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Abstract

CITIZEN CRIME PATROLS AND THZIR EFFECT ON
FEAR OF CRIME IN URBAN NEIGHBORHOODS
by
John Jay Rouse

Adviser: James P. Levine

This study examines the literature on local volun-
tary organizations with special emphasis on citizen anti-
crime groups. It also discusses evaluations of various
kinds of programs. Fear of crime and its relationship
to the crime rate, quality of life, demographics and
citizen crime prevention organizations are also analyzed.

The primary data for this study has three parts:

1) a telephone survey of 500 residents living within the
areas covered by six citizen crime patrols in New York
City, 2) census data pertaining to demographic character-
istics of the survey population and 3) New York City
Police Department crime data.

Three major hypotheses regarding the effect of citi-
zen crime patrols and the types of areas where they oper-
ate were examined. The first hypothesis was that citizen
crime patrols do not have a major impact on local crime

rates. However the data revealed lower crime rates for



five out of six of the patrol areas compared to citywide
rates. Since this was not a controlled experiment, the
extent to which the citizen crime patrols were responsible
for theses lower crime rates is not clear. The second hypoth-
esis was that the citizen crime patrols would reduce area
residents' fear of crime. The data showed that many respon-
dents felt safer due.to the patrols but at the same time
there was no correlation between perception of safety when
out alone at night in one's neighborhood and the presence
of the patrols. The third hypothesis was that increased
homogeneity would create greater social control which in
turn should help suppress crinme. The data did not show

this effect for the areas studied.
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PART I

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION

=
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Chapter 1

Introduction

One of the major concerns facing any community is its
rate of crime. In the United States there have been many
attempts over the years by local communities to aid the
police in controlling the local crime rate. Some of these
endeavors have included neighborhood watch programs, citi-
zen patrols and block associations. These efforts have met
with varying rates of success. Many of these programs have
not been evaluated. For many programs that have been eval-
uated often the evaluations consist of nothing more than
anecdotal information and impressionistic assessments con-
cerning impact on local crime.

The major purpose of this study is to examine six
citizen crime patrols in New York City to determine what
effect they have on fear of crime in the neighborhoods in
which they operate. The second half of this paper is pri-
marily a program evaluation of the six patrols. Respon-
dents to a telephone survey of residents living in the
six study areas were asked questions about awareness of
the patrol, pafticipation in the patrol, level of safety
when out alone in their neighborhoods and household and
neighborhood crime incidents.

In studying fear of crime it is important to know
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whether the level of fear is related to the objective
reality of the crime rate in an area or related to com-
munity involvement in combatting crime or perhaps simply
to neighborhood exchange of gossip regarding crimes in an
area. The most important thing is what people feel about
the crime problem in their area because people's feelings
often become an inner reality that cannot be shaken even
by contravening data that may indicate that the problem
is not so bad. A community overwhelmed by fear of crime
may be a lost cause when it comes to doing something col-
lectively about the problem. Reasons for this include
resignation to the thougﬁ% that the situation will not
improve and simple incapacitation caused by the fear it-
self.

Much has been written about the impact that a close-
knit community can have on lowering crime rates. Specific-
ally, a watchful bommunity can be expected to have some
impact on lowering the number of robberies, burglaries,
rapes and auto thefts. This is the expectation though
quite often it is not realized. Community crime prevention
seems to work if the residents of an area care about their
neighbors and the quality of life in their neighborhood.
Active, organized communities are likely to be in closer
contact with the police both to obtain information and

to provide information about crime in their areas.



However, residents of these communities are also keenly
aware that they cannot leave all the responsibility for
crime control to the police. A number of years ago Jane
Jacobs recognized this fact when she wrote:
The first thing to understand is that the public
peace - the sidewalk and street peace = of cities
is not kept primarily by the police, necessary as
police are. It is kept primarily by an intricate,
almost unconscious, network of voluntary controls
and standards among the people themselves, and
enforced by the people themselves. In some city
areas = older public housing projects and streets
with very high population turnover are often con=
spicuous examples - the keeping of public sidewalk
law and order is left almost entirely to the police
and special guards. Such places are jungles. No
amount of police can enforce civilization when the
normal casual enforcement of it has broken down.l
Jacobs examined the impact that social controls and
social cohesiveness have on crime rates and fear of crime.
This paper examines social cohesion in several ways. The
level of homogeneity or heterogenelty in an area is exa-
mined to see whether this phenomenon imparts any inherent
social cohesiveness to a community. Many questions in the
telephone survey are also concerned with social cohesion.
These questions include such things as frequency of visi-
ting and being visited by neighbors, level of loaning and
borrowing among neighbors and response to witnessing graf-

fiti being done in one's neighborhood.

lJane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American

Cities, New York: Vintage, 1961, pp. 31-32.
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The conclusions drawvn from this study rely primarily
on statistical analysis of data collected from three
sources - = the telephone survey, demographic information
from census surveys and New York City Police Department
crime figures. Multiple regression and correlations are

the primary statistical techniques used.
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Chapter 2

Social Control Theory and Findings
Theory of Social Control

Historically opeople lived and worked in the same
neighborhood and as a result informal social cohesion was
enhanced because the same people were always in the same
area and everybody knew everybody else. With the Indus-
trial Revolution and attendant advances in transportation
and communications residence and workplace have become
separated to a large extent, thus weakening the intrinsic
social control that had characterized life for so long.

Social control theory argues that it is more impor-
tant to answer the question of why more people do not
commit crime than why some people do. This position is
based on the assumption that it is more attractive to
violate norms, for excitement, profit, power, etc., than
{0 remain law-abiding.

There are three basic types of social control:

1) family -~ characterized by admonishments for
undesired behaviors and encouragement for desired be-
haviors;

2) neighborhood and community - characterized by

rumor, ostracization, social avoidance, loss of respect



and loss of rewards;

3) state - characterized by punishment, stigma and
physical and emotional separation from the rest of society.

This study 1s concerned with the second form of social
control - - neighborhood and community.

Some writers attribute lawlessness t0 our highly
mobile, urban society. Suzanne Keller has written:

The decline of a general consensus goes hand in hand

with a decline in a general, standardized morality

and the power of its collective representatives.

Where each is free to live as he chooses, the opin-

ions of neighbors carry less effective weight.

Social disapproval is, of course, still unpleasant,

but it is far less scathing a weapon than it was in

the villages and towns of an earlier era. The very
same forces that have decreased the need for mutual
aid among neighbors have also undermined their power
to control one another's manners and morals.?

The effect that crime has on informal social control
also needs to be examined in some depth. Emile Durkheim
believed that the occurrence of crime draws the people of
a community closer together because they feel united in
the common objective of preventing further crime and re-

3
affirming the rule of order in the community. This view
is not shared by John E. Conklin who argued that:

veeo Crime is more likely to generate interpersonal

2Suzanne Keller, The Urban Neighborhood: A Sociolog-
ical Perspective, New York: Random House, 1968, ». 56.

3Emile Durkheim, The Division of Labor in Society,
New York: The Free Press, 1935. ‘
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distrust, feelings of insecurity, and dislike for

one's neighborhood than to produce feelings of

solidarity. This distrust and suspicion stems as

much from the unpredictability of crime and the

sense of invasion of private space as from the

direct harm produced by offenders.t

Conklin stated that crime reduces interpersonal
trust and social solidarity. He also argued that group
solidarity causes the crime rate to go down. It is not
clear from his writings whether he believes the precipa-
tating factor is level of group solidarity or the crime
rate. For example, if an area with a high level of social
solidarity starts to have a higher crime rate, does this
in turn diminish the level of solidarity and thus lead
to an even higher rate of crime? Or if an area with low
solidarity and high crime tries to bring itself together
to fight crime does this higher level of solidarity
portend a lower crime rate? Or is it possible that both
can be true?

Conklin also disagreed with Durkheim's view that
increased solidarity following crime is normative - -

people coming together to reaffirm group norms and

values. He argued that any such coming together is

MJohn E. Conklin, The Impact of Crime, New York:
Macmillan, 1975, p. 9.

51pid., p. 68.




functional ~ -~ it is based on the need for mutual self-
protection.

It is Conklin's belief that the formal social con-
trols of the state are less important than the informal
social controls of the neighborhood.6 He cited as rea=-
sons for this view the nonreporting of crimes to the police,
the unlikelihood of arrest, the greater unlikelihood of
conviction and the still greater unlikelihood of impris-

onment.
Studies of Social Control

Susan Tax Freeman's research has shown how a commun-
ity form of social control still exists in a small Spanish
village., The village, Valdemora, has a population of less
than 200. She notes that:

What might seem to be the primary machinery of con-

trol - the explicitly political and judicial faces

of the community - arg in reality only secondary

forces in urban life.

A person's freedom to create and manipulate his own
image 1s hampered by his omnipresent neighbors, by

6Ibid., p. 131.

e—————

‘7Susan Tax Freeman, Neighbors: The Social Contract

in a Castilian Hamlet, Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1970.

81114., p. 83.



their tendency to commit him to an image supported
by accumulated public information about him, and by
their power as a group to make of him an outcast.
These factors help to militate against quarreling
within families as well as between vecinos (neigh-
bors), for such affairs a}ways become known and
color family reputations.
Richard D. Schwartz has studied the effects of for-
mal controls and informal controls on two Israeli agri-
10
cultural settlements. Both communities believed in bas-
ically the same ideas of legal control. One settlement
was a collective or kvutza which had no formal means of
social control. The other was a semi-private settlement,
a moshav, which had a judicial committee to settle dis-
rutes. The collective provided for frequent daily contact
among the residents. The semi-private settlement had less
interaction among its residents and hence less opportuni-
ties for the exercise of informal social controls. The
type of informal social control that would be found in a
tightly knit neighborhood or small town was found in the
collective but not in the semi-private settlement although
both were about the same size. According to Conklin,"... it

is the structure of social interaction and social relation-

9Ibid., p. 89.

_ lORichard D. Schwartz, "Social Factors in the Develop-
ment of Legal Control: A Case Study of Two Israeli Settle-
ments," in Lawrence M. Friedman and Stewart Macaulay,
edltors, Law and the Behavioral Sciences, Indianapolis:

The Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1969, pp. 509-522.
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ships rather than size alone which determines the degree
of informal social control in a commlmity."ll

Clinard and Abbott studied social control in a high
crime rate community and a low crime rate community in
Kampala, UgandaEL2 In the low crime rate community they
found greater social solidarity, greater participation in
community groups and less family strife. The low crime
area also had greater cultural homogeneity and stronger
tribal and kinship bonds. Clinard and Abbott also found
that offenders were less likely than nonoffenders to have
received aid from a tribal member, a friend or a relative
when they came to the city.

Maccoby, Johnson and Church looked at two communities
in Cambridge, Massachusetts, one with a high rate of ju-
venile delinquency and one with a low rate} The demo-

graphic background of the residents of the two communi-

ties was very similar. The high delinquency area was

lronn =. Conklin, The Inpact of Orime, New York:
O.

Macmillan, 1975, p. 1

1%arshall B. Clinard and Daniel J. Abbott, Crime

in Developing Countries: A Comparative Perspective, New
Yorks John Wiley and Sons, 1973.

13Eleanor E. Maccoby, Joseph P. Johnson and Russell
M. Church, "Community Integration and the Social Control
of Juvenile Delinquency, " Journal of Social Issues, Volume
X1V, June, 1958, pp. 38-=51.
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less integrated. There was more diversity in ethnic and
religious backgounds in the high delinquency areas.
Furthermore residents of the high delinquency area knew
less of their neighbors by name and they expressed greater
dislike for their neighborhood. Residents of the high
delinquency area were also less likely to do anything if
they witnessed a delinquent act being committed.

In studying the Pruitt Igoe housing project in St.
Louis and the Piggeries housing project in Liverpool,
lioore and Brown found that crime, dilapidated housing
and the lack of informal social controls were all related.14
In these instances crime and the deteriorating environ-
ment led to community disorganization but it is not clear
how these problems reached a threshold level beyond which
redemption was no longer possible. Obviously a certain
level of community disorganization must already exist to
set the stage for even bigger future problems.

The presence of people in a community who care about
others and who are willing to take action to prevent
crimes or stop crimes in progress indicates social con-
trols are operating effectively on a neighborhood level.
Gans, Spergel and Suttles have shown that informal social

control in low~income communities is linked to frequent

leColin lioore and John Brown, Community Versus Crime,
London: Bedford Squere Press, 1981.
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face=-to~face interaction among people made possible
by residential stability and the institutional domin-

15

ance of one ethnic group over others.

