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Thig study examihés a number of variables to show how residential areas

cor 'with“higher-and lower ratessqf vandalism7differ~from_one another and how resi-

e

i dents of such areas increase or decrease thelr vulnerablllty to mlschlef and

property damage. 7

T ~Police records were usedlto select four’residentiai"areas in Thunder Bay:
two'with\low reported rates andrtwo with high‘;evels of reported vandalism.
;;;; hInterviews‘were conducted:in 361 households.: Because of a difference betwéeen
S r.rep0rted rates'of crimewand the actual victim“exPerience of the households,
*””’;%; the'original'four'areas were,reclassified into three (high, medium, and low

experience) to.reflect'their)aCtual'Victim}history.

iiir VSeveral theoretlcal categorles-were used to structure the'analys1s.

— :The three areas were compared on demographlc compos1tlon, land use, defen-
A 4 G } . . .

i 't - 51b1e space and soc1al cohes;on/nelghbourhood watch characterlstlcs.- TheSe
TR b‘ ;same characterlstlcs werevutlilzed to compare the experlences of v1ct1m and

i
Y
(O :

bnon—v1ct1m households..

&
&

The areas are dlfferentlated on: such varlables as 5001o-econom1c status,

2

;t”f“ E levels of educatlon, and regularlty of household occupancy and on the theo—v

et1ca1 categorles of land use and soc1al cohe51on/nelghbourhood watch. Sig— p"fo,

““‘_ﬁ(df’;r nlflcant dlfferences were found to ex1st on the nelghbourhood watch dlmenr»

‘fsions} The low area has a 1ow v1ct1m experlence as a result of the presence

] Q
s < "

f - 7ﬁ‘,Q of an ex1st1ng 1nforma1 nelghbourhood watch system. As‘a grouppﬂthe residents

i

of that area were more llkely to take afflrmatlve actlon when they observed

A T N u 5

persons damaglng'nelghbourhood property.c
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R Moreover, this project demonstrates that an outside agency can imple-
R ment a neighbourhood watch system and have an effect on the rates of re~
. ported crime.
: The findings are presented in eighty-seven (87) tables and the impli-
cations of the study as well as recommendations are presented in the con-
| cluding chapter.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION .

g

In recent years vandalism has received a great deal of community concern

throughout North America.» At several levels of government ad hoc committees

S and task’forces have directed'theirvattention to this'social~problem and have
S e sought funding for empirical research studles and other projects to be able

to understand or modify the rates of vandalism. In 1979 the Thunder Bay Police

m%?— Force obtained such a research grant from the Solicitor General of Canada for -
H'__ the studY'reported heére. Data was collected and analysed to test several
%@,h theories about'the characteristics of and responses to property damage in res-
P V idential neiéhbourhOOds; Vandalisn to businesses, educational and other
s facilities is nottpart of the focus of this research endeavour. Instead, this
T - study examines a number of variables which, to some degree. are related to the
‘OPPOrtunity to ‘commit residential property damage. An attempt is made to show ‘fk :
jj—— how residential areas with higher or lower rates of vandalism differ from one
— another and how residents ‘of such areas increase or decrease their vulnerability
to mischief and damage. |
A number of explanations have been offered as to why residential property ﬁ

- damage occurs more frequently in one qeographic location than another. but 2{
— there is only a little research which provides supportive data. Studies of

L vandalism have ‘often’ directed their attention to describing its occurrence

+

ST




with respect to time and place, the principal age group, or the socio- ? f
economic status of the group that participates in these acts. Generally these
studies have relied on police records and crime statigtics and this official

information is often guite different from data collected by other methods.

Until quite recently mach of the data available regarding crime and
the criminal justice system were based on official records. While these
data have been variously employed, the recognition of their methodological
and conceptual limitations has stimulate@ the development of new sources of
data to supplement official statistics. The most significant development
has been the emergence of victimization survey data . . . It is now recog-
nized that a substantial amount of crime is never reported to the police.
Therefore, the ability of victimization surveys to provide estimates of
reported as well as unreported crime means that such surveys can produce
more extensive estimates of the actual rate of crime than those which are
derived from police statistics (Evans & Leger, 1979:167) .

While descriptive studies that use official statistics provide the
reader with some insights, they do not, by their very nature, expiain why
broperty crimes occur more frequently in one geographic.area than another

or why 'one household may be more susceptible to beiné victimized than another.

Theories that purport to explain such geogfaphical differences iﬁélude
social cohesion or neighbourhood watch theories, defensible'space or physical
design theories, land use theory, sccio-economic theories,iiéisure time
theory and the working mother hypothesis. In each explanation either -
vulnerability to being a.victim or the opportunity to vandalize are hypothesiéed
to vary with the degree to which given variables are present of absent in
specific locations. For instance, the working mothe: notion implies that
household property damage is more likely to occur when the mother is fully

employed outside the household. On the other hand, social cohesion theories




are based on an expectation that neighbourhoods which have some local
spirit and a co-operative defensive watchfulness are more likely to ex-
perience low rates of property damage compared with neighbourhoods which

lack such a protective initiative.

An important feature of each of these theorieé is the implication that
vandalism can be diminished or controlled if significant neighbourhood
characteristics can be identified and satisfactorily manipulated. However,
researchers first have to establish the factors or theories which best account
for differences in thé freguency of residential property crimes from one
area to another. This study collects and applies a wide spectrum of infor—
mation to the several theories menticned above by comparing data from four
selected residential areas which have had (according to police reports}) vary-
ing degrees éf damage and mischief. However, more attention is. given to the
social cohesion theory. It is from this perspective that the Neighbourhood
Watch System has developed and is recommended as a major force to combat
vandalism (Scliciteor General of Canada). It states that community members
should be involved, become aware of and accept more responsibility for what
cCccurs in their neighbourhoods. They should act in a partnership with the
police, giving rise to such slogans as "Working Together To Prevent Crime."
Becaﬁse of the'Current interest in this programme, several specific hypo~

thesis were formulated.




..

1. Residents in' areas with high rates of reported property damage
have a relatively low degree of community 1dentity, awareness,
. and sense of responsibility. If community awareness'is stimulated

through the introduction of a neighbourhood ‘watch system, the rate

of reported vandalism will increase.

2. Residents in areas with low rates of ‘reported property damage have
a relatively high degree of community identity, awareness, a sense
' of responsibility, and an-existing informal neighbourhood watch

system.

3. Rates of reported residential vandalism in a given residential area
vary according to the degree to which the local res1dents have adop-

ted formal or 1nformal neighbourhood watch methods.

Additional questions were asked on this topic bertaining to other
theories and these are also discussed in Chapter IV. fThe survey portion of

the research was completed in March of 1980. fThe analysis of the data was

9

completed in July of 1981.
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The ~remainder of the paper will be organized as follows:
CHAPTER II REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

CHAPTER IIT METHODOLOGY

CHAPTER IV FINDINGS

CHAPTER V SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS AND‘RECOMMENDATIONS
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CHAPTER IT »

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

N

One of the more thorough studies .of residential crime was cohducted
by Repetto in the city of Boston. Tﬁe purpose of the study was to identify
and explain, if possible, the variance in the rates and patterns of residen-
tial robbéries and burglaries (Bfeak and Enter). Repetto selected thirty-~
nine of the 824 Boston City éoliéing areas thought to be repxesentaﬁiVe
gccording to the stratification of housing types, race, income, and crime
rate. In addition to examining approximately 2,000 crimes reported to the

police, he sampled 1,000 victims from the thirty-nine areas (Repetto, 1974).

The study can be broken down into three sections; offender behaviour,

environmental factors, and social and economic factors.

The findings of this study indicated that reside;tial areas with high
crime rates and victim experience were close to the commercial éore, con-
sisted of low income re;idents, exhibitea a low degree of social cohesion,
were ethno-culturally heterogeneous, and had a relatively high household

- vacancy rate during the day.

Further, Repetto found that diverse land use patterns effected the

w “

distribution of residential crime but did not act uniformally to effect

the distribution in all areas. Victims tended to be from high and middle

income families.
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Hackler, Ho and Urquha;t-Ross (1974) studied twelve areas in the city

e

of Edmonton, Alberta, for the purpose of isolating some of the conditions
undexr which people’ are willing to help someone in distress, or to initiate

action to prevent a criminal act.

~The results of their research iﬁdicated that the dégree of social in=
interaction was directly related to the willingness to intervene. Stable
ccmmunltles, Or communities with fewer people moving in and out were
found tQ exhibit a high degree of social interaction, a willingness to Q;'

intervene, and a lower rate of c¢rime (Hackler, Ho and Urquhart-Ross, 1974). ?

Another American study compared two areas and found that the resid-
e ents in the low delinguency rate neighbourhood liked the neighbourhood,
knew‘their'neighbours, and were willing to take some action if they observed
a person committing a criminal act. While the two~§reaé were similar oc-
cupationally and educationally, they differed r&ligiously~and ethnically
with the low area being relatively homogeneous in terms of religiosity and

‘ethnicity (Maccoby and Johnson, 1958).

Thus far, the studies discussed in this chapter have indicated that
there is a relatlonshlp between social cohe51on, cultural and/or demographlc ‘f\fff
homogeneity, and the rate of re51dent1al crime in selected areas. None of

these studles, howaver, clearly defined, nor serlously looked at, the nature




of neighbourhood social relations. Herbert Gans has studied the dynamics

of neighbour relations and offers this information:

When people first move in, they do not know each other, or anything
about each other, except that they have all chosen to live in this com-
munity, and can probably afford to do so. As a result, they will begin to
make social contacts based purely on propinquity, and, because they share
the characteristics of being strangers and pioneers, they will do so with
almost every neighbour within physical and functional distance. As these
social contacts continue, participants begin to discover each other's back-
grounds, values, and interests so that similarities and differences become
apparent. Homogeneous neighbours may become friends, whereas heterogen-
eous ones soon reduce the amount of visiting and eventually limit themselves
to being neighbourly. aAn analysis of the characteristics of people will
show that homogeneity and heterogeneity explain the existence and absence
of social relationships more adequately than does the site or architectural
deisgn (Gans,566; 1976). ‘

The school of thought associated with environmental psychology and,
in particular, environmental design suggests that contemporary phyéical
urban structures and design do not permit the kind of interaction between
the neighbourhood inhabitants which is held to be a precondition essential
for the development of a sense of community or territoriality, informal
social controls, ahd the maximum effectiveness of formal social controls
(Proshansky, 1976; Yancey, 1970; Jacobs, 1961; Newman, 1973; Stanley, 1977).
In short, the proponents of the en&ironmental design/defensible space theér-
ies.believe that architectural design in itself can induce a feeling of
territoriality, increase social interaction, and rekindle and cause social
controls to become operationalized so. that potént;al offenders or strangers
can be recognized and éddressed by the neighbourhoodfinhabitants (Newman,

1973; Yancey, 1970).
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Included in this theoretical framework is the idea that ggécialized
activity areas tend to segment the urban host, and, as such, eliminate the
capability of citizens to.properly keep watch of their fronting streets,
and thereby improve the opportunity to commit crimes. Jacobs advocates di-
verse land use, suggesting that diversifind uses will promote maximum street
activity and enhance the possibilities for voluﬁtary citizen surveillance

(Jacobs, 1S61).

Other studies related to this research project were conducted by Engstad

in 1975, and by Waller and Okihiro in the mid 1970's.

Engstad examined and compared the frequéncy of specific crime types of
areas with and without licensed hotels and shopping centres. His findings
indicated that there was indeed a relationship between specific crime types
and specific activity centres andﬁgggt the absence or presence of these
structures within or adjacent to ;éééfting areés accounted for the variance
of the specific crimes under study (Engstad, 1975). A study of residential
break and enters conducted by Waller and Okihiro examined a number of basic
variables such as”time, means of entry, the type and value of property stolen,
damage confrontation, and the victim's recall ability to reconstruct a pro-
file of the perpetrator. Their findings revealed that residential break and
enter did not occur at any particular time, that cash and jewellery were most .
often stolen,‘and that doorways were the most common form'of‘entrance. Oppoxr-:
tunism per se was not an object of inquiry in this study (Waller and Okihiro}

1980) .
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Lastly, some mention should be made of the article written by Evans
and Leger relating’to the methodology of victim and crime distribution
studies. 1In addltlon.to prov1d1ng a historical review of‘prev1ous method—
ologies, the review provides the reader with some food'for thought regardlng
the objectives and burposes of obtaining crime and- victim data. Brlefly,'
they are to provide measures of the frequency and dlstflbution of selected
crimes, to indicate thevlmpact of the cr1mes on victims, to provide infor-~

mation relating to the risk of criminal victimization, and to prov1de some

indication of the efficiency of the criminal justice system (Evans and Leger, °

1980).

Summary of the Review of the Literature

While there are 3. number of studies which are 1nd1rectly related to

thls pPreject, the number of directly related ‘studies are not in great‘abunf
dance. A review of the literature, however, indicates that two major theor-
ies have been developed. These are the SOCio-cultural theory and the soccio-
urban form. theory. The socio-caltural theory suggests that levels of social
interaction and social coheSLOn at the nelghbourhood level is dlrectly re-
lated to the willingness on the part of a neighbourhood inhabitant to ini-
tiate action to Prevent a ‘criminal act. Cultural and. demographic homogenelty
is perceived as being directly related to levels of nelghbourhood cchesion.
Neighbourhood social cohesion is then considered to be independent of the site

or architectural design and the principal determinant of intervention.

1o




The socio-urban form theorxy also proposes that citizen action or
intervention is by and large depehdént upon tE? degree to which a neigh-~
bourhood develops a sSense of "community" or territoriality. In turn,
this sense of community or territoriality is dependent upon the degree
of neighbourhood social interaction and cohesion. Thé major difference
between the two fheories lies in the variables'determined.to be of sig-
nificance in bringing about ieVels of social interactioh and cohesion in
the first place. In contrast to the socio-éulﬁural theory, the proponents
of the socio;urban‘férm theoryVao ndt'consider the degree of homogeneity
to be as importaht as the surroundiﬁ§'architecturalvdesign and land use
patterns. The architectural aesign or urban form and land use patterns are
thoughh’to be directly related to Aegreés of territoriality, social cohesion,

B

and willingness to intervene.

4
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CHAPTER IIT
METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

Generally, projects £hat arise from a public copcern about sociai pr0fk
blems are noﬁ undertaken tb céllect acéuraﬁe infbrqaﬁion which can be used
to test theories and analyze the problem.. They stem from a valid.desire
to uncover solutions to the problems. At issue is the immed;ate need tov
"do something"”. Thunder Béy‘has reacted with the fofmation of a‘cityivandé-'

lism Task Force and two brojects sponsored by the Police Force.

The first project produced a descriptive feport entitled Vandalism,

Attacks on Society (Stewart et al.,1978). It was baséd on interviews with

a wide selection of people who might be expected to know about various
aspects of vandalism; police officers, school principals, juvenile court .
judges, school age children, and senior citizens,

Most of (these interviews) were carried out in order to ga%p some o
deeper insights into Just how various members of the community perceived
the problem of vandalism (Stewart ‘et al., 1978).

In addition, police statistics were used to outline some charaéter—

istics, such as the types and Tocation, of reported vandalism in Thunder Bay.

This present study, the second one sponsored by the Thunder Bay Police.
Force, was motivated by a similay concein about‘thé'natute and extent of

vandalism, However, it"is a controlled and systematiQQresearch,pfbjgct
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designed to discover if there are differences between residential areas
with high and low rates of vandalism and, secondly, if there are measur-

able differences when a neighbourhood watch program isvintroduced in

some residential areas and not in others.

THE ORGANIZATION OF THE RESEARCH AND SELE".CTION OF THE SAMPLE

A research directér and six intérviéWers were hired to implement the
stﬁdy within the framework established by the Police Force. The.six’interw
viewers were fully involved in the early-planning stages of the research,
suggeéting questions and methoas, reading'about vandalism and deciding on
praétiCal matters relating to scheduling and interviewing. This involve-
ment probably contributed to the fact that they remained for the duration

of the project.

A questionnaire was developed and pre-tested "(see Appendix ‘A).  Tden-

tifying demographic information was collected for each adult wember of the

“household. - Also, the household's experience With'VandaliSm,'eifher?asfa

@

‘victim or a witness of neighbourhood incidents, was recorded. ~An extremely

important feature of the later analysis is an examination of the differences
(or lack of them) between victims and non-victims of vandalism. Finally,

there are a seriés of questions about attitudes and behaviour in relation

"to suspected or observed property crime. An effort was made to ensure the

”*'smOOth7fIOW”of-quesﬁi6ns“déSpité’fféduéht“shifts*in tdpics"during‘fhé‘iﬁéer— o

view. = PR -
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Interviewing téok place in four residential areas. For the‘pﬁrposes of
poliéing, the City of Thunder Bay hés been divided into nine major paérbl
areas, consisting of sixty-eight sub-areas. Whe; citizens contact the po-
lice the‘geogfaphical iocation of an incidént is noted on the subéeqﬁent
report. Staﬁistics pertaining to wilful damage, mischief, break and enter,
theft and damage to residences for each of the sub-areas were tabulated
from police reporﬁs; and form part of the basis for fhe‘selection 6f four
sub~areas. A further consideration was that the area had ;o»be primarily
residential. The staff toured each proposed area to look at the mix of
res%ﬁential and commercial locations.

