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~ ABSTRACT 

The Urban Crime Prevention Program (UCPP), sponsored j0intly by ACTION and the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, was designed to combat urban crime 
through the establishment of 85 innovative neighborhood-based crime prevention 
projects across nine cities for a period of 18 months. The main goals of UCPP were 
to increase the participation of citizens in innovative neighborhood crime 
prevention efforts, to bolster the capabilities of neighborhood groups, and to 
forge working partnerships between these groups and related agencies and institu­
tions. The two-year evaluation focused on four principal types of crime prevention 
projects -- property crime prevention, victim/witness services, arson prevention, 
and dispute settlement. 

The most effective crime prevention approaches, as measured by the UCPP goals, 
were the property crime and arson prevention projects, primarily because they were 
based on the organization of citizens through neighborhood groups. These projects 
were generally successful in gaining citizen involvement, bolstering their 
capabilities in crime prevention, and establishing working partnerships with other 
agencies. However, many of the UCPP projects had difficulty with the more complex 
approaches, particularly if the project was located in a deteriorated neighbor­
hood. In an overa 11 sense, it was concl uded that the general nei ghborhood 
orientation of UCPP, combined with the establishment of working partnerships with 
other agencies, offers promise for combatting urban crime. 

It is recommended that (1) community crime prevention programs emphasize the 
organizing of citizens as the basic strategy, (2) strong working partnerships be 
established between neighborhood-based crime prevention efforts and relevant 
criminal justice agencies, (3) neighborhood crime prevention groups receive 
sUbstantial training and technical assistance, and that (4) neighborhood-based 
criw r prevention strategies receive the continued attention and support of 
off :als concerned with urban crime. A series of research recommendations are 
als ;resented. 
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PRECIS OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The conclusions of the evaluation of the Urban Crime Prevention Program are 
summarized as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

In an overall sense, the general neighborhood orientation of the Urban 
Crime Prevention Program combined with the development of workinp 
partnerships with criminal justice agencies offers promise for com· 
batting urban crime. 

The most effective crime prevention strategies -- as measured by the UCPP 
criteria of involving citizens, strengthening neighborhoods, and build­
ing working partnerships -- were those based on organizing residents to 
address problems of crime or arson -- the neighborhood watch approach. 

The effectiveness of the crime prevention projects was related to the 
nature of the neighborhood in which they were operating. It was 
considerably more difficult to promote significant citizen involvement 
in low-income, deteriorated neighborhoods than in those which were 
relatively stable. 

Training and technical assistance were critical to project success, 
particularly among the more inexperienced neighborhood groups and those 
attempting to implement the more complex crime prevention strategies. 
Substantially more technical assistance was needed than was offered in 
the Urban Crime Prevention Program. 

Strong cooperative working relationships with relevant criminal justice 
agencies were important determinants of project success. 

The following recommendations are based on the results of the evaluation: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Community crime prevention programs should emphasize the organizing of 
citizens -- the neighborhood watch concept -- as the basic, beginning 
strategy for crime prevention. 

Strong working partnerships should be established between neighborhood­
based crime prevention efforts and relevant criminal justice agencies. 

Abundant training and technical assistance should be supplied to crime 
prevention groups in timely fashion. 

Neighborhood-based crime prevention strategies should receive the con­
tinued attention and support of officials concerned with urban crime. 

-v-
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A. INTRODUCTION 

The Urban Crime Prevention Program was initiated by ACTION and the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration in 1980, to combat urban crime through 
community action. In nine cities, neighborhood organizations implemented innova­
tive crime prevention strategies emphasizing citizen involvement, working part­
nerships with public and private groups, and strengthening the capacity of the 
neighborhood groups. An evaluation of the UCPP was conducted by the Institute for 
Social Analysis; this report summarizes the findings, conclusions, and recommen­
dations of that research. 

B. BACKGROUND 

During the past 20 years the urban areas of our country have experienced a 
tremendous increase in reported crime. Ouring that time, the rate of property 
crime in our large ~ities (populations above 500,000) has more than doubled, and 
the rate of violent crime has roughly tripled. In neighborhoods which were once 
tranquil and secure, residents are now afraid to walk the streets at night. People 
who once gave little thought to protection of home and property now find themselves 
wondering when the thieves will strike them. For while we are not all victims of 
crime, the incidence of criminal acts has risen to the point where most citizens 
feel vulnerable to crime. As though that were not enough, the effects of crime go 
beyond individual injury, violation and property loss to weaken the broader social 
fabric of the community. Crime can disrupt the routines of citizens in myriad, 
largely constricting ways, promoting isolation and alienation. And as crime rises 
in a neighborhood, it is often accompanied by a pattern of general decline and 
disinvestment. Property values decrease, businesses leave, homeowning families 
are replaced by more transient renters in a spiral of crime and neighborhood 
deterioration. 

The response to this problem has taken several routes, chiefly in the form of 
attempts at improving the operations of the criminal justice system -- improved law 
enforcement practices, more efficient prosecution, changes in courts, correctional 
reform, etc. But there is scant evidence that these system-based responses to 
crime have had significant impact on the crime rates, and most observers agree that 
crime is primarily a function of social dynamics and economic conditions. 

In recent years, cities have turned to community-based crime prevention 
strategies in the face of the growing recognition that crime and its control are 
closely linked to the social dynamics of our neighborhoods and communities. 
Increasingly, citizens and community groups have recognized the need to work 
collectively to fight crime in their neighborhoods. 

The community crime prevention movement in general (and the Urban Crime 
Prevention Program in particular) has its roots in what DuBow and Emmons (1981) 
have 1 abe 1 ed II the commun ity hypothes i s II: 

(1) Neighborhood residents can be mobilized by community organizations to 
participate in collective crime prevention projects. 

(2 ) Involvement in these activities creates a stronger community because 
people will take greater responsibility for their own protection and 
local problems, and interactions among neighbors will be increased, both 
formally, through the activities of the crime prevention projects, and 
informally, as a byproduct of these activities. 

".J- ------ .-
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l (3) A stronger sense of community and increased social interaction leads to 
more effective informal social control. 

(4) Aside from tht direct effects of community crime prevention activities 
in reducing crime or the fear of crime, these activities may also reduce 
crime or the fear of crime by rebuilding local social control in the 
neighborhood. 

C. THE URBAN CRIME PREVENTION PROGRAM 

In structure and objectives, the Urban Crime Prevention program was designed 
to promote community crime prevention through innovative prevention strategies, 
citizen involvement, working partnerships among neighborhood organizations and 
public and private agencies, and capacity building of neighborhood groups. 
National in scope, UCPP provided very modest amounts of funds (ranging from 
approximately $7,500 to $47,000) to neighborhood organizations located in low and 
moderate income areas of the community. The structural elements of the UCPP were 
carefully crafted to effect program goals. By relying heavily on voluntarism, 
citizen participation, and the development of coalitions with other groups and city 
agencies, grass-roots crime prevention activities would be conducted amid the 
general theme of neighborhood development and citizen control. Through innovative 
crime prevention approaches (dispute settlement, arson prevention, etc.) community 
residents would "reclaim" their neighborhoods from deterioration and crime. By 
combining modest funding, neighborhood control, and the building of solid linkages 
and coalitions, it was hoped that the community crime prevention projects would 
have a greater chance of survi vi ng beyond the federally-supported demonstrat i on 
period. In virtually all these respects, the Urban Crime Prevention Program stands 
in contrast to its more heavily funded predecessors, notably the Community Anti­
Crime Program, Comprehensive Crime Prevention Program, Hartford's crime prevention 
through environmental design project, and the Seattle community crime prevention 
program. 

At the initiation of the UCPP in 1980, the program structure at the national 
level included ACTION, the Office of Community Anti-Crime Programs within the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, the national evaluation team from the 
Institute' for Social Analysis, and A.L. Nenum and Associates, the technical 
assistance contractor. In March 1982, as LEAA's program operations were phased 
out, programmatic responsibility was transferred to the Office of Justice 
Assistance, Research, and Statistics, while the ACTION staff remained actively 
involved throughout the funding period. The evaluation study was transferred to 
the evaluation division of the National Institute of Justice, to be monitored 
jointly by NIJ and ACTION's evaluation office. 