Homogeneity v. Heterogeneity

Merry studied a low to moderate income housing pro-
ject that had a high degree of residential stability
(average length of residence was eight years) and was
populated by a Chinese majority (fifty-~five percent).16
However she found that the Chinese had little or no con-
tact with the other residents in the project. Most of the
Chinese residents' social contacts were with Chinese who
lived outside of the facility. There was substantial dis-
trust among the Chinese and the Blacks, Whites and His-
panics who lived there. There were no local institutions

to bridge the gap among these different groups. Fear and

distrust were the norm for these project residents who

15Herbert J. Gans, The Urban Villagers, New York:
Free Press, 1962; Irving Spergel, Racketville, Slumtown,
Haulberg, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1964;
Gerald D. Suttles, The Social Order of the Slum, Chicago:

. I ", GEra—"  m—————

The University of Chicago Press, 1968.

16Sally Engle Merry, Urban Danger: Life in a Neigh-
borhood of Strangers, Philadelphia: Temple University
Press, 1981 and "Defensible Space Undefended," Urban
Affairs Quarterly, Volume 16, Number 4, 1981, pp. 397-422.
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were forced to live near each other because of the only
thing they shared in common, economic necessity.

Lewls studied four neighborhoods in Chicago and
found no consistent pattern between the level of homo-
geneity or heterogeneity and the level of neighborhood
social integration.l The highest level of social integra-
tion was found in the most homogeneously Black area and
the lowest level in the most homogeneously White area.
Lewis also found no consistent pattern between the level
of homogeneity or heterogeneity and concern about such
incivilities as teenagers hanging out, abandoned build-
ings, illegal drugs and vandalism. However, the Black area
generally had higher levels of concern for these problems.

Gans and Whyte found in their studies of new sub-
urban developments that residential stability was not a
prequisite to informal social control.18 Other research
has shown that residential areas that were homogeneous

with regard to race, property values and types of build-

17Dan Albert Lewis, "Sociological Theory and the
Production of a Social Problem: The Case of Fear of
Crime,"™ dissertation, History of Consciousness Progran,
University of California at Santa Cruz, June, 1980.

18Herbert J. Gans, The Levittowners, New York:
Pantheon Books, 1967 and William H. Whyte, Jr., The
Organization Man, Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday Anchor,

1957.



}.—l
\n

ings (single-family, multi-family) tended to have lower bur-

19

glary rates than heterogeneous areas.
Population Density

There are two opposing points of view regarding the
relationship between population density and social inter-

action. One view, espoused by #Wirth and Simmel, holds that
20

density leads to withdrawal and isolation. The other

view, shared by Jacobs, Weber and Rohe, is that high
21

density tends to promote greater social interaction.
Kasarda and Janowitz, using survey data from England,
found that the size and density of urban communities does

22
not weaken bonds of kinship and friendship. Length of

19P.L. Brantingham and P.J. Brantingham, "A Topolo-
gical Technique for Regionalization," Environment and
Behavior, Volume 10, Number 3, 1978, pp. 335-353.

20Louis Wirth, The Ghetto, Chicago: The Univeristy
of Chicago Press, 1928 and George Simmel, "Group Expan-
sion and the Development of Individuality," in D.N.
Levin, editor, George Simmel: On Individuality and Social
Forms, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1971.

21Jane Jacobs, op. cit.; A.F. Weber, The Growth of
Cities in the Nineteenth Century, New York: Atheneunm,
1967; W. Rohe, "Models of Residential Density and their
Impact on Planning," Urbanism: Past and Present, Volume
7, Number 1, 1982, pp. 15-27.

22John D. Kasarda and Morris Janowitz, "Community
Attachment in kass Society," American Sociological Review,
Volume 39, Number 3, June, 197%, pp. 328-=339 using data
from Research Services, Ltd., Community Attitudes Survey:
England, London: HMSO, 1969.
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residence seemed to be the most important factor in dev-
eloping close personal ties. However, in another study,
Fischer asked this question: "About how many people in
this neighborhood do you know by name‘?"2 In nonmetropol-
itan settings only three percent said fewer than three.
Seventy percent said they knew over twenty or all of
their neighbors. For large cities twenty-two percent said
they knew less than three. Twenty-seven percent said they
knew twenty or all.

Crenson found the effect of living in a single-family
building, whether owned or rented, seemed to have as much
influence on behavior as home ownex:‘ship.zz+ Apparently a
greater sense of belonging and responsibility was instilled
in residents of single-family dwellings. For example, they
knew that if they did not clean the street in front of
their house it probably would not get cleaned. This is un-
like the situation in an apartment building where respon-
sibility is diffuse. Crenson also found that residents of
single=family units, both owned and rented, were more

likely to scold unruly neighborhood children and to watch

23Claude S. Fischer, The Urban Experience, Second
Edition, New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1984,

p. 129,

24Matthew A. Crenson, Neighborhood Politics, Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1983.




the homes of neighbors who were away.
Residential Stability and Social Interaction

Using telephone interview research data collected by
the Center for Urban Affairs, Northwestern University in
Philadelphia, Chicago and San Francisco in 1977 (n 1,328)
Riger and Lavrakas looked at two indices of community
ties: rootedness and social bonding.25 They measured
rootedness by looking at such factors as the number of
years the person has 1ived in the neighborhood, whether
they owned their home or rented and whether they expected
to be living in the neighborhood in two years. Social
bonding was measured by the ability to tell if someone
was a strnager in the neighborhood, feeling a part of
the neighborhood and knowing the names of children in the
neighborhood. The study found that the group members
lowest in both kinds of attachment were young adults
with higher educational levels. They were also the least
likely to be members of community groups. Persons high

in social bonding but low in rootedness were young, less

25Stephanie Riger and Paul J. Lavrakas, "Community
Ties: Patterns of Attachment and Social Interaction in
Urban Neighborhoods," American Journal of Community
Psychology, Volume 9, Number 1, February, 1981, pp. 55-=66.



educated adults with children at home and more likely to
be Black. Persons with high levels of rootedness but low
levels of social attachment were older adults who were
less likely to have children living at home. Persons with
high levels of rootedness and high levels of social at-
tachment were older adults who were likely to still have
children living at home; and they had relatively less edu-~
cation but the highest income of the groups studied. They
.were also the most likely to be members of community
groups.

Unger and Wandersman did a study of social interac-
tion on the neighborhood level in Nashville.26 They based
thelr research on interviews with 702 adults in 1978. The
sample was sixty-one percent Black and thirty-nine percent
White. They found that the blocks with the greatest number
of neighbors who socialized and interacted with each other
were characterized by neighbors who had a sense of com-
munity (showing concern about what happens in the area),
residential stability, higher levels of participation in
community organizations, class homogeneity and were middle-

aged or older.

26Donald G. Unger and Abraham Wandersman, "Neighbor-
ing in an Urban Environment," American Journal of Commun-
ity Psychology, Volume 10, Number 5, October, 1982,
pp. %93-509.
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Social Class

Some research in Canada indicates that there is a
class and neighborhood stability component at work in
determining whether formal or informal means of social
control are utilized in dealing with unruly teenagers.27
Hackler et al. studied responses on 1,929 questionnaires
collected from twelve census tracts in Edmonton, Alberta,
Canada. The sample represented a variety of social classes
and ethnicities. One of the questions was: "You have seen
some teenagers slash the tires on your car. What would
you do if you don't know their address, but you know where
they live in the neighborhood, and you learn their names?"
Hackler et al. showed that respondents in upper class
areas were more likely to answer that they would use in-
formal means of intervention such as talking to the teen-
agers' parents or to the teenagers themselves rather than
using formal means such as contacting the police. Measuring
soclal cohesion by such factors as frequency of talking

with neighbors, frequency of borrowing items from neigh-

bors, etc. the researchers found the upper class areas to

2?James C. Hackler, Kwai-Yiu Ho and Carol Urquhart-
Ross, "The Willingness to Intervene: Differing Community
Characteristics," Social Problems, Volume 21, Number 3,
19714" ppo 328"3“’“"
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be more cohesive than the lower class areas, Areas that
were less stable, 1.e. changing sociloeconomic status of
residents and lower residential stability, tended to have
higher levels of alienation. It was also found that "un-
stable™ areas with higher levels of neighborliness were

more likely to use formal means of intervention.

A Test of Informal Social Control

An interesting test of informal social control was
conducted by two researchers in Tuscaloosa, Alabama.28
In an experiment on witness intervention, Formby and
Smykla found that of sixteen staged auto burglaries in
Tuscaloosa, Alabama in May, 1980 in broad daylight only
two were verbally noticed by citizens. In both cases no
intervention occurred. In five instances passers-by helped
the "thieves." These passers-by assumed that the people
breaking into the cars owned them. Eighty~-three people
walked by during the sixteen staged incidents. Excluding

the seven incidents mentioned previously, citizen reac-

tions consisted of a quick glance (fifty-three percent),

284i11iam A. Formby and John Ortiz Smykla, "Citizen
Awareness in Crime Prevention: Do They Really Get In-
volved,?" Journal of Police Science and Administration,
Volume 9, Number 4, December, 1981, pp. 398-L03.
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a five-second stare (thirty-one percent) or no attention

at all (sixteen percent).
Summary and Conclusions

In a widely cited essay Wilson and Kelling described
the symbolic strength of a broken window:
Social psychologists and police officers tend to
agree that if a window in a building is broken and
is left unrepaired, all the rest of the windows
will soon be broken. This is as true in nice neigh-
borhoods as in run-down ones. Window-breaking does
not necessarily occur on a large scale because some
areas are inhabited by determined window-breakers
whereas others are populated by window lovers;
rather, one unrepaired broken window is a signal
that no one cages, and so breaking more windows
costs nothing.<9
As can be seen from this review of the literature it
appears that neighborhood social control does at times
prevent local crime and the obverse also appears to be
true. Studies of the effects of homogeneity and hetero-
geneity have not been consistent. Sometimes a higher level
of homogeneity produced a higher level of social interac-
tion but this was not always the case. Similarly this was

also true for various levels of population density. For

29James Q. Wilson and George L. Kelling, "Broken
Windows," The Atlantic Monthly, Volume 249, Number 3,
March, 1982, pp. 29-38.
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the most part residential stability was associated with
a sense of community and greater participation in com-
munity orgenizations. People of higher social status have
been found to exercise informal means of social control
more frequently than people of lower social statuses.
Despite the seemingly important role that social con-
trol plays there has not been a large amount of research
on what its effects actually are. One of the reasons for
this may be because it is a particularly elusive phenom-

enon when it comes to measuring it quantitatively.



oo
Lo

Chapter 3

Participation in Voluntary Organizations

People join organized groups for various reasons.
Sometimes they merely want to socialize. Other times they
nay be interested in achieving a specific personal goal
or a goal that would benefit their community. It would
make sense first to examine why people join any local
voluntary assoclation in order to understand the processes
by which a citizen anti-crime organization is formed and
why people join.

Illuch research has been done on the theory and oper-
ations of groups. Carron et al. noted that:

The study of groups falls under the rubric of group

dynamics - a term initially advanced by Kurt Lewin

to represent two principal processes occurrlng
within groups. One of these, cohesion, is concerned
wilth the development and maintenance of the group.

The second, locomotion, is the activity by which the

group seeks to achieve its objectives. Cattell

pointed out that these two major group functions are
stochastic (i.e., without nroup maintenance there
can be no group locomotlonj

Cartwright and Zander argue that a person's initial

30A.V. Carron and L.R. Brawley, "The Development of
an Instrument to Assess Cohesion in Sport Teams: The
Group Environment Questionnaire,™ Journal of Sport Psy-
chologzy, Volume 7, 1985, pp. 244-266 citing Kurt Lewin,
A Dynamic Theory of Personality, New York: CcGraw-H111
1935 and R.B. Cattell, "Concepts and Methods in the
lieasurement of Group Syntality," Psychological Review,
Volume 55, 1948, pp. L43=63.
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desire to Jjoin a group is based on four interacting fac-
tors: 1) personal motivations, 2) group incentives,
3) exmectation of desired outcomei and 4) favorsble com-
parison with other alternatives.3

In their ressarch on block organizations Giamartino
and ‘andersman found that groups whose members were satis-
fied with the progress of the organization and whg enjoyed
"their membership were found to be more cohesive. These
grouns were also characterized by better understanding of
group rules and norms and better leadership. Strong organ-
izations had leaders who showed concern for their members.
Good interpersonal relations and strong and supportive
leadership were found to be the keys to viable block
organizations.

With regard to political participation Verba and Nie
found that people with higher economic and social status

3
tended to be the most active. This held true whether

31Dorwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander, editors,
rog Dynamics, Third Edition, New York: Harper and Row,
1968.

