more cases of pos­

sible program success. Hawthorne had the next highest partf~ipation of 

residents and blocks. Crime changes in this neighborhood were more fa-

vorable than Willard-Homewood but less so than Lowry Hill East. Willard-

Homewood displayed little possibility of success since crime rates rose. 

The results of the DDP test indicated less favorable program success, as 

would be expected, according to the level of organizing. 

Despite these similarities, it must be reiterated that conclusions 

of program success or nonsuccess on the basis of data frtim ona year are 

premature. Since the possibility of displacement of crime se~med minus-

cule, due to thenoncomparative sizes of the areas under analysis, fur­

ther inspection of the crime data relative only to the demonstration 

areas and noncontiguous control tracts was undertaken. This additional 

analysis did not markedly change the conclusions of the initial analysis. 

It became obVious that, at times, the change in the displacement area 

crime negated success patterns between one of the neighborhoods and its 

respective control tract. However, this was hot consistent between crime 

types or neighborhoods. Although the initial analysis should be more Con-

servative than the subsequent examination with the displacement area omit­

ted, very few additional changes were identified that indicated possible 

program success. 
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The evaluators feel that specj.al note should be taken of the direc-

tion of the changes rather than the magnitude and 'significance. At this 

, . point, the changes in data may indicate, at best, an emerging pattern 

that could, in time, culminate in program success. Nonetheless, the pos-

sibility is great that these changes resulted from chance or natural fluc-

tuations as is supported by the few significant Z-scores. 

D. SURVEY OF RESIDENTS--ANALYSIS OF FEAR OF CRIME 

In 1976, residents of the three demonstration neighborhoods:were sur-

veyed concerning attitudes toward crime, home security, the police, crime 

victimization, and other questions about personal background. In April 

of 1978, the same neighborhoods were surveyed once more. The two survey 

instruments were identifical except for a few additional questions in 

1978. 

The 1976 and 1978 survey findings will be compared below. Although 

the survey instruments were almost iden~ical for the preproject and dur-

ing-project administration, there were two slightly different question-

naires for each period. The Citizen Survey was first administered in the 

Willard-Home1j.ood neighborhood. This questionnaire was patterned after a 

survey conducted in Hartford, Connecticut. Prior to surveying Lowry Hill 

East and Hawthorne, some changes were introduced in the Citizen Survey 

instrument, and this new questionnaire was labeled the Resident Survey. 

For the 1978 posttest, the 1976 Resident Survey was administered largely 

unchanged in Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne. The 19/8 posttest in Willard-
.:::.-;. 

Homewood used the 1976 Citizen Survey with a few questions added. Most 

of the questions in the Resident and Citizen surveys can 'be compared di-

rectly. The analysis below will indicate which questions in the Resident 

158 

( ) .. 
I 
'I 

I 
r-

(' 

(
,. . 
,) 

~ ~ - -~ -- ........----- ~ -~ --:-- -" 

and Citizen surveys are not comparable. 

The 1976 and 1978 surveys used stratified random samples. Ap'proxi­

mately an equal number of men and women were interviewed. l The total 

number of respondents for 1976 was 382 and for 1978, 360. 2 The break­

dowp.by neighborhood is shown below. 

1976 1978 -
Hawthorne 108 102 
Lowry Hill East 111 123 
Willard-Homewood 163 135 

TOTAL 382 360 

Usually, a sample size of approximately 400 would be large enough " 

to allow one to draw inferences from findings because the distribution 
~ '. .; ,:, 

would rapidly approach normality. This assumption holds true in these 
'. ' 

surveys, also, except in the segment of the questionnaire dealing with 

victimization~ Since criminal victimization is a relatively rare event, 

the number of. respondents likely'to report a victimization would be quite 

low. In fact, an n of 10,000 or more is recommended for victimization 
1 ~ I I!' J 1 , , 

1 
. The sampling plan as described by the contractor was as follows: 

The sample was pulled from the 1970 Mi'nneapolis Census. 
The sex and the ethnic quota was figured in relation to the 
'census figures for each tract within each neighborhood--Lowry 
ijill, Hawthorne, and Willard-Homewood. Each census tract was 
divided into clusters which represented residential blocks in 
each neighborhood. A personal visit to each neighborhood by 
a member of the WINONA staff deleted sparse clusters that 
could not produce the required interviews. The remaining 
clusters were then used for the sample. The interviewers were 
given a starting address which was the second house from the 
South corner of the block on the west side of the street and 
working North. They were to interview 18 years and older res­
idents and only one per household. The interviewers were al,,­
lowed to make appointments with any individual for a later 
time at their convenience. 

2The total number of :residents interviewed was 400. However 40 of 
those were in a census ,tract not sampleq in 1976. Hence, these 40 were 
excluded from the analysis. 

159 



( ) 

11 
l, 

, 
f 

j., 

L .1.. 

, 
\ ... 



Ii 
I 

I 

1 surveys. Given the lack of statistical confidence on this aspect of the 

surveys, the findings on victimization will be treated only as suggestive. 

The sample size is sufficient for statistically reliable results for the 

remaining portions of the survey, however. 

The evaluators attempted to replicate all aspects of the 1976 ques-

tionnaire for the 1978 survey. However, at times, the documentation of 

the pretest survey techniques was inadequate to do so. Better documenta-

tion hopefully would have existed had the 1976 surveys been considered as 

potential pretests. However, possession of prophetic skills is rare afuong 

researchers and others--the establishment of the demonstration project 

could not have been known in 1976. 

Despite some gaps in the archives relating to the pretest survey, 

the essential aspects are known. Verbal communications with individuals 

involved in the 1976 project provided the necessary backg~ound wherever 

written documentation seemed insufficient. 

Survey findings are presented in several different formats. Tabu-

lar exhibits of frequencies with corresponding percentages dominate the 

analysis of survey findings. The descriptive statistics are supplemented 

by the difference of proportions test. This test' was used because there 

were no controls available--just the demonstration areas were sampled for 

both the 1976 and 1978 surveys. 

This test of significance determined whether or not changes in the 

percentage of respondents giving a particular answer to a particular 

I U.S., Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion, Local Victim Surveys; A Revie~ of the Issues by James Garofalo 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1977). 
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question were significant between the 1976 and 1978 surveys. The appro­

priate formula is:
1 

where 

and 

p", = 
u 

q", = u 
Psl = 

Ps2 = 

NI = 
N2 = 
p", = u 

NIPsl + N2Ps2 

N1 + N2 

1 - PA, 
propo~tion in pretest giving particular response to 
question, 
proportion in posttest giving same response to same 
question, 
sample size for pretest, 
sample size for posttest, 
best sample estimate of the true proportion (in the 
population) that would give that response to that ques­
tion if asked (assuming the correctness of the null 
hypothesis that both samples are from the same popula- , 
tion, i.e., that there was no change in fear of crime), 

= best sample estimate of the true proportion that would 
not give that response to that question, if asked. 

This test assumed that both the pretest and the posttest question-

naire had been administered to independent random samples of adult re-

spondents in the neighborhood. (The null hypothesiS w'as that both PsI 

and Ps2 were estimates of the same ,population parameter, pu· If the 

null hypothesis was rejected, one could conclude that the demonstration 

project reduced fear of crime and that Ps2 was estimating a different 

parameter than was PsI.) A one-tailed test of significance was used. 

This required a calculated Z-score of greater than or equal to 1.645 to 

IThe computational formula for the difference of proportions tes·t 
is included for the interested reader. Many readers may wish to pro­
ceed to the next paragraph where the conceptual discussion continues. 
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allow one to reject the null hypothesis. For any questions with multi-

pIe possible responses, the tests performed on these responses were not 

independent of one ~nother, but the overall results ought to be clear"as 

to whether fear of crime had been significantly reduced. 

In the absence of controls, the major threat to the internal valid-

ity of the analysis of survey findings was the inability to separate the 

possible effects of history upon the responses. The unreliability of 

the results "from the victimization questions has been noted above. Al-

though impossible to measure, the effects of slight differences in the 

questions for the Citizen and Resident surv€~J,s should not be overlooked. 

The surveys contain many questions that were not analyzed here due 

to space constraints. Only the questions which were most directly re-

lated to the categories listed below were included in the discussion: 

Community Cohesiveness 
Indicators of Fear 

• chance of victimization 
• dangerous situations 
e crime problems 

Discussion of Victimization and Reporting Rate 
--- Home Security 

• Operation Identification 
• security devices 

Community Attitudes toward Police 

1. Community Cohesiveness 

A fundamental assumption of CCP has been that where residents have 

stronger bonds to one another there should be fewer incidents of crime. 

The difficulty with testing this assumption occurs when attempting to 

devise a measure(s) of cohesion. Indices of cohesion might include res-

idents' sense of identification with the area, the practice of people 

helping one another, or how readily residents recognize one ancther (or, 

conversely, how readily residents recognize strangers). Both the 1976 

162 

\". ----~-----

and 1978 surveys contained questions which may have provided insights on 

neighborhood cohesiveness. Of sole interest were possible differences in 

the responses between the two periods. 

If a neighborhood is to be labeled cohesive, residents must be able 

to recognize some of the other block residents. The number of recogniz-

able families needed to achieve a minimal level of cohesiveness is unknown, 

but comparisons of responses for the two reporting periods m~y have indi-

cated the possibility of a trend toward greater or fev.ler families being 

recognized. A difference of proportions test showed a significant differ-

() 
'l~ .• 

(. ) ence for Hawthorne but not for the other two neighborhoods. Table V.2l 

shows the number of responses for each category of the relevant questions 

and the associated Z-score from the difference of proportions test. 

Apparently fewer respondents in the 1978 survey compared to the 1976 

survey recognized more than ten other families. In the 1978 survey, more 

respondents were able to recognize one to four families. A possible rea-

.son for the decline in the number of families recognized could be a mobil-

ity problem. This could be assessed by checking the length of residence 

4""t-

( ) 
'. 

( ) of respondents in both samples, but the findings did not support such a 

conjecture. Table V.22 exhibits the fact that all response categories had 

markedly similar percentages between 1976 and 1978 surveys. Lowry Hill 

L East displayed the largest change in the percentage of residents living 

in the neighborhood more than one year (response categories 3 and 4), that 

of a 4.9 percent decrease. Willard-Homewood and Hawthorne both showed a 

decrease in the numb~r of r.espondents living within the neighborhood more 

than one year, also, but thll:!se changes were approximately 2 percent. 

Therefore, it seems unlikely that the rate of mobility was an important 

factor which. could account for residents' inability to recognize as many 
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TABL8 V.21 

NUMBER OF FAMILIES RECOCNIZEDa 

LOIIRY HILL EAST HAIiTIIORNE IIILLARD-IIPH~OOD 

l'L'lillER OF FAMI- j 
1976 Survel( , 1978 Surve:i 

• r 
1976 Survc:i -, , 1978 Survcl( 

r 
1976 Survcl( 1978 Survc): I 

LIES RECOGNIZED Fre9uencl 
b' ~ Freguencl ~ 

C 
~ Freguencl ~ Fre9uencl ~ 

C 
~ Fre9ucncl 

t1 
~ fresuency Percent ti Z_scorec 

None 2 1.8'; 4 3.3'; 2 1.97-
1 or 2 13 11.7 22 17.9 -.81 15 13.9 
J or 4 16 14.4 21 17.1 17 15.7 
S to 10 34 30.6 42 34.1 -.41 J7 34.J 
More than 10 45 40.5 33 26.8 1.13 36 J3.3 
Don't knOll, NA 1 --2..02.- 1 ~ 1 ~ 

-lOTAL III 99.97. 123 100.07. 108 100.01. 

aQuestion A2-Res!dent Survey, Quest10n A4-C1tLzen Survey. "Holl many families do 
you knOll personally or do you recognize on sight as living 1n this neighborhood?" 

bWhere percentages do not ,equal 100, it ,. due to rounding. 

cZ-.cores of 1.64S or higher indicate a leval of significance. In this COLe, nega-· 
tlve Z-scores shOll resuLts favorable to CCP objectives. ~Qnsignl.ficant Z-score 
values qre not always reported. 

2 2.0'X. 4 2.5t 6 4.4'X. 
2t 20.6 ' -1.29 20 12.3 20 14.8 
18 17.6 18 n.o 23 17.0 -1.50 
52 51.0 -2.45 49 30.1 41' 30.4 

9 8.8 4.33 67 41.1 44 32.6 1.50 
S 3.1 __ 1;.1--. 0.7 

102 100.01. 163 100.11. 135 99.9'X. 

~--------------------~--------~--".---------------------

TABLE V.22 

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN THE NEIGHBOR"OOiJ~ 

~--------------------------------------------====================-~-------------------------------------~ LO'IIRY HILL EAST 

LESGTH OF RESIDE~CE 1976 Surve:! 1978 Surve~' 
I bi b

i 
C 

I' TH!: !;f.IGI!BORHlJOD Frequency ~ Frequency E.2.!:£!!,nL ~!!.. 
Less than 6 months 17 15.37. 17 13.8~ 

6 months to 1 year 18 16.2 28 22.13 -1.24 
Hore than 1 bue 

Lc,ss than 5 years 26 23.4 27 22,0 
More than 5 years 50 45.0 51 41.5 

IlAIITHORNE 

I 
1976 Survey ,-l21.8 Survey 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent ----.-
11 10.2% 9 Il.S7. 
11 10.2 13 12,7 

28 25.9 27 26.5 
58 53.7 52 51.0 

-,..,., 
Z-score~ 

r---_________ ~II~I=L~==~-H~0~M~E~1I0~0~D~ _________ ~ 

1976 Survey 1978 Survey 

18 
l'l 

36 
90 

Percent 

11.0'X. 
11.7 

22.1 
55.2 

Freguency ~ 
16 11.9'" 
16 11.9 

30 22.2 
, 72 53.3 

e 
~ 

HA, other 1 __ 1_.0_ 

TOTAL III 99.9'X. 123 100. IX, 108 100.07. 102 100.0 
.,---- _."J 

1 .-Q:.L 
1<10.0'1. 135 100.0'X. 

1. 

______ "_Q_u_e_s_t_i_on __ A_l_--__ R_e_s_i_de_'n_t __ S_u_r_v_e_y_'_Q_u_e_s_t_i_o_n_A __ 2--D ___ i_t_l._z_e_n_S.,u_rv __ e_Y_I ___ "_H~OU __ l_o_n_g ________________________________ ~ __________________ 16_3 _________________ ",~ ______________________ J
1 

have you lived 1n this neighborhood?" 

'bWhere percentages do not equal 100, it is due to rounding. 

c/lo'ldgn1f1cant Z-.eo.rc valuos arc not alw'Iya reported. 
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families as reported in 1976 (uniess there had been a sharp rise in intra-· 

neighborhood mobility). Of course, one does not easily unlearn to recog-

nise people; hence the decline in 1978 was the result of mobility, but the 

rate of mobility was just as high in 1976 as in 1978. 

It is reasonable to expect that residents who know one another would 

be more likely to extend material assistance to one another as opposed to 

strangers. In other words, the findings appearing in Table V.2l should 

suggest that on the basis of more familie~ being recognizable in 1976 than 

1978, there should be a decreased. tendency for families to help one ano-

ther in 1978. Table V.23, in' fact, shows a different pattern. A margin-

ally higher percentage of 1978 respondents said more people were willing 

to help one another than in 1976. However, these changes were so minute 

as to be insignificantly different. Of course, the relationship between 

residential longevity and the capacity to recognize neighbors cannot be 

fixed. Still j for a given individual, the longer the residence in a given 

area, the greater the number of families that will be recognized. 

Perhaps the single strongest indicator of cohesiveness could be the 

e)ctent residents identify with a neighborhood. Feeling a ~art of the 

neighborhood seems stronger evidence of identification than considering 

the area only as a place .to live. Both the 1976 and 1978 surveys asked 

respondents to state ~hether they felt a part of the neighborhood 01." 

viewed it just as a place to live. Table V.24 indicates the Willard-

Homewood and Lowry Rill East residents feel more a part of the neighbor-

hood in 1978 than in 1976. The results for the two areas were also 

signifi.cant. Hawthorne residents showed a slight decline in feeling a 

part of the neighborhood. The decline was not statistically significant 

.: 
I 
! 

---~ .. ------..... ~~~ 
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1 

however (Z-score = 0.67). i; 
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TABLE V.23 

NUMBER OF NEIGIIBORHOOD FAMILIES TIIAT COULD DE ASKED A FAVORa 

LOWRY IIILL EAST r-_______________ ~I~~I~IT~II~OR~N~E ______________ ~ 

1976 .s1!rve~ 1978 Survey ...., 
b' 

rltJl!h£R OF FAMILIES Freguene:r: ~ Freguenc:r: ~'L Z_scorec r-
1976 Surve:£ 1978 Surve:£ 

b' " e !requenc:r: ~ FreQuenc:r: ~ ~ 
None 14 12.6% 18 14.6'~ 
1 or 2 33 29.7 43 35.0 -0.86 

12 11.n:. 11 10.ll:{ 
36 33.3 41 40.2 -1.04 

3 ()~. 4 23 20.7 23 18.7 38 35.2 29 28.4 1.06 
.5 to 10 25 2.~.S 25 20.3 13 12.0 IS 14.7 
More thDn 10 14 12.6 10 8.1 1.13 8 7.4 6 5.9 
Don't know, t>:A --1_ __ 1_.8_ 4 .--1.:.L. 1 -.!!:.L. 

TOTAL 111 99.9% 123 100.07. 108 99.91- 102 100.0% 

"Quest1on A)-Resident Survey, QuesHon AS--Cttizen Survey, "How mllny 
families in this neighborhood do you knOll IIell enough 1:0 ask ,a fav·or 

WILLARD-HOMEWOOD 

1976 Surve:£ 
r--- b' 
Freguenc:r: ~ 

22 13.5 
47 :18.8 ", 14.1 
32 19.6 
38 23.3 

1 --E.:.L 
163 99.9% 

1978 Survey I 

Freguencv 

24 
43 
30 
23 
15 

17.8% 
31.9 
22.2 
17.0 
11.1 

135 lOO.Ol-

-1.92 

2.74 

if you needed something?" . 

bYhere percentages do not equal lOG, it 1s due to rounding. J 
"nonsignificant Z-score values are 110t alwsys reported. :..--__ --==--______ . ______ """""===-o."""""'~~ _ ___d 

r-____________ ~LO~W~R~Y~~H~IL~L~E~AS~T~ _____________ ., 

TABLE V.24 

NEIGIlBORIIOOD IDENTIFICATIONS 

IIAWTIIORNE 

1976 Survey 1978 Survey ~1976 Surve:£ 
b' 

1978 Survey 

RESPO::SE CATEGORIES Freguenc:£ ~ Freguenc;t ~:£!!.L ~!!... Frequency 

Feel ~ part oC the 
ne!g~,borhood 63 56.8l- 84 68.37- -1.82. 

t'lace to 1!ve c 43 38.7 34 27.6 1.81 
Don't know, other 5 __ 4_.S_ 5 __ 4_.1 _ 

TOTAL 111 100.0l- 123 100.01. 

aQuestion A4--Resident Survey, Question A7-Cit1zen Su.rveYI "Would you 
say you really feel II part of the neighborhood here, or do you think of 
it u<>re as Just the place you live?" 

b"'t.f:re percentages do not equal 100, it 1& due to rounding. 

cThe Resident Survey provided for "Don't know," ~,~ "other" resr"onses. 
The Z-score values were not calculated for these responses. 

( '" 

S9 
44 

S 

108 

, 
~ Frequenc:r: ~ ~ 

54.61. 51 50.01. 0.67 
40.7 46 45.1 -0.64 

-!!:L 5 -i:.L 
99.91. 102 100.0l-

() 

WILLARD-HmiEWOOD -, 
r 

1976 Survey 1978 Surve:£ 

Freguenc:! ~ Freguency Percent ~ 

78 47.9% 83 61.5% -2.34 
85 52.1 52 38.5 2.35 

163 lOO.Ol- 135 lOO.Ol-

.,. 
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These findings seem partially incongruent uith the data known about 

resident mobility. The neighborhood with the highest mobility also had 

£he highest level of identification •. (Lowry Hill East ~ad the highest 

score fOlr both 1976 and 1978 with a Z-score = -1.82.) The most stable 

area, Willard-Homewood, started with the lowest level of identification, 

but the posttest responses resulted in the higest Z-score (-2.34). The 

data for Hawthorne are inconclusive since the changes were not signifi-

cant (alth,:>ugh the findings suggest a decline in identification). At 

least two Interpretations of the survey responses were possible. The 

first suggests that length of residence is not as important as other fac-

tors in building neighborhood identification. A second interpretation 

proposes that the questi6n may be a poor measure of identification since 

one would have ,predicted lower scores for Lowry Hill East compared to 

Willard-Homewo(,)d (mobility is much higher in Lowry Hill East). 