Urban Crime Prevention Programs were implemented in nine cities selected by 
ACTION and LEAA through a systematic competitive process. In each city, the major 
elements of the UCPP were a grantee organization, Advisory Council, and project 
organizations. Each city received a grant for an 18-month period, from the 
beginning of 1981 through the middle of 1982. Structural information on each city 
is shown in Table 1. 

Each grantee was required to be a private non-profit corporation with legal 
responsibility for administering the UCPP grant and the demonstrated capacity to 
work with both public agencies and neighborhood groups. The grantees administered 
the grants and overall programs, and were viewed as key factors in developing a set 
of working relationships between project organizations, mun'lcipal and county 
officials, criminal justice officials, and oL,er public and pi'ivate groups. 

-2- ----------~--------------~--~~------
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City Name of Grantee 

Bos ton Justice Resource 
Institute 

Chicago Citizen Informa-
tion Service 

Cincinnati Community Chest 

Cleveland ComrniHlon on 
Cathol Ie Com-
munlty Action 

Houston Houston Metr.,r.ol i-
tan Mlilistries 

Little Rock Un i ted Way 

Newark Newark Coalition 
of Nei9hborhoods 

Ne", York Citizens COlTlllittee 
for New York City 

Seattle Neighborhood House 

• 

Description of 
Organ i zati on 

~. 
'C: 

Independent research 
and develo~ent organ-
ization 

Community education 
branch of the League 
of Women Voten 

United Way affiliate, 
human services or9 an-
lzatlon 

Social action arm of 
the Cleveland Cathol ic 
Diocese 

Ecumenical service 
organization 

Human services 
organization 

Coalition of neighbor-
hood organizatIons 

Comnun i ty serv ice 01"-
ganlzation for neigh-
borhood self-help 

Umbrella service or-
ganization for public 
housing projects 

Amo,mts of staff time devoted to UCPP are appro. Imat ions. 
typically devoted less than 25% of their time to the UCPP. 

-. Prior to clnsing of one project. 

,.""-. 

Table 1: UCPP Grantee Characteristics 

Gr>.nt Amount Grantee Staff· 

S250,Ooo Program Manager (2!3l 
Program Director (113) 

S397,924 Program Director 1FT ) Bookkeeper- typ i s t FT) 

S370,419 Pr09ram Director (FT) 

$450,600 Pr09ram Director lFT) 
Sub-Prgm. Director PT) 
Org.-Tralner (1!2) 
Admin. Assistant (1/2) 

$349,406 Prgm. Coordinator (1/3) 
Prgm. Administrator 
UCPP Volunteer 1FT) FT) 
Fiscal Director (PT) 

$350,000 Prgm. Superv I sor (PT) 
Program Director (FT) 
Pr!1"- Finance Officerll/2l 
Prgm. Secretary 1/2 

S424,936 Grantee Director (2/3) 
Program Mon It~r 
Secretary 1FT

) FT) 
Bookkeeper (113) 

$450,027 Superv i sor (PT) 
Program Director (FT) 
Fiscal Officer (2/3) 
Secretary (1/2) 
Field Assistant (3/5) 

$419,975 Project Director (FT) 
Field Assistants (PT) 

Part-time (PT) staff 

.' ',. 

.,,;.. 

Projects 
Suggested '" .. 

Project Projec t u ., 
Models Areas ..., 

a 

,~ 

! 
l-

I>. .. ., 
" c: ~ u OJ ! > ~ I-

U '" " ... 
.~ 

I 
a c: ::J ,-

'" 0. - - .. .. 
OJ a '" l-

I- U E a ::J ... c: 
u '" .s:: a -
?J 

> c: u :r I-
1-' ::::> Vl ~ .?:' 

I- OJ ..... u 
Range of project Average ~ 

Vl 

~i ~ 5 "5 - ~ -;;; 
budgets (number Project e :x ::J ::J .0 c: u ..... 1-,0 a a ::J a a 

of projects) Budget I>. > <I u >- >- "- u -' 

S32,518-35,120 (6) S34,451 1 2 

11 1 

1 1 

i • 

S30,256-45,685 (9) S38,384 5 1 11 1 I 

I 

S 7,613-43,622-·(13) S24 ,759-- 2 4 2\2 1 2 

$22,688-46,470 (11) $35,139 5 3 1 1 1 

S30,605-44,268 (8) S34,831 2 2 2 2 

S14,o90-38,255 (8) $35,369 3 2 
11 

2 

J 
S28,845-3R,535 (10) $35,346 8 I 

11 

$ 7,678-42,749 (12) $29,741 2 3 3 1 1 1 
i , 1 . 

$37,563-47,053 (8) S41,997 2 2 1 1 1 I I 

I 
30 15 *10 7 7 5 lsi I , 5 
35% (l8

T
12 (8) 8) \(6) 1(6)~ 1 )~~ 

67 (731:) 23 (27';) 



An Advisory Council was formed in each city by the grantee to assist -in 
planning and conducting the local program. In addition to the Mayor (or his or her 
designee) and a representative from each project organization, members were from a 
wide variety of relevant private and public organizations in the city. The 
responsibilities of the Advisory Council were to include: 

(1) Providing policy and program guidance to the grantee; 

(2) Providing general oversight on matter!", of program implementation and 
maintenance, including involvement ir, the monitoring and evaluation 
processes of the grant and in the review of project organizations; 

(3) Providing, through its members, liaison with and access to public and 
private agencies whose assistance would be useful in carrying out the 
program's objectives; 

(4) Publicizing the grant in the broader community; and 

(5) Serving as a forum in which information can be exchanged; mutual 
interests defined, and cooperative relations established among members. 

Project organizations were mostly neighborhood groups such as local community 
organizations, churches, business associations, tena~t organizations, etc. The 
program guidelines required that at least 60% of the project organizations were to 
be in the form of the principal project models: (1) property crime victimization 
(2) community dispute settlement, (3) arson prevention, and (4) victim/witnes~ 
services. The remaining projects could be locally-initiated or in one of the 
suggested project areas of family vi 01 ence, consumer fraud, unemployment and 
crime, public housing anti-crime, and school crime. The Urban Crime Prevention 
Program placed a special emphasis on the use of volunteers, stating that grantees 
and project organizations must involve volunteers in a variety of ways. In 
addition to recruiting part-time community volunteers, each project was to recruit 
a full-time, stipended volunteer similar in concept and operation to the VISTA 
program volunteers. 

The nine cities received UCPP grant funds ranging from $250,000 to $450 600 to 
operate 18-month crime prevention programs. In turn, the nine grantee or~aniza­
tions administered 85 projects, which operated on contracts of $7,613 to $47,053. 

Of the 85 projects funded, 73% offered the crime prevention activities of the 
four principal models. The most common project was the property crime victimiza­
tion model, which comprised 35% of all the projects. Fifteen (18%) projects 
offered victim/witness services, ten (1.2%) focused on arson prevention, and seven 
(8%) offered dispute settlement ~lternatives. Eighteen of the 23 non-model 
projects were in the "suggested areas' of the UCPP crime prevention activities -­
unemployment and crime, school or general juvenile crime, consumer fraud, and 
public housing anti-crime. Five projects were locally initiated; three aimed to 
~r~v~nt subwa~ crime, a~to theft, and crimes against the elderly. Two locally-
1nlt1ated proJects comb1ned model elements -- one assisted the property crime 
victimization projects in nine neighborhoods and the other combined youth 
employment and property crime prevention strategies. 

UCPP goals and objectives. The principal goals of the UCPP were to increase 
neighborh?od particip~tion and problem-solv~n~ capacity and to forge a working 
part~ersh: p among ne1.ghb~rho~d gr.oups, cnm1 nal just i ce agencies, and other 
publ1c-pr1vate sector lnst1tut1ons 1n new community crime prevention efforts. The 
chief components of these broadly stated goals were innovative approach, neigh-
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borhood orientation, and partnership. Specific objectives related to the goal of 
supporting innovative approaches were the following: 

a. Encourage projects that have not received significant emphasis in 
past federal funding. 

b. Promote projects that expand the focus of attention beyond the 
actual commission of a crime to include the social and economic 
factors that qre directly associated with criminal activity. 

c. Generate activitjes that provide for adoption of project models, 
suggested project areas, and locally initiated projects that are 
consistent with the program's goals and objectives. 