32Gary A. Giamartino and Abraham Wandersman, "Organ-
izational Climate Correlates of Viable Urban Block Organ-
izations," American Journal of Community ngchologx
Volume 11, Number 5, October, 1983, PP. 529=541.

33Sidney Verba and Norman H. Nie, Participation in
America, New York: Harper and Row, 1972.



level of education, income or occupation was being used
as the basis for measuring social status. Erbe found that
socioeconomic status and organizational involvement were

'La
)~
'_C)O.‘.)i uively correlatad with poli‘bical par‘cicitnation.

#ho Joins Grouns?

Axelrod found that group membership in Detroit ig
1952 was positively related to income and education.33
Bell and Force obtained the same results in their study
in San Francisco in 1953. Iiany studies have found a
strong link between ties to the community, such as home
ownership, economic investment, children in school, and

participation in neighborhood organizations including

anti-crime organizations.

3%yilliam Zrbe, "Social Involvement and Political
Activity: A Replication and Elaboration," American Socio-
logical Review, Volume 29, Number 2, April, 196L, pp. 198-
215.

35Morris Axelrod, "Urban Structure and Social Partic-
ipation," American Sociological Review, Volume 21, Number 1,
February, 1956, DD. 13-18.

36Wendell Bell and iiaryamne T. Force, "Urban Neigh-
borhood Types and Participation in Formal Associations,"

American Sociological Review, Volume 21, Number 1,

37These studies include: D. EZmmons, "Neighborhood
Activists and Community Organizations: A Critical Review
of the Literature," Zvanston, IL: Center for Urban Affairs,



A review of the literature on formal voluntary or-
zanizations indicates that those most likely to join are
peorle with high incoges, males, married vpersons, Fro-
testants and Blacks.3 Crenson's research showed that
people of higher sociloeconomic status who were also home-

ownsrs were about eleven times rore likely to belong to

community orgenizations than people of low socioeconomic

39

status who were also renters. He also found that home-
ovmership and social status were at least somewhat inde-
nencent of each other. Homeowners, regardlesé of social
status, were more likely to be members of community or-
ganizations. Likewlse high-status peovle, regardless of

whether they owned thelr homes or not, were more likely

llorthwestern University, 1979; L.A. Vilson and A.L. Schnei-
der, "Investigating the IZfficacy and Equity of Public
Initiatives in the Provision of Public Safety," Eugene,

OR: Institute of Policy Analysis, 1978; Abt Associates,
Seattle Community Crime Prevention Proszram: Supplementary
Renort, Cambridge, [IA: Abt Associates, 1977; Governor's
Commission on Crime Prevention and Crime Control, [iinne-
sota Crime ¥Watch, St. Paul: State of iiinnesota, 1976;
George J. Washnis, Citizen Involvement in Crime Prevention,
Lexington, lMA: D.C. Heath, 1976; Frederic DuBow and Aaron
Podolefsky, "Participation in Collective Responses to
Crime," Evanston, IL: Center for Urban Affairs, North-
western University, 1979.

38Aida K. Tomeh, "Formal Voluntary Organizations:
Particivation, Correlates and Interrelationships,"

Sociological Inquiry, Volume 43, Numbers 3-4, 1973,
Pp. 39=122.

39Crenson, op. eit., p. 211.
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to belong to such organizations than low-status people.
Crenson's research also showed that neighborhoods
that are s»lit along factional lines generally reflect
2 nigher rate of high-status group particination in com-
munity oiganizations and a nmuch lower rate for low-status
members.r This is probably because, when the high-status
grouns organize, their areas of interest do not seem to
accomodate those of the low-status groups. In fact mem=-
bers of the latter group may be nercelved as part of the
threat that spurred organization in the first place.
Dotson studied working=-class families in New Haven
in 1951 and found-that most workiﬂ%-class people do not
belong to voluntary associations.w Piven found low levels
of varticipation in local voluntary organizations in areas
with lover socloeconomic status were due to factors such
as necessity of satisfying survival needs, low regard of
versonal ability to effect change, lack of knowledge,

lack of leadershiﬂ abilities and organizational and pro-
2

fegssional skills.,.

H01pid., pp. 226-227.

ulFloyd Dotson, "Patterns of Voluntary Association
Among Urban Working-Class Families," American Sociological
Review, Volume 16, Number 5, October, 1951, pp. 687-693.

LzFrances Fox Piven, "Participation of Residents in
Neighborhood Community-Action Programs," in H.B. Spiegel,
editor, Citizen Participation in Urban Develovment, Volume
1, Washington, D.C.: NUTL Institute, 1968.




Lavrakas and his colleagues surveyed 1,803 resi-
dents in the Chicago metropolitan area and found that L
58.35 belonged to at least one voluntary organization. ]
-They also found that Blacks and homeowners were much more
likely to belong to a block association or community group
than Whites and renters. Blacks, males and single adults
were the most active members of the groups to which they
belongecd.

Baldassare found that areas with higher population
densities tended to have lower participation rates with
local voluntary organizations but that this was largely
a function of lower sociloeconomic status.ub He also found
that high density did not produce social isolation since
he found no correlation between density and number of
friends or frequency of contacts with friends.

Another finding by Baldassare was that higher den-
sity was assoclated with less talking to and visiting

with neighbors. Baldassare felt that this was due to a

psychic overload phenomenon in which people practice

uBPaul J. Lavrakas et al., Factors Related to Citi-
zen Involvement in Personal Household and Velghborhood
Antl-Crlme Measures, United States Debartment t of Justice,
National Institute of Justice, November, 1981, p. 5.

uqmark Baldassare, "Residential Density, Household
Crowding, and Social Networks," pv. 101-115 in Claude S.
Fischer et al., Networks and Places. Social Relations
in the Urban Setting, New York: The Free Press, 1977.




selective social withdrawal, preferring to spend more
rewarding time with friends than less meaningful contacts
with neizhbors.

Using a sample of 700 adults interviewed in-person
in Wayne County, ::ichigan in 1957, Tomeh found more par-
ticipation in local voluntary associations for areas with
greater homogeneitZEand for residents with greater resi-
dential stability. Residential stability did not seem
to be a factor when the participation rates of people
with higher education were examined. Tomeh found that
suburban areas had higher varticipation rates than urban
areas.

Carr et al., studied an older residential area con=-
sisting largelﬁéof single-family homes in an unspecified
Southern city. In-person interviews were conducted on
randomly selected households. The sample size was 120.
17.5%5 of respondents were members of a local self-help
organization, 52.5% had heard of it and 307 were unfamil-

iar with the organization. liembers and acquainted non-

45Aida K. Tomeh, "Empirical Considerations on the

Problem of Social Integration," Sociological Inguiry,
Volume 39, Number 1, ¥Winter, 1969, pp. 25-73.

46Thomas H. Carr, Michael C. Dixon and Robert M.
Ogles, "Perceptions of Community Life which Distinquish
between Participants and Nonparticipants in a Neighbor=-
hood Self-Help Organization," American Journal of Com-

munity Psychology, Volume 6, Number h, December, 1573,
PD. 357-3%3-
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members were about evenly split regarding whether their
length of residency was more or less than five years.
However sixty-nine percent of the unfamiliar group were
residents for less than five years. ilembers of the organ=-
ization gave their neighborhood, as a place to live, high-
er ratings than the other two groups. It can be inferred
from this that the members of the organization did not
join in an effort to make a bad environment better but
rather to make a good environment even better. Residents
with a low oninion of their neighborhood tended not to
join the organization. These people also had less close
relationships with their neighbors, did not feel that

the organization could achieve its goals, and had more
friends who lived outsicde the neighborhood.

The organization members tended to view their neigh-
bors, their ovm future and the organization as stable.
vength of residency did not seem to be a factor in these
attitudes. Statistically significant differences for the
attitudes were found only between the members and the
unacguainteds.

DuBow and Emmons have written that in highly inte-
grated, homogeneous communities local community organiza-

k7
tions may be superfluous. They argued that:

l

J’7Fred Dubow and David Zmmons, "The Community Hypoth=-
esis," pp. 167-181 in Can A. Lewls, editor, Reactions to
Crime, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications, 1981.
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In highly integrated neighborhoods, formal community
organizations may be wealk or nonex1 tent because they
are not needec¢. The homogeneous Italian area of South
Philacdelohia is an example of such 2 locale. It is
hizhly integrated, but lacis nuch formal community
orzanizational life. The community organization
may be most actlive in neighborhoods that are moder-

r

) ‘—') -

5

ately integrated. He e, there is enouzgh social sup-

nort for these organizations and not so much of theho

infornal social 1life that renders them unnecessary. ©

Shlbrandt and Cunninzhen ¢id a2 study of local vol-
untary organizations in Pittsburgh and found a »nositive
relationshin between narticipation in these organizations
and the »articinants' levelshof informal social interac

;
tion in their neighborhoods. ¢ They found that the par-
ticipants tended to have more friends in theilr neighbor-
hoods and they also tended to visit the homes of friends
more Ifrequently.

Litwak did a survey involving 920 married white
worien with at least one child who had moved into the sub-
urbs of Buffalo, N.Y. within the last’ghree years prior
to the survey (June - Cctober, 1952).3 The results

showed an assymetrical curvilinear relationship between

“81pi4., pp. 17L-175.

49R S. Ahlbrandt, Jr. and J.V. Cunningham,., A New
Public Policy for Nelghborhood Preservation, New York:
Praeﬁer, 1979.

5OEugene Litwak, "Voluntary Associations and Neighbor-
hood Cohesion," American Sociological Review, Volume 21,
Number 2, April, 1961, »p. 258=271.



32

neighborhood integration and membership in local volun-
tary associations. The lowest membership levels were for
the group that had no relatives in town and who had been
living in the area nine mbﬁ%hs or less. These people were
busy Jjust settling in - - new jobs, new schools, getting
to know the area, etc. The highest membership levels were
for the group that had no relatives in town but who had
lived there for over nine months. These people joined
local organizations in order to make friends. The group
with the intermediate level of membership were those
peoplé who had relatives in town and who had lived there
for more than nine months. These people had been living
in the area long enough to make friends.

Gerson gt 21., found a strong relationship between
neighboring, involvement in local organizations and having
friends in the neighborhood.5l They found that residents
of higher social status tended to have higher rates of
participation in local organizations and more contacts
with neighbors but they were less likely to have friends
or family living in their neighborhood. The researchers
also speculated that length of residence may increase in-

volvement in an area but length of residence may also be

51Ka‘thleen Gerson, C. Ann Stueve and Claude S.
Fischer, "Attachment to Place," pp. 139-161 in Claude S.
Fischer et al., Networks and Places: Social Relations
in the Urban Setting, New York: The Free Press, 1977.




a result of such involvement because it makes it more
difficult for people 10 move. This may be due to a sense
of duty to the organization or it could be because of
strong friendshins developed over many years of associa-
tion.

It should be noted that people join organizations
for expressive reasons as well as instrumental ones.

Bell and Boat discovered that informal associations were
~a rich source of close personal friendships.52 Over fifty-
one percent of respondents in a study said that they had
nine or more close personal friends in associations to
which they belonged.

Crenson studied six predominantly white middle-class
neighborhoods and their neighborhood organizations in
Ba]_’cimore.i3 He found that residents who had close~knit
neighborhood friendship networks, where most of their
friends lived in their neighborhood and knew one another,

were least likely to know about community organizations.

Residents who said that most of their friends lived out-

52Wendell Bell and kiarion D. Boat, "Urban Neighbor=-
hoods and Informal Social Relations," \merlcan Journal of
sogiology. Volume LXII, Number L, January, 1957, po. 391-
39

53’atthew A. Crenson, "Social Networks and Political
Processes in Urban Neighborhoods," American Journal of
Political Science, Volume 22, Number 3, August, 1978

DP. 573=594.



side the neighborhood, whom Crenson called cosmopolitans,
were more likely to know of community organizations.
Residents who were most likely to know about community
organizations were those that belonged to loose-knit
friendship networks where most of their friends lived in
the neighborhood but did not know each other. This was
apparently due to the fact that these people were apt to
obtain different kinds of information from a variety of
sources.

One question asked of neighbors concerned what they
would do if confronted with the problem of noisy neighbors
who were keeping them awake at night. It was found that
the residents with loose-knit friendship networks were—
the ones who were most likely to call the police. This
was because if a complaint was made directly it might be
seen as a personal affront. Cosmopolitans, whose friends
lived outside the area, were more inclined to intervene
directly because they were not in danger of losing
friends. The residents with close~knit friehdship networks
might intervene because they would feel that the noisy
neighbors and they might have mutual friends and acquain-
tances and that the noisy neighbors would not want to be
subject to unfriendly gossip.