Over a twelve month period in these small patrol areas; the rates of re-
ported vandalism against residences varied fr?m a low of one to a high of
fifty-nine cases. The average number of cases réported to the poiice for
these patrol areas was 20.1l. The four areas selected had 9, 18, 39{ 51
cases of residential vandalism, respectively. It must be stressed that
these figures are dérived from "those céses reported to the pOliceﬁ. For

a variety of reasons, people do not report’all inéidents of'ébservgd or sus-

pected crime to the police.
The four residential areas were divided into twbihighkrgport and two
low report neighbourhoods and identiqaluinterviewsvw@re conducted with a

samgle of the populations in eachlregioh. a list of streets ané house num-

bers in each zone was compiled from the City'DireCto:y'andihamgs were randomly

14
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selected to achieve a 15% sample from eaéh neighbourhood (Thunder Bay City
Directory ;ﬁd telephone,ngmber quide, 1979). A coyering letter describing
the project and requestf%g their assistance was sent to each household

on thé list. (Seé Appeﬁdix B). Two or three days after each mailing re-

sidents were phoned and an appointment made for a morning, afternoon, or

early evening interview. The latter was necessary to accommodate those

families who were away from‘their homes during the day.

Most interviews took place at the respondent's home with a few at places Sis
of work or even the police station. The interview was conducted by two
people; one to ask the questions, and the other to record the answers. They

generally lasted an hour and twenty minutes. There were no partially com-

o .

pleted interviews and relatively few refusals to participate in the survey.
The letter sent to each household was on Police Force letterhead and was
personally signed by the Chief of Police. In addition, each project worker

firmly indicated the necessity of interviéWing that specific household.

. # s o 2
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(See Appendix C). At least three phone calls were made during the weekday,

A

on weekends, or evenings in order to contact those on the list. Only 8%

of those on the original list were not contacted or refused to participate.

-
.

In two areas, the high vandalism areas, residents were told of the Nei-
ghbourhood Watch Program, how to become involved, and involve others in

the neighbourhood. They were alsc asked if they would come to a meeting to

_r _
. ¢

have the program explained more fully. In addition, notices were delivered

«

to every household in the high report areas urging them to attend such a

o




PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING
AREAS INDICATING:THE ACTUAL VICTIM EXPERIENCE IN EACH AREA

AREA VANDALISM
RATE

TABLE 1

ACTUAL VICTIM EXPERIENCE IN EACH AREA

NO

TOTAL

YES

HIGH 41.4%, 58.6%
© (41) (58) (99)

MIDDLE 51.0% 49.0%
(98) . (94) (192)

LOW 61.7% 38.3%
(37) (23) (60)

16
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meeting (see Appendix D) for a more detailedkprgsentation of the Neigh-
bourhéod Watch Program. All four areas were monitored after the termination
of interviewing to detect possible changes in the rate of reporting incidents
of vandalism. This data is presented in Chapter IV.
T B . vK~ , -
Finally, the questionnaires were cod?d by the interviewers fqr computer
tabulation, and keypunched by ;hg staff of the City of- Thunder Bay Computex

Centre.  The Statistiéal Package for the Social Sciences (S.P.S.S.) was used

~to construct Bivariate and Multivariate Contingency Tables for the analysis.

A cursz “xeview of these tables revealed that the actual victim ex~- .

perience of one of the low reporting areas was higher than the other three

’reporting’areés; "To lend Crédability to the:study, the areas were ar-

ranged to reflect actual victim experience. Thisvwas‘accomplisﬁed by col-
lapsing the two high reporting .areas into the medium category, and relabel-
ling the low reporting area with the“high‘victim experience as the high area.

The'remainingllow repoftigg areadactually had the lowest rate of residential

property damage and was‘left to répresent the(lqw area. . The rates ofjhbuse—

9

hold victim experience are presented in Table 1 th@h indicates that 58.6%
ofhthechouséhp;ds in the high‘atea; 49.0% QfAthe‘hgusgholds in the médium

area;‘and 38.3% of the households in the'lbﬁyarea hadlbeen victimized some-

time‘béfwééthdtébér;i§7éfaha‘Ocﬁbber;19§9.“

17
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CHAPTER 1V

FINDINGS,

This section présents'a considerable amount of'datakf:om the interviews
with residents in the four‘selected areas. As‘indicated;in Chapter I we
found, as expected, a discrepancy between the police statistics and the gata
gathered in the interviews. Some 50% of all households in the survey
reported béing;viCtims, a much higher rate than is ihdicatédiby police

figures.

The findings are presented in two ways Or on two levels of analysis.
The first level of analysis focuses on the social and physical characteristics
of the specific areas in which the households are situated‘ Based‘on’the
householders self-reporting of their victim experience, the four original areas were
reclassified into three categories; high, meéium, or low vandalism areas;
Ehe main question being "Are there systematic reasons for the different

rates of vandalism?"

At the second level of analeis the three areas in which the house-
holders reside are ignored and the focus is on the characteristics of the
victim ané non-victim households. "Are there certain identifiable precautions

or actions taken by non-victims that help‘preVent'vandalism againét them?"

In order to make the chore of reviewi;g the\findings»easigr, Tables
have been sectioned and arranged according to several descriptive 6r '
theoretical categories 55 follows: demographic characteristics (including
the working'mbther hypothe;isf} defensible space or physical design, land -

use, and social  cohesion/neighbourhood watch theories.

18




aAlso, the tables for the two levels of analysis are presented together
so the reader can compare differences, if any, among the three areas or
between victims and non-victims. All of the data from the survey is not
presented here. Only the more significant relationships, or those.that fit
into the major theories are described and other topics or questions on the

interview form (Appendix A) yield no fruitful information.

1. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
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It is possible to locate families in a social space which places
them in relation to other families in the same community. Such characteristics
as ethnicity, family size and level of education may also be related to the

experience of vandalism in one's neighbourhood. -

(i) Ethno cultural Background

Table 2kindicates that the residential areas with both high and
1ow vandaliém rates are relatively homogeneous compagéd to the greater
variety of ethnic groupskin the residential‘area with the medium
vandalism rate, .and és sﬁch does not explain the variénce in residential
property damage ambn&gthe three areas. Also, when we examine Tabler3,
the findihgs further indicate that being a victim or non-victim has- virt- a

ually no relationship with ethno-cultural background, as évidepced

by the relatively eqgual percentage distributions. i

(ii) Socioeconomic Status

e

‘ The présent‘occupafion was listed for all adult members (18 & over)

of the household. The daﬁa was converted to ratings developed by

Blishen and McRoberts (1976) and collapsed intq three categories.

I
P
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Clearly the residential area with the highest rate of vandalish
consists of a greater number of households ffém a high socioeconomic
status background. However, when we examine the residential area
with the lowest rate of vandalism, we fiﬁd tﬁ;t'more households from
a middle and high socioeébnomic status backgfound have been vandalized
than the residential area with a medium raté of vandalism. In sum,
Table 4 indicates that the rate of vandalism may be partially related
to socioeconomic status but this relationship:is not constant and may
énly be a factor in neighbourhood areas which have a large pfoportion
of its households from high socioeconomic backgrounds.

Table 5 lends suppor; tc the above. Victims tended to come from

middle or high socioeconomic statuses whereas .non~victims tended to be

predominantly from a low socioeconomic status baékground.

(iii) Education
The data in Table 6 indicateés that the area with the’highest
rate of vandalism is compoéed of households witﬁva relétively high'
level of education; 49.0% having attended community college ér
university, compared to 15.7% and 27;9%‘respe¢tive;y'for thérareas
with medium and low rates of vandalism. Again as with the  socioeconomic

variable, the relationship between educapion,and rate of vandalism is

=

not consistent, and may only become a factor when a relativeiy 1é£ge <
proportion of réspondents in a residential area éhare a~highvlevel of
education.

The victim experience resuItsv(Tabié;?i,indicatektﬁat viétims ‘ o

IS

tend to be slightly more educated than non-victims.

o




TABLE 4

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSENOLDS IN THREE
DIFFERING,AREAS‘INDICATING THEIR SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

AREA VANDALISM L '&ﬂ _LEVEL OF SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

RATE . LOW* MIDDLE HIGH TOTAL

Ef | “HIGH " R 26.5%° 33.3% 41.2%

(27 (33) (42) (102)
MEDIUM 57.6% 33.3% 9.1%
I§ i e (66) - 8) © o (198)
M% | LOW 47.5% 39.3% 13.23%
Iﬁ‘ : (29) (24) (8) - (61)
N = 361
TABLE 5 g

PERQENTKGE”DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND'NQN—VICTIM*HOUSEHQLDS

SR INDICATING THEIR SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
VICTIM 'LEVEL OF SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
EXPERIENCE . TOWt . MIDDIE HIGH ' TOTAL
VICTIM . 35.4% C42.3% - 22.3%
R Coe e e . @s)
NON-VICTIM  58.1% O 27.9% 14.0%
‘(104) (50) (25) - (179
N = 354

AR : .
'w‘)'

ludes\those households where
A\ : .

* The low SOClOECOnomlC status category inc
adult members were. unemployed dlsabled retired or working.




TABLE 6

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING. -

AREA VANDALISM

AREAS INDICATING THE, LEVEL OF EDUCATION

o

LEVEL OF EDUCATION -

GRADE 13, UNIVERSITY

RATE LESS THAN GRADE 13 . & COMMUNITY COLLEGE TOTAL
HIGH 46.1% 53.9%
(a7) (55) (102)
MEDTUM 78.8% | 20.2%
‘ (156) (40) (198)
LOW 67.3% 32.7%
' (41) (20) (61)
361
TABLE 7
. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM -
'HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING LEVEL OF EDUCATION
LEVEL OF EDUCATION
VICTIM R *  GRADE 13,UNIVERSITY o
EXPERTENCE LESS THAN GRADE 13 & COMMUNITY COLLEGE __ TOTAL
VICTIM 64.6%_ . 35.4% .
(113) . . (82) (175)
‘ s

NON-VICTIM 71.5% ~ 28.5% |
(128) (51) (179).

354
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existent as evidenced by the

(IV)  Length of Residence

At least 70.0% of the respondents living in the high and low

vandalism areas indicate théy‘hay§ lived in their neighbourhood for

4 seven or moreyears. On the other hand, only 59.5% of the respondents

living in the medium vandai}sm area indicate thaf they have lived in
tﬂéir neighbourhood for this period of time.

In any event, there does not appear to be any distihct relationship
betﬁéen the number of years people live in a neighbouthod and the area
Vgndalism ?ate. ‘

* From the victim experience table, we find that victims tend to have
lived in their neighbourhood longer than nbn—victimé (Table 9). 1If fhe
ideés about high social cohésion producihd log.fates of vandalism are
correct, we shoula expect that the longer people live in an area, t@e more
they know”énd interact with their neighbours. However; the‘simple measure

of length of residence in an area has no effect on vandalism. In fact,

rvidtims may be ‘in a position to have known their neighbours better than

non-victims (Tabl§‘9).

(v) Number of Adults per Household

A xelationéhip between rates of area or neighbourhood residential
vandalism and the number of adults per household in the area is non-

W

3

ution of two and'th;eé”aduit family households is relatively equal.
‘;kThe victim experience table suggests that slightly more victim house-

holds contain three or more adults than‘non—vict%m"houséholdsE?Tablé 1) .

Again this i unexpected as~more people in the household should increase the
potential to have someone in the house and therefore be able to view and re-

. port acts of vandalism.

. . ’ 25 ‘ . 7 7‘/ L e

data in Table 10. In all areas, the distrib-




TABLE 8

PERCéNTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS
INDICATING THE LENGTH.OF TIME THEY HAVE LIVED IN.THE HOUSEHOLD

o ~ AREA VANDALISM : | LENGTH OF TIME ,
‘RATE ' 1-6 YEARS . MORE THAN 6 YEARS _ TOTAL

HIGH ‘ ~ 28.5% . 71.5% 7
(29) o (73) ’ - {102)

MEDIUM - o . 40.5% " 59.5%
(80) , (118) . 9w

= LowW 25.63% 74.4% | |
o : | (15) \ (46) (61

N o= 361

TABLE 9
* PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF.VICTIM AND NON*VICTIM.HOUSEHOLDS%INDIGATING

THE LENGTH OF TIME THE RESPONDENT-LIVED IN THE HOUSEHOLD . *

VICTIM LENGTH OF TIME

@

EXPERIENCE __1-6 YEARS 'MORE THAN 6 YEARS .~  TOTAL

VICTIM : Co29.7% . 70.3%
(52) T3y ars)

NON-VICTIM =~ 139.7% .. 60.3% o « .
| (71) o o(ro8) (179)

N = 354°

i 1
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TABLE 10

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION‘QFSHOUSEHOLDS~iN THREE: DIFFERING AREAS

. INDICATING THE NUMBER OF ADULTS PER HOUSEHOLD

AREA VANDALISM

NUMBER: OF ADULTS PER HOUSEHOLD .

ONE' = TWO ~  THREE OR MORE
ADULT ___ ADULTS ADULTS

5.98  54.,9% 39.2%
6) . (s6) . (40)

16.6%  60.6% © 28.8%
(21). (1200 (51

8,28 57.4% 34.4% .
(5) (35) ’ | (2}.)L -

. TABLE 11

'PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS -

¢ . INDICATING THE NUMBER OF :ADULTS PER HOUSEHOLD

' NUMBER OF ADULTS PER HOUSEHOLD

o

ONE - TWO THREE OR

" EXPERIENCE =~ -

-ADULT -.. ADULTS, ..  MORE ADULTS

| 1 e9s  57.78  35.4%
1oy oaen ot (e2)

" NON-VICTIM

11.7% 60.3%  28.0%
- (21) (108) ° (s0)

L
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.(Vi) The Number of Children per Household

Table 12 provides information which indicates that there are more
households withlﬁwo or more children in the high vaﬁdalism érea (40.2%)

than in the ﬁedium (30.8%) and low (31.0%) vandalism areas. There are

also slightly more hoﬁseholds with children than not, compa:ed_with the
same two areas. c ' : |

When we examine the findings in the victim experience teble,fwe éis—
cover that a larger percentage of non-victim households have no children,u
and a slightly larger number of non~victim then victim househelds have two
or more children. From this infOrmation we may ihfer that the disﬁribution
of vandalism at the Victim level cannot be attributed to the presence or

absence of households without children or with two or more children.

(vii) Working Mothers

Table 14 provides data which allows the reader te examine ﬁhe“
reldtionship between victim experience{ and the presence‘er absence of e
working mother in the three residential areas.b‘In approximately 53.0% of the
households in each area, mothers worked outside the iesidence.

In the high vandalism area the75ata indicates tbet householdsrwith
working mothers tended to have been victimized more often than households
where the mother did hot work. Thie same relationship holds, and'ieﬂstronger'
for the residential area with the medium vandalism rate. In the :esiﬁential
area with the lowest rate of vandalism this relationship is eeversed; where

households with working mothers tended not be victimized.

Summary -of Demographics Section

The ethno-cultural composition of residential areas does not

28




TABLE 12

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING

AREAS INDICATING THE NUMBER OF RESIDENT CHILDREN

- o L
NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER HOUSEHOLD

AREA VANDALISM | ° NO S '~ TWO OR
‘RATE C CHILDREN. ‘ONE. - MORE CHILDREN

TOTAL.

HIGH - 43.1% 16.7% 40.2%
o ' (48)  an. (4n)

CMIDDLE . . | . 50.5% 18.7% 30.8%
| (100) 37 (81)

oW .. 47.6%  21.4% 31.0%
B ' o (29) (13) (19) .

TABLE 13 -

)

(102)

P(l98)

(61)

361

" " PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS |

- INDICATING THE NUMBER OF RESIDENT CHILDREN

NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER HOUSEHOLD

VICTIM T N0 " TWo OR

EXPERIENCE . __ CHILDREN . ONE . __ MORE CHILDREN

Cvrerm .| . 46.9% 20.0%  33.1%
S o (82) | (35) . (58)

Non-VicTms . | .. 50.4%  15.5%  _ 34.1%

©(90) (28) (e

_TOTAL

- (175)

_{179)

354

o
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 TABLE 14

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS FROM THREE DIFFERING AREAS WITH

WORKING MOTHERS CONTROLLING FOR THE VICTIM EXPERIENCE OF THE HOUSEHOLD

(o8

AREA VANDALISM
" RATE ‘

voooel s N

MOTHER WORKS OUTSIDE HOUSEHOLD

Y

YES NO TOTAL

HIGH

MEDIUM

LT LOW

A\

VICTIM OF YES - 56.9% 43.1%

_VANDALISM . | (33 (28)  (58)'

No | 43.9% . 56.1% .
(18) . (23)  (41)

VICTIM OF YES 66.0%  34.0%
VANDALISM (62) (32) . (94)

No | 36.7% - 63.3%
(36) S (ezy {98)

VICTIM OF  YES | 47.8% - 52.2%

VANDALISM = . oan - 13 f (24Y

. no | se.es . 432
o el L. @D

N = 351
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explain the variance of the frequency of property crime within the
three areas as evidenced by the relatively homogeneous similarity

shared between the high and low vandalism rate areas. With respect

‘to socioeconomic status, we can infer that neighbourhoods with a

relatively high aeneity of househelds from a high secioeconomic back-

ground are more likely to experlence hlgher rates of property damage

than nelghbourhoods which do not have a high den51ty of high

socioeconomic status background households. More victims than non-

victim households were from a high socioeconomic background indicating

that’victim exéerience oh the hou;ehold,level may be directly reiaeed
to "socioeconomic status’batkgroﬁnd. | !