UCPP objectives related to the goal of neighborhood participation were the 
following: 

a. 

b. 

Decrease the fear of crime among residents. 

Increase a sense of responsibil ity for deal ing with crime among 
residents. 

c. Increase residents' perceptions of the importance of neighborhood 
groups in crime prevention. 

d. Increase the number of neighborhood groups that work with a broad­
based Advisory Council and are engaged in community cr;me preven­
tion, including new or fledgling groups and those not previously 
involved. 

e. Increase the financial and managerial competence of neighborhood 
groups to conduct a funded crime prevention program. 

f. Increase the ongoing ability of neighborhood groups to define and 
analyze local crime problems, develop solutions, and implement 
projects designed to combat such problems. 

g. Increase the ability of neighborhood groups to work in partnership 
with other private and public sector organizations and agencies on 
crime prevention efforts. 

h. Achieve substantial volunteer participation by residents in UCPP 
funded projects. 

i. Create ne~J roles for and effectively utilize the talents of 
volunteers in the operation of crime prevention programs. 

j. Increase cohesiveness among neighborhood residents through efforts 
directed at preventing criminal activity. 

The third goal of the UCPP, to forge working partnerships, had the following 
specific objectives: 

a. Ensure the input of a wide range of expert advice, data, and support 
in the planning and implementation of neighborhood crime prevention 
projects. 

a.. ____ ~ _ "-_ _ ____ -- .. _--
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b. Assure the cooperation and support of urban government and other 
interests in carrying out intended crime prevention efforts. 

c. Avoid duplication or conflict of prevention activities among 
projects being developed in the UCPP and other urban crime 
prevention efforts. 

d. Set in motion a process of coalition building that, over a period of 
time, will define mutual interests and forge cooperative relation­
ships for initiating future crime prevention projects. 

D. THE UCPP EVALUATION 

The evaluation of the Urban Crime Prevention Program consisted of a process 
study of all nine sites and an intensive study of two cities. It was designed to 
examine the effectiveness of the programs in all cities and assess intensively the 
processes of the four major models of crime prevention. 

Early in the evaluation, the major program goals and objectives were 
identified and weighted by the key ACTION and LEAA administrators. The focus of t:~e 
evaluation was determined by this weighting process and by a review of program 
goals and proposed activities, evaluation resources, and time constraints. The 
evaluation was predominantly process rather than impact oriented, i.e., largely 
devoted to a descriptive account of the projects l activities and progress on major 
objectives. Following from the program goals, the major areas of focus for the 
evaluation were: 

• Crime prevention activities. The evaluation described the project 
processes of the four models of property crime victimization, arson 
prevention, victim/witness assistance, and community dispute settle­
ment. We wanted to knm'l if the projects actually engaged in the 
activities proposed, and if so, to what degree. The evaluation examined 
the form, processes, and problems of the models as implemented by diverse 
neighborhood groups in different neighborhoods. 

• Citizen involvement. The projects were based on the notion that citizens 
would become involved in, and materially participate in the projects l 

activities. Citizen involvement was defined in terms of awareness, 
response, and active participation. 

• Coalition building. A program goal was to develop working partnerships 
among the crime prevention projects, key city agencies (particularly the 
criminal justice system), and other public and private organizations. 
The type and strength of these linkages were assessed. 

• Capacity building. Through UCPP, it was intended that neighborhood 
organizations would improve their capacity to fight crime specifically 
(e.g., learn the techniques of arson prevention) and strengthen their 
managerial and·financial competence. The methods of capacity building 
and degree to which the projects l capabilities improved were examined. 

.. The U~PP projects ~er~ not ex~ected ~o reduce overall crime or create strong, 
unlfled nelghbol'hoods wlthln the tlme penod of this experimental program, nor was 
the evaluation designed to assess these ultimate goals. 

Methodology. The primary data collection procedures used for this essen­
tially descriptive study were interviews with program staff, citizens, and agency 
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officials; on-site observations of project events and records; and ongoing reviews 
of monthly reports to the evaluation staff, quarterly reports to ACTION/LEAA and 
materials developed by the projects. ' 

At least three site visits were made to each city, plus two additional visits 
to New York and Cincinnati, the intensive study sites. During each visit, 
structured interviews were conducted with each project director in charge of one of 
the four model approaches and the grantee staff. Project materials and records 
were reviewed or collected, brief tours were made of the target neighborhoods, and 
project activities were attended and observed as much as posible. 

Grantee directors were asked about program-wide issues, including grant 
development, project selection, Advisory Council role, developing linkages, the 
full-time volunteer, and training and technical assistance. A substantial portion 
of each interview was devoted to their perceptions of project activities, progress, 
obstacles, and capacity buildiflg. Project directors were interviewed regarding 
project activities, citizen involvement, developing linkages, training and tech­
nical assistance, and organizational capabilities. At the end of the grant period, 
the grantee directors rated their projects l current strength and improvement in 
capabilities, and project directors rated citizen involvement and agency response 
to their efforts. 

Face-to-face interviews were conducted with 82 key agency officials during 
the final visits. The interviews covered the nature and extent of the contact 
between the project and agency, the official's understanding of the project's main 
activities, and the official IS view of the relationship established and the 
effectiveness of the project. 

In the Fall 1982, telephone interviews with disputants (N=7) and victims 
(N=40) assisted by the dispute settlement and victim/witness projects were 
completed. The follow-up interviews were conducted to assess the citizens ' 
satisfaction with the services. 

From June 1981 through May 1982, the 62 model projects completed forms on a 
monthly basis which summarized their activities. and sent them to the evaluation 
staff. The Monthly Activity Summary forms were 'used to keep the evaluation staff 
informed of project activities and also covered citizen involvement, community 
outreach and education, publicity, and caseload characteristics of victim/witness 
and dispute settlement projects. Flyers, newsletters, meeting minutes, letters to 
agencies, and many other project materials were attached to the Monthly Activity 
Summary forms. 

E. MAJOR FINDINGS 

The major findings of the evaluation are summarized in this section. The 
areas covered are the activities of the project organizations, the degree of 
citizen involvement in their crime prevention activities, the type and strength of 
linkages developed with outside agencies, and capacity building of neighborhood 
groups. 

Project activities. The most common approach of the property crime 
victimization projects was organizing and maintaining neighborhood watches, where 
the central activities involved the simple, straightforward strategies of resi­
dents looking out for each other's homes and observing neighborhood activities 
generally, marking valuable property (Operation Identification), and increasing 
home security. The number of watches organi zed by each project varied from a 
handful to 70, depending on the nature of the neighborhood, the staff's organizing 
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skills and techniques, and the project resources available. The property crime 
victimization model emphasized the issues of insurance availability in addition to 
property crime prevention efforts. Most of the projects tried to document 
insurance availability or unavailability in their target neighborhoods, but only 
the most experienced project organizations moved beyond documentation and educa­
tion to working with insurance companies on perceived problems. Other crime 
prevention activities of the property crime projects (often carried out by 
neighborhood watch participants) included negotiatino with police and other city 
agencies for specific services, neighborhood clean-up, youth-related activities, 
and community education. 

The predominant strategy of the arson prevention projects was to improve the 
safety and living conditions of buildings which appeared to be arson-prone. The 
building improvements -- enforcing safety codes, boarding up vacant structures, 
repair, clean-up, increasing security, etc. -- were achieved by residents and 
tenants l groups organized and trained by project staff to negotiate with landlords 
and appropriate city agencies. Several projects collected building data to 
identify arson-prone bundings for the prevention/intervention strategies, but 
only one project was engaged in developing a complete predictive system as part of 
an ongoing arson strategy. 

Unlike the property crime victimization and arson prevention projects in 
which community organizing was a central crime prevention strategy, the victim/ 
witness assistance and dispute settlement projects provided direct services to 
citizens in need. The majority of the victim/witness projects provided one-to-one 
assistance to the victims of crime; the primary services were counseling/crisis 
intervention, referrals for additional assistance, and victim advocacy (inter­
ceding on the victims l behalf with landlords, social service agencies, etc.). 
Projects serving the elderly and sexual assault victims reached a s~bstantial 
number of people, but due to the lack of referrals, many projects provided 
meaningful services to only a handful of neighborhood residents. Court monitoring 
and advocacy work with the criminal justice system were also activities of two 
projects. 

