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Introduction

i
/

EQalQationyheané many different things, - The gpals of the evaluation of a _"
programrcan include:

a)'deséribing tﬁe activities;

b) aséessing thé impact of the progrém, £Hevway things are different beéause
of the progrem;

cj iearning abou; the reasoi.s for the program's success o; failure.

Usually some information is gathered or éollated. The amount and type of
information collected, as well as the methodclogical rigor, varies, of course, from
project to project.

The Uart{ord project was complgx, as is usual for environmental design programs;
thefefore, it was relatively difficuylt from an evalua;ion‘design point of view.

The goals of the evaluation included all three of those listed above:

detailed description of the programs implemented, an assessment of the program im-

" pact cn crime and fear, and, mosi important, an effort to further general knowledge

about crime reduction or control. The design was comparatively elaborate and the
methods were comparatively rigorous,

For these reasons, the evaluation of the Hartford experiment provided an
unuasual rpportunity to 1ea£n gbout come strategieé for evaluation that were success-
ful and may be useful in other evaluations. The purpose of this paper is to present
some of the lessons that can be learned.

The Nature'of the Program

e

In order to understand ic research, it is first necesséry to understand the
prograa,

The Hartford Fréject was an experiment in how to reduce residential burglary
and street robbery/pursesnatch and the fear of those crimes in an urban, residential
neighborhood. Its most distinctive feature was its integrated approach to crime

control: police, comnunity organization, «nd physical design changes were all used






to increase the willingness'and‘ability of residents fo control the neighborhood
to reduce criminal opportunities.

The 1nitial.planning for‘this project ocgurrgd in 1973. Analysis of the
¢rime in the area was undertaken by an interdiéciplinary‘team. Ité‘task was td
understard the way residents, potential offenders, poliCe.and the physical environ-
" ment interacted to create criminal opportunities; and to design inexpehsive s:raﬁegies
that could be quickly implemented to intervene in the pattern of rising crime.

A principal conclusion of the analysis Qas that a number of features of tﬁe
physical environment were working to destroy the residential character of the neigh-
borhood., Cars and pedestrians passing through the a:2a dominated th~ streets and
depersonalized them, The streets belonged more to outsiders than to residents,
creating an id¢a1 environment for potentiél cZfenders,

Based on this analysis, a lengthy pl' “ning and implemeutation period ensued.
In 1976, a thiee-part program was fully iwplemented that included:

a, clesing and narrowiﬁg streets as a main strategy for reducing outside -
traffic 2and increasing the residential character of tbe nelighborhood,

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

c. creating and enccuraging area organizations to work with the police and to
initiate resident efforts to improve the neighborhood and reduce criminal opportunities,

five features of the experiment are particularly important because chey.com-
plicated the evaluation.

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

2. As noted above, one essential component of the Hartford experimernt was
its multi-faceted nature, Perhaps the cornerstone of the projcct was the street
changes, by which the planners hoped to limit vehicular traffic in the neighborhood.

However, the police and community orpanization compenents of the project were important
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as well, _Each gas seen as a potential catalyst to resident initiatives to crime
contfol, ﬁoth éormal and informal., Describing the implementation and, more impor=-
tantly, assessing_the significance of each program component addedbconsiderébly to
the complexity offthe project.

3. ~ related but different point is that the way the program was supposed to
reduce crime and fear was complex and involved a chain of events. The fundamental
premise of the program was that‘the residents themselves, through their informal
efforts, could reduce crime, ard thereby fear, by taking control of events in their
neighborhood, Each of the program components was iﬁtended to increase the ability

i

M ingness of the residents to control the neighborhood.: Such a model is com~

% ‘ _
plicated conceptually and analytically.

The best example of this complexity is the role of the street closings in crime
control, Many residents, and even some of the police, could wmever get over the no-
tion that the purposé of ﬁhe street closings was to keep out offenders, Properly
skeptical that anyone who wanted to enter the neighborhood would be deterred, such
people could uot believe that the program would have any effect on crime. They
failed to grasp a chain of logical steps: that the effect of a iot of traffic in
Yesidential areas was to depersonalize them; that a reduction in *raffic would make
the outside spacesvmore pleasant and attractive for use by residents; that if résiqeéts
used the outside spéées more, it would increase the likelinood that they would take an
interest in and become involved in what wen*t on in the public and semi-private spaces
near their homes; that such an interest would make it less likely that offenders wculd
lurk in the neighborhood, waiting for criminal opportunities,

In essence, the street changes were one important part of an effort to restore
the residential character of the neighborhood and give the area back to the residents.
Part of the evaluation goal was to learn more about whether the’hjpothesizcd chain
of évcnté really worked. The analytic complexities of accomplishing that were

considerable,
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4._ Ihe plannf;g and implementétion‘of the program took'place over a
tﬁree-yeaf perioa.f This is fairly typical of envirommental desigﬁ broérams.v How-
ever, suck a time period provides considerable_oﬁpértunity for other, unplanned
evénts to occur to further confuse the evaluation.