The level of edﬁeation ray hevé a mere direct effect on the
fieéeency of neighbourhood. and household property damage ‘than many ef
the other demographic_variables. Clearly the4residential area with
the highest vandalisnm rate is coﬁposed of a much greatef number of
houSeholds with a community college or university level of edﬁcation
than heuseholds in the other two arees., |

The longevity of residence, number of adults in the household,

and~ﬁheknumber of children in the household do not appear to have

any direct effect on the distribution of neighbourhood property crime.

On' the household level of analysis, more victims than non-victims lived

‘"in their houseghold for six or more years, and contained three or more

adults. The distribution of children was equal between the victim _
and non-v1ct1m households.‘
The worklng mother hypothe51s has long been purported, espec1ally

in the mass med}a, to have a dlrect effect on the distribution of -area

31
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and household rates of property damage, but the data in this study only

partially supports this hypothesis.

In the high vandaiism rate area, we find that the household victim
experience is relatedkto having a working mothef in the household. This
effect became significantly apparent in the medium vandalism rate area with
66.0% of all househqids with a working mother having been victimized.
Howevef; this particular area is relatively heterogeneous in terms:.of fhe
ethnocultural distribution coﬁpéred with bbth the low and high areas. We
would suggest that the working mother variable may be more directly related,
and more capable of explainiﬁg victim éxperiénce in‘neighbourhoods which
are culturaliy heterogeneous. The percentage distributions in the low area
afe reversed indicating that the absence of a working mother does not act

uniformly to affect the distribution of hoﬁsehold or area property damage.

2. DEFENSIBLE SPACE/PHYSICAL. CHARACTERISTICS

For the purpose of this study, defensible s?ace'is defined as ak
combination of man made obstacles excluding architectural design) and
social behaviours which fﬁnction to isolate pdténtial target sites by re-
ducing the oppoitunity for others to commit acts of vandalism, impuisive,
or otherwise. Fencing one;s property,Alocking house and car dooxrs, and
owning a dog, for exéméle, may detexr thése,ﬁho Qould intruée and remove

a

or destroy parts of easily accessible prdperty.'

(i) Having Someone in the House Regularly”

One way to inhibit property damage or theft is to ensure that someone
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PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIGN OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING
AREAS I‘NDICATING THAT SOMEONE IS REGULARLY IN THE HOUSEHOLD
AREA VANDALISM - IS SOMEONE REZGULARLY IN THE HOUSEHOLD? .
- RATE _YES NO : ' TOTAL
HIGH 22.5% . 77.5%
| o (23) ‘ (79) (102)
MEDIUM 32.8% 67.2% |
(65) (133) (198)
LOW © 42.6% - 57.5%
(26) (38) (61)
N = 361
TABLE 16
PERCENTAGE DISTRUBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS T
' * INDICATING THAT .SOMEONE IS REGULARLY IN THE HOUSE -
R . R . B 77?/“'}
VICTIM N IS SOMEONE REGULARLY IN THE HOUSE? |
__EXPERIENCE _YES . . NoO TOTAL
: .o - VICTIM RE . 30.9%  69.1s _ :
¢ IR (54) (121) - (79
NON-VICTIM , 32.4% .. 67.6% R
' (58) N (121) | (179)
. N = 354
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is regularly present to observe and possibly deter destiuctive acts.

In the low vanéalism area, 42;6% of the households indiéate that someone
is regularly at home compared to 32.8% of the hquseholds in the mediup~and
22.5% in the high area. However, 'in Table 16, the data indicates litéle

difference in the practice of keeping someone afound the households On

a regular basis. .in sum, having someone in the house regularly appears to

affect vandallsm rates from one area to another but 1t does rnot help to

explain victimization at the household level.

(ii) The Number of Hours the Household is Vacant per Day

Another factor is the length of time that a house may be vacant or

when someone is not constantly at home. The data in Table 17 indicates

that fewer households in the low véndalism area were vacated on a daily

basis for any length of time, than households in the high and medium
vandalism areaé; In the high area, more households were vacated for two
to four hoﬁrs per day than households in the other areas. When we examine the -
period of more thaﬁ four hours, Qe find that a relativgly equal percentage
distribution of households from all areas are vacated for this”length of
time on a daily basis.

If *he period of time a household is vacant ﬁas anyleffect onvthe
re51dent1al area vandalism rate, it may only do so. when there is a rela-
tively large number of households within a giveﬁ area which are seldom or-
never vacated on a daily basis, for any period §f time,

The victim table in this category lends support to this state-

ment with more non-victim than victim households never being wvacant
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TABLE 17

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS

INDICATING THE NUMBER OF HOURS PER DAY THE HOUSEHOLD IS VACANT

NUMBER OF HOURS HOUSEHOLD VACANT PER DAY

AREA VANDALISM ] MORE THAN

RATE NONE 2-4 HOURS 4 HOURS TOTAL

HIGH 22.6% 52.0% 25.4%
(23) (53) (26) (102}

MEDIUM 33.4% 37.9% 28.7%
(66) (75) (57) (198)

LOW 36.13% 39.3% 24.6%
(22) (24) (15) (61)
N = 360

TABLE 18

PERCENTAuE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON—VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING

THE NUMBER OF HOURS PER DAY THE HOUSEHOLD IS VACANT

VICTIM

NUMBER OF HOURS HOUSEHOLD VACANT PER DAY

e MORE THAN
EXPERIENCE NONE 2=-4 HOURS 4 HOURS TOTAL
VICTIM 26.3% 42.9% 30.8%
(46) (75) (54) (175)
NON-VICTIM 34.7% 41.9% 23.4%
' (62) “75) (40) (179)
‘ N = 354
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and fewer non-victim than victim households having vacancy periods for

both two to four hours and more than four hours per day (Table 18).

(iii) Fencing Around Yard

Table 19 indicates that more complete fencing can be fouhd
around the. yards of households in the low ;andaiism area than in
eithersthe medium or the high vandalism afeas. When we consider
complete and partial fencing, we find that 90.2% of households in the
low area, 70.4% of‘hoﬁseholdé in the medium area, and 83.6% of house-
holds in the high area have such fencing. From this distribution we
can infer that fencing may act as an obstacle but is not a unique
feature of the behaviour of residents which may act to affect the
distribution of property damage.

Table 20 indicates that there is only a slight tendency fog
non-victim householas to have coﬁplete fencing around the yard,
while victims tended to have slightly more partial fenéing. In the

V combined total of complete and partial fencing, the percentage

distribution of non-victim and victim households is relatively eqgual.

(iv) Things Left in Yard Overnight
The data in Table 21 indicates th;t tools, leisure equipment
and other objects tended to be léft in‘thé yara overnight in the
medium and high vandalism areas as opposed to the low vandalism area.
From the victim table we find that almost 10% more victim than non-
victim households report that they often left things in the yard

overnight.
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TABLE 19

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS. FROM THREE DIFFERING
AREAS WITH COMPLETE OR PARTIAL YARD FENCING

¢

AREA VANDALISM o FENCING AROUND YARD

RATE COMPLETE PARTIAL NONE TOTAL
HIGH T 41.8% 41.8% 16.4%
© (41) (41) (16) (98)
MEDIUM 34.2% 36.2% 29.6%
' (67) (71 (58) (196)
LOW 52.5% 37.7% 9.8%
(32) : (23) (6) (61)
N = 355
TABLE 20
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS
WITH COMPLETE OR PARTIAL YARD FENCING
VICTIM ) B -~ FENCING AROUND ‘YARD
EXPERIENCE COMPLETE PARTIAL NONE TOTAL
VICTIM 37.2% 39.0% 23.8%
(64) (67) ‘ (41) (172)
NON-VICTIM. 40.3% ) 37.5% 22.2%
' (71) (66) (39) (176)
N = 348
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TABLE 21

. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN'THREE DIFFERING AREAS

INDICATING WHETHER TOOLS OR LEISURE EQUIPMENT IS LEFT OUT IN YARD

. AREA VANDALISM TOOLS, LEISURE EQUIPMENT LEFT OUT IN YARD
. RATE YES ' NO . TOTAL
. HIGE 65.7% 34.3%
(67) (35) ‘ (102)
MEDIUM 66.2% 33.8%
(131) (67) (198)
LOW 58.4% 41.6%
(35) (26) . (61)
N = 361
{
TABLE 22

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING
WHETHER TCOLS OR LETSURE EQUIPMENT IS LEFT OUT IN YARD

VICTIM TOOLS, LEISURE EQUIPMENT LEFT OUT IN YARD
: EXPERIENCE YES ‘ _NO TOTAL
VICTIM 69.1% 30.9%
(121) (54) ' - (175)
| NON-VICTIM 60.3% 39.7%
| : 5 )
‘ 0 (108) (71) (179)
N = 354
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(v) House Doors locked at Night,,and When Away From Home
: - - —— ¥ ! ’/ 5\,‘:
- Slightly more households in the residential area with the Towest .
i g
vandalism rate indicated that the ‘house. doors are locked overnight, =

)’., .-

C

or when the house is temporarily vacated. Table 24 indicates that

1

slightly more victims ‘than non-victim households tend to lock their , s

-

. . . 4 .
house doors overnight and when the house is|temporarily vacated.

(vi) Car Doors Locked Overnight

Eighty-three poiht six percent (83.6%) of the households in the
low vandalism area %ock their car doors overnight compared to 80.3% in
the mediuﬁ and 67.1% in the high vandalism rate area.

When we exémine Téblé 26, we find that 84.6% ‘of the non-victims

do not lock their car overnight compared to 70.9% of the :

victim households. People in the low area more often take the pre-

% N

caution of locking cars and homes.

7
7/

/7

{

L/

(vii) Damaged Property Repaired Quickly -

Unquestionably as indicated in Table 27, more households in the

Fl

low vandalism area repair damaged property quickly:compared with households
in the medium and high areas. Also, more of the medium area households

©Ty « 5"
tend to repair damaged property more quickly than househblds located

in the high vandalism rate area.

The associated victim and non-victim household table indicates

!s! !

that more victim households take steps to have damaged property repaired

1 P
more quickly than non-victim households.

. A
RN

I

—
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o
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TABLE 23
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS
S °  INDICATING WHETHER HOUSE DOORS ARE LOCKED AT NIGHT OR WHEN
AWAY FROM THE HOUSE '
AREA VANDALISM . LOCK DOORS AT NIGHT OR WHEN AWAY FROM HOUSE
RATE ¢ yE§ ‘ NO - " TOTAL
HIGH 1. 92.2% 7.8% ‘
(94) (8) (102)
\ MEDIUM 1 94.9% 5.1%
o : (188) (10) - (198)
LOW 96.7% 3.3% .
(59) (2) (61)
N = 361
TABLE 24 »
G" ¢
o PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING
WHETHER DOORS OF HOUSE ARE LOCKED OVERNIGHT OR WHEN AWAY FROM HOUSE
VICTIM . . LOCK DOORS AT NIGHT OR WHEN AWAY FROM HOUSE
EXPERIENCE ‘ YES _NO TOTAL
; VICTIM “ 96.0% C L 4.0%;
= (168) ‘ (7 (175)
‘;[i . N g | N N .
NON-VICTIM 93.9% , 6.1% N i
- (68) . . @AD .  (179)
7 : ; ‘ . N = 3‘54
40 o
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TABLE 25

Ze

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING
AREAS INDICATING THAT THEY LOCK THEIR CAR DOORS OVERNIGHT

AREA VANDALISM ' ) ' LOCK CAR DOORS AT NIGHT
FATE - : NOT LOCKED  LOCKED
HIGH ) 32.9% | 67.1%
‘ S (33) (69)
MEDIUM 19.7% ~80.3%
: (39) (159)
LOW 16.4% 83.6%
(10) (51)
. it -
TABLE 26

' PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS .

INDICATING THAT THEY LOCK THEIR CAR DOORS OVERNIGHT

VICTIM | LOCK CAR DOORS AT NIGHT
EXPERIENCE | worrockED LOCKED
 vICTIM . . 29.1% 70.9%
’ : ~ (51) : (129)
NON-VICTIM 15.6% ‘ 84.4%
W (28) (s
B \»‘ N =
41




PERCENTAUE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATINU“
THAT WHEN PROPERTY IS DAMAGED IT IS OR WOULD BE REPAIRED QUICKBY

AREA VANDALISM

TABLE 27

DAMAGED PROPERTY REPAIRED QUICKLY

. RATE YES - NO TOTAL:.
HIGH 44.1% 55.9% -
(45) (57) (102)
MEDIUM 74,23 25.8%
(174) - (51) (198) !
LOW 93.43% 6.6% .
(57) 7 o ar (61)
N - 361

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS THAT STATE
THEY REPAIR QUICKLY ANY DAMAGE TO THEIR PROPERTY@THROUGH VANDALISM
OR OTHER CAUSES TO PREVENT ADDITIONAL DAMAGE THROUGH VANDALISM

VICTIM

TABLE 28 "

~ DAMAGED PROPERTY REPALRED QUICKLY

EXPERIENCE YES. T Noo TOTAL .
VICTIM 72.0% 28.0%
(126) ' (49) (175)
NON-VICTIM 66.0% S 34.0%
(119) ~ (60) (179)
N = 354
42
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(viii) :Own a Dog

’Thirty—one point two percent (31.2%) of the households in the low
vandalism rate residential afea own a‘dog, compared to 18.2% in the
_medium, and 19.6% in the high rate area.. Further, Table 30 1nd1cates

that 8lightly more viétim households tend to own a dog than non-vxctlm

households.

(ix) Garage on Property

Table 31 indicateS‘that/4l.O% of the households in the low area
have a garage on the household property compared to 37.8% of the
hbuseholds in the medium, end 26.5% of the households in the high
vandalism rate area. Teble 32 indicates that slightly more victim .

households than non-victim households have a garage on the household

property.

(x) Sidewalk Frontlng Property

| ‘A 51gn1f1cant percentage (87.9%) of households in the high
vandalism area have'sidewalks frohting the household property
compared to 68.0% of the households in the medium, and 24.6% of the
households in the low vandalism area. When we examine Table 34
however, the data indicates that the presence or absenqe Qf a sidewalk
;does not seem to effect the-di;;ribution,Qf;non~v1etim or victim
househeldé; -

(xi)‘ Backlanes PLB/\
‘ A

\More households in the low vandallsm area have a backlane
(60 7%) than do hou eholds in the medium area w1th 41.9%, ox
‘households in the high area with 16.7%. ‘The data'in Table 36 indicates

 that almost 10% more of the victim households than non-victim houseﬁoids

Sy
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TABLE 29

PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING
AREAS INDICATING OWNERSHIP OF A DOG

AREA VANDALISM | OWN A DOG
RATE YES NO __TOTAL
HIGH 19.6% 80.4%
(20) (82) (102)

MEDIUM 18.2% 81.8%
(36) © (162) (198)

LW 31.2% : 68.8%
(19) (42) : (61)
N = 361

TABLE 30

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS

INDICATING OWNERSHIP OF A DOG

VICTIM OWN A DOG .
EXPERIENCE YES ' - . NO TOTAL
VICTIM 23.43% 76.6%
(41) (134) ~Qars)
NON-VICTIM 18.5% 8l.sa
(33 (146) ~ o(179)
N =, . 354
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TABLE 31

PERCENTAGE,DISTRIBUTIONUOEIHOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS
INDICATING A GARAGE IS ON THE HOUSEHOLD PROPERTY

AREA VANDALISM | = GARAGE ON PROPERTY |
__RATE oy NO __ TOTAL

HIGH ' - 26.5% 73.5%
(26) (72) "(98)

MEDIUM ‘ . 37.8% . 62.2%
” (74) : (122) (196)

. . Low 41.0% 59.0% ‘
Iﬁ ' ' (25) (36) (61)

t? ‘ | | | . N = 355

t% : _ ' TABLE 32

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON*VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS

S ; : INDICATING A ‘GARAGE IS ON HOUSEHOLD PROPERTY

k“ VICTIM .~ GARAGE ON PROPERTY ,
'« EXPERIENCE - YES NO TOTAL

37.8% . 62.2%

VICTIM .
(65) A107; : (172)

Bed oL
o

 NON-VICTIM ‘ o 31.8% © . es.2s
| ? | (56) | (102) _(176)

N = 348




TABLE 33

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING
THAT A SIDEWALK IS FRONTING THE PROPERTY OF THE HOUSEHOLD

AREA VANDALISM

SIDEWALK FRONTING PROPERTY

RATE | YES NO . TOTAL
HIGH 87.9% 12.1%
(870 (12) (99)
MEDIUM 68.0% 32.0%
(134) (64) (198)
3
LOW 37.7% f« 57.3%
(26) (35) (61)
358
TABLE 34
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS
INDICATING THAT‘A SIDEWALK IS FRONTING HOUSEHOLD PROPERTY
VICTIM SIDEWALK FRONTING PROPERTY
EXPERIENCE YES NO TOTAL
_ vICTIM 68.6% 31.4%
(118) (54) (172)
NON-VICTIM 68.5% 31.5%
(122) (56) C(178)
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TABLE 35

Sk

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS

[

', INDICATING THE PRESENCE OF A BACK LANE ADJACENT TO THE BACK YARD

o,

AREA VANDALISM . BACK LANE PRESCNT
__RATE e YES NO TOTAL E

HIGH 16.7%  B83.3%
(17) - (85) (102)

 MEDIUM \ 41.93 58.1%
B (83) sy (198)

o Low ; .. €0.7% . 39.3%
lk§ : | (37) (24) | (61)

;155'5
=
[
&

361

TABLE 36
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING
THE PRESENCE OF A BACK LANE ADJACENT TO THE BACK YARD

VICTIM ” BACK LANE PRESENT

EXPERIENCE - ¥ES o NO | TOTAL

VICTIM o R 0 42.9% : ; '57.1%
75 - (%8 (175)
©33.5% s 66.5%

NON-VICTIM
: R R N{ Y+ ) BRI RAE  & 5 1) - (179)

N | = 354
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(xii) Ssatisfactory Street Lighting

had a backlane adjacent to the backyard property. This suggests that
victim experience may be partially dependent on the presence or
absence of a backlane. This is not surprising given that a backlane

gives people an opportunity to approach a house unseen.