The first interpretation seems more appealing since it may mean lon-

gevity was nClt at: prominent an influence as the quality and character of 

the attachment to a geographical area. Whatever effects CCP had in Lowry 

Hill East ip promoting greater identification must be qualified to some 

extent because of the high pretest score. In fact, Willard-Homewood had 

the highe$t degree of "improvement" during the two testing periods. There 

might have been some kind of calling effect which would make it difficult 

to raise the level of " identification once a certain high level had b~en 

achieved. How do these points account for the experience in Hawthorne? 

The results in 1976 for Hawthorne were almost as high as the ones for 

Lowry Hill East, but responses in 1978 showed a decline. Since about 50 

percent of the pretest respondents in each neighborhood'reported feeling 

a part of the neighborhood, perhaps that level could be considered the 
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l 
norm. Then, any substantial improvement in identification could be at-

tributed to some intervening effects. In this instance, the CCP programs 

in Lowry Hill East and Willard-Homewood may have been the intervening'in-

fluence. Therefore, a probable reason Hawthorne may not have experienced 

an improvement in identification was that the CCP efforts were less effec-

tive there. 

A second interpretation of the findings might suggest that the ques-

tion did not measure neighborhood identification. Whether or not one 

chooses a different working definition of identification than the one ap-

plied here, it is clear that respondents in two of the neighborhoods un-

derwent significant growth in the percentage of individuals saying they 

felt a part of the neighborhood. Therefore, the data here indicate Haw-

thorne residents have not changed their level of identification despite 

efforts of the CCP staff to develop a greater sense of a real identity. 

Although Lowry Hill East may have seemed to be the most difficult area to 

bring about higher identification, it seems possible that Hawthorne resi-

dent5 were more resistant to such change even where effective implementa-

tion of CCP organizing occurred. Finally, the fact that much of the block (-'J 
c.lub organizing in Hawthorne occurred outside the boundaries of the survey 

area might have resulted in an underestimation of the effectiveness of the 

CCP ac~ivities (recall "Limitations of the Data," Chapter II, Section D). 

Another way of assessing how well residents know the inhabitants of 

their area was to determine how easy it was to recognize strangers. The 

survey findings for such a question appear in Table V.25. The responses 

do not seem to be. consistent with some of the other data' cited. For exam- t 
I, -' ple, Hawthorne residents reported that it was more difficult to recognize 

a stranger in 1973 than in 1976. Since more families were reported 
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~------------------------.---------------------~------------------~----------------------------------------------------~ TABLE V.25 

EASE OF RECOGNIZING STRANGERSa . 

LOWRY III LL EAST 

1976 Survel!: 1978 Survel!: 1976 Surve;,: IS IT EASY OR HARD TO 
R£COG!lIZE A ST~IG£R? Freguencx ~ .FrC!gu~nc~ ~ ~ Freguencz ~ 
Easy 49 41,.1% 37 30.1% 2.22 
Hard 60 51 •• 1 76 61.8 -1.19 
Don't kno~, other 2 _1.:JL 10 --l:.L 

TOTAL III 100.0% 123 100.0% 

aQuestion A5 ... Rcsident Survey, Qu~stion A8--Citizen Surveyl "In general, 
is it easy [or you to tell a ,stranser f~om SOmeone who live. in this 
area, or is it hard to kno~ a atr.,ngel' when you see ono?" 

51 47.27-
53 49.1 

4 --hL 
108 100.07. 

Il~WTIIORNE 

1978 Surve;,: 

Freguenc;,: .~ 
41 40.27-
5S 53.9 

6 ~ 
108 100.0% 

WILLARD-1I0HEWOOD -, 
1976 Survel!: 1978 Survel( 

~ Fregucnc;,: ~ FreguencJ! ~ ~.~ 
1.02 75 46.07- 86 63.77; -3.12 

-0.66 87 53.4 49 36.3 2.95 
1 --E.:.L 

163 100.07. 135 100.01.. 
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TABLE V.26 

CONSISTENCY'OF RESPONSES FROM TABLES V.21, V.22, V.23,'V.24, V.25 

LOWRY HILL EAST HAWTHORNE 

FINDINGS FROM THE TABLES 

Feel a part of the neighborhood 
Number of families who would help 
Number of residents living in neigh-

borhood more than one year 
Number of femilies recognized by 

respondents 
Difficulty in recognizing strangers 

1978 Com2a'red to 

More 
Fewer 

Fewer 

Fewer 
More difficult 

I 

1976a 1978 Com2ared to 

+ Fewer 
More 

Fewer 

More 
More difficult 

FINDINGSb Inco-nsistent Inconsistent 

a 

b 

Findings for a given neighborhood would b~ consistent if all the 
signs (+ or -) were the same. 

Positive changes indicated by a plus (+) sign, are compatible with 
the objectives of the Community Crime Prevention project, but do 
not necessarily demonstrate program success. 

, 
1976a 

+ 

+ 

-;-

1 
-.~-------~ 

n 

I 
t 

I', 

j, 

WILLARD-HOMEWOOD , 
1978 Com2ared to 1976a 

~-!ore + 
Fewer 

Fewer 

Fewer 
Less Difficult + 

Inconsistent 

--
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be examined first. 

1 
A centr:ll objective of the CCP project was to bring the residents' 

perceptions of the likelihood of being victimized into closer correspond-

ence with the recorded levels of crime. National victimization surveys 

have shown that people tend to exaggerate the chances of being victimized .. 

The CCP hope was to reduce fear of crime in order for residents to develop 

more positive images of their neighborhood. With a reduction of fear, 

it was hoped people would modify their behavior in ways which could serve 

to help prevent crime. For example, as people come to appreciate the ex-

tent or incidence of certain kinds of crime, they may spend m~re time in () 
their yards or walking around the block. This activity improves the sur-

veillance of the neighborhood and may discourage burglaries. 

The data from the 1976 and 1978 surveys were based upon five main 

questions and related follow-up questions. Responses provide information 

about the likelihood of victimization, assessment of whether or not the 

area has become a better or worse place to live, dislikes concerning the 

neighborhood, and the areas which respondents were afraid to go to during 

the day and also after dark. 

Respondents were requested to estimate the chance of each of eight 

situations happening to them during the next year. Table V.27 presents 

the responses concerning eight hypothetical situations.. The difference 

of proportions test scores and the rate of crime for 1976 and 1978 can 

also be noted. Inspection of Table V.27 shows a continuing discrepancy 

bet.,een crime rates and residents' prediction of the occurrence of such 

crimes. In no instance was the crime rate as high as predicted by re-

spondents. From 36 percent of the individuals surveyed in Lowry Hill 
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TABLe V.27 

CHANCE OF BEINC VICTIHI7.F.D4 

LOWRY HILL EAST HAWTHORNE WILLARD-HOMEl/ooD ,( .., --, II 1976 SurvoI 1978 Survp.:t 1976 Survc;z: 1978 Surv.!!L...., 1976 Surv~:t J?71J :illrv'"t 

CItA.'';CE THAT SOH£ONE WOULD,b PcrcentC
' 

i c' ~r~qucncy PcrcentC c' Percentc.' !l Frequency Freguency ~ ~ Frcgucnc;z: ~ ~ Frcgucnc~ ~ f'reQu~ncy ~ " if , BRtAK INTO \'Ot:R HOUSE/API\RT- , 
/ MEST !."!lEN NO ONE 15 HO)IE? ;t 

No chnnc(' 6 5.4% 14 1l.4% -1.64 12 1l.1% 12 11.8% 12 7.47. 14 10.47. 
:Ij 

Le.s thdn SO-SO chanco 56 SO.S 63 '1.2 40 37.0 32 31.4 0.85 54 33.1 45 33.3 11 
50-SO chance or better 44 39.6 43 35.0 0.73 53 49.1 ,SO 56.,8 -1.12 89 54.6 62 45.9 1.55 " .j 

D~n't know, other 5 --..!!d- 3 ~ 3 __ 2_.8_ ___ 8 __ 
~ 14 ~ 'I ---- !J TOTAL 111 100.07. 123 100.07. 108 tOO.07. 102 100.0% 163 100.07. 135 100.07. -I 

'I 
BR~~~ I~TO YOUR HOUSE/APART- '1 

li H!::;,!, WHE~ SOMEO::E IS HO!iE? :1 
Ii No chance 32 28.8% 60 48.8% -3.13 50 46.37- 51 50.0% -0.54 49 30.17. 6CJ 51.11. -3.69 
)) Less than 50-50 chance 69 62.2 56 45.5 2.56 41 38.0 38 37.3 86 52.8 52 38.5 2.46 -I Ii 50-50 chance or better 7 6.3 6 4.9 14 12.9 12 11.8 26 15.9 12 8.9 1.80 If I ~ NA 3 __ 2_.7_ 1 ---2.!.L 3 ---1.:..L 1 __ 1_.0_ 2 __ 1_.2_ 2 __ 1_.5_ J; 
I' I 
[; TOTAL 111 100.07. 123 100.0~ 108 100.0% 102 100.17. 163 100.0% 135 100.07. 

I-' 

!; -...J TA!n: SOllETHING FROM YOU ON W 
THE STREET BY FORCE OR 

H THREAT? 
n No chance 31 27.97- 51 41.57- -2.18 37 34.37- 36 35.37- -0.15 41 25.2lr. 35 25.9% 
~1 Less than 50-SO chance 57 5L.4 56 45.5 0.90 42 38.9 35 34.3 76 46.6 59 43.7 !'{ ii SO-50 chance or better 18 16.2 12 9.8 1.46 23 21.3 26 25.5 41 25.2 38 2B.1 I 
d ['",n't kn(."lw S __ 4_.5_ 4 3.3 6 --hL 5 ---.i:.L 5 -1.:.!L.. 3 __ 2_.2_ 

I' TOTAL 111 100.07. 123 100.0~ 108 100.0~ 102 100.01, 163 100.0~ 135 99.97. ·,t 

j! [ 

I' 
B~AT YOU UP OR HURT YOU ON 

:! Ii Tin: STRI:H? 
I; No chance 34 30.67. 52 42.3~ -1.85 44 40.7~ 43 42.27- 33 20.21: 53 39.37. -3.62 

ii Les~ than 5~50 chance 52 46.8 60 46.8 43 39.8 35 34.3 89 54.6 52 38.5 2.77 ;i 
50-50 chance or better 20 18.0 7 5.7 2.94 17 15.7 16 15.7 36 22.1 28 20.8 

I' Don't know 5 ---i:L 4 3.3 4 --...-hL. 8 __ 7_.8_ 5 -1.:.!L.. 2 __ 1_.4_ 
r~ 
, 
f t 

TOTAL 111 99.97- 123 100.07. 108 99.97. 102 100.0r. 163 99.9% 135 100.07-

BREA!: INTO YOUR CAR? 

No chance 6 5.47. 16 13.0% -1.99 13 12.07. 15 14.77. 19 11.77. 33 24.4'1. -3.02 
Less than 50-50 chance 43 38.7 49 39.8 Jl 28.7 34 33.3 51 31.3 30 22.2 1.76 '[ 
50-50 chance or better 39 35.1 36 29.3 2.68 49 45.4 43 42.2 71 43.5 59 43.7 

rl Don't kno"', NA 23 .-12.L 22 17 .9 15 -1hL 10 9.8 22 13.5 I3 -2..:.L 
TOTAL 111 99.9% 123 100.0% 108 LOO.O% 102 100.0% 163 l00.0~ 163 99.91. 
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V~~DALIZE YOUR CAR OR PROP-
ERTY? 

110 chance 14 12.6~ 16 13.0% 
Less than SO-SO chance 44 39.6 6.5 .52.8 -2.02 
so-SO chance or better 40 36.0 37 30.1 0.96 
Don't know, NA 1:) -1.!:L- .5 __ 4_.1_ 

TOTAL 111 99.97- 123 100,07-

SEXUALLY ASSAULT OR 1!0LES'r 
YOU? 

:-:0 ch3nc:e 3.5 31 • .5t 52 42.3% -1.71 
Less than 50-50 chance 50 45.0 47 38.2 1.05 
SO-50 chance or better 16 14.4 11 8.9 1.32 
Don't know, NA 10 ~ 13 -1Q:.L 

TOTAL 111 99.9% 123 100.07-

aQuestion A23--Resident Survey, Question A28--Citizen SurveYI "Now I'd 
like to read some other possible situations and I'd like you to tell me 
how likely it is, durin3 the next year, that this situation will happen 
to you. Is there no chance of the situation occurring, less than a 
50-50 chance" .bollt 50-50 chunce, or better thon 50-50 chunco of the 
situatiun occurring? (The Citizen Survey added, 'or almost certain to 
occur.') Let's try the first situation. lIow likely is it that this 
situation wlll occur?" 

( 

1 

13 12.O'J: 15 14.7% 14 8.61' 22 16.3% -2.02 
41 38.0 3.5 34.3 .52 31.9 33 24.4 1.,56 
SO 46.3 49 48.0 81 49.71 68 .50.4 
4 .......hl- 3 -2.dL 16 ---2.!.L 12 8.9 

108 100.0% 102 100.07- 1.63 100,,07. 135 100.0l 

59 S4.6~ 47 46.17- 1.23 .52 3.1.97. 77 S7.O'J: -4.3.5 
29 26.9 29 28.4 80 (.9.1 33 24.4 4.37 
8 7.4 16 15.7 -1.89 25 15.3 19 14.1 

12 --1.hL 10 --2..lL- § _-1..L 6 ~ 
lOS 100.07. 102 100.07- 163 100.07- 135 99.9'1. 

bFrequencies for the category "50-50 chance or better" were obtained by 
lidding the responses "lIbout SO-50 chance" to "or better than 50-50 
chance." The "or 1I1most certain" :oesponses, occurring only in the Cit-
izen Survey, were not included. 

cWhere percentages do not equal 100, it Is due to rounding. 
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East to 57 percent in Hawthorne believed their chances of being burglar-

ized were 50 percent or more, but the residential burglary rate recorded 

by the police actually ranged from about 6 to 11 percent in the three 

demonstration areas. For most of the crimes, this response pattern was 

found; yet, for the category of "no chance," the survey estimates were 

lower than the recorded rates. "No chance" seems absolute since we know 

some crime always will be present. The "no chance" responses did show a 

rise in the 1978 survey for all but a few instances. Some of the changes 

from 1976 to 1978 were significant according to the difference of propor-

tions te~t. Hence, residents continue to overestimate the frequency of 

(,, '; 
I crime, but the degree of overestimation declined in many instances. 

Significance of findings for other categories of responses can be 

seen in Table V.27. Only two of the crimes show significant results for 

t~··, respondents who reported the chance of being victimized was "50-50 chance 

or better." In most instances, the posttest percentage predicting that 

victimization would be a "50-50 chance or better" declined or increased 

,: only slightly. Significant Z-scores occurred for Lowry Hill East for 

(~ 
street assault and breaking into cars. 

Comparing categories of crime cornmon to Tables V.7 through V.9 and 

Table V,,27, it became clear that residentft' prediction of victimization 

was far higher than the recorded incidence of crime; however, th~ discrep-

ancy between recorded crime and residents' estimation of victimization was 

not as great in 1978 as it was in 1976. Such a trend was exactly what was 

sought as one of the major objectives of the CCP project. The decreased 

expectation of becoming a crime victim was compatible with the CCP objec-

tives but may not have been a consequence of the program. Some evidence () 

from a Harris poll shows that there has been a national decline in fear t 
I --

'! 
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1 of crime in the past few years. Comparable findings for Minneapolis as 

a whole were not available. Unfortunately, we cannot dismiss or affirm 

the possibility of the residents' reduced fear of victimization as merely 

mirroring the national or city trends because the surveys were not adrnin-

isteredin control areas. The inability to reject some of the threats to 

the internai validity of these findings should not conceal the fact that 

the likelihood of being victimized was estimated to be lower in 1978 as 

compared to 1976. 

Changes in residents' predictions of the likelihood of becoming a 

victim of crime could be expected to be reflected in their characteriza-

tion of the neighborhood. Several survey questions in the Citizen Survey 

were designed to discover respondents' perceptions of the area in which 

they resided (no similar questions appeared in the Resident Survey). As 

the responses to these questions are presented, consistency with the data 

from the previous paragraphs concerning chances of becoming a victim will 

be explored for Willard-Homewood. 

The first question of this series was designed to elicit a general' 

assessment of the neighborhood. Specifically, the resident was asked to 

estimate whether or not the area was a "better place to live," a "worse 

place to live,," or "stayed about the same" during the last couple of years~ 

There was a sharp increase in the perce~tage saying the area was a better 

place to live than in the past. Table V.28 indicates that the increase 

was statistically significant (Z-score = -2.08). A little more than 40 

percent said the neighborhood stayed about the same for both survey 

,lSource: "Fewer people now worrying about crime," Harris Survey 
cit,ed in Minneapolis StaT', May 9, 1978. 

176 

... , .... ~ ... , ___ c ... _,_~ ___ 

,--. _. - - -.-

(.) 

--~-----------~------­
~. 0 •• - --~-----..-----

I 
L \ 

\ 

I 1.0 
I 
~ 
~ 
1 
I> 

I 
I 

I 
II 0 

I 
I 
I 

/ 

periods. The percentage believing that Willard-Homewood was a worse place 

to live declin~d a little more than 5 percent (from 15.3 to 9.6 percent). 

Did the.CCP program have any effect on +"esidents' improv3d image of their 

area? According to follow-up responses, the CCP efforts did not have much 

effect on creating more positive images of Willard-Homewood. If an indi­

vidual indicated that the area was a better place to live, he/she was 

asked what had improved. By far the most frequently mentioned item was 

improvement to property (Z-score = -6.95). In 1976, 19.1 percent cited 

that reason and 40.4 percent did so in 1978. Only 6 percent stated that 

lower crime accounted for life getting better in Willard-Homewood (part 

of the "other" category on Table V.28). Aside from the "other" category, 

the next highest factor mentioned was "kids are growing up" (see Table 

V.29). Some respondents said that people were friendlier in 1978 com-

pared to 1976. The CCP impact would likely occur concerning the level of 

crime and possibly may be related to friendliness. Improvements to prop­

erty cannot be attributed to the CCP project unless alley cleanups and 

lock installation constitute such changes. Even if respondents intended 

to mean such factors, the number of individuals affected would not be as 

sub.stantial als found in the survey results.' I·t' seems safe to conclude 

that few individuals perceive the reason for Willard-Homewood being a 

better place to live as the result of the CCP program. Of course, the 

program may have worked to create a more favorable climate which predis­

posed residents to contemplate and then make changes in their property or 

smooth personal contacts. 
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TABLE V.28 

gUALIT'i OF LIFE IN IHLLARD-HOHE}100Da 

PRESENT QUALITY OF THE NEIGH-
1976 SURVEY 1978 SURVEY 

I r---= ~., I r 
BORHOOD CONPARED TO TliE PAST Freguency ~~ Freguency Percent Z-score 

A better place to live 42 25.8% 
A worse place to live 2,5 15.3 

50 
13 

.37 .. 0c;J. 
9.6 

-2.()8 
1.47 

Has stayed about the same 72 44.2 58 43.0 
Haven't lived here that long 21 12.9 14 10.4 
NA 3 1.8 -------

TOTAL 163 100.0% 135 100.0% 

aThis question appeare,d only in the Citizen Survey (AlO): "In gener~lJ 
during the past coup le of years, do you think this neighbor11':lod has be­
come a better place to live, a worse place, or has it stayed the same?" 

b Nonsignificant Z-scores are not always reported. 

~-----------------------------------~--~-----------------------
TABLE V.29 

CHANCES. FOR THE BETTER IN lfILLARD-HOI1EHOOna 

1976 SURVEY 1978 SURVEY 
I I -----, 

b CHANGES FOR THE BETTER F'reguency Percent Freguencr Percpnt Z-Gr..Co!:~_ 

Kids are growing up 7 14.9% 
People are friendlier 13 27.7% -6 12.8 1.80 
Improvement to property 9 19.1 19 40.4 -2.25 
Commercial facilities 10 21.3 4 8.5 1.74 
Other 15 31.9 11 23.4 

TOTAL 47 100.0% 47 lOO.O:'. 

aThis question appeared only in the Citizen Survey (Question AIOa): 
"What about ~he neighborhood has gotten betterj',lOrse?" 

bNonsignificant Z-score values are not ah:ays r'?pcrt<!c. 

Given the predictions of people ,(about their chances of being victim-

ized and, in Willard-Homewood, the belief that the quality of life has im-

proved), were residents more or less afraid of certain areas within their 

neighborhood? The items in the survey instrument which provide evidence 

on this question were slightly different for the Citizen and Resident sur-

veys. Hence, direct comparisons between the instruments must be done with 

caution. With that caveat in mind, the findings are shown in Table V.30. 