. 5. The program, including the physicél cﬂéﬁggs, wasvin place less than a”
year when its impact was evaluated.' Timing has.consiﬂefable effect on evaluation,
On the oné ﬁand, an early evaluation can show the effeéts'of,attention, regardless
of the content of the program (Hawthofne Effect). On the other hand, some of the
goals of the program, such as increased commitment to the neighborhood, might well
take longer than a year to develop.

Each of the above points basically meant that the program was complicated
to evaluate., In order to evaluate a complicated program, one is likely to need a

complicated evaluation scheme.

Types of Measures : ) . -

Two goals guided the research design. Fivst, an attempt was made to measure
each important concept or variable in at leést two different ways using different’
methods. Second, although there was a commitment to quantitative evidence regarding
the program, the design provided a variety of opportunities for qualitative feedback
as well,

The multi-method apnproach to measureﬁent is cited as desi-able in almost any
text on methodology. 1t is well known that any particular way of measuring something
has its limits and likely biases. Conclusions based on different ways of measuring
the same thing are likely to be sounder because they transcend the limits of any
particular me;hod. A distinctive characteristic of the Hartford experiment was
not that the multi-method approach was valued but rather the extent to which the
project team was successful in finding more than one way te measure the same

iy
i

puenomena,

Victimization rates and fear were measured by a sample survey of rasidents,

Since the purpescs of the program were primarily to produce improvements in crime






and fear of crime, some sort of f:sidént survey was eséential. However, .the

survey also was used to measure a vide range of resident perceﬁtions and behaviors,
In fact, for almost every aspect of the program and its effects that were studied,
a useful set of measures came out of the resident su;vey. |

Fear of crime was one of the few variables for which a second source of quan-

‘titative data was not develvped. " It is hard to measure fear except by talking
to people, However, the views and observations of a panel of community leaders were

+80licited via semi-structured interviews to supplzuent the survey data,

With reupect to crime, a second available source cf informaticn is, of course,
police records, In this regard, the Hart ford experience provides a good example both
<f the value of a multi-method approach to measurcment and, in particular, of how
essent? i victimization surveys are in assessing crime control programs,

It has long been known that a considerable portion of crimes that occur are not
reported to police. Rates of burglary and robbary/pursesnatéh derived from surveys
are routinely two or three times the comparable rates derived from police records,
However, it has been argued that for the measurement of trends over time,'pclice
records will provide a meaningful indicator of whether crimes are solng up or down.

In Hartford, there was an opportunity to carry out victimization surveys over a
five year peﬁiod; and to compare the figures from the victimization surveys with com-
parable figures from police records. The results of this comparison are not sur-
prising to those who have studied factors which affect police record estimates,
However, they provide a warning to those who would rely on police record data alone
as indicators of rates of crime.

During the five-year period in which Hartford crime was monitored, the study

showed not one but two different occasions when, for reasons which had ncthing to

do with the rate of crime, the trends in crime based on police record d:cta were very
misleading.
The first case parallels a classic police anecdote. The introduction of a new

Chief of Peclice in Hartford in 1974 was accompanied by an apparently massive incrcase
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in crime, Viétimization survey data showed that the:increase was largely due to
imprerd reporting practices on the part of police officers,

Three years léter, the police record data showed a city-wide drop in burglary,
while the victimization survey showed an increase. Some further research revealed

that cne of the cymptoms of some continuing coniract negotiation problems between

the police and thte city had beemn a sharp decline: in the rate at which calls for ser-

vice had vielded reports of actual crimes.

This experience illustrates two points. Fire: wkat shows up in the police records
: | ' :
as a reported crime is dependent both on the bel . ;¢ of citizens and the behavior of

police officers. Extraneous factors which affect the behavior of either can have im-
portant affects sﬁ_poiice record data and, consequently, on comparisons over time
based on such figures. Although victimization survey_estimates are not perfect by
any means, the sohrcég of bias or error should be consistent from time to time if a
survey is properly‘done. Comparative statements based on victimization surveys should -~
be reliable.