,,,,,

fﬁespondents in all areas were asked if they were satisfied with

the street lighting. The high vandalism area,as indicated in Table 37,
was the least satisfied compared to the medium area which was the most

satisfied. When the victim and non-victim household table is examined,
we find that non-victim households tended to be somewhat more satisfied

with the quality of the street lighting than victim households.

Summary of Defensible Space/Physical Characteristics Section

More households in the low vandalism area than in the high and
medium areas were not vacant, or had someone regularly in the household
during the day which indicates that neighbourhood vandalism rates
may be directly related to these tﬁo factors. The corresponding
victim tables lend support to the above by‘indicatinguthat;moré‘non—
victim than victim households were not vacant and had someone
regularly in the household.

When we examine the series of steps taken by respondents to

gy

pPrevent vandalism we find that at the area level of analysis’more,
households located in the low vandalism érea ensufe thatuthe house
and car doors are locked at night, damaged property is repaired

quickly, and they own a dggw Convetsely, fewer households in tﬁe high
vandalism area than in the low vandalism area take such percautions.
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TABLE 37

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ‘HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AﬁEAS
INDICATING SATISFACTION WITH STREET LIGHTING

SATISFIED WITH STREET LIGHTING

&

RATH YES ~ NO TOTAL
HIGH 81.4% _ 18.6% ‘

(83) o (19) (102)

MEDIUM © » 88.9% 11.1%
(175) B (22) (198)

oW 85.2% 14.8%
N L= 361

TABLE 38

PERCENTAGE BISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING
: g7 : ' . :
SATISFACTION WITH 3TREET LIGHTING ADJACENT TO THEIR HOUSEHOLDS

VICTIM SATISFIED WITH STREET LIGHTING
EXPERIENCE YES NO 7 TOTAL
VICTIM 83.4%  16.6%
. (146) co (29) - o {175)
NON-VICTIM 87.7% O 12.3%
g (157) S p22) ’ o (179)
lll o " N = 354
.
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Households in the high area, however, are least likely to leave

tools or leisure equipment in their ya;d over night. If the above
precaution factors are combined, we can infer that the distribution of
specific kinds of property crime at the neighbourhood level may be
related to the number of households who take these precautions.

At the household level of analysis however, we find that more
victim than non-victim households tended to lock the house and car
doors at night,rep;ir damaged property quickly, not leave tools or
leisure equipment in their yard over night and own a dog. This
indicated that the distribution of property damage at the household
level is not directly related to any of these frecautionary'factors.
(It may also be possible that they started these precautions after
being victimized.)

The provision of complete fencing around a yard may function to
reduce the opportunity to commit specific kinds of pr operty damage.
The data in-this study partially supports this idea. More households
in the low area have Géhplete fencing around their yard than househo lds
in the medium and high;areas. However, the lack of a consistent increase in the
percentage distribution from the low to ‘the high area indicates
that fencing does not directly effect the distribution of property
damage at the neighbourhood level.

With respect to otﬁer physical characteristics, more households
located in high vandalism areas tended to have sidewalks fronting
the property, and not to have a backlane bordering onrthe backyard.
The consistency of the percentage distribution ascent:;rom the low to

the high area for sidewalks and descent from the low to high area
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for the presence of backlane, indicates that both sidewalks and
backlanes may be related to the distribution of property damage at the
neighbourhood 1evel, (i.e. negatively with a sidewalk and positively
with backlane). More households in the low area than in the other

two areas ha&e a garage on the property, and tend to be relatively
satisfied with the quality of thé street lighting. The households in
the high vandalism afea.wete the least satisfied with street lighting.

A review»gﬁ victim and non-victim households reveals that victim
households tenék%o border on backlanes more so than non-victim house-
holds. Sidewalks are equally distributed and more victims than non-
victims tend to have a'garage on the‘property. Lastly, sléghtly more of
the non-victim than wictim households have complete fencing and indicate
that the street lighting is adequate.

Aside from the backlane variable, oniy slight differences can be
found betwéen victim and non;victim households when other physical
characteristics are considered. This suggests that the presence or
absence of a backlane may be directly related to the disrribution of
property damage at the household level. 1In the case of the individual
household, the data suggests that households bordering on backlanes
are more likely to be victimized than households which are not. This
relatiéhship is reversed at the arga ieVel'of analysis with more
households reporting the presence of‘a‘backlane in the low area than

in the other two residential area.

3. KNOWLEDGE OF SELECTED INDICATORS aES

‘This section will examine and compare the three vandalism areas

V-
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on their perception and knowledge of selected variables to determine
if the presence or absence of specific kinds.of knowledge may promote

or diminish the opportunity to commit acts of residential vandalism.

(i) Perception of Vandalism Rate

Respondents in the threerselected areas were asked to state

whether they thought the occurrence of vandalism was high, medium or

low in their respective areas.

As indicated in Table 39 the area with the greatest experience of : -
vandalism perceived the occurrence of residential vandalism to be =
occurring less often than households in the medium vandalism rate

=

area. 1In reality, the reverse is true, as indicated in Table 41. "

Conversely, households in the medium vandalism area perceived the s
occurrence of vandalism in their area to be relatively high compared -
to the low and high areas. The area with the low experience of =
L

vandalism perceived the occurrence of vandalism to be low in their

° =

neighbourhood. . '

Table 4p indicates that victim households perceive the occurrence S
of vandalism to be high in their immediate neighbourhood. This is e
to be expected. People who-have been victimized are likely to feel B
that the rate is high in the entire neighbourhood. While victim -
erperience seems to have an effect on the perception of the level of »
neighbourhood vandalism, the same does not hold true when areas are

‘ ; = .
compared (Table 39). fThis is confusing given the relatively high i
victim experience of one area which perceives the occurrence of =g

vandalism to be quite low. They would appear to have a false sense

of security about their neighbourhood.
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TABLE 39

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS

INDICATING THEIR PERCEPTION OF THE FREQUENCY OF VANDALISM IN THE AREA

AREA VANDALISM PERCEPTION OF THE FREQUENCY OF VANDALISM IN AREA
RATE HIGH MEDIUM ’ LOW TOTAL
HIGH - 19.6% 2.9% 77.5%

20) (3) (79) (102)
MEDIUM 28.6% 4.6% 66.8%
(56) (9) (131) (196)
LOW 5.0% 3.3% 91.7%
(3) (2) (55) (60)
N 358
TABLE 40

~

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS
INDICATING THEIR PERCEPTION OF THE LEVEL OF VANDALISM

A

MRS

BERAN

IN THEIR IMMEDIATE NEIGHBOURHOOD

VICTIM PERCEPTION OF THE FREQUENCY - OF VANDALISM IN AREA
EXPERIENCE HIGH MEDIUM LOW TOTAL
VICTIM 32.8% 5.2% 62.0%
(57) (9) (108) (174)
NON-VICTIM 12.4 % 2.8% 84.8% 7l
(22) (5) (151) (178)
N 352
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TABLE 41 .

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING

AREAS INDICATING THE ACTUAL LEVEL OF VICTIM EXPERIENCE IN EACH AREA

DL e R st s s

AREA VANDALISM ACTUAL VICTIM EXPERIENCE IN EACH AREA
RATE NO " YES . TOTAL
HIGH 41.4% 58.6%
| (41) - (58) (99)
MIDDLE 51.0% 49.0%
(98) ; (94) (192)
L.OW ' 61.7% 38.3%
” (37) (23) (60)
N = 351
%}
!E%w;
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i (ii) Know Where Kids Hangout
F More households in the high vandalism area know where the kids
b .

in their neighbourhOdd hangout, than households in the medium and low

dreas. The descendihg percentage distributions are ds follows: 75.5%

for the high area; 60.1% for the medium area; and 37.7% for thé low

Fg vandalism area. Furthermore, victim households tend to know where ’
V% the kids in their neighbourhood hangout than non-victim households.

g ‘We do not mean to imply that young pecple are the only age group

E? committing acts of vandalism. However, people who were,interviewed %
, certainly implied this in many of their attitudes during the course of |
ik, RN .

o the interview. .

.

5 (iii) Aware of Curfew

The data in Table 44 indicates that 83.6% of the households in

the low vandalism area,; 78.3% of the households in the medium area,
" and 64.7% of the households in the higﬁ area are aware of the existence
of a curfew law. 'When we examine. the victim and non-victim household

Y . table however, the pércentage?distributions are relatively equal.

(iv) Time That a. Curfew Begins

In addition to asking respondents if ﬁhey were aware of the

3 . . . | . .
7 . existence of a curfew law for young people, we agked them to

“ .

" indicate the time they thought the curfew began. Table 46. indicates R

that almost half (48%) cf the households in the hiéh area did not know

wﬁén it began, and only 43.1% knew that the curfew commenced at

e an

10 p.m. Inncomparfson, 66.2% of the medium and 60.7% of the low area
4 households indicated that the curfew commenced at 10 p.m. Ir the victim

and non-victim table an equal distribution of non-victim and victim
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TABLE 42

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING
WHETHER OR NOT THEY KNOW WHERE KIDS HANGOUT Iﬁ THEIR NEIGHBOURHOOD

AREA VANDALISM a  KNOW WHERE KIDS HANGOUT B
RATE 7 YES NO ‘ TOTAL
HIGH N 75.5% ‘ 24.5%
(77). (25) (102)

MEDIUM 60.1% o 39.3%
(119) - : (79) ~ (198)

LOW 37.7% 7 62.3%
(23) (38) , (61).
N = 361

TABLE 43

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING
WHETHER OR NOT THEY KNOW WHERE THE KIDS IN THE NEIGHBOURHOOD HANGOUT

VICTIM KNOW WHERE KIDS HANGOUT :
= S
EXPERIENCE YES NO TOTAL
VICTIM : ) 71.4% ; 28.6%
(125) | (50) - (79)
NON-VICTIM 50.3% 49.7%
(90) ‘ (89) (179)
N = 354




]

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF "HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS
INDICATING THEIR AWARENESS OF THE EXISTENCE OF A CURFEW LAW

AREA VANDALISM
" RATE

TABLE 44

AWARE OF CURFEW LAW

YES NO TOTAL
HIGH 64.7% 35.3%
(66) (36) (102)
MEDIUM 78.3% 21.7%
(155) (43) (198)
LOW 83.6% 16.4%
= (51) (10) (61)
7 ’ N = 361
TABLE 45
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS
INDICATING THEIR AWARENESS OF THE EXISTENCE OF A CURFEW LAW
VICTIM AWARE OF CURFEW LAW
EXPERIENCE YES NO TOTAL_
VICTIM 76.6% 23.4%
(134) o (51) (175)
NON-VICTIM 73.7% 26.3% ||
(132) (47) (179)
o

o




TABLE 46

AREAS

B I IEINP S SR

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING
INDICATING WHAT TIME THEY THINk THE CURFEW BEGINS‘
y
_; AREA VANDALISM ) TIME CURFEW BEGINS
i ' ~
‘ RATE DON'T KNOW 8 PM o PM lQ PM 11 PM TOTAL
HIGH 48.0% 1.0% 5.9% 43.1% 2.0%
(49) (1) (6) (44) (2) (102)
MEDIUM 24.2% - 8.1% 66.2% 1.5%
(48) (16) (131) (3) (198)
LOW 24.6% - 13.1% 60.7% 1.6%
(15) (8) (37) (1) (61)
N = 361
TABLE 47
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS
INDICATING WHAT TIME THEY THINK THE CURFEW BEGINS ’
VICTIM TIME CURFEW BEGINS
EXPERIENCE . DON'T KNOW 8 PM 9 PM' 10 PM 11 PM TOTAL
VICTIM 30.9% .6% 8.6% 57.6% 2.3%
(54) (1) (15) (1o1) (4) (175)
NON-VICTIM 31.8% - 8.4% 58.8%’ 1.0% :
(57) (15) (105) (2) (179) )
N = 354 T
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households indicated that the curfew b@éan at 10 p.m.

(v} Aware of Block Parent Program

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they were aware of

‘either the presence or location of a Block Parent in their neighbourhood.

Most (75.5%) of the households in the high area indicated that they
were aware of such a program, compared to 56.6% of households in the
medium, and 68.9% of households in the low vandalism area. Table 49
indicates that a significantly greater number of victim house-

holds than non-victim households were aware of the existence of a Block

Parent Program in their neighbourhood.

(vi) Is Block Parent Program Active

When asked if the Block Parent Program was active in their
neighbourhood, a greater number of households in the high vandalism
rate area replied in the affirmative than households in the other two

areas. Furthermore, more of the households in the low area tended

T

not to know anything about the activity level than households in the

other two areas. Also, Tablé 51 indicates that mofe victim.than non-
victim households pérceive the program to be active, while more non-victim
than victim households indicated that they were unfamiliar with the

activity level.

Summary of Selected Knowledge Indicators

régard to selected indicators.

From a series of questions asked, the researchers were able to

ascertain the collective knowledge levels of residential areas in-

It is very interesting to note that the area with the highest victim
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TABLE 48

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING
WHETHER THE HOUSEHOLD IS AWARE OF THE EXISTENCE OF A BLOCK
PARENT PROGRAM IN THEIR NEIGHBOURHOOD

AREA VANDALISM . - AWARE OF BLOCK PARENT PROGRAM )
RATE ' ; YES NO ) TOTAL
HIGH - 77.5% : < 22.5%

(70) (33) (102)
MEDIUM 56.6% 43.4%
(112) (76) (Yo8)
LOW 68.93% 31.1%
(42) : (19) (61)
N = 361
TABLE 49

PERCENTAGE  DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING
"THE HOUSEHOLD IS AWARE COF THE EXISTENCE OF THE BLOCK PARENT
PROGRAM IN THEIR NEIGHBOURHOOD

VICTIM - AWARE OF BLOCK PARENT PROGRAM »
EXPERIENCE YES NO ‘ TOT%JT
VICTIM - 70.3% 29.7% ,
(123) ' (52) ‘ ) (175)
NON~-VICTIM : i 58.1% : .41.9% » )
(104) ; (75) ©(179)
N = 354
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TABLE 50

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING
THEIR PERCEPTION OF THE BLOCK PARENT ACTIVITY LEVEL

AREA VANDALISM | IS IT ACTIVE
RATE YES NO DON'T KNOW TOTAL
HIGH 24.5% 23.5% 52.0%
(25) | (24) (53) (102)
MEDIUM 12.2% 16.6% 71.2% ,
’ (24) (33) (141) (198)
LOW 16.4% 9.8% N 73.8%
(10) (6) (45) (61)
N = 361
A TABLE 51

)

/i

- PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS
INDICATING THEIR PERCEPTION OF THE BLOCK PA?ENT ACTIVITY LEVEL

VICTIM . IS IT ACTIVE ;
EXPERIENCE YES NO " DON'T KNOW TOTAL

VICTIM ' 18.9% 5.1% ' 76.0%
(33 (9) (133) (175)

NON-VICTIM |  14.5% 3.9 81.6%
(26) (7 (147) (179)
N .= 354
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experience perceives the frequency of_property damage in its
neighbourhoods to beé relatively low compared todmeéiumland low areas.
This factor may in itself directly effect the distribution of residential
property crime at the area level of analysis. The inhabitants of the
high area, by perceiving inéorrectly the level of property damage,vmay
be more apt to take fewer defensive precautions of both a physical and
social nature. This is supported by the data in the defensible space
section of this chapter.