Crenson found that the origins of neighborhood or-

ganizations were also different for the three types of



groups under study. The cosmopolitan and close=knit areas
were influenced to organize by the actions of some out-
side authority, e.g., zoning changes, location of an al-
coholic treatment center, etc. The loose-knit areas were
prompted to organize for internal reasons: cleanliness of
streets and sidewalks, planting of trees, etc.

Issues on the agendas of community organizations in
neighborhoods with close~knit friendship networks were
least likely to conform to the concerns of neighborhood
residents among the three types of neighborhoods studied.
This was apparently due to the same reasons that made it
difficult for residents in close-=knit areas to learn
about community organizations.

The strongest friendships among organization members
were found for the organizations in the loose=knit and
cosmopolitan communities. Members of organizations in
close~knit areas already had extensive friendship networks
and did not need to turn to neighborhood organizations to
make friends. Ironically the strong friendships in the
loose-knit organizations were often accompanied by in-
ternal strife.

Crenson argued that:

Loose=knittedness in a neighborhood seems to set

the stage for destructive conflict in a community

organization. When community residents are loosely

knit together, their neighborhood organizations
tend to become enclaves of close friendship, and



friendship ... can be an inconvenience when neigh-
bors have business to transact with one another.
Loose~knit residents, in fact, seem to have been
especially vulnerable to these inconveniences, and
their inclination to turn to community associations
may have represented an attempt to diminish the en-
cumbrances of friendship. If so, their efforts ap-
pear to have backfired. The close personal ties
that developed in organizations representing loose-
knit neighborhoods helped to convert seemingly minogu
disputes into explosive and unmanageable conflicts.
Wandersman and Giamartino have done research on the
factors involved in the initial participation in a local
voluntary organization. They conducted in-person inter-
views with residents from two ad jacent blocks in Nashville
in 1977. On one of the blocks the organizer could not
get a single resident to agree to host a block meeting.
When a meeting was scheduled at a local office, no one
from the block came. On the other block a meeting was held
in the home of one of the residents and about half of the
adult residents of the block attended. The results of the
survey showed differences between the two blocks. On the
block where the meetihg was held more people were already
active in the community, including in leadership positions;

more people engaged in neighboring behaviors and more

54.1_‘-;1_d- s PP. 591-592.

55Abraham Wandersman and Gary A. Giamartino, "Com-
munity and Individual Difference Characteristics as In-
fluences on Initial Participation," American Journal of

Community Psychology, Volume 8, Number 3, April, 1980,
ppo 217"'22 .
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people felt that they could help improve their block.
Unger and Wasndersman studied seven blocks of a
neighborhood in Nashville in 1977 and 19?8.56 The area
was sixty percent Black, forty percent White, had variety
in socioeconomic status and was composed primarily of one-
and two-family homes. They found that the blocks that suc-
cessfully developed block organizations were the ones
where there had already been a lot of interaction with
neighbors. Members of the block organizations tended to
have less contact with neighbors before the block organ-
ization than nonmembers. However members were more in-
volved in community organizations. Members were also
found to have more contacts with neighbors six months
after joining the block organization as compared to non-
members and residents on control blocks.
A poll of 434 members of thirty block associations
in New York City found that the members reported these
benefits most frequently: 1) improving the block as a
place to live, 2) fulfilling a sense of responsibility

and 3) meeting new people and making friends.

56Donald G. Unger and Abraham Wandersman, "Neighbor-
ing and Its Role in Block Organizations: An Exploratory
Report," American Journal of Community Psychology, Volume
11, Number 3, June, 1983, Pp. 291-300.

57"Block Booster Reports on Block Association Par-
ticipation," Citizens Report, Volume 10, Number 1, Winter,
1986’ PP. 1‘20



Summary

This review of the literature has revealed that
people with higher incomes, homeowners, Blacks and people
with extensive friendship networks were more likely to
join local voluntary organizations. The studies also
show that whether the reason is expressive (social) or
instrumental (getting results) people join local volun-
tary organizations because they feel that they will per-
sonally benefit by doing so. Indeed any voluntary organ-
ization needs to meet this basic requirement if it is to
be successful.

Citizen crime prevention organizations are similar
to other voluntary groups in that they require time,
dedication, strong leadership and opportunities to so-
cialize. However they have one specific goal in mind:

a reduction in the local crime rate. They must elicit
strong interest among neighborhood residents in achieving

this goal if they are to become viable organizations.



Chapter 4

Citizen Crime Prevention Programs
The Extensiveness of Citizen Crime Prevention Efforts

One study has noted that there are over 20,000 com-
munities and approximately five million people involved
in neighbofhood watches and citizen patrols in the United
Stattes.s8 In 1985 Matt Peskin of the National Association
of Town Watch, a clearinghouse for information on commun-
ity crime prevention organizations, estimated that there
were ten million Americans involved in anti-crime organ-
izations.59

Yin et al. estimated in 1977 that there were over
800 resident patrols in the United States.éo Many were
created after increases in local crime rates and they

typically lasted from 4 to 5% years.

58Donald MacGillis and ABC News, Crime in America,
Radnor, Permsylvania: Chilton Book Company, 1983, p. 82.

59Ted Gest, "Street Crime - People Fight Back,"
U.S. News and World Report, Volume 98, Number 14, April

15, 1985, pp. L42-L8.

60National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crim-
inal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
United States Department of Justice, Citizen Patrol
Pro jects, Robert K. Yin, Mary E. Vogel, Jan M. Chaiken
and Deborah R. Both, January, 1977, p. vii.
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This study also noted that:

The field interviews and review of existing lit-

erature on patrols revealed that patrol activities

are difficult to document and have not undergone
formal evaluation. Nevertheless, the preliminary
evidence suggested that resident patrols can serve
as a potentially effective deterrent to residential
crime, require small amounts of money to be operated,
and generally enjoy good sugfort from local police
as well as other residents.

Skogan and Maxfield found that in the three cities
that they studied, Chicago, Philadelphia and San Francisco,
13.5% of the respondents said thgt they were involved in

2
a neighborhood anti-crime group. 17% of respondents in
Chicago answered affirmatively, 12% in Philadelphia and
11% in San Francisco. Nehnevajsa and Karelitz geported
3

3% involvement in a statewide Maryland survey. 0'Neil
found 35% involved in a neighborhood grg&p in Chicago and
17% in a neighborhood anti-crime group.

Feins surveyed a sample of twenty-two cities nation-

6lrpid., p. iii.

62Wesley G. Skogan and Michael G. Maxfield, Coping
with Crime: Individual and Neighborhood Reactions, Beverly
Hills, California: Sage, 1981, p. 227.

63J. Nehnevajsa and A.P. Karelitz, The Nation Looks
at Crime: Crime as a National, Community, and Neighbor-
hood Problem, Pittsburgh: University Center for Urban
Research, University of Pittsburgh, 1977.

! . . .

6’LM.J. O'Neil, "Calling the Cops: Responses of Wit~
nesses to Criminal Incidents," Ph.D. dissertation,
Northwestern University, 1977.
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wide, choosing one crime prevention program in each of
65
the cities. She found that twenty-one of the twenty-two

programs used block or apartment watches and that thirteen

of them used street patrols.
Types of Patrols

Community patrols can take various forms depending
on local conditions and needs. Four types of community
patrols have been identified:66

1) Community protection patrols: these patrols have
as their main objective the monitoring of police activi-
ties. They are often brought about by those who feel
harassed by the police.

2) Building patrols: these are concerned with pro-
viding protection in a specific building or group of
buildings. This is done through stationary guard posts,
mobile patrols or a combination of both.

3) Neighborhood patrols: these patrols cover a wider
geographic area and may use both foot patrol and car

patrol.

65Judi‘ch D. Feins, Partnerships for Neighborhood
Crime Prevention, United States Department of Justice,
National Institute of Justice, June, 1983.

66Qitizen Patrol Projects, op. cit., pp. 3-4.
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4) Social service patrols: these patrols include
normal patrol functions but they also include some social
service functions such as youth employment, drug counsel-

ling, etc.

Community Involvement

The presence or absence of community anti-crime ef-
forts varies widely from one area to another. One of the
motivating factors may be a belief by the residents that
they can make an impact on the crime problem by organizing.
In 1967 residents of one police precinct in Washington,
D.C. were asked whether they had "ever gotten together
with other people around here, or has any group or organ-
ization you belong to met and discussed the problem of
crime or taken some sort of action to combat crime?"é?
Twelve percent answered "yes" and seventeen percent

thought they could do something about neighborhood crime.

A survey of about 500 residents in Boston found that

67Stephen Cutler and Albert J. Reiss, Jr., "Crimes
Against Public and Quasi-Public Organizations in Boston,
Chicago, and Washington, D.C.," in Albert J. Reiss, Jr.,
editor, Studies in Crime and Law Enforcement in Major
Metropolitan Areas, U.S. President's Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice Field Survey
III, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,

1967 [
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over fifty percent supported patrols. Greater support

was found among Blacks, the less educated and the young.
Those saying that they were most likely to join such a
group were Blacks, youths, the less educated, Catholics,
Protestants and those of Irish and Italian descent.

Podolefsky and DuBow surveyed ten urban neighbor-
hoods in Chicago, San Francisco and Philadelphia and
found that twenty percent of the people surveyed belonged
to neighborhood organizations, thirteen bercent belonged
to neighborhood organizations that were involved with
crime prevention and ten percent were involved in com=-
munity anti-crime activities.69

The Minneapolis Community Crime Prevention Program
made a concerted effort to organize block watches in a

70
variety of areas of the city. The results were quite

68Gary T, Marx and Dane Archer, "Picking up the Gun:
Some Organizational and Survey Data on Community Police
Patrols," paper presented at the Symposium on Studies
of Public Experience, Knowledge and Opinion of Crime and
Justice, Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc., Wash-
ington, D.C., March, 1972.

69Aaron Podolefsky and Frederic DuBow, The Reactions
to Crime Papers: Volume II: Strategies for Community
Crlme Prevention, Evanston, IL: Northwestern University,
Center for Urban Affairs, 1980.

70Denm.s P. Rosenbaum, "The Theory and Research
Behind Neighborhood Watch: Is It a Sound Fear and Crime
Reduction Strategy,?" Crime and Delinguency, Volume 33,
Number 1, January, 1987, pp. 103~ lBE
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disappointing. On average, twenty-five hours of organizing
effort were devoted to each block and eighty-five percent
of all blocks in the target areas were included. However
only twenty percent of households responded to the call

to action with less than nine people per block attending
block watch meetings. Particular emphasis was devoted to
organizing block watches in low=-income, heterogeneous
areas but the results were even more disappointing in
these areas.

The city of Palo Alto, California tried an anti-crime
program which consisted of enlisting individuals and com=-
panies with citizen band radios to call the police if
they witnessed a crime or knew of an emergency.71 Par-
ticipants included cab drivers, truck drivers, utility
workers and citizen band operators. Twenty-six individu-
als and companies were recruited by the Palo Alto,
California Police Department. From November, 1973 to May,
1974 215 calls were made to the police department. These
calls resulted in fourteen arrests = = six for drunk
driving, six for hit and run accidents, one for auto
theft and one for burglary.

Shernock studied three parishes in southeastern

71Richard M. Blackwell, "Community Radio Watch:
Public Safety's Additional Eyes and Ears," Crime Preven-
tion Review, Volume 2, Number 2, January, 1975, pp. 35-38.
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Louisianna in an attempt to get a better understanding of
the community crime prevention activist.72 The area stud-
ied was a mix of rural, small-town and suburban communi-
ties. Forty-eight captains or coordinators of neighborhood
watch organizations and seventy-one nonparticipants in
neighborhood watch were interviewed by telephone. The re-
sults showed that community crime prevention activists
were more likely to be White, older, married, have higher
incomes and belong to more voluntary associations. Sex
and employment status were found not to be significant
factors in differentiating between activists and nonpar-
ticipants.

Shernock found no significant correlation between
activism and victimization. The same was true for activ-
ism and fear of crime. However more activists than nonpar-
ticipants perceived the crime rate as increasing. Curiously
though more activists than nonparticipants perceived their
own neighborhoods to be less dangerous than other neigh-
borhoods in the area. Activism was the dependent variable
in this relationship. Activists were apparently motivated
by a desire to maintain the relative safety of their

neighborhoods. Another indication of motivation was the

72Stanley K. Shernock, "A Profile of the Citizen
Crime Prevention Activist," Journal of Criminal Justice,
Volume 14, Number 3, 1986, pp. 211-228. T



greater propensity of activists to attribute crime in
their area to outsiders. It was also found that more ac-
tivists than nonparticipants were likely to rate police
performance as good. In this instance activism was found
to be the independent variable.