The corrnnunity dispute settlement projects offered dispute resolution services 
-- typically conciliation, and less frequently, mediation -- to neighborhood 
residents. Substantial project time and effort was focused on corrnnunity outreach 
and developing referral relationships with justice system agencies, other city and 
social service agencies, and community organizations. The caseloads of the 
projects were quite small, ranging from a couple to fewer than 100 cases for anyone 
project; only a handful of mediation hearings were held. 

Citizen involvement. The property crime victimization and arson prevention 
projects achieved substantial cOll111unity involvement in their activities, specifi­
cally in the straightforward organizing of citizens into neighborhood watches and 
tenants groups. However, the extent to which citizens became involved in the 
projects varied considerably, depending partly on the skills and tactics of the 
organi zers. Crime and arson were often addressed withi n the context of other 
neighborhood and building concerns; as an isolated issue, crime or arson seldom 
served as an effective organizing tactic. The organizing strategies also varied 
greatly, from one-shot, one-meeting efforts to a multi-meetings approach focused 
on training, education, and leadership development. Achieving substantial citizen 
involvement was most difficult in lower-income, more fragmented and deteriorating 
neighborhoods, particularly public housing and renters cOll111unities. The more 
complex and less tangible activities of the arson and property crime projects, such 
as documenting insurance unavailability and conducting arson research, did not 
attract much citizen involvement. 
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The victim/witness and dispute settlement projects experienced difficulties 
in achieving citizen involvement, with the exception of the victim/witness 
projects serving populations of special need. In the main, these projects had low 
caseloads, serving only a small segment of their neighborhoods. The citizens who 
did receive victim/witness or dispute settlement services were satisfied with the 
services and found them to be very helpful, as indicated by follow-up interviews. 
Although few citizens were recruited to serve as victim service providers, the 
dispute settlement projects had no problems in recruiting and training mediators. 
In spite of substantial effort in the areas of community education and outreach, 
the victim/witness and dispute settlement projects did not achieve an adequate 
level of community awareness and acceptance. 

DeveloPin~ linkages. The property crime and arson prevention projects also 
achieved consi erable success in garnering the support and assistance of police and 
fire departments as appropriate, and in gaining cooperation from city agencies. 
The property crime projects developed cooperative relationships with the police 
departments, particularly the crime prevention units, and police officers often 
actively participated in project activities. Police officials, in general, held 
positive views about neighborhood watch programs; where negative views were 
present, they were usually related to resistance to community involvement in what 
was viewed as the police1s realm or irritation at community demands. 

The arson prevention projects established excellent working relationships 
with the fire and police departments and with many city agencies concerned with 
housing and buildings. These linkages were often mutually beneficial relation­
ships, since the projects and the agencies shared the goal of improving building 
conditions and community involvement was viewed as a real asset. In general, city 
officials had highly positive views of the projects and believed they were 
instrumental in arson prevention. 

The victim/witness assistance and dispute settlement projects had many 
difficulties in developing linkages for referrals, particularly in developing 
working relationships with criminal justice system agencies. Police departments 
served as passive sources of cases for the victim/witness projects, by s"imply 
allowing them access to recent crime information. Court officials and prosecutors 
were rarely involved. Agency officials had mixed views of victim/witness projects, 
recognizing the individual benefit of the services yet questioning whether such 
services should be community-based and viewing them as social services not related 
to crime prevention. 

Official response to the community dispute settlement projects was moderate 
to low. In the few instances where referral relationships were developed, they 
were established after months of meetings and contacts with appropriate officials. 
The primary obstacle was that community-based dispute resolution lacked legitimacy 
in the eyes of justice system officials, who felt such services should be under 
court control and were concerned about confidentiality, enforcement, and profes­
sionalism issues. 

In general, cooperative relationships were more easily developed by estab­
lished projects with a well-known track record and experience in working with 
outside agencies. Effective relationships with appropriate agencies were also 
more easily developed when projects engaged in crime prevention strategies in which 
corrrnunity involvement is generally recognized as needed and beneficial (e.g., 
neighborhood watches and improved building conditions for renters). Linkages for 
cOll111unity-based services generally offered by prosecutor1s offices (victim/witness 
assistance) and court systems (dispute resolution) were more difficult to develop. 
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Capacity building. A major goal of the UCPP was to increase the capacity of 
neighborhood groups in the areas of crime prevention and financial and managerial 
competence. The UCPP was designed to support both established groups with a track 
record of stability and success, and fledgling groups, many of which had no 
previous experience in crime prevention. 

The 85 projects were sponsored by a wide variety of organizations, from very 
inexperienced groups to large, established, well-funded organi.zations. The 
resources and capabilities of the project organizations had a significant impact on 
the functioning and success of the projects. Most of the UCPP project organiza­
ti ons were grass-roots community groups represent -j ng local nei ghborhoods and 
citizens; these included community councils, block and tenant associations, and 
coalitions of neighborhood groups. A sizable number were neighborhood-based 
social service agencies, serving the needs of local community residents via Social 
Security, welfare, and similar government programs. Three projects were operated 
by city agencies, and several were sponsored by service organizations such as the 
YMCA. 

Capacity building was critical for the newer, fledgling groups, who needed 
substantial assistance in managerial and financial areas as well as help in 
building skills and know1edge in areas specific to the crime prevention models. In 
the more established organizations, capacity building was primarily related to the 
crime prevention activities. 

The task of capacity building fell largely to the grantees; much of the 
technical assistance occurred on a one-to-one basis, although formal and informal 
training workshops were not infrequent. In many ways, the grantees played critical 
roles in the UCPP, assisting the project organizations in a multitude of ways (they 
were particularly instrumental in developing linkages among the projects and other 
organizations and city agencies), and serving as liaisons between them and other 
components of the UCPP. Grantee help and supervision generally worked best in 
situations where the grantee staff consisted of a full-time director with day-to­
day responsibility for the projects, who in turn received assistance from an 
experienced senior staff person and had substantial resources (contacts, exper­
tise, bookkeeping services, etc.) within the grantee organization to draw on. 

Training and technical assistance was provided through the national con­
tractor as well as by the grantees. In general, what was received was viewed as 
valuable and useful. There was also a near-universal opinion among the grantees 
that more technical assistance was needed in all areas, particularly in community 
organizing, the insurance model, and administration. The complexity of the models, 
skills needed for community organizing and developing linkages, federal reporting 
requirements, and the limited time (and sometimes skills) of project staff made 
training and technical assistance imperative. 

With a few exceptions, the project organizations increased or strengthened 
their organizational capabilities through UCPP. All projects hired staff, 
initiated UCPP activities, and met federal reporting requirements. Crime 
prevention activities appear most apt to continue in the more established 
organizations -- particularly those in which community organizing and safety 
issues were priorities prior to UCPP and citizen groups with developed leadership 
are in place and likely to carryon community crime prevention. Continuation 
appears most likely among the property crime victimization and arson prevention 
projects, where the emphasis on organizing, training, and leadership has created 
block clubs and similar groups with the potential of continuing with only resident 
involvement. Continuation without substantial funding support appears less likely 
in the client service, case-oriented community dispute settlement and victim/ 
witness projects. 

Nearly every project recruited and supported a stipended vo~unteer, a ~o~al 
resident who participated in project activities on a full-time baS1S. In addltlon 
to contributing to individual growth and knowledge, the purpose of the loca~, 
stipended volunteer was to develop skills in the community to be used as the basls 
for future neighborhood crime prevention endeavors. As reported by the gr~ntee 
directors the individual personal growth of the volunteer was seen as the prlmary 
benefit of the concept, and secondarily, the benefits of additional personnel with 
their community knowledge and insight were realized. The drawbacks to the full­
time volunteer component were primarily administrative. ,Problems were encounte~ed 
in recruitment and retention, with performance, absenteelsm, and turnover, causlng 
ongoing difficulties for a number of projects. 