Further, a much greater percentage of households in the. high
area than the medium and low areas were aware of where the kids hang
out. This suggests that places for kids to hang out is unequally
distributed, and may help to explain the distribution of residential
property damage. If we examine the Land Use section of this:chapter,
we will note that the distribution of recreational activity centres
and service oriented commercial enterprise is also unequally
distributed, and as such, constitute places for "kids to hang out".

With respect to the curfew law and comméncementktime frame, the
households in the high area are the least knowledgeable on both counts.
However, the high area households indicated that they were aware of
the Block Parent Program, and felt that it was active.

At the household level of analysis, more victims than non—victiﬁs
have an accurate perception of the neighﬁourhood property damage
experience,»know where the kids hang out, know more about the Block
Parent Program, and perceive it to be active. Both non-victim and
victim households are equally aware of the curfew law aﬁd time of

commencement.
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4. LAND USE

bThis section examines the effect of the presence or absénce of
various facilities in or adjacent.to the residential areas under stﬁdy.
In themselves, they are often targets of damage and theft but the
proximity of busiﬁesses, schools and churches may contribute to higher
or lower rates of vandalism.  For example, a church on one's block may
mean that residents so take for granted the comings and goings of

strangers that they neglect to observe potential or actual crime.

(i) Malls/Supermarkets

A significant number of households in the high vandalism area,

66.7% to be exact, reported the presence of a mall/supermarket in near

i

proximity to their household. Percentages for the medium and low
vandalism rate areas are 33.4% and 37.8% respectively. Table 53
indicates that slightly more victims than non-victims have a mall/

supermarket in near proximity.

(ii) Restaurants

The data in Table 54 indicates that more households in the high
area stated that there was a restaurant within two blocks than house-
holds in the other two agéas. Ihe corresponding victim and non-victim
table indicates that slightly more victims than non-victim households

have a restaurant nearby.

(iii) Churches
‘More households in the high and medium vandalism areas than in
the low area indicated that there was a church in or adjacent to their

o

-neighbourhood. Also, slightly more noh—victim than victim households
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TABLE 52

- S L NNESIE: - O N N S P

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING

THAT A MALL OR SUPERMARKET IS ADJACENT TO OR PART OF NEIGHBOURHOOD

AREA VANDALISM

MALL OR SUPERMARKET‘IN‘OR ADJACENT TO NEIGHBOURHOOD

RATE YES NO TOTAL

HIGH 66.7% 33.3%
(66) (33) (99)

MEDIUM 33.4% 66.6%
(68) (130) (198)

LOW 37.8% 62.2%
(23) (38) (61)
= 358

TABLE 53

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING

THAT A MALL OR SUPERMARKET IS NEAR THE HOUSEHCLD

VICTIM

MALL OR SUPERMARKET NEAR IN PROXIMITY TO HOUSEHOLD

EXPERIENCE YES NO TOTAL

VICTIM 52.6% 47.4%
(91) (82) (173)

i

NON-VICTIM Y 50.0% 50.0%

(88.5) (88.5) (178)
L1
N

wvd

= 352




TABLE 54

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING

THAT A RESTAURANT IS IN OR ADJACENT TO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD:

AREA VANDALISM
RATE

RESTAURANT IN OR ADJACENT TO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD

YES NO TOTAL

HIGH 43.4% 56.6%
(43) (56) (99)

MEDIUM 23.7% 76.3%
(47) b ' (51) (198)

LOW 30.0% 70.0%
(18) ' (43) (61)

N = 358 \
TABLE 55

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING

TN
[

THAT A RESTAURANT IS NEAR IN PROXIMITY TO THE HOUSEHOLD

RESTAURANT :NEAR THE HOUSEHOLD

VICTIM .
EXPERIENCE YES NO VTOTAL
VICTIM 31.2% ) 68.8%
(54) (119) (173)
NON~VICTIM 29.8% | 70.2% .
(53) ~ (125)° (178) |
N = 351
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TABLE 56

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ﬁOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS
INDICATING THAT A CHURCH IS ADJACENT TO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD

<)

«

AREA VANDALISM CHURCH ADJACENT TO AREA »
RATE YES ‘NO , TOTAL
A

HIGH ‘ 63.6% , 36.4%

(63) ) (36) (99)
MEDIUM 60.6% ~ 39.4% , ‘

(120) (78) T (198)

LOW 52.5% . 47.5%
(32) (29) (61)
N = *358

TABLE 57

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING
THAT A CHURCH IS NEAR IN PROXIMITY TO THE HOUSEHOLD

VICTIM ' CHURCH NEAR IN PROXIMITY
EXPERIENCE ___¥ES . NO TOTAL
VICTIM 59.0% . ¢ 41.0% ,
(102) S ’ (173)

‘ i
NON-VICTIM T 60.7% 39.3%

{108) . (70) v (178)
N = 351
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reported that a church was near the household.

(iv) Pool

A significantly greater number of hoﬁseholds (58.6%) in the high
vandalism area have a pool in or adjacent to the neighbourhood,
compared to 38.9% in the medium, and only 18.0% in the low vandalism
area. When we gxamine Table 59, we find that more victim households

than non-victim households have a pool near their households.

(v) Recreation Centre

Again, as Table 60 indicates, a much greater percentage of the
households in the high vandalism have a recreational centre in or
adjacent to ;heir neighbourhood than do households in the other two
areas. Further, the corresponding victim and non-victim table
indicates th;i a s}ightly greatér perceqﬁage of victim than Pon—victim'
households have a recreational centre aéjacent to their households.
(vi) Park

Respondents were. also asked if there was a park in or adjacent
to their neighbourhood, a}’near in proximity to their household.
Sixty-nine point seven pércent (69.7%) of the households in .the high _
vandalism area report the presence of a park compared to 64.6% in
the medium, and 57.4% in the lgg vandalisﬁ\area. At the household
level presented in TableH63, a greater percen£age of victim than nog—

,1‘1

victim households were situated near a park.

Summary of Land Use Section

More households in the high vandalism area than in the medium and
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TABLE 58

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS
. INDICATING THAT A POOL IS ADJACENT TO THE NEIGHBOURHOOD

AREA VANDALISM POOL NEAR BY

RATE YES NO TOTAL

HIGH " 58.6% 41.4%
(58) (41) (99)

MEDIUM 38.9% 61.1%
(77) (121) (198)

LOW '~ 18.0% 82:0%
| (11) (50) (61)
N 358

TABLE 59 v

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING

THAT A POOL IS ADJACENT TO THE.NOUSECHOLD

' VICTIM POOL NEAR BY

EXPERIENCE YES v ’ NO TOTAL
VICTIM 41.6% - 58.4%
(72) (101) (173)
NON-VICTIM 38.2% o 61.8%
(68) o (110) (178)
== N 351
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TABLE 60

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING
THA? A RECREATIONAL CENTRE IS ADJACENT TO NEIGHBOURHOOD

1

AREA VANDALISM . RECREATIONAL CENTRE ADJACENT TO NEIGHBOURHOODF
4 RATE YES i NO TOTAL
y HIGH 66.7% 33.3%

(66) (33) » : (29)
o

N 3
; MEDIUM “ 28.8% 71.2%
. (57) (141) (198)
Ji

X LOW . 11.5% 88.5% |
E (7) (54) (61)
y N = 358
}S
” TABLE 61
3

| PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING

F THAT A RECREATIONAL CENTRE IS NEAR . ADJACENT TO NEIGHBQURHOOD
E VICTIM ‘ 3 RECREATIONAL CENTRE ADJACENT TO THE HOUSEHOLD
’ EXPERIENCE ) YES NO | TOTAL
y k
- VICTIM 38.7% 61.3%
\ : 67) (106) (173)
ﬂg
Jﬁ .

NON-VICTIM 33.7% 66.3% ; oy
!} | R (60) ; (118) | (178) E
b \ - : N = +351 :

I.w'“"' “\ N
e
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TABLE 62

BN R - U

;
is

DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS FROM THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING

THAT A PARK OR OPEN LOT IS ADJACENT TO IMMEDIATE NEIGHBOURHBOD

AREA VANDALISM PARK ADJACENT TO NEIGHBOURHCOD

RATE YES NO TOTAL

HIGH 69.7% 30.3%
4 "
. (69) (30) (99)

Q
MEDIUM 64.6% > 35.4% \

(128) (70) (198)

LOW 57.4% 42.6%
(35) (26) (61)
N 358

TABLE €3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING

THAT A PARK OR OPEN LOT IS IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO THEIR HOUSEHOLD

PARK IS ADJACENT TO THE HOUSEHOLD

e

VICTIM
EXPERIENCE YES NO TOTAL
VICTIM 67.6% 32.4% 7
(117) (56) (173)
NON-VICTIM  55.6% 44.4%
(99) (79) - (178)
N i
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low vandalism rate areas indicated that a mall, restaurant, church,

[+

pool, rec}eation centre, and park was in near proximity to their
immediate neighbourhood. It is particularly interesting to note the
consistency of the ascgnding percentage distribiitions of households
in‘the;thrée vandalism- areas reporting the nearness to such facilities.
?his indicates that at the area 1evel‘of analysis, the presence or
absernce ofﬁrecreatioéal'activity centres may be directly related to
the freq;enéy of occurrence of property damage within given neighbour-~
hoods. In Ehort,}ye woéld expect néighbourhoods close to such centres
to experience a higher xatéjof property damage than neighbourhoods
which areﬂnot. We should élso take into account the nearness of
commercial é;térprises'in the form of restaurants, malls and super-
markets to neigﬁbourhbods which, by“énﬁplarge;'function to attract a
large number of peoplelnaﬁynggéssarily cdnnécted with the neighbour-

» S O ‘ : .
hood. While the percentage distributions are not in a consistent '

yéscendiﬁg order from the low to the high area the déta still indicates

that the nearness of such*énté?prises has an effect on the frequency

of properﬁy démage within given. neighbourhoods. . }

If we were to couple recreational facilities with the kinds of

enterprises mentioned above, we-could postulate that neighbourhoods
situated in proximity to multi-land use sites designed to attract.

&People at regular times are more likely than not to experience high

o - 0.

rates of property damage than neighbourhoods farther.away from such . a

at-tractionsfxZ
The pe;;ZQEﬁge‘dgstribution within the corresponding victim and

non-victim tablég\%gpds support to the above. There is only a slight

oy
. R
o

o {3 - ‘ -
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difference for victim households to report that their household is

close fé restaurants, malls or a supermarket. However, when the
recreational activity centre tables are examined, we find a significantly
greater percentage of victim than non-victim households reporting that

they are adjacent to a park, pool, or recreational centre.

5. SOCIAL COHESION/NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH

This section will examine a number ;f social characteristics
and behaviors thought to be related to social cohesion and neighbourhood
watch. Social cohesion was defined for the purxpose of this study
as the degree or level to which househplds socialize with other house-
holds and in general feel a part of the neighbourhood. Neighbourhood
watch was defined as a system of co-operative defensive watchfulness
over the property of others in the neighbourhood. In view of these
definitions,tﬁﬁis section will also examine the response to observed

criminal behavior at both the area and household levels of analysis.

(i) Number of Families Known by Name

First, an attempt was made to discover the rates of interactioh

between neighbours. Withfifziz high vandalism area, as indicated in
Table 64, more people know the names of three or more families ig their
immediate neighbourhood than residents in the other two residential
areas. Further; fewer households within the medium vandalism area
than in the other two know more than three families in their immediate
neighbourhood. ) ‘ .

In the corresponding victim/non-victim table, we £ind that victims

rather than non-victims tend to know more than three family names in
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TABLE 64

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING

THE NUMBER OF NEIGHBOURHOOD FAMILIES THEY KNOW BY NAME

AREA VANDALISM

NUMBER OF FAMILIES KNOWN BY NAME

RATE 1-3 4 OR MORE TOTAL
HIGH 10.8% 89.2%
(11) s (91) (102)
MEDIUM 23.7% 76.3% ’
“(a7) : (151) (198)
LOW 18.0% | 82.0%
(11) ‘ (50) . (61)
N = 361
TABLE 65 i

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING THE
NUMBER OF FAMILY NAMES THEY KNOW IN THEIR IMMEDIATE HOUSEHOLD NEIGHBOURHOOD

NUMBER OF FAMILIES KNOWN BY NAME

VICTIM
EXPERIENCE _ NONE _ 1-3 4 ORMORE - TOTAL
VICTIM 1.1% 14.9¢  84.0% 3
(2) (26) - (147) (175)
NON-VICTIM ** CL.7s o 21.8% 76.5% B S
(3 - (39 o@sn San) | L
N = 354
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their immediate neighbourhood.

(ii) Number of Families Visited

Respondents were also asked how many families ﬁhey visited in
the immediate neighbourhood. Table 66 indicates that a relatively
larger percentage of households in the high and medium vandalism areas
regularly visited one to three families, compared with families in the
low area. However, a relatively equal percentage of households in the
low and high vandalism areas visit with more than three families in
their immediate neighboﬁrhood. It should bé noted that a larger

- percentage of households in the high area do more%;isiting than do

households in the other two areas. The combined visiting percentages
are 82.5% for the high area, 65.2% for the medium, and 72.0% for the
low vandalism rate area.

When we examine the victim/non-victim relationship we find that
victims and non-victims tend to visit a relatively equal number of
families with only slightly more victims than non-victims visiting

more than four other households.

(iii) Feel A Part of the Neighbourhood

To discexrn how the respondents felt in texrms of belonging or not
belonging to their immediate neighbourhood, a‘question;was posed
which asked to what degree they felt abpart of the neighbourhood. The
data in Table 68 indicates that a feeling of belongingness ié slightly
stronger in the high and mediumareas, than the low vandalism rate
area. Table 69 indicates that more noﬁ-viétiﬁ; than victims tend to

feel that they are a part of their immediaté neighbourhéod.
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. TABLE 66

£

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING

I THE NUMBER OF FAMILIES THEY VISIT IN THEIR NEIGHBOURHOOD
i AREA VANDALISM NUMBER OF FAMILIES VISITED

g RATE NONE 1-3 4 OR MORE TOTAL
. HIGH 17.6% 45 .0% 37.4%

(18)- (46) (38) (102)
MEDIUM 34.8% 46.0% 19.2%

'; (69) (91) (38) (198)
', LOW 28.0% 36.0% 36.0%

\

' (17) (22) (22) (60)
l N = 361 .
i TABLE 67
l PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING

i THE NUMBER OF OTHER IMMEDIA‘IE NEIGHBOURHOOD HOUSEHOLDS VISITED

| VICTIM NUMBER OF FAMILIES VISITED *
l EXPERIENCE o NONE 1-3 4 OR MORE TOTAL i

VICTIM 28.5% 41.3% 31.2% _ :

(51) (74) (54) (179) .
NON-VICTIM 29.7% 45.7% 24.6% ‘

(52) (80) (43) - (175) _ i

. , R {
N = ' 354
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TABLE 68

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING

WHETHER OR NOT THEY FEEL A PART OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD

AREA VANDALISM

FEEL A PART OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD

RATE YES ‘ NO TOTAL

HIGH 82.3% . 17.7%
(84) (18) (102)

MEDIUM 82.2% 17.8%
(180) (18) g . (198)

LOW 78.7% 21.3%
(48) (13) ‘ (61)
N S= 361

TABLE 69

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON—VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING
WHETHER THEY FEEL A PART OF THEIR NEIGHBOURHOOD

FEEL A PART OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD

VICTIM
EXPERLENCE YES N0, ToTAL
VICTIM 78.1% 21.9%
(136) (39) o ars)
NON-VICTIM 1 86.0% G "14.0%, ‘
(154) x‘ G238y o (179)
/ |
N = 354
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~are more confident than households in the medium vandalisﬁ area that their

neighbours ‘would take some affirmative action,

(iv) Have,Neighbodt'dr'Relative Watch House While Away
While this social chafacterietic may morefproperly fall under the
Defen51ble Space/Pny51ca1 Characterlstlcs sectlon, it also prov1des some
indication as to the degree of nelghbourhood &ependence and 1nteraet10n,~
Table 70 indicates that more households in the low vandalism‘area\
than ih the other two areas make use of thei; heighbouts or relatives to
watch their house while away. The corresponding victim/non-victim table

indicates that a relativeiy equal perxcentage of households ask theixr

neighbour to watch their house when they are away.

(v) Should Look After Own Neighbourhood

" When asked to what degree of neighhourhood should assume respohsi—v
bility for protecting itself against property damage, a significantly
largex percentage ef households in the low and medium vandalism areas than
in the high area indicated that thehneighhourhood'should take a part in : ';;f
protecting itself. It is pos51ble that with their high visiting patterns "
the‘hlgh area“restdents already feel that thelr nelghbourhood is d01ng thlS.
‘Table 73 1nd1cates that a relat1ve1y>equa1 anddhtgh percentage tf vactlm
and honfintim households fee;vtﬁat'the'neighbcuthood shog;d.take:aﬁrole

in protecting itself.