HQwever; since both Hawthorne and Lowry Hill East used the Resident Survey, 
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~-----------.~-'----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.-----------------~ TABl.1! V.30 

00 DANCEROUS MEAS EXIST IN THIS NEIGHBORllOOOa 

LOWRY HILL EAST 
l!~lSTENCE OF DAN- 1976 Survel 1978 Surve~ 1976 Surve~ CEROUS AREAS IN 

b' 
, , 

TilE SEIGIIBORIIOOD freguencx ~ FregucncI ~ 
C 
~ l'reguenc:t 

Yes 51 45.91: 57 46.37- 60 
No 47 42.3 59 48.0 ..c.S7 39 
Don't knot:l, IIA 13 -1l:L 7 __ 5_.7_ 9 

TOTAL 111 99.9'7. 123 100.07. 108 

nQuestion A18-Resident Survey: "Ar~ there any nreas in this neighborhood 
that seelll dangerous to you?" Question A20-Cithen Survey: "Are there 
any are~g in your neighborhood "here you i.eel afraid to go alone aCter 
dark?" 

bWhere percentages do not equal 100, tt 1s due to rounding. 

cNone ot tho Z-score value. are significant. 
:;..-~ 

~ 
55.6% 
36.1 
~ 

100.07. 

HAWTHORN!! 

, 1978 Surve;t 
I 

FrcguencI Pe!cent 

52 51.01: 
47 46.1 
3 -k.L 

102 100.07. 

WILLARO-HOMEWOOD 

1976 Surve;t 1978 Surve~ 
C I 

!'ercentil 
I I 

Z_sc:orec 
~ FreguencI Freguenc~ ~ 

17 47.2X 58 43.07. 
-1.47 84 5l.S 17 S7.0 ..c.95 

2 1.2 -163 99.97. 135 100.01, 
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comparisons can be made between them. Just a slightly lmo:er percentage 

of 1978 respondents said they were afraid to go alone to certain areas of 

the neighborhood after dark (48 percent in 1976 versus 43 percent in 1978). ..' .... 

The question which was similar for Lm'lry Hill East and Hawthorne produced 

mixed feelings; for Lowry Hill East, there was a slightly higher percent-

age of 1978 respondents saying there was a dangerous area in the neighbor-

hood; for Hawthorne, the 1978 percentage declined about 8 percent. 

Thus, for the three neighborhoods, there has been a reduction in 

overall fear of being victimized. However, there has been little change 

in the level of °fear felt about other areas within the neighborhood. But 

how about people's feelings of what may be dangerous situations? N~mer-

ous situations were described to respondents, and they were requested to 

estimate how dangerous these might be. The Willard-Homewood survey re-

sponses were recorded on a ten-point scale and the Lowry Hill East and 

Hawthorne response categories were "dangerous" and "not dangerous." 

Therefore, direct comparisons between neighborhoods may not be jusotified. 

Wherever interneighborhood findings are discussed, the basis for making 

compariso~s will be indicated. 
( 

About 90 percent of the respondents characterized seven out of the 

28 situations as not dangerous (see Table V.3l). This finding applies to 

all of the neighborho~ds for both the 1976 and 1978 surveys. Table V.3l 

lists situations which indicate nondanger to the majority of the respond-
:.,~-., 

dents in the three neighborhoods. Yet daytime situations that were judged-

to be safe by most looked quite different at night. For example, 96 per-

cent of the Lowry Hill East respondents indicated walking around the neigh-

borhood alone during the day was not dangerous whereas the comparable 
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TABLE V.31 

DECREE OF DANCIlR OR NONDANCER ASSOCIAT!!D IIITII VARIOUS SITUATIONS· 

DECREE OF NOND~~CF.R FeR 
THE SITUATIONS LISTED 

\lalk with SOmeone at nighe 
\l3it for bus alone during 

the d;,y 
\lait f~r'bu5 with someone 

durin~ the day 
Wait for bus alone at 

nisht 
\lgit for bus with someone 

at ni~ht 
In neighborhood park alone 

during the day 
In neighborhood park with 

Someone during the day 
In nc!~hborh~ad bar done 

dud n" the d"y 
In nc1l!hb,'rhood bar with 

S"m,'on~ during the day 
In n.l!:h~Mh~od b3r alone 

... t night 
In ncil;hb~rhood bar with 

SODcon~ ~t nisht 
Use of neighborhood facil­

ities alone during the 
da)' 

Usc of nci~hborhood f ... cil­
ities with someone dur­
ing the d3y 

Use of n~i&hborhood facU­
ities alone at night 

Use of neighborhood facil­
ities with someone at 
night 

In you: yard or front of 
your home alone during 
the <lay 

LOWRY HILL EAST 

~ surveyC 

Frequency ~ 

83 

tOl 

103 

43 

85 

83 

84 

60 

61 

46 

56 

95 

108 

63 

90 

110 

74.8~ 

91'.0 

92.8 

38.7 

76.6 

74.8 

75.7 

54.1 

55.0 

41.4 

50.5 

85.6 

97.3 

56.8 

81.1 

99.1 

1978 Surve{ 

Freguency ~ Z':.corcd 

119 

121 

65 

105 

106 

113 

78 

83 

50 

70 

121 

121 

95 

Itt 

123 

85.4~ 

96.7 

98.7 

52.8 

84.5 

86.2 

91.9 

63.4 

67.5 

40.7 

56.9 

98.4 

98.4 

77.2 

90.2 

100.0 

-2.04 

-1.83 

-2.12 

-2.16 ' 

-1.53 

-3.39 

-1.44 

-1.96 

-0.98 

-3.67 

-3.33 

-1.82 

"Question A24--Resident Survey, Question A29--Citizen Survey. The ques­
tion wording is very similar in both surveYUI however, the responses 
were recorded on a 10 point scale fo~' the Citizen Survey whereas re­
spondents vere to indicate only if the situation was dangerous or not 
dangerous on the Resi,dent Survey. The question for the Resident Sur­
vey; "1 will read you some possible situations and I'd like you to 
tell me whether or not you think it's dangerous." 

The similAr question from the Citizen Survey is: "1 will read some pos. 
s:'l>le situations and I'd like you to tell me how dangerous you feel the 
situation to be. FOr example, if the situation is not dangerous at all, 
you could answer 0 (zero). As the situation becomes more dangerous, you 
could go up the ladder to a more dangerous level. If you said 10, the 

lillI/THORNE 1I1LLARD-1I0HEWOOD 

1976 surveyC 1978 Surve{ 1976 SurveyC, 1978 surveyC 
i 
Frcgu(!ncy ~ . Frequency ~ 

72.5 

Z-scored 

-1.34 

Freguency ~ Frequency ~ Z_.cor~d 
69 

94 

100 

40 

68 

84 

88 

.56 

66 

27 

44 

98 

102 

51 

80 

104 

63.9 

87.0 

92.6 

37.0 

63.0 

77.8 

81.5 

51.9 

61.1 

25.0 

41.7 

90.7 

94.4 

47.2 

74.1 

96.3 

74 

B9 

97 

25 

66 

72 

82 

40 

51 

12 

31 

94 

54 

87.3 

95.1 

24.5 

64.7 

70.6 

80.4 

39.2 

50.0 

11.8 

30.4 

90.2 

92.2 

52.9 

-0.75 

1.96 

1.19 

1.85 

1.62 

2.46 

1.70 

-0.83 

129 

129 

128 

96 

114 

130 

131 

65 

67 

54 

65 

139 

140 

122 

'9.1~ 

79.1 

78.,5 

~8.9 

69.9 

79.8 

80.4 

40.0 

41.1 

33.1 

40.0 

85.3 

85.9 

74.9 

107 

125 

127 

83 

98 

108 

123 

85 

87 

68 

85 

124 

128 

108 

79.37. 

92.6 

94.1 

61.5 

72.6 

87.4 

91.1 

62.9 

64.4 

50.4 

62.9 

91.8 

94.8 

80.0 

-3.27 

-3.81 

-1.75 

-2.59 

-3.94 

-4.01 

-3.02 

-3.94 

-1.73 

-2.54 

-1.04 

77 75.5 29 79.t 116 85.9 -1.53 

97 95.1 145 88.9 131 97.0· -2.59 

aitutltion would be vory dangerous." 

bThe responses from the tvo survey instruments cannot be compared given 
the nature of the different coding schemes used. For this table the 
0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 responses in the Citizen Survey were considered 
as "not <langerous" and 6 through 10 as "dangerous" responses. 

C"Only those frequencies and percentages which indicate that the re­
spondent did not consider the particular situation dangerous are in-
cluded here." • 

dNonsignificant Z-score values are not always reported. 
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nighttime estimate was 39 percent (not shown on the table). This pattern 1 
holds true for most of the instances. 

Of more interest was whether or not there had been significan.t change 

in rfasults for the two time periods. Two of the neighborhoods, Willard-

Home'W'ood and Lowry Hill East, show a reduction in residents' estimates of 

the dangerousness of the 28 situations. Out of the 28 circumstances, re-

sponses were more positive (i.e., situations not as dangerous as in 1976) 

for 24 in Willard-Homewood, 20 in Lowry Hill East, and 5 in Hawthorne. 

The highest percentage ,for the "not dangerous" response was almost evenly 

divided between Lowry Hill East (15 out of the 28) and Willard-Homewood 

(y 

(13 out of 28). Hawthorne not only had the fewest'(5) positive chapges 

but did not have the highest rate for any situation. Hawthorne results 

are substantially below the other neighborhoods! responses for most of 

the 28 situations. 

The largest relative change occurred in Lowry Hill East. These find-

~ngs.for Lowry Hill East might be explained by the extent of block club 

organizing achieved. If block club organizing produced such a result, ( 

:1 
why did Hawthorne have more negative results than Willard-Homewood? Haw-

:I thorne organized a higher percentage of blocks than did Willard-Homewood s 

but this was not reflected by the intel.';view evidence about dangerous sit-

uations. II 

As noted above, in two of the neighborhoods, respondents reported 

that there seemed to be less danger in 1978 for the 28 si.tuations stated 

to them. What was the pattern of responses relating to specific crimes? 

The findings were not consistent arnong the three neighborhoods as Table 
\1 

V.32 portrays. 
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TABLE V.32 

CRIMEa OR CRIMe-RELATED ACTIVITIES CONSIDERED TO BE A BIG PROBLEM 
IN TIlE NEIGIIBORIIOOoa 

LOWRY HILL EAST 

1976 Surve:r: 1978 SurveJ:: 

C?I~ OR CRIME-RELATED ACTIVITY FreguencJ:: ~ FreguencJ:: ~ 
Residenthl" Burglary 28 25.2t 24 19.5'X. 
Var.c. 1 10m 21 18.9 14 11.4 
Groups of teen.gcru around in 

the s~rcet5 or park 5 4.5 9 7.3 
People using illegal drugs 16 14.4 19 15.4 
S~e.l1r.g cars 6 5.4 3 2.4 
Cc=crcl,,1 Robbery 27 24.3 21 17.1 
People selling illegal drugs 16 14.4 14 11.4 
Drunken mcn 5 4.5 9 7.3 
Croups of men in the streets 

or parks 6 5.4 5 4.1 
Street Robbery 9 8.1 6 4.9 
Street Assaulca 1 6.3 4 3.3 
Pro$tltution 14 12.6 9 7.3 
Rape 18 16.2 6 .4.9 

8Q'Jestion A24-Resident Survey, Question A30-Citizen Survey, /II am 
going to read you a Ust of crimes and eriine-related problems that 
.xls"t in some areas. For each, 1 want you to toll me whether it is 
a !iig prot,lem. some prolJlem, or ulmost no problem in this neighbor­
hood (Citizen Survey, in tho neighborhood or orca where you live)./I 

b,lonalgniCicant Z-scoro values aTe not ol\loys reported. 

HAWTHORNE 

1976 SurveJ:: 1978 Surve:r: 
b i 

~ FreguencJ:: ~ Freguencx ~ 
1.05 32 29.6~ 26 25.5~ 
1.61 28 25.9 23 22.5 

-0.90 28 25.9 16 15.1 
25 23.1 18 17.6 

1.20 14 13.0 16 15.7 
1.36 14 13.0 13 12.7 
0.69 21 19.4 15 14.7 

-0.90 18 16.7 7 6.9 

5 4.6 2 2.0 
1.00 15 13.9 7 6.9 
1.08 17 15.7 6 5.9 
1.36 5 4.6 2 2.0 
2.85 5 4.6 7 6.9 

WILLARD-HOMEWooO 

1976 Surve:r: 1978 Survey 
b 
~ FregucncJ:: ~ FreguencJ:: ~ 

0.6~ ,41 25.21- 44 n.6~ 
0.57 43 26.7 38 28.1 

1.82 18 11.2 28 20.7 
0.99 26 16.0 26 19.3 

-o!56 20 12.4 26 19.3 
19 11.7 24 17.8 

0.90 23 14.2 23 17.0 
2.19 6 3.7 21 15.6 

6 3.7 20 14.8 
1.65 20 12.4 18 13.3 
2.27 19 11.7 18 13.3 

4 2.5 13 9.6 
4 2.5 12 8.9 

b 
~ 

,.1.41 

-2.26 

-1.64 
-1.49 

-3.56 

-3.38 

-2.68 
-2.43 

If 
~ 
r 

1 

Ii 

-
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Table V.32 displays those crimes or crime-related activities consid-

ered to be big problems in the neighborhood. For Lowry Hill East and 

Hawthorne, the few significe.nt Z-scores indicate residents felt certain 

crimes were not as big a problem in 1978. Out of the 13 crimes or crime-

related situations shown in Table V.32, 10 experienced a reduced percent-

age in Lowry Hill East and 11 categories in Hawthorne were lower in 1978. 

Wi11ard-Homewcod responses indicate all 13 categories were a bigger prob-

1em in 1978 (three were significaritly higher). Despite the higher per-

centage of 1978 Willard-Homewood responses"stating that the crimes listed 

were a big problem, fewer residents believed overall crime increased, and () 

more believed crime decreased. Tables V.32 and V.33 may not be contra-

dictory because a particular' category of crime might still be considered 

a big problem although overall crime may be perceived to have declined. 

But these observations do not account for the different patterns of 

responses for W~llard-Homewood contrasted with the other two neighbor-

hoods. The findings in Table V.32 show significan~e for only three sit-

uations in Willard-Homewood~-and those situations involve act~vities not 

directly addressed by the crime prevention project. Hence, although the 

trends of the percentages shown in Table V.32 were quite different among 

the three neighborhoods, very few of the changes were statistically sig-

nificant. Therefore, the contrasting patterns in Willard-Homewood could 

be due to chance flu~tuations. 

Based upon the data shown in the various tables, residents tended to 

think life· in their neighborhoods was not as dangerous in 1978 as it was 

in 1976. Most of the .28 situac:lons described to residents were consid-

ered less dangerous in 1978 by residents of Willard-Homewood and Lowry 
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TABLE V.33 

NEICIIBORHOOD CRIHE TREND8 

HAIITIIORNE 

1976 Survey 

PerccntiJ 
1978 Surv"x 

I 
1976 SurveI 

iJ 
1978 SurvcI 

bi 
HAS CRIME, FrC!guenc;r: Frcguencx ~ Z_scor"c Freguenc:l 

Increased 38 34.2r. 12 9.81- 4.55 31 
Decre.sed 14 12.6 32 26.0 -2.58 9 
Romalned the Same 28 25.2 44 35.8 -1.75 43 
Hav.n't l1ved here 

that long 5 4.5 9 7.3 -0.90 8 
Otheor. etc. 26 -1.hL 26 -lli.L. 17 

lilTAL 111 99.77- 123 100.0 108 

aQuutlon A9--Resldclnt Survey, QuestIon Al3-Citizen Survey' "lIithin the 
past year or t~o do you think that crime in this ('your' in Citizen Survey) 
neighborhood has increased, decreased, or remolned about the same?" 

bl/here percentages do not e,uIl 100, it Is due to rounding. 

CNonslgnlf1c.nt Z-scorc values ora' not always, reported. 

~ Fregucncx ~ Z-scorec 

28.77. 23 22.51. 1.03 
8.3 18 17.6 -2.02 

39,8 49 48.0 -1.27 

7.4 1 1.0 2.29 
--!.hL 11 -!2:.L. 

99.9% 102 99.91. 

YILLARD-HOHEIIOOD 
r-. 

;976 Sut"vel! 1978 Sur".lt ..--- i 
FreguencI ~ Freguencx ,~ 

~5 21./51. 15 l1.1't 
~to 1(,.3 35 25.9 
(19 42.3 66 1,8.9 

l.3 8.0 10 7.1, __ llL- ...ll:.L 9 ---h:L 
Ui3 100.0 135 100.0 

o 

Z_scor~c 

2.34 
-3.01 
-1.14 

-, 
1 
1':,1 
Ii 

II 
I 
II 

I 

1 

Ii 

-
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iji11 East. Hawthorne responses were mixed~-some situations were consid-

ered more dangerous in 1978 and others not as dangerous as in 1976. How-

ever, these expressions of anxiety about various situations do not provide 

much insight into the spec,ific kinds of danger the respondents may have 

had in mind when answering the questions. The purpose of the questions, 

which provided the data for the section just completed, was to measure 

changes in residents' concern for their safety in different situations. 

In the next section, data will be presente~ concerning respondents' esti­

mates of whether or not certain crimes present problems in their neighbor-

hood. 

As observed earlier, responses to the victimization questions demon-

strate a substantial discrepancy between perceived likelihood of becoming 

a victim of crime and the actual chance of suffering a crime (recall Ta-

ble V.27). Although the discrepancy between a predicted occurrence of 

crime and the crime rate was still large in 1978, there was a more real-

istic assessment than in 1976. What shape do the ~esidents' predictions 

assume in going from the likelihood of personal victimization to the crime 

trends within the neighborhood? The data reported in Table V.33 were con-

sistent with the victimi~ation findings since most of the changes reported 

indicate respondents believed crime had not increased but had decreased 

or had remained the same. 

How can the survey findings from Willard-Homewood, where residents 

believe crime aeareasea, be reconciled with the fact that crime inareasea? 

The apparent contradiction in these two data may be explained by recalling 

the wide discrepancy between the recorded crime rate a.nd predictions about 

being victimized. Even if the e~imates of victimization could decline 
II 
I, 

sharply, they still l:ikely would remain much higher than the recorded 

\1 
1\ 
I', 
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incidence of crime, so large is the discrepancy. The,refore, th~ Willard-

Homewood respondents' expectations of crime are still a good deal higher 

than the current occurrence of crime. In all of t~e neighborhoods, the 

percentage responding that crime decreased was significantly higher in 

1978. 

Consistent with the foregoing responses, the percentage stating crime 

increased was not as high as in 1976 (the Z-score for Hawthorne was not 

significant, however). One-third to one-half of the respondents suggested 

the crime rate has remcdned the samf:; this was substantially higher than 

in 1976. 

It was not possible to establish a direct link between the activi-

ties of the CCP program and the belief of the residents surveyed that the 

crime picture had improved. Of course, the CCP efforts worked to achieve 

such an outcome. Indeed, th~ findings were statistically significant in 

a direction supportive of favorable CCP impact. 

It may be easier to estimate whether or not crime had increased or 

decreased than to list the specific kinds of crimes which have changed. 

The survey item which requested respondents to state whether or not there 

was an inr,rease or decrease in crime was followed by another question 

which sought answers which would specify the crime as shown in Table V.34. 

Bet~leen 76 and 91 per'cent said they were thinking of specific crimes in 

stating that crime had increased, decreased, or remained the same. This {./, 

table does not separate the information based upon whetper the respond-

ents said,,;crime increased or decreased. More importantly, could resi-

dents list the specific c~imes imagined in the question2 Most, in fact, 

could identify the crimes (see Table V.34). 
I,' 
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TABLE V.34 

HAVE SPECIFIC CRIMES INCREASED OR DECREASED?& 

DID YOU HAVE SPECIFIC LOWRY IIILL EAST 
CRIMES IN MIND WilEN 1976 Survey 1978 Survey YOU S,\I[) CRIME IN-
CRF.ASED OR DECREASED? ~uC'ncx ~ FrC'gucnc~ ~ ~ 
Yes 46 86.87. 40 90.07- -0.63 
No 6 11.3 3 6.8 0.76 
Don't knOll 1 __ 1_.9_ 1 __ 2_.3_ 

TOTAL 53 100.0% 44 100.07. 

aQuestion AId-Resident Surlley, Question A13a-Cltizcn Surveyt "Were 
you thinking about any specific kinds of ~~imes if you said you 
think crime in this ('your' for Citizen Sli~1;''.Jy) neighborhood has 
increased/decreased?" 

bWhere percentages do not equal 100, it is due to rounding. 

() 

IIAWTIIORNE 

1976 Survey 1978 Survey 

Freguencx .!9~ Fregu(!Oc:z: ~ 
38 82.67. 31 7~.67. 

1 2.2 10 24.4 
7 -.!1:.L ----

46 100.0% 41 100.011 

o 

WILLARD-HOMEWOOD 

1976 SurvcI 
6' 

1978 Surve)! 

Freguencl ~ Frcguenc!t; ~ ~ 
0.80 41 74.57- 40 80.07. 