The Advisory Councils of the UCPP grantees were to provide guidance, liaison 
with and access to public and private agencies, publicity, and a forum for 
information exchange. In reviewing their activitie~ and the views of grant~e and 
pr,::>ject directors, it was apparent that the Cou,ncl,ls were, n,ot as eff,ectlve as 
hoped, particularly in developing linkages and bUlldlng coalltlo~S. Thelr primary 
function was to provide information and assistance, to the proJec~s and grantee 
directors. Where Council members were helpful, asslstance came malnly from a few 
key, active individuals outside of Council meetings. 

F. DISCUSSION 

1. Meeting Program Goals 

It bears r~peating that the rationale and the goals of the U,rban Crime 
Prevention Proaram were distinctively different than those of most crlme preven­
tion programs; ~i.e., the UCPP projects were aimed at t,he broa~ underlying causes,of 
crime -- if not entirely, to a greater degree than l~ prevlous crlme pr~ventlon 
programs. And they would do so through the applicJtlon of approaches ,WhlC~ ~ere 
largely innovative. Disputes would be resolved before they flared up In,cr~mlnal 
violence or added another burdensome case tc the backlog of the courts. Vlctlms of 
crime would br. assisted in ways that would promote citizen perceptions that ~hey 
were part of a caring community and that they could make the system more responslVe. 
By strengthening the bonds of neighbor,s, bringin~ residents together to promote the 
common security and foster a more llvable enVlr?nment, our urb~n nelghborhoods 
would be better able to withstand the forces of dlsorder and decllne. It, was also 
recognized that neighborhood groups probably could not hope to accompllsh these 
tasks alone' rather that they should address them in partnership with other groups 
and agencie~ in the'city, particularly public agencies, from the mayor's office to 
the police precinct station. 

These broad purposes were captured in the U,CPP g~a 1 statement~ under the 
headings of innovative approaches, neighborhood orlentatlon, ,and worklng partner­
ships. Although the scope of an e.valua~ion sho~ld,not be c~nflned by the bou~ds of 
the program's stated goals, partlcularly as flndlngs are lnterpreted and dlSCUS­
sed, it is fitting and fair that we begin with a general assessment of how well 
these goals were met. 

Innov(\tive approaches. UCPP certainly succeeded in establis~ing projects 
that were innovative in design. Indeed, with the inclusion of proJects such as 
arson prevention, insurance unavailability .. and, dispute s~ttlement, the UCPP 
projects represented ~he forefront of co~munlty, crlme preventlo~ models. A~d.UCPP 
provided the opportunlty to test these lnnovatlons under a varlety of condltlons. 
But although this goal was clearly met, there were indications tha! some of the 
models were, in a sense, too innovative; i.e., they were of a complexlty that often 
overwhelmed the neighborhood groups, many of whom had never so much as organized a 



"I 

" I 
.; 

I 
block watch. For example~ in the property crime projects the insura~ce unavail­
abil ity element was the most problematic; the block w~tc~, a slmple, less 
innovative approach, was very successful. The use of medlat10n to help resolve 
disputes is one of the most recent innovations in criminal justice, but d~spu~e 
settlement projects, especially those that are not connected to the courts, f1nd 1t 
notoriously difficult to attract a respectable caseload (Cook, Roehl, and 
Sheppard, 1980). And the most effective aspect of the arson prevention programs 
was the education-and-organizing element (which resembles the block watch ap­
proach); the establishment of innovative arson prediction systems was ~ften 
baffling to the less experienced groups. In those instances where proJects 
successfully implemented the more complex, innovative approaches, they had staffs 
with experience in crime prevention, frequently in the particular approach to be 
implemented. 

Thus, although innovative approaches were established by UCPP, often (as in 
the case of insurance unavailability) they were establisheaon paper, not by deed. 
And many projects which did achieve in making these approaches operational had 
difficulty developing them effectively. Still, much was learned about which type 
of innovative approach works (and does not work) in the hands of neighborhood 
organizations, and that too was a central purpose of this admittedly high-risk 
program. 

Neighborhood orientation: Involving citizens and buildi~g the capacities of 
nei~hborhood groups. Through the efforts of the, UCPP pro~ects" thousands ,of 
citlZens in numerous urban neighborhoods became 1nvolved 1n cnme prevent10n 
efforts. Some people simply became aware of crime and ways to protect themselves 
from it' others became active participants as block watchers, mediators, etc. In 
the pro~es5, many citizens came to know their neighbors and, in,s~ doing, to~k 
important steps toward strengthening -- ,in ~ome case,s, r~c~alm1~g -- thelr 
neighborhoods. Certainly, UCPP was effect1ve ln promot1ng c1t1zen 1nvolvement, 
but the effectiveness of projects in this respect depended on (a) the nature of t~e 
activity, and (b) the characteristics of the ,neighbo,rhood. Throug~ the bas1c 
mechanism of block watches, the property cnme proJects were tYP1cally very 
successful in gaining the participation of scores of neighborhood residents. By 
means of similar organizing strategies, many arson prevention projects were also 
effective in drawing citizens into education and arson watches. But the other 
types of projects were less effective in involving citizens in their projects. 
Attempts to involve citizens in insuranc~ unavailability res~a~ch were usually met 
with a combination of boredom and confus1on. And although c1t1zens were eager to 
become mediators in dispute settlement projects -- a stimulating, ,somewh~t 
prestigious role for a citizen -- they were remarkably reluctant to brlng the1r 
disputes to the projects. 

The level of citizen involvement in UCPP projects was also related to the 
characteristics of the neighborhood. There are indications that where neighbor­
hoods were relatively stable and/or of moderate income, citizens were more likely 
to participate in project activities. It seems reasonable that in neighborhoo~s 
where a substantial proportion of residents have roots in the community, own the1r 
homes, feel some identification with the cownunity, plan to stay in the neighbor­
hood etc. -- and have adequate social and economic resources -- they would be more 
willing to assist in efforts to protect and strengthen their neighborhood. On the 
other hand, in low-income, deteriorating neighborhoods where residents may feel 
less 1I0wnershipil of the comnunity, it may be difficult to persuade someone to 
become involved in project work on a voluntary (unpaid) basis when he or she is 
worried about IIputting food on the table. 1I 

The literature on voluntarism shows that the motivation to volunteer is 

related to socio-economic standing and education (Anderson and Moore, 1978), and 
two recent studies of co~nunity crime prevention have found citizen involvement to 
be positively correlated with resident income and neighborhood integration. DuBow 
and his associates found that where resident incomes are high, voluntary 
participation in crime prevention activity tends to be high, and vice-versa (DuBow 
and Errmons, 1979). Similarly, in the Skogan and Maxfield (1981) study of why 
individuals participate in crime prevention activities, they found that lithe most 
consistent correlates of levels of participation in crime-focused groups 
are ... neighborhood social and residential t-ies." Across several cities, their 
data showed that as these indices of neighborhood integration and cohesion rose, so 
did participation in crime prevention activities. In their national evaluation of 
LEAA's Comprehensive Crime Prevention Program, Crew and Perlman (1981) also 
identified the extent of neighborhood integration as a correlate of citizen 
involvement in crime prevention activities. 

There also seemed little doubt that UCPP helped to build the capacities of 
neighborhoods and neighborhood groups to address crime problems. Organizations 
which had not previously organized block watches, collected police report data, or 
conducted home security checks came out of the demonstration period with such 
skills in hand. Unfortunately, many of the projects acquired these skills through 
a difficult trial-and-error experience. Often they were just becoming comfortable 
with their capabilities toward the end of the demonstration period. Although most 
project directors valued the technical assistance received, most of the grantee 
directors (overseeing the projects in each city) thought that more technical 
assistance was needed. And for fledgling, inexperienced groups engaging in the 
more complex crime prevention strategies, the lack of technical assistance wa:; 
critical. 

The capacities of the projects by the end of the demonstration period depended 
upon both the general experience and stability of the community organization and 
its experience in crime prevention. Those organizations which were stable and 
experienced at the outset typically reflected substantial capacity at the end. 
Most fledgling groups showed less capacity, but often displayed greater improve­
ment -- from a zero baseline. The less established groups tended to have more 
difficulties than the experienced organizations, but it should be remembered that 
UCPP purposely awarded grants to less experienced groups for the purpose of 
improving their capacity. 