(Vi)‘ Neighbours Do AnythingyAbout Someone Hahging Around a Household

Respondents were asked if they thought thelr neighbours would do
anyth;ng~1{ they observed,aﬁstranger hanglng_atqund their house. The data

in Table 74 indicates that households in the high and ibw’vandallsm areas

-




B TABLE, 70
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING
THAT THEY HAVE NEIGHBOURS ‘OR: RELATIVES WATCH HOUSE WHILE AWAY
‘ AREA VANDALISM HAVE NEIGHBOURS/RELATIVES WATCH HOUSE
RATE N YES . N0 7oAy
HIGH . o 83.1% . .. 16.9% _
(85 (7 (102)
MEDIUM 82, 8% ' o 17.2%
(164) B C ) ©(198),
LOW 91.1% 8.9
(55) 6) (61) -
N = 361
TABIE 71
o PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIMS AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING
i THAT THEY HAVE A NEIGHBOUR OR RELATIVE WATCH THEIR HOUSE WHILE AWAY
VICTIM HAVE NEIGHBOURS/RELATIVES WATCH HOUSE
! EaR s :
g EXPERTENCE YES NO " : TOTAL
T : VICTIM 84.4% 15.6%
...... {149) , (36) 78y
- S K 2
NON-VICTIM ] 83.3s 16.7% RN ‘
' . (148) sy S (179)
o N = . 354‘
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TABLE 72

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING
WHETHER THEY FEEL THEY SHOULD LOOK AFTER THEIR OWN NEIGHBOURHOOD

AREA VANDALISM

SHOULD LOOK AFTER OWN NEIGHBOURHOOD

‘RATE YES : : NO TOTAL

HIGH 83.3% : 16.6% _
. (85) » oan . (102)

MEDIUM ‘94 .5% 5.5% ;
’ (187) ‘ (1) (198)

LOW . 96.7% 3.3% |
(59) 2 (61)
N o= 361
"TABLE 73

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON=VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING

WHETHER THEY FEEL,THEY SHOULD . LOOK. AFTER THEIR OWN NEIGHBOURHOOD

VICTIM . SHOULD LOOK AFTER OWN NEIGHBOURHOOD
EXPERTENCE Ye$ - . No - ', TOTAL
VICTIM 91.5% 8.5% .

' “ (160) sy oas)
NON~VICTIM 0 92.2% , 7.8% , R
(165) ,; (14) (179)
N : Eo ! = : - 354
_ 79




' TABLE 74 : ’

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFPERING AREAS INDICATING

T Y WHETHER OR NOT THEY THINK THEIR NEIGHBOURS WOULD DO ANYTHING ABOUT

AREAWYANDALISM |

AN UNKNOWN PERSON HANGING AROUND THEIR HOUSEHOLD

NEIGHBOURS WOULD DO SOMETHING

_ RATE YES NO . TOTAL

HIGH 83.3% 17.7%

N (85) (17) ‘ (102)
MEDIUM 72.63% 17.4%

(143) (55) (198)
LOW 85.2% 14.8%

"~ (52) (9) (61)

N = 361

: | ’ w.;»mi
TABLE 75 ' , k | T e

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM- HOUSEHOLDS INDICPTING
THE LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE THEY HAVE ABOUT" THEIR NEIGHBOURS TAKING

ACTION AGAINST A STRANGER OBSERVED DAMAGING THEIR PROPERTY ceh
L , S =Ty =
VICTIM NEIGHBOURS WOULD DO SOMETHING i
e EXPERTENCE YES NO. - TOTAL
VICTIM 74.1% '25.9% L e
' (129) (46) : - (175)
NON-VICTIM 82.2% 16.3% o AR | T
(149) (30) : (179) e e
N o= 354
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The correspondlng v1ct1m/non~v1ct1m table 1nd1cates that v1ct1ms are
not as confldent as non-victims that a nelghbour would take affirmative

action.

(vi) Would Phone Police If Someone Was Observed Damaging a Neighbours Property

Respondents were asked if they would phone the police if they observed
someone damaging a neighbour's property. An equel and high percentage of
the households in all the areas indicated that they would phone the police in
the event of such an OCChrtence. Table 77£shohs that an equal and hiQh>
percentage of victim and noh—victim households state~that they would phone

the police.

(vii) Observed Neighbourhood Vandalism and Actually Reported to the Police

In"addition to the above, all respondents were asked whether they

had ever observed and reported an act of vandalism to the police. Table

'78‘ihdicates‘thatve relatively large percéntage of households in all three
;areas'who obServed‘anJact;bf‘neighboﬁrhood;property damage did not report
k_1t to the police,. 'If we elimjnate‘the 'Eid Not ObServe'fcategory we find

-that approx1mately 89 0% of the households 1n the high, 86. . 0% of the house—

e

”holds 1n the medlum, and 91, 0% of the household 1n tne lo ﬁvandallsm areas

did not report observed vandalism to the police. This reluctance to
contact the police is for cases of crime whioh:were directly observed by

the respondents.

h » Table 79 also prov1des data whlch 1ndlcates that reportablllty to. the

:police.ls relatlvely low. Again; if we ellmlnate the 'Dld Not Observe'’

category we fihd'thatMslithly more victims than non-victims did not
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TABLE 76

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING
WHETHER THEY WOULD PHONE THE POLICE IF A PERSON WAS OBSERVED

\ ' ~ N
) DAMAGING A NEIGHBOUR'S PROPERTY
AREA VANDALISM WOULD PHONE POLICE"
RATE YES NO TOTAL
- RIGH 99.0% - . 1.0% o .
(1o1) (1) (102)
MEDIUM - 98.0% 2.0% o
| (193) . (4 (197)
LoW " 98.4% | 1.6%
(60) (1) (61) .-
N = 360

. TABLE 77

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING
(WHETHER THEY WOULD PHONE THE POLICE WHEN A PERSON IS
OBSERVED DAMAGING A NEIGHBOUR'S PROPERTY

VICTIM o ~ WOULD PHONE POLICE
EXPERIENCE . - ¥ES NO . . TOTAL
VICTIM |  98.3% L. 7% |
(171) , (3) (174)
CNON-VICTIM - . f- . 98.9% . 1.1a s
amn (2) 0 (179)

S
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PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS

INDICATING WHETHER VANDALISM‘HAD BEEN OBSERVED AND REPORTED TO POLICE

AREA VANDALISM

TABLE 78

OBSERVED AND REPORTED TO POLICE

L 'DID NOT _OBSERVED OBSERVED
RATE OBSERVE REPORTED  NOT REPORTED TOTAL
. HIGH 30.4% 7.8% . 6l.s: 7
(31) (8) (63) (102)
MEDIUM 40.4% 8.6% 51.0%
' (80) (17) (101) (198)
LOW  49.2% 4.9% 45.9%
- (30) 3 (28) (61)
N = 361 o
TABLE 79 o

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING

‘ WHETHERM‘VANDALISM-HAD BEEN OBSERVED AND REPORTED TO POLICE

VICTIM

OBSERVED AND REPORTED TO POLICE
DID NOT  OBSERVED OBSERVED
EXPERIENCE _OBSERVE __REPORTED __ NOT REPORTED TOTAL
VICTIM 29.7% 8.6% 61.7%
o o(52) (15) (108) (175)
NON-VICTIM - - 48.0% 7.8% 7 44.2s
e © o (88) ’ (1ay - (79) (179)
i N = 354
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report observed vandalism in their neighbourhood to the police.

(viii) Would Phone A Neighbour If They Observed Someone Damaging A
Neighbour's Property ’

Table 80 indicates that over 10% more of the households in the
low vandalism area than in the high vandalism érea staﬁe that they
would phoné their neighbour if someone was observed damaging their neigh—(
bour's property. A large percentage of houéeholds in the medium vandalism
area also indicated that they would phone their neighbour if the occasion
arose.

The victim/non-victim table indicates that an qual percentage
of victim and non-victim households would phong their néighbour if they

observed someone damaging their neighbour's property.

(ix) Would Talk to Someone Observed Damaging a Neighbour's Property

When respondents were asked if they w?uld talk to offenders obsetved
damaging their neighbour's property, a signifiéantly greater percgntage of
households in the.low«vandalisﬁ~areé indicated that £hey wcuid talk ﬁo the
offender, compared to the high vandalism area. A slightly greater percentage
of households in the meditm ﬁhéﬁ'high atéé indicate that they would taikyto
the offendef, . ° \ 5 ;

The data in Table 83 indicates that a slightly greater percentage

of victims than non-victims state that they would talk to the offender.

(x) . Have Talked to Persons:Obsérved Damaéing Neighbour's Property
Table 84 indicates that a very significant percent (78.7%) of
the households in the low area have actually talked to persons observed

damaging a neighbour's property. Percéntage figures for the medium ana

84:
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TABLE -80

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS li THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING

‘ THAT THEY WOULD PHONE A NEIGHBOUR IF SOMEONE DAMAGED
THEIR NEIGHBOUR'S PROPERTY
$ie st
‘ AREA VANDALISM WOULD PHONE NEIGHBOUR
o RATE YES NO TOTAL
F .
s HIGH 80.4% 19.6%
(82) ~(20) “ (102)
MEDIUM - 89.8% 10.2%
(177) (21) (198)
LOW 91.8% | 8.2%
(56) ' (5) (61)
N 361
: TABLE 81.
bt
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDICATING
: THAT THEY WOULD PHONE A NEIGHBOUR IF SOMEONE HAD DAMAGED :
THEIR NEIGHBOUR'S PROPERTY
_ VICTIM e ", WOULD PHONE NEIGHBOUR -
. EXPERIENCE YES o NoO TOTAL
0 (i)
L ) hear” :
VICTIM 87.4% 12.6%
(152) - (22) : (174)
NON-VICTIM 87.2% 12.8%
| L ase) (23 ’ (179)
N = 354
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TABLE 82
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS ) i)‘
‘ -
INDICATING WHETHER OR NOT THEY WOULD TALK TO PEOPLE
OBSERVED DAMAGING A NEIGHBOUR'S PROPERTY -
AREA VANDALISM WOULD TALK TO PEOPLE INVOLVED |
RATE YES . NO TOTAL fom
HIGH 36.3% 63.7%
s
(37) (65) (102) y
i ==
MEDIUM 39.1% 61.1%
(77) (121) (198)
: =
LOW 47.5% 52.5% .
(29) (32) (61) ) et
= 361 =

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM HOUSEHOLDS INDlCATING o

TABLE 83

THAT THEY WOULD TALK TO PEOPLE OBSERVED DAMAGING

THEIR NE;GHBOUR S PROPERTY

WOULD TALK TO PEOPLE INVOLVED

86

VICTIM
EXPERIENCE YES NO TOTAL o
VICTIM 43.1% 56.9%
(75) (99) (174)
' . . % JEro
NON-VICTIM 37.4% | 62.6%
(67) (112) (179)
. 2
= 353 -
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TABLE 84
Sl PERCENTAGE, DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THREE DIFFERING AREAS INDICATING
- THAT THEY HAVE TALKED TO PERSONS IN THE PROCESS OF DAMAGING NEIGHBOUR'S
R PROPERTY TO PREVENT FUTURE DAMAGE TO THEIR OWN PROPERTY
2 ‘ ' ) ‘
% ’
e AREA VANDALISM TALK TO PEOPLE
e RATE YES ' N TOTAL
g W” ©
I HIGH 56.8% 43.2%
o (56) o (46) (102)
gr**F
A o M : -
‘ i MEDIUM 63.1% 36.9%
3 '
(125) . (73) - (198)
LOW 78.7% 21.3%
(48) (13) , (61)
N = - 361 _'7»
TABLE 85

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIMS AND NON-VICTIMS INDICATING
THAT THEY WOULD TALK TO PEOPLE IN THE PROCESS OF COMMITTING
VANDALISM TO PR,:EVENT‘ EURTHER DAMAGE TO THEIR OWN PROPERTY

VICTIM . \ - TAIK TO PEOPLE

- EXPERIENCE , YES . NO_ ‘ TOTAL,

V"——j&( [_ . ¥ . .

© VICTIM 62.8% 37.3%

et e b (110 . (85) S aTs)
ool NON-VICTIM ' 64.8% 35.2%

(116) ' (63) o (179)

N o= 354
87 .
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high areas are 63.1% and 56.8% respectively. Table 85 indicates that
slightly more non-victim than victim households state that they have

actually talked to the offender.

#3

(xi) Have Phoned Neighbour or Police or Talked to Offender ”

When all the response categories are cémbined for victims and non-
victims in the three vandalism areas, we find that a slightly greater
percentage of victims in the high and medium varidalism areas have

;v taken some form of affirmative response by phoning a neighbour,Atheb
police, or talking to the offender. What is more éignificant however,
is the distribution of non-victims in each area taking affirmative

action to observed criminal behavior. A much greater percentage, or

63.9%, of non-victims in the low area have taken such action, compared
to 46.7% of the non-victims in the medium, and 40.5% of the non-~

victims in the high vandalism area (See Table 86).

23

Summary of Social Cohesion/Neighbourhood Watch Section

Households in the high vandalism rate area tend to know more

"y

= N "
5 o
r 3y

family names and visit more families in their neighbourhood than
households in the other two areas, but feel léss a part of the neighbour-

hood than households in the medium area which do not know as many family

names nor visit as many neighbours. Households in the low vandaliém
area, however, also know the names of many Qf their neighbouts.y An equal percentage..
of households in the high and medium area feel a“part of the neighbour-
hood. These findings sﬁggest that knowing &nd visiting neighbours -

does not necessarily create a feeling of belonginéneSs, noxr have any

et
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TABLE 86

PLRCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS FROM THREE DIFFERING AREAS

INDICATING THEIR RESPONSE TO OBSERVED CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR ON THEIR

NEIGHBOUR'S PROPERTY OR IN THEIR MEIGHBOURHOOD, CONTROLLING FOR
VICTIM EXPERIENCE

AREA VANDALISM PHONED NEIGHBOUR OR POLICE OR TALKED TO OFFENDERS
RATE YES NO TOTAL
HIGH VICTIM OF YES 66.1% 33.9%

VANDALISM (37) (19) (56)
: . 9.5%
O 40.5% 5
(15) (22) (37)
MEDIUM VICTIM OF VES 66.7% 33.3%
VANDALISM - (62 (31) (93)
. 46. .3%
No 46.7% 53.3
(43) (49) (92)
oW ' | vicTim oF vES 60.9% 39.1%
+J.  VANDALISM > (14) (9) (23)
: .9% 36.1%
NO 63.9% ’
(23) - (13) (36)

89
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direct effect on the distribution of property damage“at the residential .

level of analysis. At the househgld'level of analysis, the findings
“are simiiar with the exception that victims feei lgss'a parﬁ of the
neighbourhood despite their knowing and visiting more - neighbours.,

When the dimensions of ﬁeighbourhoo& watéh.a;e examined, we find
that a very significant percentage of the households‘in the low ﬁaﬁdalism
area ask‘their neighbours to watch the house while they are awéy,kfeei
that the néighbourhood has.a‘responsibility to loﬁk éfter itself, aré
confident that neighbours woula take affixmatiVEfaction to pfotect;~
their household, indicate that they would phone a neighbour if they
observed someone damaging their neighbour's property, would talk to
people observed damaging a neighbour's properfy, and in actual fac£
have talked to persons observed damaging a neighbour's property.

The descending percentége distributions from,therlow area to tﬁe high
area for the majority of these variables strongly suggests that the
distribution of property damage is directly related to the dimensions
of neighbourhood watch.

At the victim level of analysis the pexcehtage distributiohs:of
victim and non-victim households along these same neighbourhood watch
dimensions, with the exception of the level of confidence regarding
neighbours taking affirmative action, are relatively equal with only
slight variations.

When we examine the level of confidence held by a household
regarding whethexr they think their neighbour would take'affirmétive

action against someone observed damaging their property, we find that
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will be taken.

Lastly, the data

. I .
been more aqﬁlve

I

in Table 86 is of particular interest and significance
that non-victims in the low vandalism rate area have

in terms of taking affirmative action against persons

iy
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Fr,fﬁ ; non-victim households are considerably more confident that such action

observed damaging neighbourhood property tﬁan non-victims in ény other
area. The consistent descendiﬁgxpércentage distfibufion‘fof such acfion
taken by non-victim hduseholds from the low vandalism rate to the
hiéh'Véndélism rate area indicates that non-victim participation is
directly related to victim'experiencekgt both the area and household
level of analysiél The percenfagé distributions a?e éskfollows:;

63.9% for non-victims in the low éreé; 46.7% for n6n4victim in the

medium area; and 40.5% for the non-victims in the high vandalism rate
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CHAPTER v

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION,'IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIQNSg,‘

I. ' - SUMMARY

This study examrned the dlstrlbutlon of re51dent1al property crlme
at the area and household level of analysis in four re51dent1al dlstrlcts.
Sets of questlons or variables were comblned into several theoretlcal ca-
tegorles in order to systematlcally compare the characterlstlcs of each
area, and to compare victim and non-v1ct1m househo]ds.r Police recordsy
were used to)de01de upon the selection of areas in Whluh to 1nterv1ew.
Two of the re51dent1al areas selected had a hlstory of high rates of report-

ing to the pollce while two hagd low Teporting histeries.:

A lS%sanplewas randomly seleeted_from each of tne four residentiai
areas. Questionnzires were admlnlstered in all four areas and the 1deas of
Neighbourhood Watch were explained in the two hlgh reporting areas. The res-
ponses were coded, transferred to computer storage and processed by the City
of Thunder Bay Computer Centre. The initial analysis revealed that the actual
victim experience of one of the low reportlng areas was higher than any of
the other three residential areas. ThlS area was subsequently relabelled to
represent the high vandalism rate area. The - two hlgh reporting areas were
collapsed and relabelled to represent the medium vandalism area. ‘Only the

remaining low Yeporting area had an actual low experience with vandallsm and
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Was left to stand as the low vandallsm area. Multlvarlate and bivariate con-
tlngency tables were complled whlle controlllng separately for the level of

area vandallsm and household v1ct1m experlence.