Troyer and Wright studied two middle-class areas of
Des Moines, Iowa that had civilian crime patrols: the cam-
pus of Drake University and a residential neighborhood.
Questionnaires were sent in the mail in 1981 and 1982 +to
students and to the neighborhood residents. Participation
in the neighborhood patrol was measured by whether resi-
dents paid a thirty-five dollar fee for the operation of
the patrol. For the residential patrol it was found that
length of residency, age, victimization and fear of crime
did not distinguish participants from nonparticipants.
Both groups also felt that the police were doing a good
Job. Statistically insignificant results were obtained
when respondents were asked whether the patrols made them
feel safer and how they perceived the seriousness of crime
as a problem.

The literature on citizen crime preventioh efforts

73Ronald J. Troyer and R. Dean Wright, "Community
Response to Crime: Two Middle-Class Anti-Crime Patrols,"
Journal of Criminal Justice, Volume 13, Number 3, 1985,
pp. 227-251,
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repeatedly notes that these efforts are more likely to be
found in areas with higher socioceconomic status. In most
cases citizen patrols are instituted in order +to prevent
a serious crime problem from developing rather than to
cope with a problem that already exists.

Many studies have looked into the relationship be-
tween the nature of a community, its anti-crime efforts
and their effectiveness. One study noted that:

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-ipcome, deteriorated neighbosﬂoods than in
those which were relatively stable.
Roehl and Cook used intermediate assessment criteria,
i.e. the level of citizen involvement and the ability to
create functioning anti-crime programs. The ultimate
goal, reduction in crime, was not even addressed.

The Citizens Committee for New York City found a
strong correlation between people's satisfaction with
their blocks and sense of community and their participa-

tion in collective responses to crime such as citizen

75
crime patrols. The Committee's findings suggest that

7L"Ja;n:i.ce A, Roehl and Roger F. Cook, Evaluation of
the Urban Crime Prevention Program - - Executive Summary,
United States Devartment of Justice, National Institute
of Justice, February, 1984, p. v.

75Citizens Committee for New York City, "Block Boo-
ster Project: Building Better Block Associations,"™ Annual
Report to the Ford Foundation, 1985, p. 2.
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people who like where they live do not become complacent.
Instead, people actively strive to maintain the character
of their communities.

In Vashington, D.C., one study found that:

«e. blocks that have a higher number of white resi-

dents, more homeowners, more expensive rental

housing, fewer children, and fewer elderly persons
are more likely to have formed a neighborhood watch.

The figures also suggest that participating blocks

are more likely to fit the pattern associated with

gentrification: a sharper than average increase in
housing costs, an increase in the percentage of
residents that are ygite, and a decline in the
number of children.

The relationship between class and participation in
anti-crime activities should not be underestimated. As
noted previously, Verba and Nie and Erbe found a strong
correlation between higher socioeconomic status and poli-
tical participation. Axelrod and Bell and Force found the
same relationship applied generally to membership in
groups. Economic stability, higher levels of education
and desire to maintain neighborhood quality of 1life are
characteristics associated with citizen crime prevention
efforts.

There are various approaches that can be tried in an

attempt to control a local crime problem. Podolefsky and

76Jeffrey R. Henig, Citizens Against Crime: An
Assessment of the Neighborhood Watch Program in Washing-
ton, D.C., Center for Washington Area Studies, George
Washington University, December, 1984, p. 18.



DuBow argued that the approach to the problem is related
to the degree of social integration in an area.77 The in-
dicators of social integration that they used included
frequency of visits to neighbors' homes, presence of chil-
dren in the family, home ownership and length of resi-
dency. They argued that if there is high social integra-
tion in a neighborhood there will more likely be a social
problems approach to crime. This would include such
things as drop-out prevention programs, drug counselling
and recreational programs for youths. If there is less
social integration, there will be more of a crime pre-
vention approach through such means as Whistlestop, citi-
zen patrols and target hardening (improved security).

In their studies of neighborhoods in Philadelphia,
Chicago and San Francisco Skogan and Maxfield found that
owners and residents of single-family homes were much more
likely than renters and residents of large buildings to
report that they kept an eye on the street in front of
their homes. ° They were also more likely to ask a neigh-

bor to keep an eye on their place if they were going to

77Aaron Podolefsky and Frederic DuBow, Strategies
for Community Crime Prevention, Springfield, IL: Charles
C. Thomas, 1981.

78Skogan and Maxfield, op. cit., p. 214,



be away for more than a day. Sixty-nine percent of resi-
dents of single-family homes said that they were able to
recognize strangers as opposed to thirty-seven percent of
those living in large buildings. Skogan and Maxfield
also reported that higher levels of involvement in neigh-
borhood social activities and longer residency were both
positively correlated with involvement in anti-crime ef-
forts.8o

Skogan and Maxfield also uncovered a negative cor-
relation between involvement in neighborhood anti-crime
groups and perceptions of crime problems, perceptions
of social order problems and fear of crime.81 Areas with
low levels of crime were more likely to have higher
levels of citizen involvement. This is in accordance
with Conklin's point of view that crime is incapacitating.

Skogan and Maxfield found five factors to be linked:
high neighborhood integration, high participation in
neighborhood organizations, low ragg of crime, low rate

of disorder and low fear of crime. However, they felt

that integration and participation were antecedents for

791pid., p. 215.
801pid., p. 218.
8l1pid., p. 2L0.

821pid., p. 264.
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the other three factors. They tended to agree with Conk-
lin that crime is "incapacitating."

In February, 1984 a Victimization Risk Survey (VRS),
a supplement to the National Crime Survey, was adminis-
tered to 21,016 people age sixteen and older in 11,198
households.83 Nineteen percent of the respondents reported
that a neighborhood watch existed in their area. For those
areas where a program existed they found that thirty-eight
percent of households participated. Blacks were more likely
to participate in neighborhood watch programs (ten percent)
than Whites (seven percent) or Hispanics (five percent).
Ten percent of home owners participated in neighborhood
watch programs compared to four percent of renters. House-
holds with four to five people (ten percent) were twice
as likely to participate compared to single-person house-
holds (five percent). People living in single-family homes
were three times as likely to participate when compared
with people living in buildings with four or more units
(three percent).

The levels of participation for metropolitan areas,

suburbs and rural areas were nine percent, eight percent

830atherine J. Whitaker, "Crime Prevention Measures,"
United States Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice
Statistics, March, 1986.
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and five percent respectively. The levels of participation
for those whose highest educational attainment were elem=
entary school, high school and college were four percént,
six percent and ten percent respectively. People with in-
comes of 50,000 or more were about four times as likely
to participate compared to those whose incomes were less
than $7,500.

Blacks were more likely than Whites or Hispanics to
report having a neighborhood watch program in their area.
Homeowners were more likely than renters to report having
such programs. Those with incomes of $50,000 or more
were more than twice as likely to have such programs com=-
pared to those whose incomes were below $7,500. Metro=-
politan areas were more than twice as likely than non-
metropolitan areas to have such programs. For those areas
with a neighborhood watch the more likely participants
were Blacks, those with higher incomes, four to five per-
son households, homeowners and residents of single-family
homes. All of these characferistics of participation are
consistent with earlier studies.

In his study of ten communities in Oregon, Wilson
found a consistent relationship between higher income
levels and greater levels of private behaviors aimed at

8L
preventing crime. This was true despite the fact that

84Leonard Albert Wilson, II, "Private and Collective



the lower income areas had much higher crime rates.
People in the higher income areas also reported a higher
satisfaction level with police services. This was prob-
ably due to greater resources made available to local
police departments.

It therefore appears that areas with higher socio-
economic status spend more money on household security,
collective voluntary efforts and police. However, Rosen-
baum found that blocks and neighborhoods in Chicago expo=-
sed to the block watch program did not differ from unex-
posed neighborhoods and blocks with regard to social in-
teraction, surveillance behavior, home security, personal
security and intervention.85 His study does not support
most other work in this area.

Lavrakas found that less than ten percent of the
adults he surveggd had ever participated in a group anti-

crime activity. He also found that neither fear of crime

Choice Behavior in the Provision of Personal Security from
Criminal Victimization," Ph.D. dissertation, Department
of Political Science, University of Oregon, 1976.

85Dennis P. Rosenbaum, "The Theory and Research
Behind Neighborhood Watch: Is It a Sound Fear and Crime
Reduction Strategy,?" Crime and Delinguency, Volume 33,
Number 1, January, 1987, pp. 103-13L.

86PaLul J. Lavrakas et al., Factors Related to Citi-
zen Involvement in Personal ﬂousehol and Nelghborhood

Anti-Crime Measures, United States Department of Justice,
National Institute of Justice, November, 1981, pp. 9-10.
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nor crime victimization were motivating factors for anti-
crime efforts. Rather, anti-crime activity developed from
the work of existing community organizations. He also

found that most of these organizations were not started

for the purpose of crime prevention but rather were formed
primarily for reasons of community revitalization, economic
development and neighborhood stabilization.

Some of the other major findings of Lavrakas and his
associates were:

- Organized anti-crime efforts are more likely to
occur in densely populated, low=-income, nonwhite areas.
This contravenes most of the other research in this field.

- City anti-crime efforts were more likely to be re=-
active in that they were instigated by an already existing
crime problem. Suburban anti-crime efforts were more likely
to be proactive in that they were designed to prevent
crime from becoming a serious problem.

- The lower the rate of involvement required of citi-
zens in anti-crime efforts the higher the level of citizen
participation.

- Most people who were aware of anti-crime efforts
did not get involved. Forty percent reported lack of time
as their reason, twenty to twenty-five percent claimed
lack of interest and twenty to twenty-five percent claimed

that they were not given the opportunity.
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- Blacks were significantly more likely to be par-
ticipants in anti-crime efforts compared to other groups.
(This coincides with data from the Victimization Risk
Survey and other sources. Although Blacks are overrepre=-
sented in those of lower socioeconomic status and it is
in the higher socioceconomic status areas where organized
citizen crime prevention efforts are more frequently found,
it therefore appears that Blacks, when given the chance
to do so, more frequently become involved in neighborhood
anti-crime efforts).

- Anti-crime efforts were more likely to be found in
low=income areas but it was the people with the highest
incomes in these areas who were the most likely to get
involved in these efforts. 7 (The finding here that it was
more likely that neighborhood anti-crime prevention efforts
would be found in lower-income areas does not coincide
with most other research).

Lavrakas and Herz conducted telephone interviews with
1,803 residents of Chicago and its suburbs in 1979 in order
to find out why pggple become involved in neighborhood

crime prevention. The respondents were asked whether

871pid., p. 10.

88Paul J. Lavrakas and Elicia J. Herz, "Citizen Par-
ticipation in Neighborhood Crime Prevention," Criminology,
Volume 20, Numbers 3 and 4, November, 1982, pp. 479-L98.
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the following anti-crime methods were used in their neigh-
borhoods (percentages are for those answering yes):
neighborhood crime prevention meetings 24.9%
citizen patrols 11.6%
neighborhood escort 4.4%
block watch / neighborhood watch programs 8.6%
Beat Representative program 4.8%
WhistleSTOP program 8.7%
other kinds of programs 3.5%89

The interviews revealed that city rather than subur-
ban residents were far more likely to report neighborhood
anti-crime efforts. Higher-income, lower-crime densely
populated urban areas with a greater proportion of non-
whites were the most likely areas to have neighborhood
anti-crime efforts. In most cases group efforts were in-
itiated to prevent crime from becoming a problem rather
than reacting to a crime problem that already existed.
This was particularly true for the suburban areas. Forty-
nine percent of the meetings that were held to prevent
crime from becoming a problem were held in the suburbs
whereas eighty-three percent of the meetings that were
held after crime had already become a problem were held

90
in the city.

891bid., pp. 483-485.
01pid., p. 487.
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Citizens who became involved in neighborhood anti-
crime measures were most likely to participate in those
areas that required the least involvement such as Whistle-
STOP and block watch. 108 respondents said that there was
a citizen patrol in their area.91 This was six percent of
the total sample. Thirty-six of these people said that
they participated in the patrol. z

When nonparticipants were asked why they did not be=-
come involved twenty-four percent said that they had no
time, another twenty-four percent said that they had no
interest and thirteen percent said that they had no oppor-
tunity (were not aware of neighborhood anti-crime efforts).
These figures are for all forms of citizen crime preven-
tion efforts. For citizen patrols specifically the per-
centages were: no time (38.3%), no interest (17.8%), and
no opportunity (were not aware of patrol) (31.9%). * Less
than three percent of all respondents participated in
citizen patrols. Another twelve percent knew of the pa=-

9
trols but did not get involved. Seventy percent of the

9l1pid., p. 488.
921114,
93Ipid.
941919.
95;9;@., p. 490,

961pid.