The second boint to note is the value'of fhe multi-method approach, - In this
case, the survey and the police record data did not proéuce the same conclusion.
When this is the case, the discrepahcy can make the researcher do further inves-
tigation. ‘If only Qne method is used, the results are likely to be taken as accurate.
Many evaluation studies, unfortunate ly, provide little pétential for geeing incon-
sigtency because of the lack of overlapping measures, Obviously, the more such
overlap can be.built in, the less likely the researcher is to make an error; and
the more convincing will be the conclusions based on the research.

Meg;uring the use of spaces proved to be one of the most complex parts of the

evaluation. In their initial analysis of the area, the urban designers had made
numerous observations about the relationships between residents, non-residents and
the spaces in the area: The neighborhocd is depersonalized., Strangers dominate

the strcets. There docs not appcar to be any social cohesion. The parks are not

uscd in an apprepriate way,
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Changing suchﬁfhings ﬁas an essential intermediate goai of the program,
Tﬁereforé, it w%s/&ncumbent upon the evaluation team to be able to.ﬁake statémenté>
about whether and how much such changes occﬁrrea. To do tha*, it was necessary to
quantify; ot at least éystematize, the observatibnsAof the urban design téam.

Counts of vehicular traffic on Asylum Hilivstreets, which enta?l only the
nlacement of counting ma:hincs for 24 hours, were oné qbviOus source of information
about vehicular traffic., The pattern of pedestrians'vuséfdf those streets was quan=-
tified by using human counters st.tioned at strategic spots for fiQe different hour-
long periods during the day. Days were standardized in that they had to be at least
minimally attractive for walking; i.e., the temperature had to be above 50 degrees
with no precipitation. Counters not only counted the number of persons passing their
spot; they also coded them into sex, age, and ethnic categories by observation.

A third importzant source of information about the use of the neighborhood came
from the survey residents, of course., Their perceptions of the vehicular and pedes~
" trian traffic as well as their reports of their own behaviors were impertant input
into understanding of how the neighborhood was being used, |

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

In fact, there were significant problems in actually reaching conclusions based
on changes in their coded observations from one time to another. Relatively little
analytic use was made of these data. However, figuring out some way to codify ob-
servations of use of spacelis important to studies cf enviromnmental design programs.
More work is needed to figure out how to do it well.

In summary, aﬁalysis of the way the land was wsed and hoﬁ that might have chénged
as a result of the program was based qualitatively on the observations of the urban

designers aad the reports of people in the community ; ft was based quantitatively on






traffic and pedestrian counts and standardized survey measures administered before
and after implementation.

Data on police were gathered in a similar way. Qualitative informaticn was

available on policé oberations'from at least two sources. First, on a‘routine
ibasis; the “eam leaders met with Hartford Institute1 staff to review plans and
.probleﬁs. ‘The Hartfﬁrd Institute'staff, in turn, produced routfne sumiaries of
sigrificant happenings with respect to pélicing in the are;. In éddition, an -out-
side ﬁonitor, experienced in pclice operations, spent a couple of days every two
months visiting with the police team: talkipg with leaders and pétfol officers,
riding in patrol cars and reviewing recor( data, Both of these were extremely
1mportant’to‘having an accurate, up-to-date picfure of the police component of
the program,

In addition, there were three more quantitaﬁive-sources of information aboﬁt
the police. First, the police officers themselves filled ouc a questionnaire shortly
aftgr the police team was established and again near the end of the eraluation reriod,
The resident survey included a number of questions both about resident perceptioﬁs of
the police and about their cwn behavior with respect to the police. Included were
items about reporting crimes to police,:the émoﬁnt aﬁd quality of contacts with police
ag well as citizen perceptions of response time, respbnsiveness nd police effective-
ness, | | |

Finally, the police department's own records provide a quantitative indicators
of pol%ce activity. Calls for service, arrests, and reported crimes allvprovide in-
formation which can be useful to an overall analysis,

The activities of the community groups that were formed in Acylum Hill vere

monitored in several ways, The Hartford Institute provided a good deal of information

about these groups, Staff members attended most carly meetings and had frequent con-~
§

IThe Hartford Institute for friminal and Social Justice was responsible
tation of the prejects,

for implemen-
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tactrwith the g?oups'thxrughout the project, Their knowledge about activities
-and problems was periodically summarized,

In additién, a set of people knowledgeabie about the community was inter-.’
viewed in a semi-structured way on two occasions, Officers and leadgrs of the
formal organizations in Asylum Hill wexe among_those in the panel; ahd one of their
particular contributiors was to provide additiénal information about the groups and
their activities.