In summary, the neighborhood orientation of UCPP displayed considerable 
success in gaining citizen involvement and building the capacities of neighbor­
hoods and their resident organizations. At the same time, it must be recognized 
that such goals can be quickly scuttled -- or at least severely hamstrung -- by the 
nature of the neighborhood and the experience and skills of the neighborhood group. 

Developing working partnerships. A central goal of the UCPP was to IIforge new 
working partnershipsll among neighborhood groups and key officials and organiza­
tions in the city, particularly criminal justice system officials. In many 
projects, effective working partnerships were developed, both at the neighborhood 
level and city-wide. The li-nkages that were established between the property 
crime projects and the pol ice were especi ally numerous and apparently quite 
helpful. In addition, the arson projects typically had considerable success in 
gaining the working cooperation of several relevant agencies, including the fire 
departments and housing authorities. But many of the victim/witness and dispute 
settlement projects encountered sizable and continuing obstacles to the estab­
lishment of formal linkages with the criminal justice system, obstacles which 
severely hampered their effectiveness. 
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It was hoped that the Advisory Councils and the grantee staff in each city 
would provide the projects with entree to those agencies or the city government 
(especially the criminal justice system) whose cooperation was so critical to the 
success of the project. This entree was especially important for the victim/­
witness and dispute settlement projects; most of which relied upon the justice 
system to supply cases. But many grantees and projects had difficulty in 
establishing those linkages with the justice system, a weakness that had a 
significant negative impact on the caseloads of victim/witness and dispute 
settlement projects. 

Where there were strong linkages between victim/witness and dispute settle­
ment projects and local criminal justice agencies (e.g., in New York City), there 
had already existed a general acceptance on the part of the local criminal justice 
officials of the value and importance of these kinds of services, as evidenced by 
thei r support of such proj ects pri or to UCPP. Where those 1 ink ages were more 
difficult to establish, the local criminal justice system did not display that 
level of acceptance. 

Thus, with respect to its three major goal statements, UCPP displayed 
considerable success, but it was success of a highly qualified sort. Innovative 
projects were established across the nine cities, but many of them, particularly 
the most innovative, encountered serious operational problems. The neighborhood 
orientation of UCPP was an effective overall strategy, deserving of continued 
emphasis, yet many neighborhoods most in need of crime prevention were terribly 
resistant to citizen-based crime prevention. The discussion below addresses these 
and other issues. 

2. Issues and Implications 

Several issues of central importance to urban crime prevention have emerged 
from the findings of this evaluation, issues which have distinct implications for 
the future of community crime prevention. They are discussed below. 

Citizen involvement as a function of the nature of the neighborhood. It has 
been noted that a problem which plagues community crime prevention approaches is 
that in deteriorating neighborhoods of low cohesion it is often difficult to 
generate citizen involvement -- the sine qua non of most community crime 
prevention. And it is in these neighborho~where c~e is most likely to be high. 
Thus, we are confronted with the dilemma that the neighborhoods which need crime 
prevention most are the ones most resistant to the implementation of prevention 
approaches. There are perhaps two implications of this finding. First, it 
underscores the importance of strengthening neighborhoods before any precipitous 
decline can take place. These transitional neighborhoods are not difficult to 
identify. There are many indicators of deterioration -- declining property values, 
commercial disinvestment (closing various retail establishments), an increase in 
the number of abandoned buildings, a decrease in home-owning families, an increase 
in arsons and suspicious fires -- and a rise in crime. In addition, there are some 
observable signs of a neighborhood1s vulnerability to crime: rowdy teenagers 
gather at, and take over, street corners; properties begin to look in need of repair 
and paint; the passerby is affronted by incivilities -- foul language, bellicose 
inebriates, the din of portable stereos, and so forth. At some stage, the number 
of citizens who care about the neighborhood, who are willing to put in time and 
effort to stabilize and improve their community, drops below some critical mass. 
At that point the civil, law-abiding citizens are more likely to feel apathetic and 
fearful, that control of the streets is in other hands, and begin to retreat behind 
locke~ d~ors, .cho?sing not to become involved (see Wilson and Kelling, 1982, for a 
descrlptlon of thlS process). It seems that the propitious time (it is not a mere 
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moment; the typical time-span is probably on the order of some years) for gaining 
citizen involvement in crime prevention activities is that period when citizens 
have developed a good balance of concern and confidence -- serious concern that if 
something isn1t donE they will find themselves in a spiral of deterioration, mixed 
with an indignant confidence that they can defeat the forces of disorder. 

With the recognition, however, that many neighborhoods which have suffered 
decline are in need of workable crime prevention efforts, we should begin to 
develop better ways to overcome the resistance of these neighborhoods to organized 
citizen crime prevention activities. In such neighborhoods, it probably requires 
a maximum effort -- experienced organizers, substantial technical assistance, and 
the continued support of official agencies, especially the police -- if neighbor­
hood-based crime prevention is to succeed. 

Type of crime prevention approach. The differential dynamics and effects of 
the various crime prevention approaches have implications for future urban crime 
prevention efforts. Across the several UCPP criteria (citizen involvement, 
capacity building, €tc.) of effectiveness the arson prevention and property crime 
victimization projects (sans insurance unavailability) rather consistently per­
formed better than the vict im/witness and di spute settlement projects. In 
addition, these types of projects address the crime problem (i.e., arson and 
property crime) more directly, and are therefore more 1 ikely to have some 
demonstrab1e impact on crime itself. 

There are several likely reasons for these differences in performance. First, 
and probably most important, these projects were based on the fairly simple but 
highly valued activity of bringing citizens together for the common purpose of 
improving the safety of the homes and streets of their neighborhood.. Thus, they 
began with a strategy of organizing all the residents of a block or an apartment 
building to address a problem of potential concern to all. In con~rast, 
vict im/witness and di spute settlement projects focused on a much more Clrcum­
scribed population and addressed matters which are of immediate interest only to 
victims and disputants themselves. Second, although both property crime and arson 
prevention projects developed relationships with, and were assisted by, city 
agencies, they were neither heavily dependent on the agencies nor did they require 
referral of cases. Consequently, these projects and the city agencies were 
mutually supportive; they had common goals to which each contributed without m~king 
heavy demands of one another. The victim/witness and dispute settlement proJects 
were IIclient-oriented ll services which depended on the city agencies (police and 
courts) for cases. The victim/witness projects encountered fewer obstacles in this 
respect than the dispute settlement projects because they typically required only 
~?sive referrals from the police (i.e., access to victim records). 

The complexity of the particular approach -- the degree of sophistication and 
skill required to mount an effective effort -- also contributed to its overall 
effectiveness, but this attribute was more clearly a factor within models than 
among them. Thus, the simpler component of the property crime project, the block 
watch, worked better than the insurance unavail abil ity component. In dispute 
settlement projects the establishment of the relatively straightforward mediation 
service was much less difficult than the outreach component, which required 
educating and changing some basic attitudes of the public. 

This is not meant to suggest that victim/witness or dispute settlement efforts 
are unworthy of support; on the contrary, they serve important purposes. But it 
should be understood that they are not the most effective vehicles for rallying 
citizen support and participation, and that they will have difficulty fulfilling 
their mission without solid relationships with criminal justice agencies. 
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Two activities -- improving the physical appearance of the neighborhood and 
providing neighborhood youth with positive alternatives -- were frequently 
addressed by the property crime and arson prevention projects because they were 
major concerns of residents. These activities can ,be implem,ented by groups ,of 
committed citi zens without the i nvo 1 vement of c 1 ty agencles or substant 1 a 1 
resources, yet they contribute to crime prevention and neighborhood revitalization 
by reducing the "signs of disorder" and giving residents and outsiders a sense that 
the neighborhood is cared for and protected. Neighborhood improvement and youth 
activities often evolve from block watches and similar residents ' organizations 
and may be viewed by residents as natural and necessary components of community 
crime prevention. 