-3.11 13 23.6 10 20.0 
1 __ 1_.8_ ----

55 99.9% SO 100.07. 

Z-seore 

-0.74 
0.45 

-- ------~--~-~ 

f 
I _. 

\' , 
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TABLE V.35 

NEIOHBORHOOD DANCER AS A FACTOR IN CONTEMPLATING A MOVEa 

LOWRY HILL EAST 
IS DECREE OF DANCER 1976 Survel! 1978 Survey 1976 Survey A FACTOR IN THINK-
INC ABOUT MOVINC? Fregucncl:: ~ FreguencI ~ ~ Freguenc;! 

b' 
~ 

Yes 
No 
NA 

18 16.21- 9 7.31- 2.09 
90 81.1 114 92.7 -2.65 

3 ~ ----
TOTAL 111 100.01- 123 100.07-

aQuestion All-Resident Survey, Question A22-Citizen Survey,· "Is this 
neighborhood dangerous enough to make you think seriously about moving 
elsewhere ('somewhere else' in Citizen Survey)?" 

bWhere percentages do not equal 100, it is due to rounding. 

" (), 
" 

21 19.47-
86 79.6 
1 --2.!..L 

108 99.91-

HAWTHORNE 

1978 Survey 

Fregucnc~ ~ ~ 
10 9.8~ 1.96 
90 88.2 -1.69 

2 --1.:..L 
102 100.0% 

( ') 

WILLARD-1I0MP.IIOOD 

.1976 Survel! 
r-

1978 Survcl! 

Freguenc)! ~ Freguencl! Percent 

28 ~7.4 14 10.4"1; 
133 82.6 116 85,\1 

2 5 3.7 --.--
163 100.011 135 100.0"1; 

1 

)) 

~ 
1.92 

-0.99 

J 
~l 

I 
1 
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(see Table V.35) were significant for Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne. A 

slight increase in the "not applicable" responses explains why Willard-

Homewood results were not significant. (In dichotomous categories, if 

one category is significant, the other one will also be significant--but 

with different signs.) 

In general, the survey findings concerning crime problems are con-

sistent with the objectives sought by the CCP efforts. The basis for 

this statement will be presented in the summary of this section appearing 

in Table V~36. Except for Willard-Homewood responses .for the first cate-

gory, all of the data shown on Table V.36 indicate reduced'importance of 

crime. Residents believed crime has been decreasing in their neighbor-

hoods, and a lower percentage of respondents in 1978 think they should 

move'because the area seems too dangerous. 

TABLE V.36 

SUHMARY OF FINDINGS CONCERNING eRnIE PROBLEHs
a 

COHPARED TO 1976 WHAT IS THE 
CRnlE PICTURE IN 1978 FROH 
RES'IDENTS I VIEWPOINT 

Concerning 13 types of crimes 
or activities, how many are 
as big a problem in 19787 

Has crime increased,' de­
creased or remained the same? 

Is the neighborhood danger­
ous enough to make one move 
elsewhere? 

LOWRY HILL EAST 

10 are not as 
big a problem 

Decreased 

Lower percent­
age said yes 

aBased upon Tabl~s V.32, V.33, V.35. 

HAI1THORNE 

11 are not as 
big a problem 

Decreased 

Lower percent­
age said yes 

WILLARD-Hot-IEI-TOOD 

13 are a bigger 
problem 

Decreased 

Lower percent­
age said yes 

Although the data shown in Tables V.32, V.33, and V.35 fairly consist-

ently indicate progress against crime (as perceived by residents), very 

few of the findings were statistically significant. As noted in ~n early 

section, consistent patterns in responses may lend credulity to otherwise 

nonsignificant results. Accordingly, it may be P?ssible to conclude that 
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residents' impressions of the crime picture seem a little brighter in 

1978. This conclusion is also consistent with the data on victimization. 

Table V.27 presented evidence which showed respondents had a lower expec-

tation of becoming a victim of crime in 1978. These predictions of a ' 

lessened chance of victimization did not reflect a significant reduction 

in recorded crime. In one instance (residential burglary in Wi1lard-

Homewood), the crime rate increased substantially although residents be-

lieved their chances of becoming a victim of burglary declined. As was 

noted earlier, despite the decline in respondents' estimates of the like-

lihood of victimization, the discrepancy between recorded crime rates and 

prediction of victimization remained large. 

The decline in the level of expected victimization is consi~tent with 

a major goal of the CCP project--to reduce the fear of crime. Reducing 

fear of crime to correspond exactly with the recorded occurrence of crime 

was not posited as a goal nor would it have been realistic to do so. An­

othsJ; objective of the project--encouraging people to report all crimes 

or suspicious activities--should have operated to narrow the gap between 

prediction of victimization and recorded crime. Whether or not increased 

reporting of crime oC:l"urred will be the subject of the next section. 

3. Victimization and Reporting Rate of Crime 
" -1 

The number of crime incidents was colle~ced for each of the neighbor-

hoods as well as for the controls. As noted in previous sections, the 

overall decrease in crime in Lowry Hill East was 17 percent. Hawthorne 

decreased sl:i.ghtly by 1.8 percent and Willard-Homewood inoreased by 31.6 

percent. Since one of the objectives of the CCP project was to e,ncour-

age residents to report suspicious activities and crime-in-progress oc-

currences, an increased reporting rate could have accounted for a rise 

192 

\ 

() 

, j 

in recorded incidents in 1978 compared to 1975. It is impossible even in 

Lowry'Hill East and Hawthorne that an increased reporting rate could have 

lessened the amount of'decreased crime. Insight on the possibility of a 

. change in the reporting rate might be provided by comparing the incidence 

of victimizations for the two years 'as repo,rted in' th~ surveys. If the 

rate of victimization would change differently than recorded crime inci-
, . , 

'dents, this result would sugge'st qualifying the trend in recol"ded crime. 

Since the CCP program predicted a rise in reporting ra~~s, recdrded crime 

rates should be adjusted in making comparisons with years when reporting 

rates were lower. 

Serious reservations about the use of responses to the victimization 

question~ were noted in the introductory paragraphs of this chapter. The 

fundamental problem with this section of the surveys is an insufficiently 

larg«;! number of respondent,s. Nevertheless, ,the results of the survey will 

be presented with the serious qualification that the victimization find-

ings likely may have occurred by chance at least 10 to 20 percent of the 

1 
time. 

The data in Tables V.3?, V.,38, V.39, and V.40 show that the reporting 

rates for all crimes together declined for Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne 

but increased for Willard-Homewood',~ Inspection of individual crimes shows 

that rates differed l'1idely, but there were really too few incidents to 

justify a crime-by-crime compariE.lon.. To reiterate, the victimization 

findings should be viewed with the knowledge that they did not meet very 

satisfactory confidence limits. Despite these serious qualifications, 

IU.S. ~ Department of Justice, I,aw Enforcement Assistance Administra­
tion, Local Victim Surveys: A Review oj' the Issues by James Garofal l.) 

(Washington, D.C.: Government Print:i,ng ()ffice~ 1977), p. 19. 
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the reporting rates, as ascertained from the surveys, are presented. Ta- 1 
bles V.37, V.38, V.39, and V.40 show that the reporting rates can be com-

pared to recorded crime rates. For every crime category listed on the 

tables, the recorded crime rate was lower than the rate projected from 

survey findings. Direct, 'comparisons between recorded crime rates and 

rates based upon surveys were fraught with reservations and should not be 

used to derive definitive conclusions. However, comparing survey findings 

for 1976 and 1978 seems more defensible. 

Although the reporting rate for all crimes taken together declined 

in Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne, the rate for residential burglary rose 

slightly. Hawthorne's reporting rate was 79.2 percent in 1976 and Bl.B 

percent in 197B. Since it seems unlikely that all incidents will ever be 

reported, a question arises as to what a realistic goal migh,t be. It may 

be possible that Hawthorne I s rate for burglary 'vas near the maximum. If 

that. was the case, then the CCP attempts to increase reporting might serve 

to reinforce existing behavior rather than to change behavior~ Only about 

one-third or fewer of the vandalism incidents were reported in 1978. This 

represents a decline from 1976. Residents' unwillingness to igform the ( , 
~ 

1\ 

police about vandalism coincided with a sharp increase in the number of 

incidents. At least concerning vandalism, residents were not influenced 

much by the CCP efforts to promote reporting of crime or suspicious activ-

ities. to' 

, " 
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'rABLE V.37 

CRIME REPORTING RATES IN LOWRY HILL EAST 

CRIME DATA DERIVF;.D~F.;:;R~O:.:.M-:S::..:U:.::R:..:.V::.EY;.:S:::..-_____ ......, 

1976 Survey 1978 Survey , 
CRIMES 

Number of Number b Percent NlJmber of Number b 
Crimes a ReEorted ReEorted Crirnesa ReEorted 

All crimes 
Residential 

burglary 
Assault 
Vand31ism 

73 

14 
5 
8 

28 

9 
1 
3 

38.4% 

64.37. 
20.0% 
37.5% 

94 

14 
4 

28 

33 

10 
2 
8' 

aThese dat.a were derived from Question Da: "The following 
questions refer only to things that !1appened to you in this 
neighborhood during the last 12 months--between ________ __ 
and today." 

bIf , in response to Question Da, respondents indicated a vic­
timizat~."n occurred then they were asked whether or not the 
incident(s) was reported to the police. 

cThe number of ~cI.'ime incidents projected was derived as fol­
lows (residential burglary is,:",sed as an illustration of the 
computation): 

(, 

1. 'l'he number of incidents noted in the survey as a propor­
tion of the total number of residents sampled (i.e., for 
1976, 14 incidents divided by III = 12.6%). 

2. The proportion of incidents occurring in the survey is 
multiplied by t.he total number of oppor.tunities in the 
neighborhood (i.e., for 1976, 12.6% x 3,404 .. 429 is 
the projected number). 

--, 
Percent 
Reeorted 

-35.17. 

71.4% 
50.0% 
28.6% 

PROJECTED AND ACTUAL CRIME 

1976 Survey 1978 Survey 

Number' 
ProjectedC Number d 

ReEorted Actuale Number c 
PrOjected 

Number d 
ReEorted Actuale 

429 
326 
262 

276 
65 
9~ 

226 
120 
76 

387 
235 
827 

276 
118 
236 

.,1, 

dThe number reported is derived as follows (residential bur­
glary io used as an exampie): The number projected is mul­
tiplied by the percentage reporting incidents to police, 
e.g., for residential b.urglary in 1976; 64.3% .X 429 .. 276. 

e . . . 
This is the act~,d number of incidents recorded by the po-
lice as found on offense reports for 1974-75 or 1977-78. 

191 
95 
99 

The surveys cover periods com[-3rable to the perlods used for 
collecting offense data. For example, the 1976 Rilsident 
Survey administered in August, 1976, requested respondents 
to recall victimizations that had occurred during the 12 
months ending ~lith the date of the interview. The offense 
data for 1974-75 covered the period from July I, 1974, 
through June 30, 1975. The 1978 survey was administered 
in late Aprilt 1978, arid the crime data collected for the 
period July 1, 1977, through May 31~ 1978. 

The figure. for "all crimes" is not nva:!.lable because offense 
data were not collected for all the crimes listed in the sur­
vey. 

~ ,. 

1 



-.--~---- ---- - ~-

q 

...... 
\0 
0-

L 
, 

i) if ~, 

.,\.._._-

-- ------------------~~---

-----.... -"----.. =---~~"""""' ... ~~ .. ~ ... ------~------~-~~,,-"" .. .....,,· .. :,.., .. """·;i::::-=::;:";7:'I':~"".~=;.'i'i,""":-;;;; ..... ::;:;-;:-;.'~ .. ",,;;;;. ",m .• ;;;;;",;; ... ;';,,';:' ;;;~Tl 

r 

TABLE V.38 

CRIME REPORTING RATES IN HAWTHORNE 

CRIME DATA DERIVED FROM SURVEYS 

1976 Surve:t 1978 Surve:z: 

Number of Num;Jer b Percent NUlllber gf Number b' 
CRIMES Crimes a 

Repor~ ReEoited Crimes ReEorted 

All crimes 100 55 55.0% 118 52 
Residential 

Burglary 24 19 79.2% 11 9 
Assault 5 2 40.0% 2 0 
Vandalism 25 10 40.0'1. 33 11 

aThese data 'Were derived from Question Da: "The following 

b 

c 

questions refer only to things that happened to YO\: in this 
neighborhood during the last 12 months--between 
and today.1I 

If, in response to Question Da, respondents indicated a vic-
timization occurred then they were asked whether or not the 
incident(s) was reported to the police. 

The number of crime incidents projected was derived al'\ fol-
lows (residential burglary is used as an illustration of the 
computation) : 

1. The number of incidents noted in the survey as a propor­
tion of the total number of residents sampled (i.e., for 
1976, 24 incidents divided by 108 c 22.2%). . 

2. The proportion of incidents occurring in the survey is 
multiplied by the total number of opportunities in the 
neighborhood (i.e., for 1976, 22.2% x 1,621 = 360 is 
the projected number). 

Percent 
ReEorted 

44.1.% 

81.8% 
0.0% 

33.3% 

PROJECTED AND ACTUAL CRUIE 

1976 Survel 1978 Survex 

Number Number 
ProiectedC 

Number d 
ReEorted Actuale ProjectedC 

Number d 
Reported Actua1e 

360 285 .117 ·175 143 
234 93 87 99 0 
396 158 108 555 185 

dThe number reported is derived as follows (residential bur­
glary is used as an example): The numb\!r projected is mul­
tiplied by the percentage reporting .incidents to police, 
e.g., for residential burglary in 1976; 79.2% )C 360 = 285. 

cThis'is the actual number of incidents recorded by the po­
lice as found on offense reports for 1974-75 or 1977-78. 
The surveys cover periods comparabl~ to the periods used for 
collecting offense data. For example, the 1976 Resident 
Survey administered in August, 1976, reque"sted respondents 
to recall victimizations that had occurred during the 12 
months' ending with the date of the interview. The offense 
data for 1974-75 covered the period fro~ July 1, 1974, 
through June 30, 1975A The 1973 survey was administered 
in late Apt11, 1978, and the crime data collected for the 
period July 1, 1977, through Mny 31, 1978. 

113 
92 
89 

The figure for "all crimes" is not IIvailable because offense 
data were not collected for all the crimes listed in the sur­
vey. 
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TABLE V.39 

CRIME REPORTING RATES 1N WILLARD-HOMEWOOD 

CRIME DATA DERIVED FROM SURVEYS 

1976 Survey 1978 Survey 
r t 
Number of Percent Number of 

CRIMES Crimesa Number b 
Reeorted Rceortcd Crimes a Number b 

Reeorted 

All criftoes 165 58 35.2'}'. 179 77 
Residential 

Burglary 22 12 54.5'}'. 20 14 
Assault 6 2 33.3'}'. 6 4 
Vandalism 28 8 28.6'}'. 23 7 

aThese data were derived from Question,' Da: "The following 
questions refer only to things that happened to you in this 
neighborhood du~ing the last 12 months--between 
and today." 

bIf , in response to Question Da, respondents indicated a vic­
timization occurred then they were asked whether or not the . 
incident(s~ was reported to the police. 

cThe number of crime inCidents projected was derived as fol­
lows (residential burglary ~s used as an illustration of the' 
computation): 

1. The number of inCidents noted in the survey as a propor­
tion of the total number of residents sampled (i.e., for 
1976, 22 incidents divided by 163 - 13.5%). 

2. The proportion of inCidents occurring in the survey is 
multiplied by the total number of opportunities in the 
neighborhood (i.e., for 1976, l3.5~ )C 3,296 = 445 is 
the projected number). 

t=.-.':;;:"''''''==='''''~~7:''''''~-------

l 
"I) 

Percent 
Rceorted 

43.0% 

70.0% 
66.7% 
3Q.4% 

PROJECTED AND ACTUAL CRIME 

L976 Survey 1978 Survey 
r 

Number Number 
projcctedC Number d 

ReEorted Actua1e ProjectedC 
Number d 

ReEorted Actual-e 

-
445 243 291 ,488 342 362 
392 131 144 473 316 217 
592 169 140 587 179 210 

dThe number reported is derived as foJlows (residential bur­
glary is used as an example): The number projected is mul­
tiplied by the percentage reporting incidents to police, 
eo'g., for residential burglary in 1976; 54.5% )C 445= 243. 

eihis is the actual number of incidents recorded by the po­
lice as found on offense reports for 1974-75 or 1977-78. 
The surveys cover periods comparable to the periods used 
for collecting offense data. For example, the 1976 Citizen 
Survey administered in January, 1976, requested respondents 
to recall victimizations that had occurred during the 12 
months ending with the date of the interview. The off.ense 
data for 1974-75 covered the pe~iod fr~. July 1, 1974) 
through ,Tune 30, 1975. The 1978 survey was administ(!X'ed 
in late April, 1978, and the crime data collected foJ;' the 
period July 1, 1977, through May Jl, 1978. 

'l'he figure for "all crimes" is not available because offense 
data were not collected for all the crimes listed in the sur­
vey. 
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TABLE V. 40 )) 

COMPARISON OF CRIME RATE PERCENTAGES BASED""U!'Dl/' OFFENSE AND SURVE~' DATA a 

LOWRY HILL EAST HA~lTHORNE 

1976 1978 
I, 

1976 1978 
I 

! i I i i i 
Offertse Survey Offense Survey Offense Survey Offense Survey 

Data Data Data Data Datd Data Data Data 
CRUIE Percent Percent !:£rcent Percent Percent' Percent Percent Percent . 

~ Residential Burglary 6.64% 12.61% 5.61% 11.38% 6.40% 22.22% 6.18% 10.78% 
Personal Robbery 0.50 0.90 0.11 1.63 0.47 1.85 0.16 0.00 
Vandalism 2.09 7.21 2.73 22.76 6.31' 23.15 5.20 32.35 
Assault 1.66 4.50 1.31 3.25 1.72 4.63 1.81 

aOffense data were collected from police offense records. The Resident and Citizen 
surveys are the sources for the survey data. Using Residential Burglary in Lowry 
Hill East as an example, the crime rates were computed as follows: 1) 226 inci­
dents (see Table V.37) divided by 3,404 (number of r,esidential unit!!.) yields a 
rate of 6.64 percent, and 2) the rate derived from the survey is found by divid­
ing 14 (sec Table V.33) by 111 (sample size); with a result of 12.61 percent. 

(~) 

----------;~, . 

1.96 

WILLARD-HOMEWOOD 

1976 1978 

Offense Survey Offense Survey 
Duta Data Data Data 

Percent Percent Percent Percent 

8.83% 13.50% 10.98';'. 14.81% 
0.50 0.00 0.53 0.74 
4.07 l7.l8 6.1.0 17.04 
1.35 3.68 2.04 4.44 
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4. Home Security 

Clearly, it would be difficult to assess program impact upon atti-

tudes and perception. It would not be as difficult to measure some of 

the activities attributed to the CCP intervention. Tangible yardsticks 

were available for measuring the project's impact upon survey partici-

pants' adoption of Operation I.D. and/or various security devices for the 

horne. The evidence on Operation I.D. points to a rather sharply increased 

participation for Lowry Hill East and Willard-Home'l'l'ood; Hawthorne was also 

higher but not as dramatically. The data appear in Table V.41. 

The level of participation in Operation I.D. rose substantially from 

1976 to 1978. The increase was significant for two of the neighborhoods 

(Willard-Homewood and Lowry Hill East). The number of Operation I.D. re-

quests generated through the block club meetings did not alone accou~t 

for the rise indicated in the surveys. Generalizing from the survey to 

the population in each neighborhood, the number of Operation I.D. partic-

ipants would be as illustrated in Table V.42. The number of actual Oper-

ation I.D. requests occurring during the CCP project also can be found in 

that table. 
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V"!.lI,\BI.E5 ARE 
tl!GKA\'ED W1TH LOWRY HILL EAST 
OPERATtOH. ---, 
IOE~l'1nC"-

1976 Survey , I 
1918 Survey 

I 
TtOll NIDIBER Frequency ~ Frequency ~ Z-score 

Yes 18 16.2~ 37 30. I?: -2.50 
Nt) 93 83.8 84 68.3 2.76 
Don't know 2 __ 1_.6_ 

TOTAL 111 100.0?: 123 100.07. 