F1na11y, of course, the resident survey once agaln was an invaluable source
of information about residents participation in and knowledge of the community or-
ganizations that.were trying to help them,

Thus, for‘eaéh component of the program, the evaluaticn was able tc draw on
multiple sources of information. In some cases, exactly comparable measures were
available from two aifferent sources, In other cases, the data were complementary.
In almost all caseé, however, the fact that there were multiple sources éf information
significantly teduced the likelihood of an inadvertant error about what was going on
and significantly increased the strengths of the conclusions that could be reachad,

Analvysis Strategies

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

The impact analysis actually turned out to be two gquestions. Did crime and:

fear improve in Asylum Hill? and, was the program responsible for the improvement?
It is evident from the fact that the second question had to be asked that the

answer to the first question was affirmative: at the end of a yaar, burglary and’

the fear of burglary had dropped to a level of approximately half of what one would

have expected without intervention. Statistically, that was a highly unlikely chance

s H






/ . )
, 17
/ S

/

/

/

/
/

event, In addition, although the datz on robbery and pursesnatch were less

conclusive bacwusé of ﬁhe comp;ratively low rates of tﬁose crimes, the odds were
better tharn 7 ouﬁ of 3 that those crimes aﬁd Zhg fear of “hose crimeé had_also‘iﬁ-
préQed. |

’ But was. it the program that was responsible for this reduction; or was sopé-
thing else at work? It turns out to be extremely difficult in social science to
bggggg that the:e 13 not a mysterious unidentified factor reéponsibie for results.
However, in this situatjon, the presence of tﬁe extensive Hartford daﬁa base was a
tremendous asset in making alternative hypotheses less plausible.

One set of hypotheses was ruled out by analysis of city-wide data. The harsih-
ness of the winter, a change in economic climate or the inception of a city-wide
offender work program all could have been plausible altefnative reasons for a reducs
tion in burglary. However, they would have affected the city as a whole. The decline
observed in Aéylum Hill occurred in the context of an overall 10 percent increase in -
crime throughout Hartford. | |

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

This logic was quite important in addressi»q one of the most compelling al-
ternative ideas: that the offender population that had worked in Asylum Hill had
noved away. A public housing project which had produced a disporportionate number
of criminals working in Asylum Hill had been "thinned out"., There also had been
quite a bit of abandomment and demolition in an area north of Asylum Hill where
offenders had been known to live. It was, of course, not known exactly how ﬁany
of fenders had moved, nor whether they had moved far. . However, that at

N

lcast some of them had moved somewhere was almost certoin,
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There were, however, two facts which argued against this change being a major
factor in the obsefved,rcductions in crime in Asylum Hill., F'rst, the thinning out
of the public housing project and the hpusing abandonment had beén going on for at
least a year érior to the experimental year. 'One'wﬁuld have expected to see 2ffects
of this prior to the 1976-1977 year if it was significant. Second, detailed vic-
timization data on a ~as around Asyium Hill did not show declines in burglary and
robbery such és those found in North Asylum Hill, Since these areas were within
reach of the same offenders who worked in‘North Asylum Hill, one woulduéxpect
a significant change in the offender population ﬁo have affected these adjacent
areas as well, -Thus, the &ata permitted one to fule out a change in the offender
population a3 a sigdificanﬁ factor in the observed crime reduction with a considet-
able degree of confidence., Had the data been less vich, that h&pothesis might well
have seriously undermined confidence ir the conclusion that tﬁe program affecteﬁ
crime,

The above deals with negative arguments, trying to rule cut alternative
hypotheses. Another approach ig to produce cocumentaticn that the program produced

changes which could plausibly reduce crime.

It will be recalled that the key to crime reduction was tﬁought,to be increased
 resident control over the neighborhood. There was considerable evidence that things
had moved in a positive direction in this respect: vehicular traffic had clearly
ﬁeeu restructured and rgduced overall; there had been some reduction of pedestrian
traffic on residential étreets, though that was not aiways the case; residents re=-
ported that they were'doing significantly more wglking in the area and were using
the parks more; they reported that their stranger recognition had improved; they
reported more frequent arrangements witn neighboré to watch out for one another's
houses,
These cﬁanges, most of them statistically significant, helped to buttress
the notion tha; the program had succeeded in starting a chain of events that

plausibly could lead to crime reduction. On the other hand, there were some changes

13
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that were expectedﬁbut no£ obsetved.V thiﬁism abqut the neighborhood's future had
not impfé&ed. 'Whgie fear of the targef crimesAhad goqg do&n, theré were a nuuver. of
neighﬁofhooa proélems wiich, in the view of resi&enté, had not improved,

Of course, data‘alone,'ﬁo @atter hqw géod, do not eliminate the role of
juﬂgeméat. Were the cﬁanges observed dramatic:enough to have produced a 50 percent
reduction in burglary? Some reviewers will be moré-conQinced thanléthérs. Hﬁ!éver,
because of the extensive data base, ¢ itics of the conclusion that the program re-
duced crime and fear during its first year have a difficulﬁ case to make. The
possible alternatives identified by the rescarch team do not hold up under scrutiny.
Could there have been an heretofore unnoticed event that occurred at roughly the
same time ss the street closings, affected North Asylum Hill but rot surrounding
areas, and had the exact effect the program was designed to have?