II.  DISCUSSION ' .
Demographic Composition
====g;=§======éi=======

(i) Ethnic cultural Background

The findings in this study indicate that cultural lomogeneity does not
directly éffect the distribution of residential broperty damage at the area
or household level of analysis. - This finding runs counter to the Repetto
Study whlch suggests that areas which are culturally heterogeneous are more
likely to experience high rates of resident%al property damage than ‘those
v'which are not (Rebetto, 1974). Our results are closer to the work of Gans
and'Hackier et. al. who have suggésted in their wrltlnqs that social cohesion,
social ‘interaction, and the willingness to intervene 1s‘1argely dependent up-~
on the‘degree of cultural homogeneity, but that this cultural homogeneity may ;5
noct. act uniformally to produce similar social outcomes such as intervention in ;E

‘all residential areas. (Gans, 1976; Hackler et. al., 1974).

(ii) Socio=Economic StatUs’and Educational Background
) .
“In contrast to the Repetto Study, property crime was found to éccur more

frequently in a re81dent1al area with more households from - high socio~econ~
om1cxbackgrounds. - This was further supported by the victim data which indi-
cated that victims tended to come from high socio-economic backgrounds. Mo~

derq sociologicalwtheory suggests that theucommission,of‘crime‘may»be'a norma-

Q
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tive value for those persons 11V1ng in a relatlvely—deprlved materlal state.
Thls belng the case, ;é should expect more of the offenders *£0 inhabit a

residential area composed predomlnately of households from low soclo-econo—
m1C»backgrounds and, further, that this be reflected in the re31dent1al pro-

perty damage rate. This was supported by the Repetto Study (1974), but can-

not be supported by this study.

(iii) Working Mother Hypothesis

The data in thisvresearch suggests that a fully eﬁployed mother, work-
ing outside the household, is more,likely to have an impact on and affect  the
frequency of household and area res:dentlal property damage in culturally .
heterogeneous or high socio-economic status background residential areas.
Support can be found for this hypothesis in the data for the high and medlum

©

vandallsm dlstrlcts. . Conversely the working mother was found not to.affect
the frequency of broperty damage in the low vandallsm area. This suggests
that the working mother may-have a direct effect on the distribution of resi~
dential'propertytcrime, but that this effect,is'more pronounced in the cultur-
ally heterogeneous,or high socio-economic background areas. ' In any event,v
the effect is not constant and, as such, does not substantiate the claim

that a worklng mother acts unlformally to affect the dlstrlbutlon of residen-

tial proPerty'crlme at either. the area or household levels of analy51s.

Defenaible Space_

(i) Precautionary Measures . Co o

At the area level of analysis«we find that more\households in the low g
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vaﬁdalism rate area tended to take,précautions such,as'lOCRing doors, having
neighbours or relatives watch the house while away, etc. However, when we
é;amine the victim and non-victim households wevfind generally that victim
households were more likely to take such precautions than‘non-victim house~
holds thereby indicatiné that the distribution of property damage at the
houéehold 1evei of analysis is»nq; directly rélated to the taking of these
precautibnary factors. We‘should'keep in mind, however, that the taking of
precautidhary‘measures by victims may simply be a reaction to havinhg been vic-

timized. R ~ .o ' SIS

(ii)i ?hgsical Characferistics C

The exiétence 6f complete fencing was found to be more common in the
lowivaﬂdalism*a;éa, but theiinconsistent,percentage distribution. indicates -
ﬁha;hfencing ig not éireétly related to the occurrence of residential pro-

perty crime.

Also, the presence or absence of back laﬁes appearsAto be significant
at the héuSehOld level of analysis with morg'victimrtﬁan,nonfvictim hoﬁsé—v
hoids bo;deriﬁg on back lanes. But at the areéiléQel of analysis this .re-
latiqnship ié'reversed, with more;households in thé léﬁyvandalism area re-
pd:ting:ﬁhekpreéénceiof'a backfléne thén;households in theumediumvand high

vandalism rate areas. .. R ; ; ‘ "
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In sum, the physical household,charactéristics examined do not explain
the variance in the distribution of residential propertywdamage at either

the area or househoid level of analysis.

(iii) Household: Behaviour Characteristics

In the defenéibie space chapter, two variables stand oﬁf as having a.
stétistically consistent affect on the distribution of residential property
crime at the area and household level of analysis. These are the number of
hours the household is vacant during the day and whether or not someone is
regularly in the household. More households in the low area than in the
medium and high aréas were occupied regulérly;during the day. The consistent
increase in the percentage distribution from the high to the low area very “
strongly suggests that area and:househola rates of brope:ty‘damage are directly
related to these two variables. ' This is supported by the corresponding

victim/non-victim table.

Knowledge

(i) Selec :ed Knowledge Indicators

It is surprising”that residents in the high vandalism area perceivea
the problem of property damagg in their neighbourhoods to be‘rglatively low.

This false perception may be directly linkéd to the lack of predautidnary‘

measures taken as evidenced by the data in Chapter IV and, as such, may be

directiy related to the distribution of residential property damage. In
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addition, a larger percentage of the households in the high vandalism area
were aware of places'where the kids hang out suggesting that such places
are unequally distributed and perhaps related to the distribution of resid-

ential property crime.

Land Use

(i) Land Use Patterns

The works of J. Jacobs and O. Newman indicate that degrees of terri-
toriality, social cohesion,and social interaction are directly related to
the physicai‘envirohmehEAin which one iives.: They euggest that diverse land
use strategles coupled with spe01f1c arch1tectura1 desrgns are capable of
producing hlgh degrees of soc1al lnteractlon, cohe51on, and 1nterventlon not
to mentlon the voluntary survelllance of persons traversing the property in ;?
or adjacent to the nelghbourhood (Jacobs, 1961, Newman, 1973) o o ;é

The findings of this study 1nd1cate that the frequency and dlstrlbu—
tion of re51dent1al property crime is dlrectly related to the absence or pre- JS
sence of recreatlonal and commer01al activity centres adjacent to or w1th1n
the resldentlal area. It is not, however, related in the same manner sué—
geeted by.Jacobsvand Newman (Jacobs,‘l961;eNewman, l9f3). ‘dh the cohtrary,
the frequency of residential propertw damage was found to increase consie-
tently accordino'to the.degree to which such~centres.were preseht ih or ad-

Hjacent'torthe residential .area or household; More householda in the hlgh van-

dallsm rate area, for 1nstance, reported the presence of recreatlonal and com-

mercial act1v1ty centres than households in the medlum and low areas. This
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was further supported by .the victim/non-victim household table which indi-

cated that victim households tended to report the preéence of a recreétiohal
or commercial ac£ivity'centre nearby. At both the househéld and‘areéilevels
bof analysis these findings are moré pronounced when related only tb the pfé-
sence or absence of recreational centres. This sugges£s tﬁat fesideﬁts ii—

ving in shared or mﬁlti—use land sites do not,developkthe heightened dégreé

of territorially and defensive watchfulness suggested by Jacobs and New-

man (dacobs, 1961; Newman, 1973).
In summary, the distribution of residential property crime at both
the area and household level of analysis is directly related to the presence

of non-residential land use sites in or adjacent to the neighbourhood.

Social Cohesion/Neighbourhood Watch

Neighbourhood Watch may be defined as a co-opéfative neighbourhéod pro-
gram orientated'towards taking affirmative action to reduce and prevent the
opportunity to commit residential property crime; Affirmafive action may
take the form of phoniﬁg police, pﬁoning neighbours, or talking to the of-

fending party. This program, as evidenced by the data in this study, does

not need to be introduced by a formal institution, but may exist independently

of such bodies. . L, v o *

An infofmal,practice of neighbourhood watch was found to be operating
in the low vandalism area. This area exhibited a relatively high degree of

cultural homogeneity and social interaction. These two characteristics can
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and defensive. The residents of the low area did not report with any great

also be attributed to the high vandalism area which suggests that the presence

of cultural homogeneity and social interaction does not necessarily foster

- the development of a Neighbourhood Watch Program,

b
Ed

VThe high vandalism aréa differed from the low vandalism area demo-
graphically in terms of saéio—economic status and level of education. A
significantly larger percentage of households in the high rather than the
low area were from highxéocio—economic backgrounds and had achieved higher
levels of education. ﬁé also noted that private property indicators such
as being in possession;of two or more cars gccurred in the high status region.
Wé may assume that re%idents in the high vandalism area, being in possession
of a greaterjvolume d} expensive property, would be doing business more fre-
queﬁtly with insuran;e éompanies than those residents in the other two van-
daiism areas. Rathér‘than taking affirmapive action, residents,invthe high

area may be more‘lgkely,to follow an institutionally passive route of com-

municating propertyvdamage.to their insurance company.

B L e e g Y

Also, residents iﬁ the high Qandaiism,axea, in contrasfzto the low area,
more frequently repbrted that the neighbourhoods and hou#eholds were
close to/irecreational on»éOmmercial‘activiﬁy‘centrés;7.In all- likelihood
non?residents utilize the streetways of the adjacentlnéighbourhoods to travel ‘ﬁ
to these cenﬁres.  Residents in these neighbourhoods may gradually become %

~

accustomed to the presence of non-residents and perhaps become less territorial
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frequency that recreational or commercial centres were close by. Non—;e-
siﬁénts traversing the streetways of the low area neighLOurhoods would pro-
bably be noticed more quickly and dbservea by the inhabitants. A sense of
territoriality is perhaps coiisiderably stronger in rgsidential neighbour-
hoods ;hich are not ‘close to or do not contain diverse land use functions
designed to attract non-residents.
: L : ' <

The low and high areas exhibited significant differences with respect?
to having someone regularly in the household; Undoubtedly this has an ef-
fect on vandélism,vbué‘given the relatively large percentage in all three
areas in which someone wés not regularly in the‘houSe, it becomes problem-:j
atic to determine what level of‘non—occupancy‘significéntly effects the
distribution of residential property crime. However, we may presuﬁe that
the hoﬁseholds which are unoccupied, in addition to being vulnerable, af-
ford little protection from a Neighbourhood Watch perspective to the sur-
rounding households. No. doubt this factor has contributed to impeding the
development of an informal neighbourhood watch practice pérticularly during
the morning and afternoon periods in neighbourhoods which have a relatively

large number of unoccupied households.

Another important feature of the neighbourhood watch program would
seém‘tofdepend on knowing one's neighbours and, therefore, being willing to
do something on their behalf. But the data on this topic ‘indicates that

knowing the family names of neighbours, and visiting in ‘their homes is not
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related to a feeling of neighbourhood belongingnessbnor with the frequency
of properﬁy crime at the area or household level. In. fact, residents in
the high area knew more families, visited more of their neighbours and more
often feit that their neighbours would do something about strangers around
their property. But this did not result in the actual practice of watching

out for their neighbours' well-being.

‘However, when some of the other neighbourhood watch dimensions were ex~
amined we discovered significant differences between the low, medium and
high areas. A greater percenfage of residents in the low area indicated an
“affirmative approach to neighbourhood watch behaviour such as phoning the
police or their neighbours, or talking to people they observed doing some

damage.

Moreover) when we looked further into the actual response to observed
criminal behaviour in the neighbourh@od we discovered that a significantly
larger percentage of non-victim households in the low vandalism area than
in the medium and highkareas had taken affirmative action. This indicates
that a lo; raté of residentia1 property crime at the afea:level of ana-
lysis is associated with the willingness of non-victims to intervene. The
more that non-victims také action on behalf of themselves and their neigh-
bours, the less vandalism is a problem in’ their neighbourhood. Also of sig~-
nificancé is the'fQCt that morekresideﬁts in‘the‘ldwfvandalism'areav

than in the medium and high areas had spoken to persons observed damaging a

101




A

o

SNt O~ A

b s, R i

a neighbour's property. All of these factors indicate that an informal nei-

bourhood watch program was active in the low vandalism area.

To this point, we have identified several factors which areldirectly
related to the distribution of residential property crime at the area and/or
household level of analysis. In the low and high areas, we have found that
t+he inhabitants exhibited a relatively high degree of cultural homogeneity
and social interaction. The two areas differ, however, on a number of factors.
These are socio~economic status} level of education,»proximity to recreational
or commercial activity centres, daily household vacancy periods, regularity
of household occupancy, degree of actual‘intervention, and willingness tc

take affirmative action.

The principal factors identified as having4the greatest effect on the
distribution of residential property‘cxime of the area§1evel of analysis

were those associated with the dimensions of Neighbourhood Watch. .

From the above, we may discern that the exiséénce of an informal and -
operative Neighbourhood Watch Program in a given residential area may be
dependent upon the presence of a hiéh degree of cultural homogeneity, high.
social interaction; the absence of diverse land use sites designed to attract
non-residents to the Leighbourhood,‘g rglatively high household occupancy
rate; a-balanced mixture of socio-econdmic status backgrounds;
and a willingness to intervene at the social ievel of phoning neighbours,

phoning police or talking to offenders.

-
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The,ﬁffects of Interviewing

We have seen some of the factors that madg an informal watch system g
operate in an area with a low ekperience of vandalism. It is also neces-
sary to détermine whether such a system can be introduced by an outside
agehcy into areas where the above mentioned prerequisites seem to be lack- 5
ing. From the beginning of the research it was intended to measure the
effect of our presence inithe four areas, and the discussion of the idea
of neighbourhooa watch in the two high reporting areas. We éxpected that
the amount of reporting to the police would increasé after we had finished
interviewing in the four areas. Unfortgnately, we were not able to measure
other evidgncé of increased neighbourhood watch; the frequency of phoning a

S : t

neighbour, or of speaking to observed offenders.

However, our ihtervention was not the only possible source of an in-

. Crease in reporting. A numbefkof other events and activities occurred which
might influence tﬁ;;gétes of reporting to the police. 1In 1979, prior to and
during the research, there was considerable local publicity given to task
force meetings, suggestions, and programs to curtail vandalism. A report of
one police force summer project (Stewart, ek, al., 1978) was also released and

| reported in the media. This present study distributed press releases and it's
director was interviewed for local television coverage o6f the ‘vandalism fg
problem'. As well, prqject members wrote to elementary'sqhool principals. We };
visited and talked to the teaching staff of three schools about wvandalism in |
general. 1In three other elementary schools students attended a play written Ahd

performed by the project workers. They were all made members of Vance the e

vandal Fighter's Club.

103




In order to test the effects of our presence and the interviewing,

property crime data fot the hlgh and low reportlng dreas were complled

ter the interviewing period was compared.

from police computerized records.

An eleven mgnth_peribd before and af=-

In addition, fbur-otherkrandOmLy

selected areas were similarly divided as a comparison with the areas in

which our interviewing took place.

formation.

THE EFFECT OF INTERVIEWING AND iNTRODﬁcING

TABLE 87

The following table displays this in-

NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH ON REPORTING PROPERTY CRIME TQ THE POLICE

EFFECT OF INTERVENTION

' REPORTED BEFORE

'REPORTED AFTER

INTERVENTION - INTERVENTION ‘% INCREASE
TWO HIGH REPORTING | .
AREAS 360 467 29.7%
TWO LOW REPORTING : «
AREAS 154 193 25.2%
FOUR CONTROL AREAS 560 Cell 9.1%
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Because of these activities and media coverage there was bound to be

‘some increase in reporfs»to the police. In fact, the general increase in the

reporting of property crime‘wa§§appfoxfmately 12.0%. It was expected that
interviewing and discussiohs with area residents would further increase their

tendency to report suspicious events to the police.

The number‘of cases réported to the pqlice increased in all areas.
However, tﬁe perééhtage’increase in‘;he intervieWéd‘areas was highé; th;n in
the ‘control areas. - It is more significant to note that the percentage in-
crease is greétest in the two areas where ideas of neighbourhood watch were

presented to the residents. This indicates that formal institutional inter-

vention can function to increase the reporting of residential property crimes
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IMPLICATIONS

1.

- low victim experience of its residents. It is therefore practical to

~to the previous year. This is even more evident when compared to the control

Crime prevention programs, such as the one reported in this study, can

have an influence by reaching out to the communi ty and generating a

willingness to take affirmative dction.

S

_E’

Official rates of reported crime merely reflect the willingness on the

Y s -

part of the public to report crime to the police. A high crime reporting

rate does not necessarily mean that crime has increased, but rather

prrovides a measurement of how‘successful;or-ﬁnsuccessful a particular

crime strategy is in terms of soliciting,that willingness to report.

N 2 s 3 k 1 4 e & 5 g 47
s 1 § 5 SR AR .