Improving the crime prevention capacities of neighborhood organizations. 
What are the characteristics of the neighborhood group which should conduct~e 
prevention activities, and how can they be most efficiently assisted in performing 
these efforts? Generally, our findings showed that more established groups were 
more successful in launching and sustaining their crime prevention projects. Yet 
it is important to help bolster the capacities of fledgling groups as well. 
Fortunately, these goals are not necessarily mutually exclusive. In most 
neighborhoods, it is probably best to seek out the most qualified, experienced 
organization to conduct crime prevention, especially if the neighborhood has 
detedorated considerably and/or the particular approach to be implemented is 
fairly complex. In neighborhoods of at least moder~te stability where the crime 
prevention approach will not require inordinate levels of skill and experience, 
fledgling groups should be able to perform well -- especially if they are provided 
with ample training and technical assistance. And perhaps this is the critical 
point to be made with respect to capacity building: most groups need some training 
and technical assistance, and the need increases dramatically in inverse propor­
tion to: (1) the experience of the group, (2) the in-house resources available to 
the group, (3) the stability of the neighborhood, and (4) the simplicity of the 
approach. As these conditions are found wanting, training and technical assistance 
should be correspondingly increased. 

Linkages between neighborhocd organizations and criminal justice agencies. 
As mentioned above, the establishment of supportive relationships between appro­
priate criminal justice agencies and neighborhood groups is critical to the success 
of victim/witness and particularly dispute settlement projects. It is also quite 
heloful to the other types of projects which make use of crime prevention police 
of cers (for training, presentations, home security checks, etc.), and statistics 
from police and fire departments, and may influence department resource alloca­
tions. For example, one UCPP property crime project was successful in galnlng 
additional police patrols of their neighborhood, and an arson prevention project 
persuaded the fire department to assign two additional fire marshals to inspect 
routinely buildings which they had identified as arson-prone. How are these 
relationships established, and what obstacles hinder them? 

The establishment of supportive relationships in UCPP was a function of (1) 
the type of crime prevention approach (and, by extension, the type of assistance 
requested of the agency); (2) the stance of the city's criminal justice system, 
especially the police, with respect to community participation in crime preven­
tion; and (3) the effectiveness of the project staff and the grantee in opening 
doors and making contacts. The first element (type of approach) has been discussed 
above. The influence of the s"ance of the cityl s criminal justice system toward the 
UCPP projects is illustrated by the contrasting situations in New York and 
Cincinnati. In New York, the criminal justice system -- police, courts, fire 
department -- viewed the UCPP project activities in a favorable light, as indicated 
by their responses in follow-up intervie~:s and by their supportive actions 
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throughout the project period. Indeed, New York City has bee~ a pio~eer in the use 
of such crime prevention activities as victim/witness serVlces, dlspute s~ttle­
ment and arson prevention -- well before UCPP appeared on the scene. It 1S not 
surp;ising, therefore, that the New York officials were supportive, of UCPP 
projects. In contrast, the Cincinnati, crimin,al just,ice system has, a hlstory of 
being more traditional and less recept1ve to 1nnovat10n. Efforts ~lke U~PP ha~e 
been comparatively rare in Cincinnati. That kind of stance was eV1dent 1n,the1r 
relations with UCPP projects, i.e., they were typically distant and non-comm1ttal, 
at least at administrative levels. 

The attitudes and actions of the grantee and project staffs also influenced 
the formation of these 1 inkages. There were num,erous instances where gr~n~ees 
(either staff or Advi sory Council members) prOV1 ded ne~ded acces~ to ~nm1 nal 
justice agencies and officials. There were also many ,lnsta~ces 1n Wh1C,h they 
failed to provide access and support. At the grantee level, 1t was not slmply a 
case of what the staff did, e.g., who they contacted in what manner, but wh~ they 
were. For example, in two cities the grantee directors, alth,ough well-k~own ~n the 
city and among criminal justice agencies, had largelY,negat1v~ reputat~ons ln the 
criminal justice cOlTlTlunity. The obvious lesson here lS that 1n select1ng grantee 
directors lor the equivalent), administrators of a crime prevention program s~ould 
screen candidates very thoroughly to minimize the chances that they are not v1ewed 
antagonistically by the criminal justice community. 

The actions of project staff also influenced the development of working 
pflrtnerships. Although there were exceptions, it was generally found that th~ most 
effective stance was one in which the project staff was non-confrontatlOnal, 
expressed a sympathetic understanding of the department I s burden, and asked 
(rather than demanded) assistance and cooperation. 

Program structure. Many of, the, structural elem~nts o~ UCPP were ~ffective and 
shoula be cons1dered for incluS10n ln future communlty cr1me preventlon programs. 
The main structure of a central grantee overseei ng several nc.i ghborhood-based 
projects and assisted by an advisory council gen~rally worked, well. Wi~hin this 
overall structure certain elements should be rev1sed. The adv1sory councll should 
be a well-connect~d smaller, more functional group convened mainly for the purpose 
of helping to build partnerships between the projects and city agencies. Either 
the number of projects should be smaller or the sta~f and resources of the,cen~ral 
grantee made somewhat larger. Grantee administrat10n and all that went w1th 1t-­
training, technical assistance, monitoring, "hand-holding"" etc. -- se~m~d to 
function better under a kind of dual directorship (exempli fled by the Cltlzens 
COlTlTlittee of New York) where a senior, experienced staff member serves in a part­
time supervisory capacity over a full-time project director ,and a part-t~me 
assistant. At the project level, there were several problems wlth the full-t1me 
volunteer concept, primarily problems of recruitment, absenteeism, and ,turno~er. 
At the same time, in many cases it served its int~nded purpose ?f developlng ~k1lls 
within the community and providing a growth expenence for a ~e1ghborhood re~ldent. 
On balance this seems an element best replaced by a part-t1me worker who 1S more 
easily rec;uited and supervised -- unless one places an extraordinary value on the 
volunteer experience itself. 

The role of community crime prevention. In a broader sense, the results of 
this evaluation are viewed as generally supportive of community crime prevention, 
particularly when such efforts are neighborhood-based and are conducted in close 
working partnerships with local criminal, justice agencies. We ,hast~n to add, 
however, that this general assessment 1S based upon the appl1catlOn of the 
intermediate criteria -- citizen involvement, capacity building, etc. -- and not 
the long-term criterion of reduction in crime. The basic balance espoused by UCPP 
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is a promising one: ~itizens' groups ta~ing re~ponsibility f~r t~e qu~lity and 
security of their nelghborhoods, but dOlng so ln close coordlnatlon wlth local 
criminal justice agencies. 

In this regard, we take issue with Wilson and Kelling (1982), who stated: 

Though citizens can do a great deal, the poli~e .are plainly the key.to 
order-maintenance. For one thing, many communltleS ..• cannot do the Job 
by themselves. For another, no citizen in a ne~ghborhood, even. an 
organized one, is likely to feel the sense of responslbility that wearlng 
a badge confers. 

Based upon the UCPP experience (and others in the literature) we would suggest 
that neighborhood residents are at least as i~p?r~ant.as th~ police -- perhaps more 
so -- in determining the level of order and C1Vlllty ln a. nelghborhood. An.d ~e ha~e 
seen instances in which many citizens feel very responslble for the condltlons ln 
the neighborhood. Police clearly have a very important role in maintaining ~rder 
in a community, but a single pol ice officer cannot watch every home In. a 
neighborhood, clean up vacant lots, repair broken windows, or rege~erate th~ ~oclal 
bonds which hold a neighborhood together. These are the dutles of cltlZens; 
com! unity crime prevention efforts can be effective vehicles for the performance of 
sucl. duties. 

G. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The diversity, scope, and varied results of the Urban Crime Prev~ntion Prog~am 
preclude a simple label of IIsuccess li or IIfailure. 1I If an urban cnme preventlon 
program were being developed today, it should, as we have suggested, retaln many ?f 
the elements which characterized UCPP. By the same token, future programs should 
look substanti ally different from UCPP: it wi 11 not serve as an off-the-shelf 
master plan for urban crime prevention. But of course th~t was not ~he pur~o~e.of 
the program; it was designed as a vehicle to launch cnme 'pre~entl~n actlvltl~s 
through neighborhood groups in partnership with othe~ O!ganlzatl?nS ln the publlC 
and private sector. In an overall sense, UCPP exh'lblted conslderable progress 
toward those goals, but the progress was quite uneven. ~ome projects su~ceeded 
admirably on virtually all fronts; others struggled palnfully to reallZe the 
smallest accomplishments. 

The central conclusions of the evaluation are stated below. 