In social science, it is difficﬁlt to prove anything definitively. However,

the case for a program impact seems much stronger than the case against. .

To produce generalirable knowledge was the other analytic goal of the eval-

uation. Based on one demonstration, there is no statistical basis

for genéralizing. The foundation on which one generalizes from a2 single experiment
is conceptual rather than statistical. It is in this context, again, that the com-
plex data base developgd in Hartford both before and after program implementation
was critical to the value ofithat experiment to others.

There are two kinds of questions that a person considering the Hartford model
would want answered. First, was the situation identified in North Asylum Hill suf-
ficiently similar that one could apply the analysis to another community? Second,
did the apparent success of the intervention in North Asylum Hill say anything
about the likely success or failure of other similar interventions? Through de-
tailed description of the "before" situation, a good evaluation should enzble. a
person to answer the first question. Through analysis of the dynamics of the
intervention, and detailed description of what was implemented and with what effect,

a reader shoull be able to begin to address the sccond question,

L







The analytic value_of good, édmprehensive data was once again demonstrated
in éénnection with -the question of the réle of the three components - physical
'chaﬁges, police and community organizations -. in the program's suécess.
Pdrtunately, two unplanned natural éxperiménts occurred that permitted a fairly
definitive answer.

| In the targef area; the pblice and community orgagizatién components were

begun a year before the street changes were made., However, it wa; omiy after.
the street changes that crime and fear declined.

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

Although the role of the other coméonents cannot be assessed fully, it is clear
that the physical design changes were necessary to the success of the program.
Being able to make that.statement is very important to thcse who would learn from
the Hartford experience. The answers will seldom be definitive or unassailable.
However, the bette; the qualify of description and understanding that an evaluation
produces, the more likely it is to be useful tc others,
'Céﬁclusion

The evaluation of the experiment in Hartford was unusually full and complete.
Even so, there were desirable steps not taken because of limited funding. There
is always some limit to funding. For example, although offender interviews were
conducted in the planning stages of the project, none were done after implementation.
There were ways in which the monitoriné of some of the community activities was not
ag detailed as it could haye been, More money and more time would havé reduced the
number of gaps in the analysis, but clearly would not have eliminated them =211,
Social science evaluations do not produce certainty very often; and this one was no
exception,

Having made that point, perbaps it is appropriate to close with a more general

conment about the importance of good methodology in evaluation research,
5.
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The jumping-off point for evaluation reéearcﬁ was probably thé experimental
designs outlined by Campbéll and Stan1e§ many years ago., Those faced with the
task of evaluating real projects soon found that the conditions for true experi-
ments were seldom met. Moreover, it was observéd fhat cften the reéults of even

careful evaluations were inconclusive,

There have always been those who considered research a waste of time and
money, There have always been.pxacticing researchers who, through lack of sophis-
tication or for other reasons, did methodolegically weak research, _Such people have
found support from methodologists who focus on th% limits of evaluatioﬁ and under-

state the achievements, both real and potential, From the statement that definitive

conclusions are.unlikely to result from evaluations, it is an easy leap to decide that

the quality of an evaluation does not matter.

There are many programs that are so poorly conceived or implemented that they
warrant little or no investment in evaluation. However, at any peint in time, there
is extant a set of ideas sbout how to deal with a certain kind of problem, in this
case, community crime control. When a program is implemented which provideé the
opportunity to learn something about the vilidity of those ideas and how to apply
them, a serious, careful research evaluation effort is a very good investment,

There is no possibility that even a tiny fraction of the funds spent on poor or
ineffectivé progfams willvever be spent on research,

To criticize gvaluafions that do not meet strict statistical vequirements for
experimental generalization is to hold up an artificial standard., The goal cof
evaluation research is to learn. Learning means to reduce uncertainty about the
Qayvthings are -and the way things work. It does matter how wels a research oval-
uation is carried out; whether the effort be large or modest, the better the method-

ology, the more uncertainty will be reduced.
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The Hartfoxd projecc was not a pnrfect evaluat1on. It was a good one. Most

important the rlgorOJs and comprehensive approarh to evaluatlon that was utilized

/
/

was essential to the general value that can be derlved from the pIOJeCt. It was

ﬂa‘seriOus attempt to learn something impqrtant.. More such effirts are needed.