TABLE V.41 

OPERATION IDENTIFICATION PARTICIPATION" 

HAWTHORNE 

I 
1916 Survey 

i I 
1978 Surl'e'y 

i 
'Freguenc~ ~ Freguenc)! ~ 

19 17.6?: 24 23.51-
89 82.4 71 75.S 

1 ~ 
108 100.01- 102 100.0?: 

--, r--
1976 

I 

~ !Jcquency 

-1.06 39 
1.23 124 

163 

II 

WILLARD-HOMEWOOD 
Survoy 

~ 
23.91-
76.1 

----
100.0?: 

1918 Survliy 
i 
Frequency 

48 3S.61. -2.21 
85 62.9 2.48 

__ ",,2 ___ ,_.5_ 

13S 100.0'4 

aQuestion B3-Resident and Citizen Surveys I "Here is a list of some ~ 

'-~ ____ ~t_h_in~g~5~p=eo=p=1~e==h~av=c~t_o __ pr_o_t_e_c_t_t_h_e_l_r_h_o_m~e~S_' __ W_h_l_C.h __ o~£ __ t_h_e_t_h_l_~~$_B_O_n __ t_h_e ... ____ ~ ________ ~ __ .~~==~~~~~~~~ ____ ~~ _______ ~---~--~-- \i • 

list do you ("nd your fnmUy) have to protect your home?" One of the 
items on the list is: "Have your valuables engraved with an Operation 
Identification number il1 Case they are stolen." 

____ n ~_, _______ ... __ L_. 
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TABLE V.42 

() 
~~=-===r~ 

i ~ 

ACTUAL AND PROJECTED OPERATION IDENTIFICATION PARTICIPATIONo 

1976 SURVEY 

Number of 
--, 

Number of 
Operation PrQjected °pllratir)n 

NEICHBORHOCiDb IdentLCication Percent Number of c Identification 
P"rticll!"nts Parti!l:!.Eotin!l ~t;J.cieants ~':.ticipants 

Lowry Hill East 18 16.21- 439 
lIa"'thorne 19 17.61- 206 
Willard-Homewood 39 23.91- 574 

IIActual number of participants is derived !I"om the surveys (see 
T"blc V.4l). The percentage of respondeljts pal;tic1pnting in 
Operation Identification multiplied time~ the number of resi­
d~nces in the ne11\hborhood yields the projected number of p"r­
tldl'"l1tg. (The rllto of I'nrt1dllntlon b<:1111l tlISt'USN"" here 1s 
actually the number of r~~idential units th"t have engraved 
property) • 

bTh~ survey wns conducted in Whole census tracts in Lowry H111 
East and IIawthorne. The are" sampled in Willard-llomewood in­
cluded whole census tracts 27, 28, 32 and part of 20. However, 
in the IIn"lysis "bove tract 32 was excluded because it ~1aS not 
surveyed in 1976 (the responses in tr"ct 32 were almost ide~t1-
cal to remaining tracts). The number of residences in the areas 
that could ba surveyed is as follows (based upon the 1970 census). 

Lowry Hill E"st (tract 67) 
Hawthorne (tract 22) 
Willard-I\omewood (tracts 27, 28 and 

part of 20) 

2,706 
1,191 

2,397 

37 
214 
ti8 

1978 SURVEY 

Projected 
Percent Number of 

ParticiE"tina PnrticleantsC 

30.11- 814 
23.51- 280 
35.61- 8~2 

TOTAL IN­
CREASE IN d 

PARTICIPATION 

375 
74 

278 

OPERATION IDEII­
'l'If'ICATION RE­
QUESTS VIA THE 

COHMUN!TY CRIME 
PRIlVEIlTlotl PROJECTe 

153 
86 
97 

cThis figure derived from the survey percentage particip~ting 
projected to neighborhood participation. 

dThe incroase is obtained by subtracting tho 1976 projection 
Crom the 1978 projection. 

eTha arens surveyed in 1978 are somewhat smnller than the de~­
onstration neighborhoods. This was necessnry in order to con­
duct the surve~ "in tho same area as in 1976. The consequence 
f.or this table is that tho number of Operation Identification 
requests could exceed the increase in participation within the 
smaller boundaries of the tracts surveyed (as in lIawthorne). 
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The number of Operation LD. requests arising from the CCP project 

was lower thal~ the increase projected based upon the frequency in the 

neighborhood slamples. In one case (Hawthorne), the projected number de-' 

viated only slightly from the requests handled by the Hawthorne CCP staff. 

For the other neighborhoods, the discrepancy between the sample percentage 

increase and requests through the CCP staff was substantial. Therefore, 

ti would seem much of the increase in Operation I.D. cannot be attributed 

to the CCP program intervention. It was not possible to determine how 

much of the difference between total grm-lth in Operation LD. participa-

tion and CCP generated requests might be due to spinoffs from the staff ( 
activities. In other words, some of the residents who adopted Operation 

I.D. may have been motivated to do so through vicarious exposure to the 

CCP message. Some of these residents may have inscribed the Operation 

I.D. numbers without making use of the CCP equipment. 

It was difficult to account for the lower level of Operation I.D. par-

ticipation in Hawthorne compared to the other neighborhoods or the fact 

that the increase was not statistically significant. The Hawthorne CCP 

staff used the same approach as in Willard--Homewood to provide block club (,) 
participant$ with engravers for Operation I.D. Moreover, the Hawthorne 

staff organized a higher percentage of blocks than Willard-Homewood. Why 

was there less improvement in HJ·.~'lthorne then? The aJ?parent contradiction 

may be resolved simply: the eastern portion of Hawthorne was not included 

in this survey, yet those were the very blocks organized earliest. Addi-

tionally, the first blocks organized required Operation I.D. participation 

as a condition for achieving Neighborhood Watch status. About 50 of the 

Hawthorne respondents lived in blocks not organized by the date of the 

survey. These factors may account for the lower increase in OperatioI' 

202 
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I.D. participation in Hawthorne but do not help,much in explaining why 

the increase from 1976 to 1978 was so large for the other neighborhoods. 

The sharp increase in the percentage of Lowry Hill East and Willard-· 

Homewood respondents who participated in Operation I.D. in 1978 can be 

partially attributable to CCP block club activities. Only about .25 per­
{) 

cent of Lowry Hill'East's projected increase occurred through the CCP 

program; the comparable figure for Willard-Homewood was 25 percent and 

for Hawthorne was 80 percent. The difference between the numbers pro-

jected and actual Operation I.D. requests should not be taken as defini-

tive since the projected figures were conjectures. Nevertheless, the 

relativly low number of Op.eration I.D. requests arising through the CCP 

project contrasts with the percentage ~r :::,,':,::vey respondents who said 

they participated in Operation I.D. The latter figures, of course, serve 

to help implement one of the strategies of the CCP project, even if the 

source of the motivation to participate in Operation I.D. occurred from 

the police, general community education, or other non-CCP organizat'ions. 

Like Operation I.D., it was relatively easy to measure something 

like the devices used in the home to improve security. Doors and windows 

seem to be the obvious targets for security improvement in mostresi-

dences. The survey explored this aspect of home,§ecurity in great de- '. 0 

tail. Several hypothetical scenarios were related to the respondents who 

were then asked what action, if any, was taken in those circumstances. 

But first, the status of the dwelling's security was determined. The 

resident was asked to indicate what things the home had to protect against 

intrusion. Table V.43 shows that the percentage increases for 1978 in 

various kinds of horne protection were significantly larger in 5 out of 
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the 36 possible instances. Inspection of the table shows that some of 

the devices used for protection were quite prevalent in 1976 and increased 

slightly--if not significantly--by 1978. For example, almost 39 percent 

of the Willard-Homewood respondents said they owned a gun for protection 

in 1978. Almost one-half of the respondents from each neighborhood indi- .~ 
cated they have other,weapons for protection. A high percentage have I 

ordinary dogs as a deterrent (23.6 percent in Lowry Hill East, 39.2 per-

cent in Hawthorne, and 42.2 percent in Willard-Homewood). 

The CCP program promoted a security survey of premises. The police 

(, officers who performed the surveys looked for weak points in the security 

of ,the dwelling; doors and windows were of particular interest. If the 

officer detected weaknesses, recommendations would be offered, such as 

installation of deadbolt locks on doors or spec{al locks on windows. (In 

Chapter IV, Section D, the premise securif:y survey procedure was dis-, 

cussed in detail.) The question arises as to the impact of premise secu-

rity surveys, together with the other information provided by CCP organ-

izers, on residents' behavior. The surveys, in 1976 and 1978, provide 

( 
one measure of this impact. In Table V.43 a comparison can be made of 

the percentage of respondents saying they have deadbolt locks on all 

doors. The survey findings reveal no pattern other than that the most 

intensively organized neighborhood had only a slight increase (Lowry Hill 

East with 60.4 percent in 1976--61.8 percent in 1978), whereas the least 

intensively organized area had the largest increase (Willard-Homewood had 

43.6 percent in 1976--54.8 percent in 1978, Z-score = -1.93). Hawthorne 

experienced a slight decline (50 percent in 1976--45.1 percent in 1978). 

The high percentage of respondents in Lowry Hill Ea~t haying deadqolt 

locks was accounted for partially by the presence of a large number of 
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apartment units. Rental units were required to have deadbolt locks on 

certain doors (those leading directly to a public area) under a Minneap-

olis ordinance. 

Special window locks were not required by the city except for base­

ment and first floor rental units. Hence, relatively few residents had 

such locks on all windows before the CCP p~oject existed (Willard- , 

Homewood was highest with 17 percent). Both Lowry Hill East and Haw-

thorne experienced a substantial and statistically significant increase 

in percentage of residents having special locks on windows. Table V.43 

also shows that Willard-Homewood, though its increase was not signifi-

cant; still had the highest percentage of special locks on windows in 

both 1976 and 1978. The sharp increase in Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne 

seems to be the consequence of the CCP efforts. 

Of course, having security locks on doors and windows may not mean 

the residents use the devices regularly. Fortunately, data were avail-

ab Ie from dl'~' surveys on the extent of usage. Se,veral questions in the 

survey were intended to ascertain resi.de.nts' usage of various security 

devices or measures in specified circumstances. For example, did people 

lock all their doors whether leaving the home for a short time or for 

longer? Has there been any change in residents' usage of such devices? 

Responses to these questions are analyzed in the paragraphs following. 

The CCP project organizers tried to get residents to improve their 

usage of existing security devices as well as t'o install additional locks 

on doors and windows, where necessary. For Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne, 

the respondents made fuller use of locks in 1978. In many instances the 

changes were statistically significant. More security-conscious behavior 
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was evident judging from most of the devices respondents mentioned. Ta-

ble V.44 indicates that for many of the instances, which were addressed 

by the CCP program, there were increases in the use of security measures 

in 1978. Contrasted with 1976, the differences were significant in many 

instances. Hence, the improved security behavior was not likely to have 

occurred by chance and may well have been due to CCP project efforts. 

In view of these response patternsj it may be surprising to discover 

that a lower percentage of respondents in Willard-Homewood and Hawthorne 

reported having made arrangements to "watch" one anoth.er's house in 1978 

than in 1976 (see Table v.45). Moreover, the increase in Lowry Hill East 

was not significant. Although none of the changes appearing in Table v.45 

were s,ignificant, the more importan~ 'finding may be that around 70 percent 

of all residents have, at one time or another, "watched" a neighbor's 

residence. This extent of "watching" may be approaching a practical ceil-

ing. If that were true, it may not be necessary to devote additional ef-

forts to promotion of the watch program, other than maintenance. 

Perhaps more important than whether or not the respondent has ever 

watched a neighbor's residence would be how frequently this occurs. About 
{-'; 

one-third en: the respondents said they watch their neighbor's houses all 

the ti~e. The change from 1976 to 1978 was significant for LO~Try Hill 
\'. 
\\\\ 

East and Hawthorne--but in opposite directions. A significantly higher 

perc~ntage of Lowry Hill East residents indicated they now watch neigh-

bor's homes, whereas a significantly lower percentage of Hawthorne resi-

dents did so in 1978. Willard-Homewood responses were virtually unchanged. 

Apparently, part of the shift in the responses tor the first catego¥y 

("watch all the time") was mirrored by a shift in the second category 

("watch just on special occasions'!'). 
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TABLE V.44 
USAGE OF HOME SECURITY DEVICES 

LOWRY IIILL EAST 
( 

PROTECT lOS USED IN 
VARIOUS CIRCUMSTANCES 

1976 Survey 1978 Survey 1976 Surve>! , 
FreQuenc>! 

Gone for a vhileA 

Lock doors 
Lock .,indows 
Leave dog outside 
Le3ve rad io or TV • 

playing 
Notify persons 
Set timers to turn 

li!:hts on aCter 
dark 

Leave ou~side lights 
on at night 

Leave inside lights 
on at night 

Gone Cor a weekend or 
lonscrb 

Lock doors 
Lo~~ windows 
Lc~ve outside lights 

on 
Le~ve inside lights 

on 
lIave someOne reposi­

tion dupes And 
sh~des 

lIave and use dead­
bolt locks on 
doors 

Set ti~er to turn 
Ughts on aCt.r 
dark 

Don't give out in­
Cormation about 
absence on tele­
phone 

Stop newspapers 
Stop de ltveries 
Have lawn mowed/va lit 

shoveled 
Stop mol 11 or have 

neighbor collect 
mail 

Have police checlt 
house 

F'.'e9u~ncy 

104 
62 

J 

29 
22 

11 

2.9 

72. 

95 
81 

13 

58 

22 

65 

14 

55 
45 
43 

40 

74 

18 

9Hn 
55.9 
2.4 

26.1 
19.6 

9.9 

2.6.1 

64.9 

85.6", 
73.0 

11.7 

52.3 

19.8 

58.6 

12.6 

49.5 
40.5 
38.7 

36.0 

66.7 

16.2. 

Fregueney !£!!!!!.L Z_scorec 

121 
81 

4 

44 
35 

2.0 

40 

91> 

120 
95 

z3 

58 

30 

99 

23 

88 
56 
46 

56 

91 

21 

98.4~ 
65.9 

3.6 

35.8 
28.5 

16.3 

32.S 

78.0 

97.6"' 
77.2 

18.7 

47.2 

24.4 

80.5 

18.7 

71.5 
45.' 
31.4 

45.S 

74.0 

17.1 

-1.87 
-1.57 

-1.60 
-1.55 

-1.44 

-1.07 

-2.22 

-3.36 

-1.48 

0.78 

-4.09 

-1.13 

-3.45 
-0.77 

-1.48 

-1.22 

aBased upon Question B4 of the P.esident Surveyr "On this card are things 
you might de> when you go out for a while. When no one wU1 be left at 
hOr.le. do you • • .1" 

t03 
64 
13 

33 
32 

8, 

44 

81 

98 
88 

19 

62 

22 

62 

12 

55 
39 
29 

38 

65 

19 

Question BS of the f.ltiz:en Survey (Willard-Homewood) is similar 1 "Now 
tell me from the card the things you might do wIlen you go out for a whUe 
at night. When no one will be at home during the night do you ••• 1" 

95.4" 
59.3 
12.0 

30.6 
29.6 

7.4 

40.7 

75.0 

90.7", 
81.5 

17.6 

57.4 

20.4 

57.4 

11.1 

50.9 
36.1 
26.9 

3S,2 

60.2 

HAWTHORNE lliLLARD-IfOH;'~OOD 

1978 Survey 1976 Survey 1978 Survp.>! 
i 
Freguency Frequency Frequency 

100 
87 

6 

49 
45 

20 

35 

85 

101 
86 

24 

75 

30 

77 

22 

29 
52 
S6 

66 

90 

20 

b 

98.0~ 
85.3 
5.9 

48.0 
44.1 

19.6 

34.3 

83.3 

99.0", 
84.3 

23.5 

73.5 

29.4 

75.5 

21.6 

28.4 
51.0 
54.9 

64.7 

88.2 

19.6 

-1.05 
-4.75 

1.51, 

-2.58 
-2.18 

-2.60 

0.96 

-1.48 

-2.69 

-1.06 

-3.70 

-1.51 

-2.77 

-2.06 

3.71 
-2.18 
-4.13 

-4.27 

-4.61 

159 
152 

12 

51 
35 

14 

72 

127 

141 
135 

22 

87 

41 

77 

22 

26 
72 
78 

106 

12.1 

suggested should be done with caution. 

97.5~ 
93.3 
7.4 

31.3 
21.5 

8.6 

44.2 

77.9 

86.5~ 
82.8 

13.5 

53.4 

25.2 

47.2 

13.5 

16.0 
44.2 
47.9 

65.0 

74.2 

130 
114 

17 

59 
37 

15 

5S 

112 

131 
111 

24 

83 

59 

87 

22 

35 
61 
61 

7S 

100 

S9 

96.3" 
84.4 
12.6 

43.7. 
27.4 

11.1 

40.7 

83.0 

97.0'1 
82.2 

17.8 

61.5 

43.7 

64.4 

16.3 

25.9 
45.2 
45.2 

55.6 

74.1 

Based upon Question B5--Resident Survey, Question B6--t1cizen Survey: 
"Here's n card listing some steps people might e:k" ttl seCure their 
home/apartment when'thoy go away for a weekend or a longer vacation. 
Do you ••• 1" ' 

CNonsignificar.t Z-score values are not always reported. 

2.47 
-1.51 

-2.21 
-1.18 

-1 .• 10 

-"3.19 

-1.41 

-3.37 

-2.97 

1.65 

Although the questions in the two surveys arc similar any comparisons J 
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TABLE V.45 
"WATCHING" NEICHBORS' HOMES 

~------------------------------------------------------------~----;:=======================---------------~--------~----------.---------------------------,~.~. LOWRY HILL EAST 

1976 Survey 1978 Survey 1976 Survey 

SURVEY gUESTIONS 

H.lve you ever 
"watched" a 
neighbor's resi­
denect a 

e' Frequency ~ Frequency ~ ~ Frequency ~ 

Yes 
No 
Other 

TOTAL 

How often do you 
watch neigh~ors' 
residences? 

All the tillle 
Special occa­

sions 
Don't know, NA 

TOTA!. 

68 
43 

111 

26 

43 
42 

III 

61.3X 
38.7 

----
100.0r. 

23.4X 

38.7 
...E.:.L 

99.9X 

83 67.5X -0.99 83 
38 30.9 1.25 24 

2 __ 1_.6_ 1 

123 100.0r. 108 

47 38.2X -2.44 50 

35 28 • .5 1.65 33 
41. -lli.L 25 

123 100.;))\ 108 

aguestion B6-Resident Survey, Question B7-C1t!zen Survey, '%,-,,;) ;cu 
and any of your neighbors ever made an arrangement to watch one another'. 
residence ('houses' in Cit1:en Survey) when you are nat at h!>me?" 

bQu.stion B7-Reslde!1t Survey, Question bS-Cithen $''1rvey, "00 you do 
that all the time, or Just on special occasions, such as vacations?" 

cWhere percentages do not equal 100, it is due to rounding. 

76.9X 
22.2 

.......Q.:L 
100.07-

46.3X 

30.6 
....ill!-

100.07. 

HAWTHORNE W'ILLARD.1l0HEWOOD 

1978 Survey 1976 Survey 1978 Survey 

Frequency percente' Frequency .£s~ ~ Frequency ~ ~ 

74 72.5X 0.73 127 77.9X 97 71.9X 1.36 
26 25.5 36 22.1 37 29.4 -1.06 
2 -2:L - .--1- ---.QL 

102 100.OX 163 l00.0X 135 100.07. 

35 34.3X 1.77 48 29.47. 39 28.9X 

38 37.3 -1.03 76 46.6 57 42.2 0.76 
29 ~ 39 ......ll:.L 39 -1!!.L 

102 100.0X 163 99.9X 135 lOO.OX 

1 

I 
! 

I 
fl 
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was a drop in the total percentage of respondents who indicated they 
.' 

watched homes all the time or on special occasions (this was consistent 

with the "no" response to the question o{ whether or not a home was ever 
-::---. 

I 
"watched") • 

A primary objective of the block club organizing was to promote 

Neighborhood Watch--stressing the importance of regular observation and 

surveillance of one's locale. Except for Lowry Hill East, there was no 

evidence from the survey that can demonstrate a program effect leading 

to more involvement in watching neighbors' homes. The decreases in Haw-

thorne and Willard-Homewood seem contrary to the CCP organizing. In ( 

fact, the Neighborhood Watch aspect of block club organizing did not bear 

much fruit in these two neighborhoods until late in the demonstration 

year. The first blocks in Hawthorne to achieve Neighborhood Watch sta-

tus tended to be outside th~ boundaries of the area surveyed. However, 

this does not explain why fewer people in 1978 watched homes. Similar 

arguments apply to Willard-Homewood. By the time the survey was corn-

plete!1 probably only one block was in Neighborhood Watch. Is it possi-

ble that the residents in Willard-Homewood and Hawthorne believe less 

strongly that watching neighbors' homes can be an effective way to pre-

vent or reduce crime'! The data in Table V.44 indicate that equivalent 

percentages of residents in the three neighborhoods use certain kinds of 

security devices. Consequently, there appears .to be a similar commit-

ment to maintaining security in the home.. 