58

patrol participants were men, primarily in their thirties
and forties, college-educated and Black. The researchers
stated that they believed that Blacks participated in
neighborhood anti-crime efforts more frequently because
they were more likely to live in high-crime areas and that
they had less confidence in the police when it came to
fighting crime.

Fear of crime was not a factor in distinguishing par-
ticipants from nonparticipants. Victims of crime (twenty-
seven percent) were slightly more likely than nonvictims
(twenty-one percent) to be participants. Seventy-seven
percent of community voluntary associations held community
anti-crime meetings and sixty-two percent of these groups
saw crime prevention as their major goal.99

Lavrakas and Herz reported that only ten percent of
their total sample were involved in some community anti-
crime effort.loo People became involved in community anti-
crime efforts more often fof instrumental reasons (wanting

to achieve crime reduction) than expressive reasons (social

affiliation). However, level of activity in the organiza-

9719;9., pp. L490-491,

981@;@., p. 493.

291bid., p. Lok.
1001444,



tion and membership retention were closely linked to

expressive motivations.

Characteristics of Successful Citizen Crime Prevention
Organizations

Marx and Archer found three factors tended to char-
écterize successful citizen crime patrol- groups: 1) a
sense of crisis in the community, 2) a powerful leader
and 3) adequate financial support.lol

There are many factors that need to be addressed if
a citizen patrol or neighborhood improvement association
is to be effective. These include strong leadership,
the ability to motivate a sufficient number of residents,
the perception of problems as challenges rather than in-
surmountable obstacleé, the use of technical assistance
where appropriate and detailed program development and
evaluation. The success or failure of any neighborhood
association will depend on the extent to which these
factors are dealt with.

Local organizations concerned with crime control

may have several functional problems that must be dealt

lOlGary T. Marx and Dane Archer, "Citizen Involvement
in the Law Enforcement Process: The Case of Community
Police Patrols," American Behavioral Scientigst, Volume 15,

Number 1, September700tober, 1971, pp. 52=72.
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with:

- The possibility of being or being perceived as
being volitically motivated rather thén goal~oriented.
This can include the fear that what is perceived as con-
cerned citizens taking action by some people can be per-
ceived as vigilantes by others.

- If results can only be achieved after a long
period of time it will be difficult to motivate people
who are not seeing the results of their efforts.

- The converse of the above is that citizen crime
prevention organizations tend to lose their vitality
when crime rates go down and it takes a sustained effort

and strong leadership to maintain these organizations.
Summary

The establishment of a strong, effective community
crime prevenfion organization is influenced by many fac-
tors, not least of which is the nature of the community
itself with regards to social class, ethnicity, home-
ownership, property values, etc. The literature clearly
shows that Blacks, homeowners, residents of single~-family
homes and people with higher incomes are more likely to
participate in local anti-crime efforts. This coincides

with the information in Chapter 3 pertaining to local



voluntary organizations in general. It is also clear that
higher=income areas tend to act in a preventive mode to
forestall crime from becoming a serious problem in their
areas. Peopnle in lower-income areas generally cooperate

to eliminate a pre-existing crime problem., It was also
found that motivation, leadership, adequate funds and re-
sults play a very important role in determining the outcome

of citizen crime prevention efforts.
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Chapter 5

The Impact of Citizen Crime Prevention Efforts

Many times assessments of citizen crime prevention
programs are based on assumptions and impressions and not
on empirical data. An example of an anecdotal, impression-
istic appraisal of a citizen crime patrol can be found
in an opinion offered by the vice=president of the Bel=-
mont Radio Watch in Baltimore:

They have waged publicity campaigns to inform resi-
dents about various crime-prevention tactics, and
members of the patrol themselves have been respon-
sible for reducing crime in the neighborhood. Sev=-
eral burglaries in progress have been reported to
the police, and a number of potential suspects have
also been identified. Patrol members feel that a
serious problem with drug dealing in a local park
has subsided s1gn1flcantly sincé radio watch mem-
bers began copying and transmitting to the police
the license plate numbers of cars whose occupants
appeared to be congregatégg in the park to engage
in suspicious act1v1ty.

However, no statistical data is presented to substantiate
these laudatory remarks.

In order for citigzen crime patrol projects to deter=~
mine if their efforts are having any deterrent effect on

local crime it is necessary that they be kept informed

102 Robert K. Yin, Mary E. Vogel, Jan M. Chaiken and

Debprah R. Both, Patrolllgg Zhe Nelghborhood Beat: Resi-
dents and Residential Secur jx Case Studies and Proflles,

Santa Monlca, CA: Rand, March, 1976.
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of police follow-up of their contacts and that they com-
pile statistics on the local crime rate. It would also
be helpful if they did some surveying regarding their
impact on residents' fear of crime.

The importance of rigorous evaluation procedures
cannot be overemphasized . Anecdotal information and im=-
pressionistic assumptions can never substitute for collec-
tion and analysis of statistical data. Many studies simply
involve interviewing community leaders and residents who
state that crime has gone down since a particular program
began. In many cases the crime figures themselves are
never even checked. In fact one of the problems with this
kind of research is getting reliable crime figures for a
particular citizen patrol area which frequently encompasses
an area below the size of a police precinct. Another prob-
lem with many studies is that little or no attention is
vaid to other factors which may have had an even greater
impact on declining local crime rates.

There is another caveat that must be kept in mind.
One of the aims of neighborhood block watches is to in-
crease the reporting of crimes to the police. After a
block watch is started the official crime rate may go
up but the actual crime rate can be the same or less
simply due to the increased reporting of crimes. Time

series analysis can help to clarify these issues some-



what because when a more extended period of time is exam=-
ined it can isolate the effects of a spurt in crime re=-
porting associated with the initiation of a new progranm.

In the literature on citizen crime prevention efforts
six criteria have been used to assess the effectiveness
of citizen anti-crime efforts:

1) crime rate reductions;

2) perception of increased safety by residents
(reduced fear of crime);

3) improved relations between the police and the
communitys;

L) improved police protection;

5) lack of vigilantism;

6) greater citizen participation.
The first two criteria are quantitative while the remain-
der are primarily qualitative. It is important to note
how these measures of effectiveness influence each other.
For example the interrelationships can be illustrated as:
Antl-crlme organlzatlons

,/

Crime rate reductlon Improved relations Improved

w1th pollce volice
ﬁ\\\\ profection

Feelings of 1ncreased+———-91@ck of v1g11antlmne~a—ﬂﬁreater
citizen

safety
ﬁ;\\\\~\-~_~—‘§~_ participation




Successful Citizen Crime Prevention Efforts

This section will report on some of the success
stories found in the literature on citizen crime vreven-
tion. Neighborhood watches are not formally organized the
way citizen patrols are but they also rely on the efforts
of citizen volunteers. They primarily involve people
agreeing to be extra vigilant in their communities inclu-
ding watching out for strangers and suspicious=-looking
people, watching the home of a neighbor who is away and
calling the police if they witness any suspicious beha-
vior or criminal activity. One of the most successful
neighborhood watch programs was in Alexandria, Virginia
where a 98.2% decrease in crime was reported.103 This
was accomplished with no additional police patrols.

A Neighborhood Responsibility Program in Orinda,
California included neighborhood meetings throughout the
community, use of etching pens to mark valuables and in-

104
creasing understanding between the police and teenagers.

1033andra Baxter and Richard R. Bennett, "Crime Con-
trol vs. Crime Prevention," Citizen Participation, Volume
6, Number 3, Summer, 1985, DD. 3, 25

loLPShirley Henke and Stephanie Mann, Alternative
1o Fear: Guidelines for Safer Neighborhoods, Berkeley,
California: Lodestar Press, 1975.
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Between 1966 and 1969 burglaries in the community in-
creased by more than one-hundred percent, with nearly
LOO per year.105 At the end of 1972, when the program
had been in effect for 2% years, burglaries had gone down
by about fifty percent and they stayed dovn throughout
1974.106 It should be noted however that both this study
and the one in Alexandria were not strictly scientific
studies. There may have been other factors connected to
the reductions in crime that were not fully examined.

Another example of a crime watch reporting success
is the Cambridgeport Residents Against Crime (CRAC) pro-
gram in Cambridge,'Massachusetts.lo The founder of the
group claimed that residential break-ins for the five
late fall and winter months declined to one-third the
level they were before the crime watch. However it is
not clear whether there may have been other factors in-
volved.

The Seattle Community Crime Prevention Program is

108
one effort that has reported much success. The Seattle

1057pi4., p. 15.

1061pi4.
1O7Mark Levine, "Crimewatch in Cambridge: A Community
Reconstruction," Citizen Participation, Volume 6, Number
3, Summer, 1985, pp. 12, 13 and 21.

lOSPaul Cirel, Patricia Evans, Daniel McGillis and
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program included the study of five census tracts. These
included both areas that were treated (experimental areas)
and those that were not treated (control areas). The treat-
ment for the experimental areas consisted of a three-
oronged approach:

1) neighborhood block watch - - making neighbors more
alert in detecting suspicious activity and looking out
for one another. This involved ten to fifteen neighbors
who exchanged vacation schedules, mowed the lawn, took in
mail and newspapers and generally watched the houses of
their neighbors for prowlers.

2) property identification - - marking property with
an owner identification number, usually a driver's license
number.

3) home security survey = - inspecting a home in

order to detect and correct flaws in homeowner security.

A forty-eight to sixty-one percent reduction in house=

Debra Whitcomb, An Exemplary Project: Community Crime
Prevention Program: Seattle, Washington, O0ffice of Tech-
nology Transfer, National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration, United States Department of Justice, September,
1977 and Betsy Lindsay and Daniel leGillis, "Citywide
Communtiy Crime Prevention: An Assessment of the Seattle
Program," Chapter 3, pp. 46-67 in Dernnis P. Rosenbaum,
editor, Community Crime Prevention: Does It Work?,

Beverly Hills, CA: Sage, 1986.
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hold burglaries was reported by participants in the Seattle
program. This amounted to a reduction of about four bur-
glaries per one~hundred households per year. No displace=-
ment effect was found either with nonparticipating resi-
dents in the program target area or in adjacent census
tracts.109

Program participants in the experimental areas more
than halved their burglary rate compared to nonpartici-
pants (2.43% to 5.65%).110 The control areas had burglary
rates that were not significantly different before the

study and after. The rates were: 1974 (pre-study): 10.43%;
111
1975 (post-study): 9.95%.

Reporting rates did not differ significantly between
experimental and control areas before the treatment. After
the treatment reporting rates increased from 50.9% to
76.5% in the experimental areas.llz

A telephone survey conducted by the Seattle Law and
Justice Planning O0ffice found these results:113

- no significant difference in burglary rates for

CCPP participants (5%4) and nonparticipants (6.1%).

109¢irel et al., op. cit.

1101 indsay and McGillis, op. cit., D. 59.

11l1y54.

1121p3i4., p. 61.

1131pi4., p. 62.



- when LJPO data were combined with an earlier vic-
timization survey a significantly lower burglary rate for
CCPP participants (9.2%) compared to nonparticipants (11.1%%)
was found.

- non=-CCPP participants living in treated areas had
a significantlylhigher reporting rate than CCPP partici-
pants: 83% versus 72%. However no explanation was offered
for this apparent anomaly.

Between November, 1980 and July, 1981 600 homes in
a section of Cypress, California, a city of 40,000, were
enlisted in a Neighborhood Watch.lla The crimes of bur-
~glary, theft and vandalism all declined between 1980 and
1981. The rate for these three crimes declined by a total
of fifty-eight percent. Burglaries went from twenty-one
to ten, thefts went from eleven to six and vandalism went
from six to zero.115

By the end of 1981 much of the city of Cypress was
recruited for Neighborhood Watch. The crimes of burgalry,
theft and vandalism declined by five percent between the

first six months of 1981 and the first six months of 1982.

l14Ronald E. Lowenberg and Robert A. Bandurraga,
"Neighborhood Watch and the Community Resource,"™ Journal
of California Law Enforcement, Volume 16, Number 3,
Summer, 19§2, Pp. 159-164.