(O
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§

Informal Neighhourhood Watch systems may already exist indepenaentlym

of formal institutional or agency support. The preserice of an informal

and operational system in the low vandalism area accounted for much of the

consider investing resources to implement neighbourhood watch structures

in other neighbourhoods which lack such co¥operativeness.

Neighbourhood Watch concepts were introduced into twb neighbourhoods which

%
2

subsequently reported substantially higher rates of property crime compared

- - Rl

groups. This implies that the Neighbourhood Watch program can be -an

effective crime prevention strategy.

o
+: ¥ 4 9 o 3
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The value 05 w,c,t(.m Au/weyA camwt be uVLdUL%tunaIed and Ahou,Ed be
Auppolbted wheneve/L po&ubi_e In addition to Ldentcgymg tarnget areas,
they help to uncoven Ln6OIDTI(LtLOl’l which can provide the basis 60/L con/.u‘/we/ang
Man—made cxume prevention Ar/w,tegx.ezs mdud,mg effective police
depﬁoymen/t

2. A prerequisite fon ob/ta,éning on pfibvid,éng gunding Ahou,éd be‘ /tha,t cuime
b/;evenuon pﬁognams Ee beva!,t‘m,ted for the,u:. potential cbwuébwtéon 2o
neduce the oppolz,turu,ty Zo comm(,t acts of cnime. In /Sho/ut only kzther
'p/wjec,ta wh,cch can be eva!.ua,ted and may com‘/ubu,te 20 the undwtanduzg
of how fto neduce. Ahis opporntunity should be 5unded

3. /The nesults of evalua,ted &Oubtegx.u should be w&de,ty mmbwted Zto
| ' preven/t dupb.ca&an, oﬂﬂejc wankabze Ao!,wtwnzs and p}ww.de unpe,tws 60& }
5thheJL mnova,tcom. o IR S ‘

PO S SR

.4. Fundcng a/umngementé Ahou!.d be a!;te/w_d to encowaage a gnea,ten comnu,bneb.,t
to crime plwvem‘,wn by the hoALcng juMdA&tmn Cfu.me p}aeventwn umova-
-/th OIL mogluzmmcng have £00 oéten been ﬂze u&c,turus 04 w,te/wu,tten/t
Cexternal funding or selection w,teju.a beyond the,w conﬂwﬁ Theée
p/wcucu do Lf,ttl’,e 1o enhance ox emench ojwne p/z,even,twn At)zwtegwA

g
R

at the commum,ty I,evd_ C/u.me paevem:wn mu,bz be gwen AuAtMned Life

o - at the. commuru,ty I.evd and therefore requires pvzmanence in: te/wus o4

ﬂundcng and. commu‘.meni wt /th,cé Level., We Augguvt a comt—»shwung aMange-
ment dumned to ,5wuthe/1. /th,u.s comnu,tmen,t at the n,egwna!, on Eoca,e tevd

9.
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THUNDER BAY POLICE FORCE |  APPENDIX A

COOPERATION PREVENTS CRIME:
NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH

Aﬁy information that.you provide us with will be kept strictly confidential.
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER | “ | '
'DATE OF - INTERVIEW
AREA | 1 2 3 - 4 : ~ ‘.E

FPirst of all we would liké someé -information about who -lives here, and how
. long you have lived-here. Tell me the total numbers of adults in the house.

NAME

RELATIONSHIP

AGE

SEX

OCCUPATION -
FT/PT

R SN N

"EDUCATION"

O

PERSON , ‘ . ‘ , . o . :
INTERVIEWED , S : e

ETHNIC , ’ : ; J4 1 i i
BACKGROUND : : '

ORG. o ; . ‘

* Examples: Curling Clubs, bowling clubs, Toastmaster, Jaycees,
church groups, Legion, Lions Club, etc.
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(2)

1. Number of children under 17 years of age.

2. Denomination.

3. Attend church regularly?

4. what church do you attend?

TR o AR A

5. How long have you lived in Thunder Bay?

6. How long have you lived in this house/apartment?

v

7. Do you own or rent? Own __ Rent
8. Do you own a car? ’ Yes ‘ No __ Number ’
9. Do you own a camp? Yes . No FM
If yes: do you go all summer? Yes _ No ,
does everyone in the house go? Yes No
do you go on weekends in winter? Yes No
10. Do you go on vacation? Yes No
If yes: 1is the house/apt. vacant then? Yes No

11. Do you think vandalism is high or low in your neighbourhood?

High . Low None Don't know

l ) I !‘ ! &
b i 3 et X o q
k 11 B 3 3 7

P We are seeking information about ﬁandalism and other forms of crime in
? ‘ this area. This includes such things as, marking up property, stealing
ﬂ from gardens, slashing tires, breaking fences, etc. We are interested
it

5 in the crimes that you personally know about and if any have directly
L happened to you. ‘

12. Have you been the victim of any vandalism at this house/apt. in
the last year? Yes __ . No '

13. If yes, what was it? What sort of damage?

14. When did it happen? Time of day it occurred.

15. Damage was to: house car yard

+

garden 5 ‘fences‘ apt.

away from house

16. Do you know the amount in dollars of the damage?

3

i LR 3 ] ; 1 [ - ; . %
b 3 57 4 % 3 . 2 i 3 & 53
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(3)

17. Did'you report it to the police? Yes No

Your insurance company: Yes No Don't have insurance

18. What happened then? or Why didn'; you report it? y

Tar

19. Do you know of any other vandalism in the neighbourhood other than

what happened to you? Yes No
'”3 _ 20. What sort of damage?
. 21. Did you report it? Yes No

22. Do you think individuals guilty of vandalism should repair or repay
for the damage? Yes No o ~

Next we'd iike to get some information about your street or neighbourhood.

23, 1Is thg street lighting adequate?h Yes No

24.  Is there a back—lane? Yes No

25. Do people use it for parking their cars? Yes No
26; -Is it used in the'ﬁinter?, Yes No

27. Is it used for a péthway in the'wigﬁer? -Yesv No

Next, we would like to find out the sorts of things that you do to prevent
vandalism against your own property.

28. (What do you do to pre&ent vandalism or theft to youriplace? .
‘ ' Mentioned Probe

l. Don't leave things in yard (bikes, hoses)
2. Lock doors of house
3. Lock the car
4. Have an alarm system
5. Ask neighbour to watch house when away
6. Fence around property (including backlane)
7. Dog (kept outside at night) '
8. Outside house lights on front and back doors
9. Talk to people you see doing'things'
10. Repair damaged areas immediately
11. Having someone in house at all times
12. Other '

29. ‘Which of these do you think is most important in preventing vandalism?

© = 30, How many hours a day is §bur house vacant?

What times?

e

b
§
3
)
1
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£
o




(4)

The relationship and interaction that you have with your neighbours may
influence the rate of vandalism in the area. Please tell us:

31.
32.

33.

"34.

35.

36.
37.

38.

39.

40.

41,

42.

44.

Askr if ~—45.

children
in home

" Do you have any relatives in this neighbourhood? Yes No

e B L S T e AN, T L bt e 10 o s b o e i bt b e+ deid - e = e i 3 e

How many of your neighbours on this street would you know by name?

How many do you visit in their homes?

Do you feel a part of this neighbourhood? Yes ‘ No

Somewhat

Do you think that there is any neighbourhood spirit? Yes

No Somewhat

For example:. if a stranger was hanging around your house would your
neighbours do anything about it? Yes No

What do you think your responsibility is when you think some kind of
crime is going on?

What would you actually do if you saw some vandalism going on?

Would you: talk to people involved
phone police
phone or talk to neighbour
ignore it and not report it
if they were children, talk to their parents

Do you think your response would be dlfferent if you saw children
involved in some crime? :

Have you ever done any of the abo§e? Yes No

What happened in that case?

Do you know about the block parent program? Yes No

If yes, do you think it is active? is it working? Yes

No . Don't know o
Do you know about the curfew law in Thunder Bay? Yes No
The curfew goes into effect at _ <~ - .

Do you know of any place where kids,hang out in this neighbourhood?

Yes No B ¢ , : v

Tav-

What do your childzen do with thelr spare time? (hobbies, sports, or
other activities) Nothlng




Ask, if
children

'}, in home
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46.

47.
48,

49.

(5)

Are your children involved in any organized recreational program?

Yes No
Would your children be interested in such pPrograms? Yes ' No
Aie local recreational programs adequate? Yes No

Do you think that there is enough béing done for young people?
Yes 1 No ‘

People often mention that it is a police responsibility to prevent vandalism.

50.

51.

Wait for people to report acts of vandalism?

Have more patrols to catch people?

Clubs to keep young people off streets?

Encourage people to look aftéer their own neighbourhdod?
I didn't think there is too much that can be done.

Are theipolice doing enough to prevent vandalism? Yes No

What do you think the police should do about vandalism?

Mentioned Probe

One of the things mentioned a minute ago was that people should
take more interest in looking after their own neighbourhood.
You did/did not think that was a good idea. We would like to

- encourage you to become involved in a neighbourhood watch program.

ok

Are there any objections to neighbourhood watch?

¥
i
1
$
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House Apartment
Single
Duplex/Joined s
Neighbourhood
Corner Store (no more ;han 2 blockstaway ). . yes.  : no,
Fire Station (no more than 2 blocks away) - yes no
Park (type) ‘ yes no
Pool (type) yes no
Recreation Center yas ‘not
Churches yes . . no
Schools (type) Yes‘ no
Other stores (type) “yes no
Warehouses ‘ yes no
Service Station yes o
Restaurant yes no
Abandoned buildings = yes no
Apt/House Surrcundings ;
Driveway — /
Sidewalks ;_;;__ - {
Front yard - @k\
Back yard IR
Fencing - complete » partial
Gate - ‘
Garage . (apt. indqpr parking Yes No )
Shed -(streetﬁparking Yes __. No )
Apartment. entrance security buzzer ‘
“ double key _____ '

‘singlé key
Upkeép of house and yard poor 4

good

‘excellent .
things left around (junk) ., yes __ _ no
garage and shed painted . v“yes ' no




APPENDIX B

Cftg Of Thunder Bay Police Force

425 EAST DONALD STREfET, THUNDE‘R BAY, ONTARIO p7E 5V1 PHONE 807 623-2711

T. R. KEEP, Chief of Police

If you have any questiqns,

please contact ‘Alan Sparkes,
Project Director, at 623-2711

. ext. 440, .

Yours truly,

T.R. "lKeep»-,
Chief of Police

_—r

Address All Carrespondence to:

The Chief of Police

Relerring to:
Q o : ‘ ’ . Our File No

.........................
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APPOINTMENT BOOKING

Hello, my name is . I am with the "Co-Op-

e:étion‘Prevents Crime" Prograhqkwhich is'sponsored by the Thunder Bay
Police Department. We would like to know if you have received ournietter'~

outlining our program. (If they have not,Aoutline program as follows.

This program is designed to decrease the amount of vandalism and other

types of crime in Thunder Bay. As part of this project, we'pIAh to talk

" I
&

\td people in your neighbourhood concerning methods to cut down on these

crimes.) : - _ ' ‘ : .

©

_ What time, din the next fewgdéys; would it be most suitable to inter-

o

'view a member of your houséhbld?\vShouldLa daytime appointment be impos-

sible; we are~Willingwto,anrange an evening interview.-

o

AL
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APPENDIX D

COGPERAT!ON !
s PRE VE NTS
CRIME e

Help cut down on cnme in your

nelghbaurhacd |
Come to a nelghbourhood meetmg

We have some answers
but we need your help'

When Thursday, March 20 | 7.-§Q ,P.M.- “
Where-‘St Ann 5 Schoo] :

" The Ne1ghbourhood Natch Program will be presented and ,
- explained. ~Neighbourhood Watch workers and members of
the Thunder Bay Police Force will answer questions and

offer some solutions to the problem of vandalism. We
will be offer1ng 1deas on: -

preventmg vandahsm
home secunty

«-nelghbourhood watch

If you have any ques\vtwns,‘ caﬂ 623 2771, ext 440
( BRI Ne1ghb0Jrhood Natch Program
Thunder Bays Pohce Force

(‘OMF nN OllT

’1130" Gedif‘gi':na Ave. " -

Somcsmsisopar

o ST N
S e R TR P
§

R e s e S g ek g e
sl T A PR .

S e




RS USSR

IR C O

L0 AUD 4O Si4 UO
UOKDULLIOJUI 910U IOy
mu__oa‘_

0:.._._0 ,

TR IS ¢ VERIIYY ST VY W TN W Y

- 3Wod3s iLHO0443 IH.L INVA
: :o:-o__zcou_ uoieiadQ ulof

LT UOBIRA - UO 849 N0
o_.! Mouy InoqyBiou peisni; B 18%
- pojdnoooun s esnoy UBYM:
.;ons; puB 8J00p |8 9INJ9S
Ainoes %20} PCCS:
~ BupyBy pcoo

3._&_02:_0» pajold

.gio__- Sujpenssy >_E8ocoo
% 20 peysed A|8no10idsns 'sewil)
.:2.5:: Aq Buissed sejojyopne

suopduosep -
pue 23:5: 90URD|| UMOP M &
: 3:.2.2. o suossed snoiidsnge

.._o“. YD -

. eAwy ABw piwkyouq JnoA yBnOoIY}

.oa:oz a...aonca,oc inoA e uo{an *

80}0jyeA 9Bussis jo suo|idiIosep

nca ...SE:.._ 80U} UMOD B}UM e
>..m._.<_om_2§_

mo_._Oa JHL TIVD " Peed

.a: 9810 SUOBWIOS winsse J,U0Q .

oEo... $4noqyBieu 1nok oju) uexoiq -

e

«INo-Loys 8. Bupe), uosied OyLe-
_'OWOY paInoesun uv ieue o) Ajuny
- »10dd0 8y} 88 ||9QIOOD peIOMSUBUN

US SN ARw 'suondiaosgns Jededsmau
Bujjjes 1068Uee; 8Y} 1O J8jjes ApUBD
pezjIoyinBUN 8y ‘PooyinoqyBieu

. JNOK U sieBuriis UO 9k ue des)»

; Aipusyy 0g
ou >§> ao:._oou o..: woJj s:eded
- =8MEU JO UOKBINWNIIE BY) SAOWS)
" pue J00p oBwviwb usdo ey} 8so|n
') 1094409 '1818anq ® 0} uoliBlIAU]
" SNOJAQO UR 898 NOK pue Aeme

8) Son;m_oc INOA Moy NOA

~ op nok
uo> .mm_m., JOYM




v

‘UOIIBAIBEGO PUE JUSW
.o>EaE. A1aNoes 1y)0q Ul 8]0 BAIIOR
UB 8)8] I1SNW JUSpIses Udee ‘BAllde)e
Ajje10) aq 03 weibosd ay; Jo4 ‘ueid
Ayunwwo) B buidojerep uj isisse
il Aeyy ‘e2jj0d Jn0A J081U0D ‘pooYy
-inoqyBiau snok ui weiBoid yojem
pooy:noqyBien & doteaep 0.

. woiboud
ayj dojsaap O} MOH

‘ wEo: UMO $14 O OBq 2: pue
“Juoiy o} ‘epis yoee 0) SOLLOY ISOY}
yaiem Ajeanoe; e ueo snoqybiey uavs
."JO0P 10 MOPUIM INOA I¥ ..o.?:? ,

® 801j0U O} 1§y 8y} 9 ABl pue’

UMO NOA 182 O 9dA] 1BYM 618 NOA CUM.

mowy $1NoQuUBION ‘SHNOEHDI3N"

SR HO4 1N0 ONIHOLVM

. SHNOBHOIEN — pit [eninw

yBnouyl syiom weiboid ey

¢JHOM I SI0p MOH

noqybieu In0A yim A3y € eABdie

: ‘(urwiriwdes ‘Jouspieb)

mEo: N0A.Je 8q iiim ApogAUR jie

“udnjal o) 10edxe NOA UaUMe

‘Kouabiawse jo

98B Ul ‘POYORA) @q UBD NOA MOH e

‘Buiob a1 noA ai8yme

anoqybieu

10 pualy} paIsni} & Ylim uoiewIC)ul
Buimo;lo) ey anes

ADMD m:.om alb noA :

G

dnoin ysem pooyinoqyubieN

", 4noK Jo siequiew Jaylo. pue 8d)jod
ay1 1i8n ‘sejgiyea eBusns jo jaquny
* .. 99Ued)| PUR 'INOJOJ ‘|SPOwW ‘BRBW
8y} 189 ‘suosied snoioidsns Aue

10 UOHALIIFAP BYY UMOP OIIM
‘snoidsns

Buiyjswos ass noA y

ipInoMm sinoqyBieu 1noA ing
-— pieA inoA uy sabuslis v 021uBoo9.

- jou Azw Aunwiwod 4noA Buijjosied

i82)}50 89fj0d ¥ "IN220 0} Al8Xi}
aJe souw|BInq usym sown Buunp
Auedoid sanoqySieu Joyio Buiydiem
sunoqyBieu )0 weiB0sd v Ajduiis
S| yoIgp poouysnoqyBien

~ &YaIopm pooy
.Soo:u_mZ_ ST JOY A\

.-Auadoid s.noquBieu Jnok pue
noA 0) s}BaJy) aonpas o) weiBoid
uonueacid ewno disy-jies v,,