1. Conclusions 

• The most effective crime prevent ion approaches as measured by the 
criteria used in this evaluation were those which were based on the 
organization of citizens to address problems of crime or arson -- the 
neighborhood watch approach. 

According to the UCPP.criteria -- involving citizens, strengthening 
neighborhoods, and building working partnerships -- the.pro~erty crime 
and arson prevention projects were most successful, prlmarlly because 
they were generally based on some vers i on of the nei ghborhood watch 
concept. These projects typically attempted to reach as many citizens as 
possible in a neighborhood, block, or apartment.building. I~ contrast, 
the vlctim/witness and dispute settlement proJects dealt wlth a more 
circumscribed po~ulation (victims and disputants), addressed matters of 
interest only to that relatively small group of citizens, and were often 
dependent on the criminal justice system for their cases. 
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The effectiveness of the crime prevention projects was related to the 
nature of the neighborhood in which it was operating. 

It was considerably more difficult to promote significant citizen 
involvement -- the sine qua non of community crime prevention -- in 10w­
income, deteri or ateari'elg'fiborhood s than in nei ghborhoods whi ch were 
still relatively stable. Unfortunately, it is the deteriorated neigh­
borhood, the area of low cohesion and high crime, which is in greatest 
need of crime prevention. 

Training and technical assistance were critical to project success, 
particularly among the inexperienced, small neighborhood groups. 

Most of the projects considered the training and technical assis­
tance highly valuable, but it was often insufficient, particularly for 
inexperienced groups which were attempting one of the more complex 
approaches; e.g., insurance unavailability issues. 

In an overall sense, the general neighborhood orientation of UCPP __ 
organlzlng and strengthening neighborhoods -- combined with the devel­
opment of working partnershi ps offers promi se for combatti ng urban 
crime. 

Basing community crime prevention activities around organic social 
units -- neighborhoods, blocks and their indigenous groups -- helps to 
develop cohesiveness and promote resident responsibility and activity in 
ways that agencies, public or private, from outside the neighborhood are 
not likely to do. The formation of working partnerships with these 
agencies -- cooperative, mutually supportive relationships-- provides an 
effective vehicle for assisting neighborhoods and developing promising 
crime prevention activities. 

The more complex crime prevention approaches presented serious diffi­
culties for many neighborhood groups. 

The more complex approaches -- insurance unavailability strategies, 
dispute settlement, arson risk prediction -- were difficult for most 
neighborhood groups to mast~r, particularly if the organization was 
relatively inexperienced in crime prevention. Considerably more train­
ing and technical assistance is typically required if neighborhood 
groups are to attempt these more difficult approaches. 

Strong 1 inkages -- working partnerships -- with relevant criminal 
justice agencies were important determinants of project success. 

The supportive relationships which property crime and arson pre­
vent ion projects typi cally estab 1 i shed with pub 1 i c age;",.:i es, chi efly 
police and fire departments, were very helpful. In contrast, most of the 
vi ct im/witness and di spute settl ement projects had diffi culty estab­
lishing functional linkages with criminal justice agencies. Because 
many of these projects were dependent on the agencies for case referral s, 
their performance often suffered. 

2. Recommendations 

Based upon the results of this evaluation, the following recommendations are 
made: 
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Community crime prevention programs should emphasize the organizing of 
citizens -- the neighborhood watch concept -- as the basic, beginning 
strategy for crime prevention. 

The most important initial step in most community crime prevention 
activities is to gain the involvement of a critical mass of neighborhood 
residents, and the neighborhood watch/block watch approach is the most 
effect~ve instrument for gaining citizen involvement. Consequently, 
communlty crim~ prevention programs should begin with this activity. 
~fter the block watch is underway, other approaches of part i cul ar 
lnterest and relevance to the neighborhood (e.g., victim/witness ser­
vices) may be developed. 

Strong working partnerships should be established between neighborhood­
based crime prevention efforts and relevant criminal justice agencies. 

Supportive relationships with the criminal justice agencies are 
valuable to property crime and arson prevention projects, and critical 
to dispute settlement and victim/witness projects. Individuals respon­
sibl~ for planning and admi~istrative functions should work to gain the 
commltment of these agencl es before projects are estab 1 i shed and 
project staffs should take a cooperative, non-confrontational sta~ce in 
cultivating such partnerships as operations begin. 

Abundant training and technical assistance should be supplied to crime 
preventi?n groups in timely fashion. 

Ne~ghborho~d groups often require,substantial training and techni­
cal asslstance in order to perform crlme prevention activities effec­
tively. They need ,to understand ~he concepts they are dealing with, and 
to ,dev,elop a vanety of tec~n~ques and ski,lls from organizing to 
m~dlatlOn. The a,mount of traHllng and technlcal assistance required 
Wl ~ 1 vary accord 1 ng to the group's experience, the nature of the 
nelghborhood, and the complexity of the approaches to be implemented. 

Nei ghb?rhood-based crime prevent ion strategi es deserve the continued 
attentlon and support of officials concerned with urban crime. 

, Neighb~rhoo~-bas~d crime prevention projects which develop cooper­
~tlv~ relatlo~shlPS wlth other relevant agencies, especially criminal 
JU~tlce agencles, c?n be,efficient and effective vehicles for combatting 
n~lghborh?o? de,tenoratlon and crime. The UCPP projects showed that 
wl~h the lnJec,tlon of,m~d~st amounts of funds, substantial and promising 
cnme preventlOn aC,tlvltles can be launched and sustained. However, 
much was learned ln the course of this evaluation about how such 
endeavors shou)d~ and should not be conducted. We strongly urge 
gov~r~ment offlcl,als t? pay heed to those lessons before launching 
addltlonal communlty crlme prevention programs. 

3. Research Recomnendations 

, Al~hough co~mun,ity crime prevention programs are being implemented at an 
lncreaslng rate 1n cltles across the nation, relatively little research has been 
conduct~d on the sub~ect. We need to kn,ow more about how particular progralTlTlatic 
~trate~les, affect cnme and fear of cnmc. Among the topics requiring further 
lnvestlgatlon, we recommend the following: 
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A multi-site impact evaluation of community crime prevention programs . 

Using the knowledge gained in the course of this evaluation, a 
multi-site (at least three to four cities) community crime prevention 
program should be developed, supplemented by a comprehensive impact­
oriented evaluation. Although there have been large national evalu­
ations of previous federal community crime prevention programs, none has 
focused on crime and fear cif crime as the central outcome criteria. The 
proposed evaluation research would enable us to assess rigorously the 
impact of various community crime prevention strategies; i.e., using 
before-after collection of data on crime and fear of crime, and employing 
control and experimental neighborhoods. 

Research on the rel ationship between neighborhood-based community crime 
prevention programs and criminal justice agencies, 

Neighborhood-based crime prevention programs rely on the cooper­
ation of criminal justice agencies for several types of assistance __ 
crime statistics, training, citizen input to police crime prevention 
strategies, referrals from prosecutors and judges to victim/witness and 
dispute settlement programs, etc. The UCPP experience showed that these 
relationships varied greatly from project to project and from city to 
city. We need to learn more about the determinants of those relation­
ships and how they can be developed and improved. 

Research on methods for gaining citizen involvement in community crime 
prevention programs in deteriorated neighborhoods of low cohesion. 

The UCPP projects had considerably more difficLllties in getting 
citizens to participate in crime prevention activities in neighborhoods 
which were deteriorated (physically and socially) and cohesion among 
residents was low. It appears that special, intensive efforts are 
required to develop successful community crime prevention programs in 
these areas. Such efforts need to be developed and pilot-tested in a 
sample of these neighborhoods. 

Assessment of the comparative effects of community crime prevention 
strategies versus a general economic development strategy. 

The relationship between a neighborhood's economic deterioration 
-- decreasing property values, loss of retail establishments, exodus of 
middle-income families, etc. -- and a rise in crime has often been noted 
( indeed, UCPP was based, to some degree, on a Y'ecogn it i on of th is 
relationship). In the long run, it is possible that general economic 
development strategies -- assisting business and industry, improving the 
housing stock, etc. -- may have a greater impact on neighborhood 
revitalization, crime, and fear of crime than crime prevention programs 
(although the strategies clearly are not mutually exclusive). It is an 
issue deserving of further attention and research. 
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