1151p34.
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Burglaries went from 239 to 203, thefts went from 641 to
604 but instances of vandalism increased from 175 to 198.116

In Portland, Oregon the Crime Prevention Bureau (CPB)
instituted a program that consisted of property identifi-
cation (engraving with an identification number), recom=-
mendations to improve home security and increasing aware-
ness of neighborhood security.117 An evaluation that was
done found that program participants experienced a thirty-
‘two percent decline in burglaries. Numerically the differ-
ence between participants and nonparticipants was about
thirty burglaries per 1000 households. Burglary reporting
increased from sixty-five percent for nonparticipants to
eighty percent for participants. The overall incidence of
burglary in Portland showed that in an average year about
twenty percent of all homes could be expected to be bur-
glarized. After the CPB program was implemented this de-
clined to eight percent.

Some communities have whistlestop programs. These
programs generally include the carrying of whistles by

participants who blow the whistle, if possible, if they

are being victimized or if they witness a crime.

161pi4,

ll?Anne L. Schneider, “Neighborhood-Based Antibur-
glary Strategies: An Analysis of Public and Private Bene-
fits from the Portland Program," Chapter 4, pp. 68-86 in
Dennis P. Rosenbaum, editor, Community Crime Prevention:
Does It Work?, Beverly Hills, CA: Sage, 1986.



71

One year after Whistlestop was introduced in the
Hyde Park-Kenwood section of Chicago purse snatchings
went down by forty percent.l18 The program had no impact on
burglary rates. Also of 20,000 whistles distributed there
were only thirty-seven recorded incidents in which peo-
ple either blew whistles or responded to them. Ninety per-
cent of respondents to a survey said that they were aware
of the program. Fifty-two percent of respondents said
that the streets were safer and sixty-five percent of
people with whistles said that they personally felt safer
after implementation of Whistlestop. This program was
successful at least with regard to reducing purse snatch-
ings and fear of crime.

Kohfeld et al. found in a study of neighborhoods in
St. Louis that areas with community anti-crime programs
had twenty percent less crime than areas without such
programs.119 This study was able to control for such var-
iables as race, unemployment, number of abandoned build-

ings and number of youth.

In July, 1977 Columbus, Ohio instituted a Citizens'

118David Everett Reed, "Whistlestop: A Community
Alternative for Crime Prevention," dissertation, Sociology,’
Northwestern University, 1979.

119¢.w. Konhfeld, B. Salert and B. Schoenberg, "Neigh-
borhood Associations and Urban Crime," Community Action,
November-December, 1981.




Crime Reporting Project which consisted of citizen foot
patrols with reports to the police of crimes in progress.120
The patrollers were paid minimum wage and they received
training from the Columbus Police Academy. One year after
implementation an evaluation of the program showed declines
in six of the seven F.B.I. Type I offenses. The one ex-
ception was grand larceny. The Project was conducted in
a high crime area, yet experienced a ten percent reduction
in burglaries. This compared with a decrease of two per-
cent in one precinct control area and a nine percent in-
crease for another precinct control area. The city of Co-
lumbus experienced a two percent increase during the same
time period. For auto theft the Project area experienced
a two percent decline while the itwo precinct control areas
and the city of Columbus had increases of twenty-one per-
cent, fifteen percent and fourteen percent respectively.
Surveys both before and after implementation of the
Columbus program indicated that about ninety percent of
the respondents thought that the program would be a suc-
cess. A survey of police showed that their initial skep-

ticism about the program was replaced by favorable atti-

120Edward J. Latessa and Harry E. Allen, "Using Citi-
zens to Prevent Crime: An Example of Deterrence and Com=-
munity Involvement," Journal of Police Science and Admin-
istration, Volume 8, Number 1, March, 1980, pp. 69-7L.
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tudes after its implementation. Police opinion on whether
the Citizens' Crime Reporting Project would be helpful in
fighting crime went up from twenty~five percent to sixty-
seven percent. Similarly police opinion on whether the
program would interfere with the police in crime preven-
tion declined from eighty~three percent to twenty-five

percent.
Unsuccessful Citizen Crime Prevention Efforts

Many citizen crime prevention efforts have not been
successful in either deterring crime or in lowering resi-
dents' fear of crime. There are many reasons for these
failures including overoptimistic expectations, lack of
resoluteness in pursing results and participant burnout.

An Urban Crime Prevention Program (UCPP) in Chicago
designated four neighborhood organizations in 1983 for a
study on the effects of citizen crime prevention activi-

121
ties. The treatment for the four organizations con-

121Three publications reported on the results of this
program. They are: 1) Dennis P. Rosenbaum, Dan A. Lewis
and Jane A. Grant, "Neighborhood-Based Crime Prevention:
Assessi the Efficacy of Community Organizing in Chicago,"
Chapter 6, pp. 109-133 in Dennis P. Rosenbaum, editor,
Community Crime Prevention: Does It Work?, Beverly Hills,
CA: Sage, 1986; 2) Dennis P. Rosenbaum, Dan A. Lewis and
Jane A. Grant, The Impact of Community Crime Prevention
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sisted of door-to-door contacts, block meetings, neigh-
borhood meetings, dissemination of educational materials
and organizing block watches.

The researchers evaluated the four organizations by
conducting 3,357 interviews at the beginning of the pro-
ject and reinterviews with 1,652 of these subjects one
year 1ater.122 During the second interview period 1,172
respondents were interviewed as a control group. Margin-
ally significant findings were uncovered for residents
with organized block watches versus those without. These
results included more home security, intervention in
neighborhood problems and less optimistic opinions about
neighborhood transition for residents in the organized
areas. It was also found that the residents of blocks
with block watches accepted more responsibility for crime
prevention vis a vis the police than blocks without block

123
watches. It also became clear that block watch partici-

in Chicago: Can Neighborhood Organizations Make A Differ-
ence? Final Report: Volume One, Center for Urban Affairs

and Policy Research, Northwestern University, September
20, 1985; 3) Dan A. Lewis, Jane A. Grant and Dennis P.
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vention and Community Organizations, Final Report: Yolume
Two, Center for Urban Affairs and Policy Research, North-

western University, September 20, 1985.

lzzRosenbaum, Lewis and Grant, The Impact..., Op.
cit., pp. iv and vi.

123Lewis, Grant and Rosenbuam, The Social..., OD.
Cit. 1] p‘ lL"’ZO



pation was often associated with feelings of being effec-
tive in fighting crime but these feelings declined over
time with continued par‘l:j.cipation.]-ZLL

The evaluation of the Chicago program also found a
3.95% increase in attendance at neighborhood organization
crime prevention meetings.125 However this study also
showed that residents did not feel that citizen crime
prevention efforts were helpful in preventing crime. Two
of the four neighborhoods studied experienced an increase
in their crime rates during the course of the progran.
The study found no reduction in youth disorder regarding
drugs, graffiti and gang activities. In one of the target
neighborhoods there was an increase in youth disorder.

In three of four of the treated neighborhoods resi-
dents' fear of personal crime actually increased.126 For
property crime only one significant difference was found
relative to the comparison neighborhoods and this was an
increase in fear of being the victim of a property crime.127

In three of the four neighborhoods residents reported

12b1vid., p. 14,

125Rosenbaum, Lewis and Grant, "Neighborhood-Based...,
op. ¢it., p. 118.

1261p14., p. 125.

1271piq.



a decrease in their level of optimism concerning neigh-
borhood change.lZ8 The control areas also showed declining
optimism but at a much slower rate. In two of the four
neighborhoods residents reported a greater chance of
moving relative to the control groups.

Participants in block watches felt that they could
do more to fight crime in their neighborhoods before they
got involved than afterwards.129 Being involved in the
block watch made people feel that community activism
was a waste of time whereas not being involved did not
produce these feelings.

The researchers have offered some possible explana-
tions for the unexpected results of their study. One is
that the implementation of the program heightened resi-
dents® fear of crime.130 Also neighbors involved in crime
prevention may become inured to the political process and
feel helpless against the tide of crime.131 They may feel
that neighborhood transition is something they cannot
control. They may also feel that the police can success-

fully ignore their complaints. Another explanation for

1281p34., p. 126.

129Lewis, Grant and Rosenbaum, The Social..., OD.
cit., p. 146.

130Rosenbaum, Lewis and Grant, "Neighborhood-Based...,
op. ¢it., p. 127.

131Rosenbaum, Lewis and Grant, The Impact ..., Op.
Cito, ppo 168-169‘
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the results of the study is that the areas selected for 32
1l

varticipation in the study were already on the decline.
Finally people may just come to accept that criminal vic-

timization is a random event that can potentially happen
133

to anyone at any time in any place.
Assessing the overall failure of the program the re-
searchers noted that:

The results indicate that, although residents' aware-
ness and participation increased (indicating some
success with program implementation), there was a
consistent lack of support for the main hypotheses.
That is, the large majority of comparisons revealed
no significant differential change over time between
the treated and untreated areas. Furthermore, the

ma jority of the significant findings ran counter to
the main hypotheses. Specifically, the three neigh-
borhoods with the strongest evidence of program im-
Plementation showed significant increases in a number
of problem areas, such as fear of crime, perceptions
of the crime problem, vicarious victimigzation ﬁnd
concern about the future of the neighborhood.il3

The one community organization that pursued organiz-
ing block watches as a means of preventing crime in the
community, the Northwest Neighborhood Federation, produced
three marginally significant results: 1) a greater amount

of home security measures taken by residents, 2) an in-

132Rosenbaum, Lewis and Grant, "Neighborhood-Based...,
op. cit., p. 127.

133Rosenbaum, Lewis and Grant, The Impact..., Op.
Q_J:._"_J., Po. 168‘169.

13%1pid., p. iv.



crease in neighborhood problem solving and 3) a more pes-
semistic outlook on neighborhood change.

In assessing the results of their study the research=-
ers noted that one of the vroblems may have been unreal-
istic exvectations about the amount of treatment that
woﬁld be needed to produce results.136 They concluded that
a one or two hour meeting once a month was not sufficient
to bring about the type of change that was desired.

Another problem that needs to be anticipated by com-
munity crime prevention programs is complacency resulting
from a short-term drop in the crime rate. In Pittsfield,
Massachusetts a neighborhood watch was formed in 1979
when there were 682 burgalries.137 In 1981 burglaries
had declined to 547. Due to citizen complacency however
burglaries went back up to 670 in 1982. According to De-
tective Edward Sherman the increase in 1982 was due to
a "false sense of security. The neighborhoods thought

that just having the ne%ghborhood-watch poster up would
13

do it," said Sherman. "Their attitude is 'I'm all set

135Rosenbaum, Lewis and Grant, "Neighborhood-Based...,
op. cit., p. 129.

1361p54., p. 131.

137Donald MacGillis and ABC News, Crime in America,
Radnor, Pennsylvania: Chilton Book Company, 1983, p. gL,

13811:4., p. 85.
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now,' and they go back into their cocoons." However he
noted that break=-ins were not as frequent in areas that
still had active watch programs.

Boredom among »atrol members is probably the major
reason for membership attrition. This along with sudden
drops in the crime rate, can spell doom for any organ-
ized crime prevention effort because people will not
have the necessary enthusiasm and morale needed for the
task at hand. It has also been found that community or-
ganizations devoted exclusively to fighting crime are
not as successful as multi-purpose organizations.lno This
research has shown that fear of crime many times is not

sufficient motivation to get people involved in a collec-

tive enterprise for any length of time.

1391p34.

lLPORichaer P, Taub, D. Garth Taylor and Jan D. Dun-
ham, Paths of Neighborhood Change: Race and Crime in Urban
America, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1984,
p. 184,
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Summary and Conclusions

This review of citizen crime prevention organizations
has reveanled that the successful »rograms can be charac-
terized by two indices: a decreasge in certain crimes, par-
ticularly residential burglaries, and an increase in the
number of crimes reported to the police. The unsuccessful
programs did not have these outcomes. However no conclu-
sions can be drawn as to why certain programs work and
others do not. For example it 1s not clear from the stud-
ies presented here whether the racial composition or in-
come level of a neighborhood affects the success of citi-
zen crime prevention efforts. Also no firm conclusions
can be nade regarding whether either block watches or
citizen patrols are the more effective deterrent.

It is clear that most unsuccessful programs are char-
acterized by one or more of the following: lack of enthu-
siasm, boredom, overoptimistic expectations and increased
sensitization to crime as a problem. This last item is
almost inevitable when a grouv of peonle are brought to-
gether to fight crime because people tend to exchange
victimization gossip. Fear of crime can become a serious
problem if neople start to believe that the rising tide

of crime is beyond their control.
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Chapter 6

Fear of Crime

The Significance of Fear of Crime

liuch of the community crime prevention effort in the
United States centers around reducing people's fear of
crime. In some respects the level of fear of crime is
more important than the actual level of crime because
people's attitudes and opinions many times are more sig-
nificant than objective realities. In fact Erskine found
that a decline in the crime rate is not always accompanied
by a declining level of fear of crime.ml

People act on the basis of what they believe to be
true. For instance senior citizens living in a low=crime
area may become sensitized to crime if they hear that one
of their friends or neighbors was mugged in their area.
Bven 1f this mugging was the only one in the last year
people, particularly senior citizens, will be more fear-
ful.