Is there a difference in the residents' expectat~ons of the utility 
1;'/ 

of going beyond individual action to joining toget~er with others to pre-

vent crime? Indeed, comparing the findings of Table V.46 to Table V.45, 

it was nat possible to conclude that a higher percentage of Lowry Hill 
\i 
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East t'esidentls compared to Willard-Homewood residents believe joint~;;;-

tion could be an effective way to prevent crime. Hawthorne responses 

showed a more negative stand with more clustering :l.n the second category 

(joint action would make "some difference"). Therefore, based upon re-

suIts ~'L,tm in Table V.46~ the higher participation of "watching" Lot.;rry 

Hill~~s~ was not due to a stronger belief in the usefulness of joint ac-

tion. 

The Citizen Survey featured some items which did not appear in the 

Resident Survey. Two examples bear directl!,f on this section. Willard-

Homewood residents were asked to estimate how much difference self-

protection would make in preventing property crimes. A slightly highe'r 

percentage in 1978 reported that self-help would make a difference. How-

ever, the increase was not significant. Joint activity was thought to be 

more productive in Lowry Hill East and Willard-Homewood (only Willard-

Homewo0d had significant results). Again, Hawthorne did not fit the pat-

t~rn and experienced a decline in the proportion of people who said joint 

acticm would make a "great deal of difference." Tab Ie V .46 also shows 

that a significantly greater percentage in Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne 

thought joint activity Gould make "some difference." The comparable 

finding for Willard-Homewood shows a significant decline. In other 

words, the sum effect in Willard-Homewood was no ~h.ange (adding the two 

pO$itive categories). 

Perhaps the interesting figure may be-the percentage of respondents 

who said joint activity among neighbors would not help prevent crime. 

In Lowry Hi11 East, there was a sharp decline (from 17.1 percent to 3.3 

percent); in Hawthorne, a decline from 16.7 percent to 9.8 percent; and 

/J • 

in Willard-Homewood, a neglir;.ible increase (from 7.4 percent to 8.1 

212 
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percent). Only in the case of Lowry Hill East was the cllange statisti-

cally significant. Focusing on the positive responses alone, residents 

believe overwhelmingly that cooperative action on the part of neighbors 

will make some difference or a great deal of difference in preventing 

crime. Hence, the percentage of most interest seems to be the negative 

one. 

During the period between the two surveys, there were significant 

changes vTithin each of the po,siti';f! response categories for the.1thr~e 

neighborhoods bas~d upon resident?' estimat.ion of the utility of neigh-

bors cooperating to prevent crime. It was r~asonable ,to conc.lude that 

the CCP program, oper?ting to encourage people to support one another in 

crime p~evention, had som~effett on the survey results. 

If these findings from a sample of all residents suggest some effect 

of the CCP program, it might be expected that the result.s from the tele-

phone survey of block club participants (see Chapter IV, Secti,on B~ 'to{ould 

be even more convincing. In response to the question of how r,esponsible 

the CCP project would be for a possible decline in crime, the telephone 

survey found that close to 33 percent felt it could be "largely responsi-

ble," 26 percent believed it would he about "50 percent responsible," and 

20 percent felt it would be '·somewhat responsible." Therefore~ the indi-

viduals most directly involved in.the CCP activities believe overwhelm-

illgly that the program would be at lea.st partially responsible for !Jany 
,/(t 

/,-:, 

decline in neighborhood crime levels. 
Ii 

Up to this point, much information has been con~idered concerning 

attitudes of individuals toward a variety 9f security or crime matterse 
:~~ 

,'"' '>', 
Perhaps the most obvious of all actors ll~olved in the crime prevention 

"~'"" 
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picture--the police--have not been mentioned yet in thie analysis of the 

stlrvey. The follow:!.ng section will examine respondents' attitudes toward 

5. Community Attitude toward Police 

Aspects of police-community r.elations compose this final section of 

the nnalysis of the survey. The first question requested people to rate 

the job being done by the Minneapolis police in their neighborhood. Next, 

they were asked to list ways the Minneapolis police could Improve. Fi-

nally, respondents who had talked with the Minneapolis police--for any 

reasdri--Wt .. ~re asked to describe how well they were treated by the police. 

Table v.47 presents the findings as to the personal rating of the 

Minneapolis Police Depart~ent. There is no clear-cut change fo~ most of 

the find~ngs except for Willard-Homewood responses. Combining the two 

categories--"excellent" and "good"--there was a substantial and sig1'13,fi-

cant decline since 1976. For the other neighborhoods, there were posi-

tive tre~ds although independently they were not statistically signifi-

cant. 

The only significant value was the decline in "good" responses for 

Willard·-Homewood. The percentage of Willard-Homewood "excellent" or 

"good'! responses ~TaS about 20 percent below Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne 

in 1978. The recent history of the north side would suggest that some 

tension between police and residents would persist. However, why has 

Willard-Homewood experienced f!.cecline in positive attitudes toward po­

lice, V1hereas 'Hawthorne has not? Also; findings from 1976 would have 

been 'expe,cted to be less positive th<!n in 1978 because the -riots of the 
i\ 
U 

S inc.e the \01,1 Ua rd-Uomewood p opu la t ion 
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TABLE V.47· 

RATING OF TilE HINNRAPOLIS POLICE DF.PARTMF.NT4 

LOWRY HILL EAST 

R~SPONrJENT' S RAT­
t!lG 

1976 Surve:t 
d 

1978 Survel:: 
pcrccntC

' 

, 1976 Survel: 

Pcrccnt2 

Excel1J~nt 
CI,.,od 
!"air 
Po"r. b 
Very f,oor 
Don't 'know, other 

'COTAL 

Fregul!ncI 

16 
50 
23 

7 

15 

!11 

r~ 
14.4% 
45.0 
20.7 
6.3 

...ll!.L 
99.9% 

Freguenc:v d 
~ Freguenc:z; 

22 17.9% 15 
66 53.7 -1.33 38 
22 17.9 30 
5 4.1 19 

8 ~ 6 

123 100.1% 108 

aQuest~.on CI-Resident and Citizen Surveysl "Overall, how would you rate 
the job being done by the Mlnne8poli. Police Department in your ('this'-­
Citizen Survey) neighborhood?" 

b'i'hc eithen Su!:'vey, but not the Ruident Survey, Usted the' r"'.ponse 
category "very poor." ThereCore, the data from Wtllard-Homewood may not 
be comparable to the findings from the other neighborhoods. 

cl/lu,re percentages do not equal lOa, it is duo to rounding. 

dllons 19n1Cicant Z-score va lues are not always reported. 

/r 

7~==~=-----~~---------------\:e) 

'I 

l\ 
" 

13.9% 
35.2 
27.8 
17.6 

~ 
99.9% 

IIAWTIIORNE 

d 
~ 

, 1978 Surve:z: 
I 

.·,regucncx ~ 
17 16.7~ -0.56 
47 46.1 -1.61 
20 19.6 1.39 
10 9.8 1.64 

8 __ 7_.8_ 

102 100.0~ 

.j 

.. 

1 
f) 

" 
~ 
i I 

WI LI.ARD-1I0HP.WOOD 

1976 Survel:: 1978 Survel' 

P'reguencl! ~ Freguencx ~ ?'~~'!ored 
16 9.8~ 15 11.11 
68 41.7 42 31.1. 1.88 
41 25.2 41 30.4 -1.00 
15 9.2 17 12.6 

7 4.3 12 .. 8.9 -1.62 
16 ---2.:.L 8 -l..L 

163 100.0~. 135 l00 •. 0t 
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is about half "minority," whereas the other demonstration areas are al-

most entirely "majority," it may be understandable that it toTould take 

longer for the police and community relations to impr,ove compared to 

other areas (findings from national surveys indicate that blacks tend to 

rate the performance of their local police less highly than do whites).! 

Still, the survey results in 1976 were more positive than 1978 despite 

the passage of two years and the existence of theCCP program. 

The age distribution of Willard-Homewood respondents in 1976 and 

1978 did not account for the decline in positive attitudes toward the po-

lice (see Table;V.48). ,Only two age categories (26 through.35 and over 

65) were substantially 'different for the surveys. The youngest group 

(under 25) probably would have the least positive attitudes toward po-' 

lice, yet their percentage of the total surveyed was almost unchanged. 

(According to national surveys, younger individuals tend to rate police 

performance lower than older individuals.)2 Moreover, the changes in 

age distribution were velY similar for all three ·neighborhoods. 

Ijames Garofalo, Pub1.'{,c Opinion About (J.,.ime: The Attitutdes of Vic­
tims and Nonvictims in Seleoted Oities (Albany, New York: Criminal Jus­
tice Research Center for U.S, Department of Jr;!stice, LEAA, National 
Criminal Justice Information ~nd Statistics Service), applications of 
the National Crime Survey; Victimization and Attitude Data Analytic Re­
port SD-VAD-l, p. 28. 

2Ibid., pp. 28-29~ 

" 
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TABLE V.48 
. a 

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF WILLARD-HOHElWOn RESPONDENT? 

1976 SURVEY 1978 SURVEY 
I I, ( b' 

AGE GROUPINGS Freguenci: ,Rsrcent Freguency ~£!l~ 
Under 25 30 18.4% 25 18.5% 
26-35 43 26.4 " 50 37,0 
36-45 24 14.7 20 14.6 
46-55 16 9.8 14 10.4 
56-65 22 13.5 17 12.6 
Over 65 27 16.6 8 5.9 
NA • 1 0.6 1 0.7 ----

TOTAL 163 100.0~~ 135 99.9% 

aQuestion E1 of the Resident ilnd Citizen surveys. 

b Where perc<:!ntages do not equal 100, it is due to 
rounding. 

--',...\~---
\ 

Respondents could have rated the police department positively be-

cause of its technical proficiency or some othel" critex:ion; thus, the 

rating may not reflect the character of the human J;"elations oc;curring 

between residents and police. Therefore, respondents were asked to indi-

cate how well they had been treated by the police. Table V.49 shows 

that in 1976 a high percentage of respondents said they were treated 

"very well" or "fairly well." Such high percentages in the 1976 survey 

limit the possibility of achieving statistically significant differences 

in 1978. A. sharp shift within these categories (livery well" and "fairly 

well") might have produced significance, however. In fact, the iiJ,c;rease 

in the most positive category occurred in two of the neighborhoods. The 

only decline for all positive responses was for Willard-Homewood with a 

drop of 2.2 percentage points. This is consistent with the findings. 

conce~~ing Willard-Homewood residents' rating of the Minneapolis police 

(see Table V.47) with the drop in some of the positive categories and 

an increase in the negative. 
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TABLE v.49 
TREATMENT BY TIlE POLICEo 

LOWRY HILL EAST 
r 1976 5urve:r: 

Ii Fregu"nc:r: ~ 

1976 Survcl:: 1978 Survc:r: 

TP.EATIIE!IT BY POLICE Freguene:r: Ii 
Fr~~«Jenel 

~ e 
~ ~ ~ 

Very well 33 29.77. 41 33.3'7. 32 29.6'7. 
Fairly well 18 16.2 23 18.7 19 17.6 
Sot so well 9 8.1 8 6.5 12 11.1 
No contact 51 45.9 48 39.0 1.07 40 37.0 
Don't know, other 3 --.hL- 5 ~ 

TOTAL 111 9~.91. 123 99.97. 108 99.9'7. 

aQu~.tlon C5--Resid"nt Survey; Qu"st10n C8--Citiz"n Survey. "How would you soy you were 
treated by the police ('poliecmon'--Cltizon Survey)--very well, f01rly well, or not so 
wel17" Tho responses Cromthe two Burv"y instruments are not comparable because the 
period of contact with police Was 12 months in the Resii"nt Survey but was open ended 
for the Citizen Survey. 

bllhere percen~age. do not equal 100, it is due to rounding. 

ellon5ign1Cieant Z-seore "alues are not always r"ported • 

HAliTHOR1H! WILLARO-HOME~OOD 

1910 SutvC!~ r 1976 Survc:r: 1978 Surve:r: 
I - • r I 

Z_seorec Fr"gul!ne:r: ~ ,Fregucnc:r: ~ Freguene:r: ~ 
38 37 .3'~ -1.l8 93 57.0~ 74 54.8%. 
20 19.6 35 21.5 35 25,9 
6 5.9 1.10 14 8.6 10 7.4 

'·35 34.3 21 12.9 16 H.9 
3 J:L 

102 lOO.O%. 163 l00.0%. 135 100.01 
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Improvement in community attitudes toward its police force was not 

likely to occur within a few months. The brief period of this project's 

efforts at improving police-community relations could not be expected to 

produce substantial changes. The small percentage changes do suggest 

movement was occurring in the direction of the CCP objectives, however. 

As noted earlier~ it would be difficult to show any program effect in 

Willard-Homewood bel,:ause of WIPOG block organizing which occurred through­

out the four or fjve years prior to the CCP project. l . In the section de-

scribing block club activity, it was shown that the police had made many 

visits to block meetings in Willard-Homewood. Many of the meetings in-

volv,ed discussions of crime prevention. Other meetings were held through-

out Willard-Homewood related to this project as early as January, 1976. 

In addition to the preproject organizing influences, the changes in 

the Minneapolis Police Department may also have been crucial. With the 

election of a new mayor, a new police chief was appointed. The chief took 

office in early January, 1978. The precinct captains also changed in the 

two precincts which include the demonstration areas. The new captain of 

the fourth (north Minneapolis) precinct embarked on a vigorous effort to 

improve relations with the corr~unity. He explicitly endorsed the CCP 

project and its various strategies. Foot patrolling was initiated for a 

portion of each officer's shift. This captain addressed several block 

club meetings as well"as various community organizations. 

,'1 

Undoubtedly, the combined effect of these police activities was dif­

ficult, it not impossible, to isolate from the CCP efforts of' the neigh--

borhood staffs. This evaluation did not attempt to measure the separate 

IWIPOG organizing !olaS discussed pr'eviously in Chapter III, Section B • 
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contributions of the police and CCP staffs beyond document~ng the respec-

tive activities. The net effect of all factors which could influence res-

idents' attitudes toward the police has been slight. During the two years 

between the 1976 and 1978 surveys, there have been some improvements in 
}( 

two neighborhoods' rating of the Minneapolis Police Department. The in-

dividuals who had some contact with the police had a more positive assess-

ment in 1978 of how well they were treated (Willard-Homewood responses 

were down 2.2 percent for the most positive category but up 2~2 percent 

for the two positive response catetories combined). Only one of the 

changes was statistically significant.· In sum, as of the 1978 survey 

(April, 1978), there was scant evidence to suggest much progress had oc-

curred in police-community relations in the three demonstration neighbor-

hoods. 

E. SUMMARY 

The results of the analyses for program impact are equivocal at best. 

From fiscal year 1975 through fiscal year 1978 (project year), the crime 

raates declined in two of the three demonstration neighborhoods •. ' In Haw-

thorne the overall decline was 2 percent. At the same time, Lowry Hill 

East experienced a 17 percent decrease in crime. For Willard-Homewood, 

the opposite was true; they witnessed a 31 percent increase over those 

years. 

The findings of the statistical analyses correspond to the equivocal 

results demonstrated with the descriptive presentation of crime data. 

While Hawthorne and Lowry Hill East experienced declining crime rates 

across the two time periods, the pattern of difference between each neigh-

borhood and its control areas would not support any conclusive 'statements 
" 
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alluding to program success. 
The same holds true for Willard-Homewood 

with its large increase in crime. 
No consistent pattern was discerned 

between neighborhoods, nor were . 
stat~stically significant differences 

present. Given these data h ,one as to aSSume there h as not'been program 

impact upon crime, although it should be 
reiterated that the Lowry Hill 

East results showed promise f hI 
o possi e future success since most of the 

crime rates declined. 

Beyond the occurrence of crime, to h 
w at extent may the program have 

fostered changes in community attitudes d b h 
an e avior? While causal re-

lations cannot be drawn such that any change would be 
attributed to the 

CCP project, positive changes in 
areas of program focus may be taken as 

suggestive of program influence. Based upon random surveys o'f area res-
idents in 1976 d 1978 

an , Some hypotheses concerning' the program were 

tested. 

Generally, people still fear crime more than the recorded level of 

crime should dictate. 
There was little change in the level of fear ex­

pressed in each neighborhood though people d 4 d 
~ believe there was less 

chance of being vict· . d· 19 ~m~ze ~n 78 as compared to 1976. P 1 eop estill 
perceived night. to be the time f 

o greatest personal danger. Though there 

was some lessening of concern, burglary .11 
was st~ the most frequently 

mentioned problem in each neighborhood. I 
mportantly, in 1978, signifi-

cantly more residents (as compared t 1976) 
o responded that crime had de-

creased over the past year. Als d . 10 78 
0, ur~ng ~ ,fewer people reported a 

desire to m 1 h ove e sew ere because of a crime problem in their neighbor-

hood. 

It also appears residents· h h 
~n t e tree neighborhoods became some,what 
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more security conscious in 1978. There was a reported increase in the 

use of Operation Identification, deadbolt locks, window locks, and other 

security measures. Residents even felt more strongly that joining to-

gether could have some impact upon preventing crime. The image of the 

police improved to a slight degree in two neighborhoods while in the 

third it declined significantly. 

In the final analysis, one must state what the level of success was 

concerning residents' fear of and concern about crime. No one element 

of this section can point to a particularly successful aspect of the CCP 

program. Consistently significant results between neighborhoods and 

often within neighborhoods did not exist. A number of factors may have 

contributed to this result. First, the level of participation was rather 

low (recall that, at most, 5 to 11 percent of the demonstration areas' 

residents attended at least one CCP block club meeting). Second, meas-

uring attitudinal changes as a result of· a one-year, voluntary social 

program may be difficult to accomplish. Third, the criteria used to 

judge success in the reduction of the fear of crime were conservative: 

as the reader examined the previous paragraphs, the majority of findings 

presented certainly were compatible with CCP project objectives. The 

evaluators agree; the findings seem to suggest program success but not 

in a consistently significant manner. Thus, there was evidence that 

this project achieved a level of diffusion to the community concerning 

its general message of crime prevention and home security. However, 

these results did not indicate program success in reducing the fear of 

or concern about crime, nor did the results demonstrate consistently 

significant reductions in crime. 
l. 
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VI. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. COMMUNITY ORGANIZING ACTIVITIES 

1. Residential Organizing 

FINDINGS: a. Some level of community organ1z1ng was present be­
fore the project began. It was discerned from a 
random sample of block club participants that al­
most 22 percent of those interviewed had attended 
block club meetings before the project--these meet­
ings were not based on crime prevention. Slightly 
over 31 percent of the residents of north Minneap­
olis had attended meetings as compared ro just un­
der 7 percent for south Minneapolis. 

b. Community organizing efforts at the block level 
met with different levels of success. Staff were 
to contact an occupant(s) of each residence in the 
neighborhood concerning CCP and upcoming meetings. 
Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne staffs ~oth :on­
tacted 100 percent of their blocks wh11e W1l1ard­
Homewood staff reached 80 percent. A block was 
considered organized if it held at least one CCP 
meeting. The percentage of blocks organized per 
neighborhood was 97, 92, and 48, for Lowry Hil~ 
East, Hawthorne, and Willard-Homewood, respect1ve­
lye The program objective was to organize each 
block to Neighborhood Watch status meaning all CCP 
information had been transmitted, and residents, 
with their new-found knowledge of crime prevention 
and of who their neighbors were, had begun to be 
vigilant of their surroundings. The Lowry Hill 
East staff succeeded in bringing 97 percent of 
their blocks to Neighborhood Watch status. Haw­
thorne's staff reached 58 percent of their blocks 
while only 10 percent of the blocks in Wi11ard­
Homewood received all the information considered 
important to this program. 

c. The average. attendance at CCP meetings ranged from 
5 persons in Hawthorne to 12 persons in Lowry Hill 
East. Willard-Homewood had an average of 6 per­
sons per CCP meeting in attendance. Information 
was also collected regarding the average number of 
different households present at those meetings. 
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Persons representing an average of 6 households in 
Lowry Hill East, 4 households in Hawthorne, and 
5 households in Willard-Homewood were present per 
meeting. Of the adult population, 11 percent rep­
resents the unique adult participation level (a 
given adult was counted only once even if more than 
one meeting was attended) in Lowry Hill East. In 
Hawthorne, 6 percent of the adults attended at 
least one crime prevention function while the com­
parable figure for Willard-Homewood was 4 percent. 
With the exception of Lowry Hill East, the outcomes 
in the neighborhoods reflect either low turnout or 
low percentage of blocks organized. (Some of the 
experienced community organizers who worked in the 
Hawthorne and Willard-Homewood areas do not con­
sider these figures to be exceedingly low in light 
of what they consider to be the characteristics of 
the neighborhoods.) 

The methods used in canvassing a block and distrib­
uting notices of meetings were timely and offered 
reasonable coverage. 

In most instances, residents found the block club 
meeting to be enjoyable and informative. Evidence 
indicates that the block club strategy is a sound 
d~vice for delivering the community crime preven­
tion message. . 

The mUltiple-purpose strategy of organizing block 
clubs does not seem to offer any particular advan­
tage over the single-purpose strategy. There ap­
pear to be no differences in longevity in the 
length of time measured between block clubs organ-

( 

ized under the two different strategies. In addi- ( 
tion, the mUltiple-purpose strategy requires 
greater expenditure of staff time per block club. 

There were few attempts by residents to formalize 
block clubs. They were interested in having one 
person serve as a block club captain or liaison 
to the CCP staff but expressed no strong desire 
to implement any offici?,l structure. 

Of a sample of block club participants, 73 percent 
felt they had become more familiar with people on 
their block. 

As a result of this prcject, a number of residents 
became actively involved in their community for 
the first time. They acquired skills in effec­
tively dealing with municipal agencies and under­
taking efforts for neighborhood improvement. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 

j. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Forty-three percent of a sample of block club mem­
bers report that their block club has met on its 
own, and 72.5 percent feel there is a 50 percent 
or better chance for their block club to meet on 
its own. 

Organizing block clubs should remain as an inte­
gral p"trt of the community crime prevention con­
cept. At the time of initial canvassing of a 
block,. staff should solicit volunteer help to as­
sist in efforts to organize the block. These 
volunteers should be relied upon more and more 
heavily as the implementation plan for that block 
nears completion. After conducting the required 
number of meetings, staff should continue to act 
as a resource to the residents but should not at­
tempt to organize additional meetings because of 
the time involved in pursuing that activity. 

There will always be a certain number of block 
clubs in each neighborhood which will fail to 
meet on their own. For residents of those clubs 
who woul~ wish to continue being active in their 
general community, the neighborhood organizer 
should provide information on block clubs which 
remain active. 

It would be best to continue the block clubs as 
informal organizations. To make them more than 
that might merely create another layer of commu­
nity organizations which compete for public at­
tention and action. 

Because the block club format is potentially a 
very effective political device, particular care 
must be exercised in the manner in which staff 
recommended block clubs' becoming involved in the 
community. The potential for abuse of these block 
clubs by politically motivated staff is very real. 
Political candidates may covet access to this type 
of grass-roots movement in an attempt to build a 
system beneficial to their own aspirations. Any 
actions of a political nature should be initiated 

"by the residents so that charges of political cro­
nyism could not be leveled against any staff mem­
ber. These cautions should not serve to inhibit 
any resident from gaining greater attention to 
serve his own political ambitions. They should 
merely serve as policy for staff to prevent them 
from using their positions for personal advantage. 

Staff leadership, at the neighborhood level, is of 
utmost importance for effective delivery of the 
CCP program. Supervision and direction should be 
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1 , better organized and committed to action to pre­
vent the program from losing momentum. 

2. Crime Prevention Action Councils 

FINDINGS: a. The Crime Prevention Action Councils (CPAC) uere 
intended to be citizen advisory boards to each 
neighborhood staff for the purpose of assisting 
in setting neighborhood program priorities and 
directions. In only one case did a CPAC follow 
that intended role. 

b. The CPAC in Willard-Homewood tended not to provide 
policy-oriented recommendations to that Community 
Crime Prevention staff. It saw itself in the role 
of reaffirming policies or staff decisions rather 
than initiating new approaches. 

c. Throughout the project, the CPAC in Hawthorne re­
mained an underutilized group, Some members were 
openly concerned that the Council makc;!-up was not 
truly representative of the larger community. Be­
cause of this concern, they felt the Council could 
not speak for and reflect the true desires of the 
community. These constant concerns and discus­
~ions prev:nted- the Council from ever achieving 
~ts potent~al as an advisory group. There was 
also some resistance on the part of certain CPAC 
members who felt the neighborhood staff was a bit 
too directive in dealing with the Council. In 
some instances, the apprehensions of Council mem­
bers were substantiated. 

d. The CPAC members in Lowry Hill East never ques~ 
tioned their legitimacy; they understood their 
purpose and acted accordingly. Council members 
made recommendations concerning both policy and 
specific operational topics. They became public 
advocates for the community and spokesmen when 
community issues arose concerning- crime problems. 
For the most part, their activities were appropri­
ate to the original intent of the project plan. 

RECO~fMENDATIONS: a. The CPAC's should be continued and encouraged. 
Given the right blend of active people and an un­
derstanding of the scope of the Council, it can be 
an effective means of ensuring citizen input at 
the neighborhood level. 

b. Based upon team observations, it appears the CPAC 
. can most effectively operate at the neighborhood 
rather than citywide level. Important local is­
sues can assume highest priority rather than being 
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forced to compete for attention with issues from 
other neighborhoods. 

c. To prevent needless proliferation of community 
level organizations, the CPAC should be an organi­
zation with a predetermined life span, operating­
only while active organizing takes pla"ce. As the 
issue of crime prevention begins to diminish among 
block clubs, the CPAC should be disbanded. 

3. Neighborhood Watch 

FINDINGS: a. Neighborhood Watch was perceived by participating 
residents to be the most important part of the 
Community Crime Prevention program. 

b. Block club members who were interviewed felt the 
most important part of Neighborhood ~vatch was be­
ing vigilant concerning what happens in the neigh­
borhood. Following that was: actually knowing 
your neighbors and arranging to watch one another's 
homes when they are away. 

c. Almost 90 percent of a sample of block club partic­
ipants felt that Neighborhood Watch would be an 
effective strategy in preventing burglaries. 

d. The Neighborhood Watch aspect of the program did 
have an impact upon all three neighborhoods. A 
sample of block club participants reports that as 
a result of Neighborhood Watch they are more fa­
miliar with other people who live on their block. 

eo Though Neighborhood Watch was well received by 
block club participants, the number of people in­
volved still represents a small fraction of the 
community. 

f. Compared to residents of the two north neighbor­
hoods, people involved with Neighborhood Watch in 
Lowry Hill East had more favorable comments about 
the interpersonal aspects of the program. A much 

-higher percentage of respondents in Lowry Hill 
East (40.5 percent versus 20.2 percent) felt that 
knowing neighbors was the most important part of 
Neighborhood Watch. 

g. Based upon the results of a community survey and 
visual inspection, few residents displayed Neigh­
borhood Watch stickers. The small number of peo­
ple displaying stickers made it impossible to 
determine if stickers acted as a deterrent to 
burglary. 

227 



h. Some residents expressed concern and refused to 
allow their names to be used on block maps. It 
appears this had little impact upon establishing 
Neighborhood Watch in any block. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: a. Given the constraints of less than one year's data 
and the overall low level of block club Participa­
tion, it is impossible to state with any certainty 
that Neighborhood Watch had any impact upon neigh­
borhood crime. To answer that question specifi­
cally requires data over a longer period of time. 
During the upcoming year, crime levels should be 
monitored in each neighborhood to discover the 
contribution Neighborhood Watch may make to any 
reduction in crime. 

b. Due to the above constraints, one must respond to 
th~ effectiveness of Neighborhood Watch on an in­
tuitive level. Based upon a logic.a1 examination 
of the problem, Neighborhood Watch could, without 
a doubt, be an effective deterrent. Its total im­
pact would depe.nd heavily upon the amount of par­
ticipation within the block. It would seem that 
involvement of more than four or five families 
would be required to make the concept work. This 
number is pure speculation based on a concern for 
time and visual coverage of the full block. It 
would be appropriate to test this hypothesis em­
pirically with data covering at least two years. 
In addition, with this type of longitudinal data, 
analyses could be undertaken to examine for ef­
fects of decreases in block involvement. 

c. Block club members should be encourag1ad to com­
mence Neighborhood Watch as quickly a.s possible 
after the first or second block club meeting. 
Intuitively, it seems that the more meetings held 
before starting ijeighborhood Watch, the greater 
the tendency for its importance to become sub­
merged in other issues the block may choose to 
explore. 

d. Also intuitively, block maps given to' people par-
- t.icipating in Neighborhood Watch should include 

information on residences located across the alley 
in addition to across the street. This would al­
low the residents to have reference to all areas 
around their dwellings rather than only to the 
front. 

4. Commercial Organizing 

FINDINGS: a. The organizing efforts in the commercial sector of 
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Lowry Hill East met with much success. Two busi­
ness associations were established on the two 
major commercial strips within that neighborhood. 
These associations met on a monthly basis during 
the demonstration year with the CCP staff in at­
tendance. Since then, they have. continued to meet 
on a regular basis without the CCP organizers. In 
addition, 28 businesses were su~veyed for security 
weaknesses during the project year, and more con­
tinue to request them. 

b. An existing business association was present in 
Hawthorne. The CCP staff was to work with this 
existent association to help publicize the program 
and conduct premise security surveys of the busi­
nesses. Expectations differed between the busi­
ness association's officers and CCP neighborhood 
staff and little cooperative action occurred. 

RECOMMENDATION: An increased attempt to involve the commercial 
sector of neighborhoods should be made by the CCP 
staff. The value of educating both the residen­
tial and commercial components of a community on 
the topic of CCP, as well as target hardening~ 
should be great. 

B. DIRECT CRIHE REDUCTION ACTIVITIES 

1. Target Hardening 

FINDINGS: a. The premise security survey service offered in 
conjunction with this project had a number of ini­
tial problems. Premise surveys were conducted by 
off-duty police officers (on overtime status). 
The original grant allocated the use of LEAA funds 
for the payment of these police officers, which 
was discovered to be against LEAA guidelines. 
This prevented any premise security survey from 
being completed until the project was 5 months old. 

b. There were severe problems in coordinating premise 
security surveys in the Hawthorne and Willard­
Homewood neighborhoods. The difficulties the of­
ficer assigned to the project had in contacting 
people and coordinating other officers' schedules 
made for long delays in delivery. The problem 
was alleviated as the neighborhood staffs were 
permitted to assume more duties in coodinating 
this aspect of the program. However, the officer 
who was assigned to the project in Willard-Homewood 
and Hawthorne appeared to have greater diffi~ulty 
(than the sergeant assigned to Lowry Hill East) in 
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getting fellow officers to conduct premise secu­
rity surveys. It appears difference in rank had 
a direct bearing upon this situation.' 

c. When the premise security survey was described at 
block club meetings, the reaction was immediate 
and poslt,ive. Most people who signed up did so 
without much hesitation. Of those people who did 
participate, there appeared to be no reluctance 
to having police officers enter their homes to 
conduct the premise surveys. There was no way to 
determine to what extent this factor may have in­
hibited those who did not request a premise s~\,cu­
rity survey. 

d. The rather long delays that some residents experi­
enced between sign-up and completion of a premise 
security survey did not disenchant people such 
that they ceased participation in the program. 
The conclusion is that people felt this aspect bf 
the program was so appealing that they were will­
ing to tolerate long delays and some irritation 
in order to receive it. 

e. Almost 72 percent of the residents who responded 
to a premise security follow-up questionnaire 
stated they were aware of the security problems 
in their home prior to the premise security sur­
vey. 

f. The most frequently identified home security prob­
lems from the premise security surveys performed, 
on block club participants' homes pertained to in­
adequate door and window security (98.1 percent). 

g. A total of 57 percent of residents who had premise 
security surveys made ~t least some of the recom­
mended'changes by the conclusion of the first proj­
ect year. 

h. Of the residents who made some recommended changes, 
36 percent would not have done so were the subsidy 
program not available. 

i. Over the course of the first year, a total amount 
of $1,931.10 was disbursed to 48 residential par­
ticipants in the subsidy program. The average sub­
sidy amount was $40.23. , 

j. The association of several locksmiths with the pro­
gram was positively received by most residents. 

k. A particularly difficult area for the program to 
address was home security in rental units. The 
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interest of the program was to secure buildings 
rather than single units (apartments) of a build­
ing. 

1. In terms of the total number 'of residential units 
in each neighborhood, very few premise security 
surveys were undertaken. 

m. There was some resistance on the part of community 
members to using Operation Identification window 
and door stickers. Some people's observation was 
that Operation Identification stickers would not 
act as a de,terrent, and in fact, a numbe:.t of peo­
ple believed that they merely advertised the pres­
ence of property worth stealing. 

n. Willard-Homewood and Lowry Hill East both reported 
significant increases in the number of residents 
with engraved property in 1978 over 1976. 

o. Still, however, a fairly low percentage of all 
residents in the three areas has Operation I.D. 
even after the demonstration year. 

p. Little, if any, action was directed toward increas­
ing landlord responsibility. Lowry Hill East has 
thEl most rental property and did the most work in 
this area. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: a. Program staff, ra ther than the po lice liaison of­
ficer, should arrange for scheduling of premise 
security surveys. Having police officers schedule 
premise security surveys is not the best use of an 
officer's time because quite often it took two or 
three telephone calls to contact the resident. 

b. The police department should examine the feasibil­
ity of haVing officers conduct premise security 
surveys as a part of their regular shift rather 
than on overtime status. Perhaps this would elim­
inate some delays and allow the surveys to be con­
ducted in a less costly manner. 

c. ' The positive reaction of both police and residents 
indicates that police officers should continue to 
conduct premise security surveys. Though civilian 
security technicians could, no doubt, perform as 
good a job in a more timely fashion, the value of 
this type of police visibility in the community 
serves a useful purpose. 

d. It would be advantageous to get many police offi­
cers involved with the total delivery of the pro­
gram. Therefore, it is important that police 
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administration at the city and precinct level en­
courage officers to become involved in the CCP 
progr.am by conducting premise security surveys 
and attending block club meetings. 

e. Other communities undertaking a community crime 
prevention program may wish to seriously conside~ 
implementing a rental security ordinance. This 
ordinance may include the use of deadbolt locks 
on all doors to a public area. 

f. Though a small number of people participated in 
the subsidy program, it should receive some con­
sideration for continuation •. It does provide a 
means of increasing security in the homes of those 
who have the most to lose in a burglary--the lower 
income families. While data do not exist to de­
termine the number of low income families using 
the subsidy or use of the security equipment atter 
installation, the subsidy should receive some con­
sideration for continuance. Should this effort be 
undertaken on a citywide basis, it could require 
the commitment of large resources to this aspect 
of the program. To make most effective use of the 
funds, it would probably be necessary to earmark 
monies categorically for certain income levels. 

g. It would be advantageous to continue the practice 
of affiliating several lock~miths with the program. 
The quality of installation and price guarantees 
would prevent unknowing citizens from being hood­
winked by any unscrupulous individuals. If this 
practice were to be continued, an active monitor­
ing process should be instituted. 

h. Even though other evaluation studies have raised 
serious questions as to the utility of Operation 
Identification, it should remain a part of the 
Con~unity Crime Prevention program. It does not 
involve much staff time, and people might continue 
to view it as the only possible means of recover­
ing stolen property. There does not appear to be 
widespread reluctance on the part of residents to 

-participate, and the potential benefit should be 
considered. Effective responses to residents' ob­
jections shou14 be developed. 

i. More work should be coordinated with the city in­
spections department to provide residents with 
viable alternatives concerning unresponsive land­
lords. 
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2. Opportunity Reduction through Environmental Design 

FINDINGS: a. The organization of the crime prevention. block 
clubs played an important and visible role in en­
larging the scope of traditional alley- and spring­
cleanup programs in the neighborhood. Block club 
members cleaned their own blocks first, and then 
some of them volunteered to help in other areas. 

b. Only one physical change of a minor nature was ac­
tually implemented during the course of the demon­
stration year. Since the conclusions of the first­
year efforts, two changes have been undertaken with 
respect to traffic diverters. One set of diverters 
has already been removed due to residents' objec­
tions, and the second set remains under review. 

c. The installation of temporary traffic barricades 
reaffirmed the experience of other cities such as 
Berkeley, California. The erection of temporary 
traffic barricades, because of their unsightly na­
ture, contributed directly to the vocal nature of 
public reaction which resulted in scrapping the 
traffic diverter plan. This situation occurred 
in Lowry Hill East and served to repudiate earlier 
community support voiced at a public hearing. Per­
manent modifications, if done in place of the tem­
porary barricades) likely would have lessened the 
controversy because of their greater aesthetic ap­
peal. 

d. The progress of the physical design aspect of the 
program was blunted by indecision in the course of 
the political ·process. At crucial points in time, 
initial delays in preparing designs and securing 
coordination with other city departments occurred. 
In addition, less than convincing presentations of 
traffic diverter plans to citizen groups and stub­
born individualism on the part of some residents 
slowed the process even more. 

e. Uncertainry~ on the part of the city staff regard­
ing the s~OP} of the phY$ical design changes, ag­
gravated a situation in which timeliness was cru­
cial to installation of any physical changes. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: a. A clear work plan for physical changes should be 
constructed, as much as possible, before project 
implementation. Without good prior planning, the 
overwhelming nature of attempting to achieve com­
munity consensus and governmental coordination can 
thwart the program. 

b. Physical changes should be implemented, as soon as 
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reasonable, after project starting date. Promises 
of physical changes over a long period with no ac­
tivity weaken project credibility. 

c. If at all possible, never undertake an environmen­
tal change in which a temporary construction must 
remain for an extended period of time. 

d. When preparing to undertake any physical changes, 
it is imperative that the staff identify, early, 
the individuals outside of the project whose con­
sent will be required to authorize the change. As 
an example, in Minneapolis, local aldermen submit 
traffic diverter plans to the city council for ap­
proval. Gaining the active support of the local 
aldermen during the initial stages of the project 
may have provided more positive results. 

INDIRECT CRIME REDUCTION ACTIVITIES 

1. Increased Awareness of Crime Prevention Technigues 

FINDINGS: a. The public education materials prepared by the Com­
munity Crime Prevention program were well conceived 
and professionally done. 

b. The Community Crime Prevention program was able to 
develop a CCP newsletter and to utilize community 
newspapers as public information vehicles. The 
community newspapers distributed in each neighbor­
hood regularly carried crime prevention articles 
prepared by che CCP staff. 

c. The program appeared to attract a reasonable amount 
of major newspaper coverage so that a larger number 
of community residents were exposed to the message 
of the program. 

RECOMMENDATION: It is important that the project ~pntinues to cap­
italize upon ~ll avenues of dissemination. In 
this regard, the project has done an effective job. 

·Given the fact that it was to operate in only three 
areas, radio or television spots, for the most 
part, would have been impractical. The only effort 
which needs to be expanded would be-the use of the 
schools as a vehicle for disseminating crime pre­
vention information ~o school-age children. 

2. Cooperative Interaction between Police and Community 

FINDINGS: a. Thare appeared to be direct mutual benefit from 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: a. 

b. 

having police officers attend block club meetings 
and conduct premise security surveys. Many times 
this was the first opportunity for a resident to 
interact with a police officer in a nonthreaten­
ing situation. From this interaction, both parties 
tended to develop some feeling of mutual respect. 

Residents of two neighborhoods rated the police 
department higher in 1978 compared to 1976 (63 to 
72 percent of the respondents rated the depart­
ment good or excellent in 1978). The comparable 
rating for the other neighborhood was 52 percent 
in 1976 and 42 percent in 1978. From 86 to 93 
percent of all the respondents who had some con­
tact with the police said they were treated very 
well or fairly well--this is an increase from 
1976. However) res1dents attending block club 
meetings often expressed deep frustration at call­
ing to report some criminal activity and beiI~ re­
buffed by an unconcerned attitude on the part of 
the police. 

If work schedules permit) the police department 
should actively support and encourage officer~ to 
attend block club meetings. 

The staff of the Community Crime Prevention pro­
gram should become more acutely aware of the 
functioning of the juvenile justice system. In 
many instances, residents expressed dissatisfac­
tion with police performance because of incidents 
involving juveniles. If residents had a better 
understanding of the operation of the juvenile 
justice system, they might be less inclined to 
blame officers for the existence of any particu­
lar problems. 

D. PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

FINDINGS: a. Start-up inefficiencies plagued the first few 
months of the project. Besides the problems 
caused by misinterpretation of LEAA guidelines 
relating to payment of police overtime and by the 
delay of materials, two other problems occurred: 
the original demonstration manager resigned toward 
the end of the second month with the project ar­
chitect replacing him as manager; and the lengthy 
procedures necessary to secure office space (and 
supplies, i.e., telephones, etc.) within each 
neighborhood caused the local staffs initial or­
ganizing delays. 
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This project suffered from the disharmony q:-eated 
by a series of conflicts between the demonstration 
manager and some of h~s field staff. These con­
flicts were sometimes related to specific proce­
dural disagreements and other times dealt with 
personality conflicts., Both types of conflicts, 
however, were aggravated by poor communication. 

One of the procedural problems involved the method 
of organizing used by the northside offices. For 
the purposes of this report, the evaluators iden­
tified two organizing concepts; the single-purpose 
strategy and the multiple-purpose strategy (refer 
to Chapter IV, Section B.l, for explanation of 
t~ese terms). The demonstration manager instituted 
a formal system of block club organizing which sup­
ported the single-purpose strategy while the north­
side coordinators insisted the strategy they had 
been using (the multiple-purpose strategy) was the 
appropriate method for their area. The multiple­
purpose strategy created a less efficient means of 
organizing blocks since more meetings were held 
per block, yet the coodinators felt the enhanced 
quality of the meetings justified this loss of ef­
ficiency. Nq data exist to support this asser­
tion, howeve , Data were available concerning the 
extent of block club organizing, and indeed, the 
northside areas had lower organizing levels than 
the southside area which implemented the single­
purpose strategy. 

The manager's intent by instituting this formal 
system was to provide assistance and to increase 
efficiency; however, some staff interpreted this 
action as a rejection of their expertise, a lack 
of understanding of the concepts of community or­
ganizing, and an attempt to restrict their lati­
tude in presenting the program to the neighbor­
hoods. 

This failure in communication'was heightened when 
the manager devised a means of monitoring staff 
activities and identifying inefficiencies. The 
staff perceived the record-keeping duties imposed 
by this system as an inconvenience rather than a 
management tool. Eventually, the demonstration 
manager grew frustrated with the individuals who 
were most resistant to his program decisions and 
tried unsuccessfully to secure their resignations. 
Failing in this attempt, he simply withdrew from 
the conflict and allowed them to go about their 
business as they wished. The result was that dur­
ing the last half of the project year, there was 
little active positive leadership shown toward the 
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two northside offices. 

~he northside field staffs quite frequently felt 
19nored and reported that the demonstration manager 
seldom initiated contacts with their offices and 
appeared quite unconcerned about their welfare. 
Their reaction to this situation did not facilitate 
accomplishment of program objectives in any posi­
tive manner either. The attention of one of the 
northside coor.dinators seemed to be distracted to 
other activities which were of uncertain applica­
bility to block club organizing. Time was spent 
contemplating organizing strategies which were 
never committed to paper or implemented" One of 
the manifestations of this working style was the 
the assumption of some duties by the WIPOG direc­
tor which could have been cons:,:1ered part of the 
coordinator1s responsibilities, For example, the 
weekly staff meetings were essentially under the 
gui~ance of the WIPOG directo'r (block club meeting 
ass1gnments, as well as other matters) were decided 
upon in the weekly meetings). 

The situation was no less perplexing in the other 
northside office. The coordinator wished to act 
decisively and efficiently in completing neighbor­
hood organizing. However, she needed (as well as 
desired) some degree of direction from the demon­
stration manager. Many times the evaluator ob­
served her seeking clarification about methods 
used in.organizing the neighborhood and managing 
the off1ce. What was puzzling was that her ac­
tions did not always correspond to the advice she 
:eceived. It was as if she had a different opin-
10n than the manager and tried to follow his ad­
vice for action as well as her own. The result 
was that many times th~ course of action she un­
dertook had its own set of built-in inefficiencies 
which reflected her uncertainty. For examples she 
expressed the desire to follow the two-meeting 
format, but many times she conducted more than two 
meetings on a block. 

·Both the manager and these coordinators apparently 
employed whatever political leverage was possible 
to rally support for their individual interpreta­
tions of what was best for the project. The amount 
of influence wielded by the northside coordinators 
outweighed that held by the manager in some in­
stances; this forced him to act against his own 
desires. The evaluators feel that the CCP program 
suffered in these two areas because of these pro­
cedural and interpersonal conflicts. Conflicts 
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arose in the third neighborhood in south Minneapo­
Ilis, also, but the coordinator of that area and 
the manager were able to resolve their problems 
effectively. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: a. Start-up problems often occur in projects of this 
nature; however, care should be exercised to alle­
viate any unnecessary delays. Committed staff 
should be hired, and needed facilities arranged 
for within the time frame designated by the grant. 
Managers, especially} should spend ample time de­
termining the most efficient manner of accomplish­
ing project goals. Staff members' opinions should 
be solicited so that final decisions are a result 
of a collaborative effort rather than being viewed 
as edicts. 

b. Methods to achieve 2fficiency and accountability 
should be determined during the planning phase of 
the project. Staff should be made well aware of 
responsibilities, and monitoring procedures should 
begin with the implementation of the. project. Per­
formance reviews should.be encouraged on a regular 
basis throughout the.project so that an individual 
employee may assess his/her own standing. 

c. All project staff should attempt to resolve dif­
ferences. among themselves within the confines of 
the project. Attempting to seek remedies through 
political influence can often result in undermin­
ing the purpose of the project. Carrying problems 
outside the legitimate lines of authority merely 
serves to polarize issues rather than provide rea­
sonable solutions. 

E. IMPACT UPON CRIME 

FINDINGS: a. The results provide no clear-cut answers to ques­
tions concerning program impact upon crime, for 
although there were no consistent trends within 
or across the three neighborhoods, the evaluators 
believe the period of actual project operation 
was too brief to expect any consistent changes. 

b. Crime in Lowry Hill East declined in all catego­
ries except vandalism and criminal sexual conduct: 
the overall decline was 17 percent. Lowry Hill 
East's control tract (census tract 93) showed an 
increase in all categories except personal rob­
bery. The area selected to measure displacement 
of crime showed even more discrepant data--three 
crime types decreased while the remaining four 
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increased over the, period of measurement. 

c. The statistical tests applied to the data revealed 
that crime decreased significantly more in Lowry 
Hill East as compared to it~ control area for per­
sonal and commercial robbery. Crime also decreased 
significiantly more as compared to the displacement 
area for commercial burglary. Although these three 
cri.me types revealed statistically significant de­
creases over time for at least one of the control 
areas (none of them showed significance over both 
control areas simultaneously)~ they did not meet 
additional assumptions required of the statistical 
tests which would have indicated program'impact 
upon crime. Nonetheless, this neighborhood dis­
played the most consistent pattern of decrease in 
crime of the three demonstration areas. 

d. In Hawthorne, only the crimes of residential bur­
glary, personal robbery, and vandalism decreased: 
the overall deorease was less than 2 peroent. In 
cont~ol tract 24, all crimes except assault and 
criminal sexual conduct decreased. All crimes 
except.vandalism and criminal sexual conduct de­
creased in the displacement control area. There 
were no significant statistical differences in 
crime rate changes between Hawthorne and the two 
areas used for comparison. 

e. Crime in Willard-Homewood increased with the excep­
tion of commercial burglary and commercial robbery~ 
the overall increase in orime was over 31 perc.ent. 
All crimes increased in the control tract 109, 
also, except personal and commercial robbery. In 
the displacement control area, crime decreased ex­
cept for vandalism and criminal sexual conduct. 
The only significant decline demonstrated was for 
commercial burglary indicating that these burgla­
ries decreased significantly more in Willard­
Homewood than in its control tract 109. 

f. An alternative crime analysis was conducted omit­
ting the displacement area as a control. Surpris­

'ingly, this less conservative analysis did not 
change substantially the results of the earlier 
analysis in any of the three neighborhoods. 

g. Given the lack of consistent crime changes, it is 
impossible to make blanket statements concerning 
the ability of the Community Crime Prevention corr".. 
cept to reduce crime. The most that can be said 
is that the results from Lowry Hill East are sug­
gqstive of some degree of success in reducing 
crimes while Hawthorne and Willard-Home~'lOod re­
sults remain discrepant. 
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RECOMMENDATION: Continued monitoring of crime rates, using the 
same data instruments, should be encouraged. As­
sessment of crime rate changes in the demonstra­
tion and control areas occurring within the second 
year of the project should provide ~ more accurate 
picture of CCP impact. 

IMPACT UPON FEAR OF CRIME 

FINDINGS: a. All three neighborhoods reported inconsistent find­
ings to questions assessing neighborhood cohesive­
ness. 

b. There was a statistically significant increase in 
1978 compared to 1976 in the number of residents 
in each neighborhood who believed crime had de­
creased. 

. c. Residents were asked how many of 13 types of crimes 
or activities were considered big neighborhood 
problems. In 1978, 10 of the 13 were considered 
not as big a problem in Lowry Hill Eust, 11 were 
considered not as big a problem in Hawthorne, and 
~ll 13 were considered bigger problems in Willard­
Homewood than in 1976. 

d. There was a statistically significant decrease in 
the number of respondents who felt the degree of 
danger in their neighborhood was great enough to 
consider moving elsewhere in 1978 as compared to 
1976. Of course, crime is just one factor of many 
that may motivate people to move. 

e. Residents' perception of personal victimization 
continues to be substantially higher than police 
records indicate; however, in 1978, respondent~' 
perception of the possibility of being victimized 
was lower than that found in 1976. Hence, although 
the perceived level of victimization remains dis­
proportionately high in comparison to the rates 
recorded by police, the level reported in 1978 in-

'dicates a more realistic picture of crime may exist 
in each of the three neighborhoods. These data, 
however, should be viewed with caution since the 
victim~zation findings may not meet satisfactory 
confidence levels. 

f. Residents were asked to indicate their victimiza­
tion history from the previous year and were then 
queried as to whether or not each crime they listed 
had been reported to the police. Based upon survey 
findings, the reporting rates for all crimes taken 
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in total declined in Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne. 
At the same time, the reporting rate of all crime 
occurrences increased in Willard-Homewood. Looking 
specifically at residentIal burglary, this proj­
ect's target crime, all three neighborhoods showed 
an increase ~n reporting rates in 1978 compared to 
1976. Again, these findings may be suspect due to 
unsatisfactory confidence levels. 

According to the neighborhood surveys, the number 
of Lowry Hill East and Willard-Homewood residents 
participating in Operation Identification increased 
significantly. Hawthorne's participation increased 
also, but not significantly. However, the number 
of Operation I.D. requests generated through the 
block club meetings did not alone account for the 
rise indicated in the surveys. In facts in two of 
the three neighborhoods, the discrepancy between 
the sample percentage increase and requests through 
the CCP staff was substantial. Therefore, it would 
seem much of this increase in Operation I.D. par­
ticipation cannot be attributed to the CCP program 
intervention. 

Residents were asked what devices the home had to 
protect against intrusion. The percentage in­
creases in various kinds of home protection wer~ 
significantly larger in 5 out of the 36 possible 
instances. An increase was noted in 10 additional 
instances.of home protection devices although these 
i:ncreases were not significant. 

From the finding above, it can be noted that there 
were increases in 15 of the 36 instances of home 
security devices. Residents were next queried on 
their usage of these security measures. Data in­
dicate that for many of the instances which were 
addressed by the CCP program, there were increases 
in the use of security measures in 1978. At times, 
these differences were significant when contrasted 
with 1976 findings. Hence, the improved security 
behavior is not likely to have occurred py chance 
and may well be due to CCP project efforts. 

In contrast, a lower percentage of respondents in 
Willard-Homewood and Hawthorne reported making ar­
rangements to "watch" one another's houses in 1978 
than in 1976. Moreover, the increase in Lowry Hill 
East was not significant. Except perhaps for Lowry 
Hill East, there is no evidence from the survey that 
can demonstrate a program effect leading to more 
vigilant behavior. The decreases in Hawthorne and 
Willard-Homewood seem contrary to CCP organizing 
efforts. 

241 



k. 

1. 

m. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

-.,- -

Respondents were asked to rate the Minneapolis Po­
lice Department. Combining the categories of "ex­
cellent" and "good,1t there was a substantial and 
significant decline in positive attitudes since 
1976 in Willard-Homewood. There were positive 
trends in the other neighborhoods although they 
were not statistically signific~ht. 

Residents were asked how they were treated by po­
lice in all three neighborhoods. Of those Haw­
thorne and Lowry Hill East respondents who had 
contact with the police, more answered positively 
in 1978 than in 1976. The only decline for all 
positive responses was in Willard-Homewood. 

Evidence has shown that there was some degree of 
diffusion to the communities concerning crime pre­
vention techniques. The majority of the survey 
findings were compatible with CCP project objec­
tives; however, often these findings were neither 
consistent nor significant. Consistency was lack­
i,ng both within neighborhoods at times and often 
between neighborhoods. Hence, these resu~ts did 
not indicate a reduction in the fear of or concern 
about crime (recall, however, residents' percep­
tion of victimization declined in 1978 but not sig­
nificantly). 

Since many results were in the direction desired 
by the program, the evaluators recommend that fu­
ture testing of residents' perceptions would seem 
most beneficial. The Resident and Citizen surveys 
were administered in April of 1978. Even in Lowry 
Hill East, organizing to the Neighborhood Watch 
status did not fully begin until January, 1978 
(due to materials delay). This means that these 
surveys were administered less than six months af­
ter the project became fully operational. Thus, 
an additional survey could prolduce more accurate 
information on the actual impact the CCP project 
may be able to produce on residents' attitudes 
concerning crime. This survey need not replicate 
the entire questionnaire but could include only 

. some of the more important sections in order to 
reduce costs. 
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TABLE D.l 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE: Lot-lRY HILL EAST 
RESIDENTIAL BURGLAR~a 

DEGREES 
SuN OF OF HEAN 

SOURCE OF VARIATION SgUARES FREE DOH SgU,\RE 

Neighborhood (adjusted for 
covariate) .00151 2 .00076 

Covariate (Preoccurrences) .07872 1 .07872 
Neighborhood x Covariate .01749 2 .00875 
Residual .90339 21.974 .00004 

TOTAL 1.00111 21.9?9 

'/ 

LJLA..TI.!L 

b 19.00
b 1,987.00b 218.75 

aAnalysis of Covariance computed using Sum of Squares 
equal R' function from mUltiple regression analysis. 

bprobability less than .01. 

TABLE D.2 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE: HAHTIIORNE 
RESHlEI:1'IAL BURCLAP'ya 

DEGREES 
SUM OF Ol~ MEAN 

SOURCE OF VARIATION SgUARES FRF.EDOH SgUARE 

Neighborhood (adjusted for 
covariate) .00100 2 .00050 

Covariate (Preoccurrences) .32019 1 .32019 
Neighborhood x Covariate .00002 2 .00001 
Residual .67931 12,61.L .00005 

TOTAL 1.00052 12,676 

l' RATIO 

b 
10.00b 6,403.60 

.40 

aAnalysis of Covariance computed using Sum of Squares 
equal B2 function from mUltiple regression analysis. 

bProbabilit~ less than .01. 

TABLE B.3 

ANALYSIS \')F COVARIANCE: WILLARD-1I0NEIWOD 
RESIDENTIAL BURGl.ARya 

SOURCE OF VARIATION 

Neighborhood (adjusc"Eld for 
covariate) 

Covariate (Preoccurrences) 
Neighborhood x Covariate 
Residual 

TOTAL 

SUN OF 
SgUAHES 

.00293 

.30733 

.00345 

.66331 

.99702 

DEGREES 
01-' HEAN 

~l! SgtillP.E 

2 .00147 
1 .30733 
2 .00173 

14,930 .00005 

14,935 

..ll1TI9-

b 29.40b 6,146.60b 34.60 

aAnalysis of Covariance com~uted using Sum of Squares 
equal R2 (ullction itom multiple rcgressicm analysis. 

bprobability less than .01. 
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TABLE B.4 

ANALYSIS OFCOVARIAN": LOWRY IIILL EAST 
CON~IERCIt lURGI,ARya 

DECREES 
S~I OF OF Hf.:AN 

SOURCE OF VARIATION SgUARES FREEDON SgU/'.RE F RATIO 

Neighbo~hood (adjusted (or 
covariate) .00334 2 .00167 2.88b Covariate (Preoccurrences) .21344 1 .21344 368.00b Neighborhood x Covariate .00935 2 .00ll68 8.07 

Residual .77389 1 1330 .00058 

TOTAL 1.00002 1,335 

nAnalysis of Covariance computed using Sum of Squares 
equal R2 function from mUltiple regr~ssion analysis. 

b 
Probability less than .01. 

TABLE n.5 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE: IIAI~THORNE 

COH~mRCIAr. BURGLARY a 

DeCREES 
SUN OF OF HEAN 

SOURCE OF VARIATION SgUARES FREEDO~I SgUARE 

Neighborhood (adjusted for 
covariate) .02894 2 .014/.7 

F RATIO 

b 

Covariate (Preoccurrences) .14690 1 .14690 
12.69b 128.85 

Neighborhood x Covariate .00242 2 .00121 
Residual .81039 712 .001.14 

TOTAL .99865 717 

aAnalysis of Covariance computed using Sum of Squares 
equal R2 function [rom multiple regression analysis. 

b Probability less than .01. 

TABLE B.6 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE: mLLARD-HO:·IEWOOD 
fQt.lMliWIAL IlURGLARya 

DECREES 
SUH OF OF HEAN 

1.06 

SOURCE OF VARIATION SgUARES lli~ Sgt!.\RE F PJ,T:O 

Neighborbood (adjusted Lor 
covariate) .02916 2 .01458 

Covariat~ (Preoccurrences) .08803 1 .08803 
Neighborhood x Covariate .00965 2 .00483 
Residual .86940 763 .00114 

TOTAL .99624 768 

aAnalysis of Covariance computed using Sum of Squares 
equal R2 function from multiple regression analysis. 

b . 
Probability less than .01. 

cprob:1bi lity less than .05. 

b 12.79b 77.22 
4.24c 

--------------------_ .. _------'--------------------
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TABLE n.7 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE: LOWRY IIILL EAST· 
CQ~:!£:CIAL ROBIlERya 

DEGREES 
SmlOF OF HEAN 

SOURCE OF VARIATION SgUARES 1'REEDOH SgUARE 

Neighborhood (adjusted for 
covariate) .01926 2 .00963 

Covariate (Preoccurrences) .02134 1 .02134 
Neighborhood x Covariate .05529 2 .02765 
Residual .90617 1,330 .00068 

TOTAL 1.00206 1,335 

F HATIO 

b 
14.16b 31.38b 40.66 

aAnalysis of Covariance computed using Sum of Squares 
equal R2 function from multiple regression analysis. 

bprobability less than .01. 

TABLE B.8 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE: HAHTI!ORNE 
COHHERCIAL ROBriERya 

DEGREES 
SmlOF OF HEliN 

SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES FREEDOH SgUARE 

Neighborhood (adjusted for 
covaria Le) .02137 2 .01069 

Covariate (Preoccurrences) .37920 1 .37920 
Neighborhood x Covariate .00881 2 .00441 
Residual .5331.9 712 .00075 

TOTAL .94287 715 

l' RATIO 

b 14.25b 505.60b 5.88 

aAnalysis of Covariance computed using Sum of Squares 
equal R2 function from multiple regression analysis. 

bprobability less than .01. 

TAIlLE B.9 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIA~~CE: WILLARD-1I0HEHOOD 
CONNERCIAL ROBBERya 

DEGREES 
SmlOF OF HEM 

SOURCE OF VARI~TION SgUARES FREEDON SQUARE 

Neighborhood (adjusted for 
covariate) .13209 2 .06605 

Covariate (Pre occurrences) .00232 1 .00232 
Neighborhood x Covariate .12699 2 .06350 
Residual .73174 763 .00096 

TOTAL .99314 768 

F RATJO 

68.80b 

2.42 
66.145b 

aAnalysis of Covariance computed using Sum of Squares 
equal R2 function from mUltiple regression analysis. 

bprobability less than .01. 
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TABLE B.I0 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE: LOWRY IIlL!. EAST 
VANIJALISHa 

DEGREES 
SUM OF OF HEAN 

~gURCE OF VARIATION SgUARES l"REEDOH SQUARE 

Neighborhood (adjusted for 
covariate) .00272 2 .00136 

Covariate (Preoccurrences) .51786 1 .51786 
Neighborhopd x Covariate .00010 2 .00050 
Residual .47790 5,823 .00008 

TOTAL .99948 5,828 

F RATIO 

b 17.00b 
6,473.2\ 

6.25 

aAnalysis of Covariance computed using Sum of Sq~ares 
equal R2 function from multiple regression analysis. 

bprobability less than .01. 

TABLE 11.11 

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE: HAWTHORNE 
VANDALISNa 

DEGREES 
SUH OF OF NEAN 

SOURCE OF VARIATION SgUARES FREEDO:·j SQUARE 

Neighborhood (adjusted for 
covada te) .01540 2 .00770 

Covariate (Prcoccurrences) .61201. 1 •. 61201 
Neighborhood x Covariate .00456 2 .00288 
Residual .37621 3,342 .00011 

TOTAL 1.00818 3,347 

F RATIO 

b 70.00b 5.563.73b 26.18 

aAnalY2is of Covariance computed using Sum of Squares 
equal R2 function from mUltiple regression analysis. 

bprobability less than .01. 

TABLE 11.12 

ANALYSIS Or' COVARIANCE: WILLARD-lImlEI-lOOD 
VANDALISHa 

DEGREES 
SUM OF OF HEAN 

SOURCE OF VARIATION ~UARES FREF.DON SgUARE 

Neighborhood (adjusted for 
covaria te) .00770 2 .00385 

Covariate (Preoccurrences) .54429 1 .54429 
Neighborhood x Covariate .00450 2 .00225 
Residual .42502 3,920 .00011 

TOtAL .99151 3,925 

F RATIO 

b 
35.00b 

4,9 l.8.09b 20.45 

aAnalysis of Covariance computed using Su~ of Squares 
equal R2 function [rom multiple regress{on analysis. 

bprobaDility less than .01. 
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