Paradoxically fear of crime is also more easily sub-

ject to control than the actual crime rate. If people can

lL”'Hazel EZrskine, "The Polls: Fear of Violence and
Crime," Public Opinion Quarterly, Volume 38, Spring, 1974.
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be made to see that they have unrealistic assumptions
about the local crime rate then perhaps they will be less
fearful. It is easier to do this than to prevent actual

crimes because of the randomness with which crimes occur.
The Pervagiveness of Fear of Crime

When the American Institute of Public Opinion in
1965 asked: "Is there any area right around here - =
that is, within a mile -~ - where you would be afraid to
walk alone at night?" seventeen percent of the men and
forty=-eight percent of the women responded affirmatively.lnz
In 1972 twenty percent of the men and fifty-eight per-
cent of thﬁ women responded affirmatively to the same
question.l > Residents of large cities (500,000 plus) com=-
pared to residents of small towns (2,500 and below) had
a higher fear of crime, forty-eight percent to twenty-one

vercent in 1965 aﬁg forty-eight percent to twenty-~four
1

percent in 1972.

lqu.L. Shotland, S. Hayward, C. Young, [i. Signorella,
K. Mindingall, J. Kennedy, M. Rovine and E. Danowitz,
"Fear of Crime in Residential Communities," Criminology,
Volume 17, Number 1, May, 1979, p. 25.

WM31p54., p. 35.

b rpig.
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The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration had
the U.S. Census Bureau do a series of sample surveys in
1972-1974 to gauge how safe residents felt being out alone
at night in their neighborhoods.le5 Interviews were con-
ducted with 10,000 people aged sixteen and older in twen-
ty=-six major cities. The mean for those answering some-
what or very unsafe was 44.3%. The mean for New York City
was U49.3%.

A Gallup poll in January, 1982 found that forty-
eight percent of people were fearful in their own neigh-
borhoods.lq’6 This was up from forty-two percent in 1972
and thirty-four percent in 1965.

A New York Daily News poll in larch, 1982 found
that seventy-nine percent of respondent§ had become more
afraid of crime in the last few years.lb? Seventy percent
of respondents were afraid to go out at night. Ninety-two
percent felt that crime was increasing over the last two

years. Sixty-one percent had added door locks and twenty-

six percent had installed window bars or burglar alarms.

145Wesley G. Skogan and kichael G. Maxfield, Coping
with Crime: Individual and Neighborhood Reactions, Beverly
Hills, California: Sage, 1981, pp. 21=23.

le6Research and Forecasts, Inc., America Afraid: How
Fear of Crime Changes the iJay ¥We Live, New York: New Amer=-
ican Library, 1983, ». 9.

57 1p14.



Skogan found that victims of rape, robbery, burglary
and personal theft were more likely than nonvictims to bﬁB
afraid while walking the streets of their neighborhood.l
Thid did not a»nly to victims of auto theft, assault and
larceny.

Twenty=four percent of respondents to the Figgie Re-
port on Fear of Crime revealed that fear of crime in their
neighborhoods prevented fﬁgm from going to some places
that they used to go to. The Figgle Report found that
thirty-seven percent of residents of large cities do not
go to some places because of fear of crime. The rates for
residents of small cities and rural areas were twenty-one
percent and sixteen percent respectively.

Conklin studied two communities, one urban and the
other suburban, in an eastern metropolitan area.lEo 138
residents of the suburban community and 128 residents of

the urban community were interviewed in the spring and

summer of 1968. The urban area had a property crime rate

148Wesley G. Skogan, "Public Policy and Fear of Crime
in Large American Cities," in John A. Gardiner, editor,
Public Law and Public Policy, New York: Praeger, 1977.

149The Figgzie Report on Fear of Crime: America Afraid,

Parts I, II and III, New York: Research and Forecasts,
Inc., 1980.

150John Z. Conklin, "Dimensions of Community Response
to the Crime Problem," Social Problems, Volume 18, Number 3,
Winter, 1971, p_,_' 373-3850



about three times higher than the suburban area. The per-
sonal crime rate was nine ti@es higher in the urban area.
Then naking intergroun comoarisons Conklin controlled for
such social background characteristics as age, sex, race,
education, income, religion and ethnicity. Cne of the
measures used to compare the two groups was a scale of
four trust items, the first two specific to the respon-
dent's neighborhood and the second two general. Conklin
found that the urban residents were considerably more
distrustful than the suburban residents for both the neigh-
borhood and the general questions.

In February, 1984 thirty-two percent of household
respondents to a national Victimization Risk Survey felt
that their neighborhood was very safe, fifty-nine vercent
felt itlwas fairly safe and ten percent felt it was un-
safe. g However about an equal number of those reporting
very safe, falrly safe and unsafe also reported partici-
pation in a neighborhood watch. The figures were seven
percent, eight percent and seven percent respectively.

In the summer of 1977 a survey on fear of crime was

done in sixty neighborhoods in Rochester, N.Y., Tampa and

151Catherine J. Whitaker, "Crime Prevention lieasures,"
United States Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice
Statistics, HMarch, 1986.
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St. Petersburg, Florida and St. Louis, Liissouri. One

of the questions the 12,054 respondents were asked was
wwhether they stayed home at night because of fear of crinme.
Gleven percent sald always and twelve percent said some=
tines.

Four communities in Chicago were surveyed by tele-
phone by Lewls and his fear of crime question was how
safe peopie felt being out alone at night in thelr neigh=-
borhoods. > The responses ranged Ifrom a low of twenty-
nine percent fearful to a high of fifty-four percent
fearful. Thirty=-two percent of a citywide sample of re-
spondents were found to be fearful.

A study of 244 residents of Los Angeles in the fall
of 1977 revealed that versonal fear of crime was princi-
pally affected by whether or not the verson had been a

154
crime vietim (r-.22). Indirect experience (hearing

152S'tephen L. Percz, "Citizen Coproduction of Commun-=-
ity Safety," »p. 125-134 in Ralph Baker and Fred A. lleyer,
Jr., editors, Evaluating Alternative Law-inforcement

Policies, Lexington, lassachusetts: Lexington Books, 1979.

l53Dan Albert Lewis, "Soclological Theory and the
Production of a Social Problem: The Case of Fear of Crime,"
dissertation, History of Consciousness Program, University
of California at Santa Cruz, June, 1980, p. 64.

154Tom Re Tyler, "Impact of Directly and Indirectly
Experienced Zvents: The Origin of Crime=Related Judgments
and Behaviors," Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, Volume 39, Number 1, 1980, »p. 13-28.



about relatives, friends and neighbors who were crime
victims) accounted for only .12 of the variance in
veonle's assessments of their personal vulnerability in
this study. However people's perceptions of crime were
strongly influenced by the media (r=.34).

In a second study in the fall of 1977 1,618 resi-
dents of Chicago, Philadelphia and San Francisco were in-
terviewed by phone, using random digit dialing.l55 This
study showed that both direct (r=.10) and indirect (r=.27)
experience of crime were involved in people's assessments
of their personal vulnerability, with the latter being
much more significant. It was also found that perception

of crime levels were primarily influenced by indirect ex-

perience (r=.18).

The Relationship between Fear of Crime and Crime Rate

In ten neighborhood in Minneapolis lcPherson found
strong correlations for fear of crime and actual crime
rates for the crimes of burglary, robbery, purse snatch-
ing and pickpocketing, assault and sexual assault and

rape. Similarly, significant correlations were found

1551pi4.

156Marlys llcPherson, "Realities and Perceptions of
Crime at the Neighborhood Level," Victimology, Volume 3,
Numbers 3-4, 1978, pp. 319-328.



tor actual crime rates and probability of victimization
for robbery, assault and sexual assault. In the first

case respondents were asked to assess how serious a prob-
lem certain crimes were in their neighborhoods: a big
problem, some problem or almost no nproblem. In the second
case respondents were asked to estimate the likelihood
that they would be crime victims for certain crimes in
the next year: almost no chance, less than a fifty percent
chance, about a fifty percent chance, better than a fifty
percent chance and almost certain to occur.

Furstenberg did a study in Baltimore and found an in-
verse relationship between fear of crime and crime ra1:es.157
Thirty-four percent of the people living in low crime
areas thought that crime was the most important social
problem, twenty=-nine percent in medium crime areas and
twenty=-six percent in high crime areas. Residents of low
crime areas were likely to see crime as a threat to the
status quo of the social order. Residents of high crime
areas were more concerned with unemployment, racial prob=-
lems and education.

Lewis and Salem studied ten communities = - four in

Chicago, three in San Francisco and three in Philadelphia

l57Frank F. Furstenberg, Jr., "Public Reaction to
Crime in the Streets," The American Scholar, Volume XL,
Autumn, 1971, pp. 601-610.
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for a research project on fear of crime. Their research

showed that some areas with lower crime rates consistently
had higher levels of fear of crime and concern about vic-
timization. They also found that some areas with higher
crime rates exhibited lower levels of fear of crime and
concern about victimization.

Hartnagel did a study based on telephone interviews
with 341 residents of Edmonton, Alberta, Canada in 1977.159
He found no correlation between perception of crime
(trends in crime rates) and neighborhood social cohesion.
Perception and fear of crime were not affected by victim-
ization. Neither were neighborhood social cohesion and
satisfaction with the community. Victimization was found
t0 have no effect on fear of crime or perception of crime.
However fear of crimg was found to have a negative effect
on satisfaction with the neighborhood and the city.

Skogan and Maxfield found the greatest level of fear

of crime for those people with the weakest social ties to

158Dan A. Lewis and Greta Salem, Crime and Urban
community: Towards a Theory of Neighborhood Security,
Reactions to Crime Project, Center for Urban Affairs,
Northwestern University, June, 1980.

159Timothy F. Hartnagel, "The Perception and Fear
of Crime: Implications for Neighborhood Cohesion, Social
Activity and Community Affect," Social Forces, Volume 58,
Number 1, September, 1979,'pp}173#193.
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thelr community. The least fearful were those with the

strongest ties.

Warr and 3tafford wanted to test a hypothesis, namely
that fear of crime is a function of bgth high perceived
risk and high percsived seriousness.l ' A mail survey,
designed to measure attitudes about fear of victimization
and the perceived risk and perceived seriousness of vari-
ous crimes, was sent to 500 residents of Seattle. The
data was computed on the basis of 339 completed surveys,
using ll-point (0-10) Likert scales. The correlation be-
tween fear and perceived risk was found to be .03. The
correlation between fear and perceived seriousness was
found to be .31. Warr and Stafford also found that per-
ceived risk and perceived seriousness offset each other,
i.e. an increase in perceived risk can be offset by a de-
crease in perceived seriousness and vice versa. The re=
searchers also found that the situation that produced the
highest level of fear for respondents was having someone

break into their home while they were away.

160Wesley G. Skogan and lMichael G. Maxfield, Coping
with Crime: Individual and Neighborhood Reactions, Beverly
Hills, California: Sage, 1981, p. 120.

lélMark Warr and Mark Stafford, "Fear of Victimiza-
tion: A Look at the Proximate Causes," Social Forces,
Volume 61, Number 4, June, 1983, pp. 1033-10L3.



Quality of Life, Incivilities and Fear of Crime

Garofalo and Laub have argued that fear of crime in-
cludes within it concern about quality of life in a neigh-
borhood, i.e. alcoholics and drug addicts hanging around{/
existence of X-rated movie theaters, dirty streets, etc.—O
Foveda found that much fear of crime in a2 small industrial
tovm in California was due to fear of teenagers hanging
out in the area.163

Lewis found that the neighborhood that had the second
lowest crime rate‘of the four neighborhoodsl%i studied in
Chicago also had the highest fear of crime. He found
that four factors largely accounted for neighborhood fear
of crime. These factors were: teenagers hanging out on
the streets, abandoned buildings, use of illegal drugs
and vandalism. He called these factors incivilities. Where

these factors are found in abundance it can be surmised

that there is weakened or nonexistant informal social con-

lé%James Garofalo and John Laub, "The Fear of Crime:
Broadening Our Perspective," Victimology, Volume 3,
Numbers 3-4, 1978, pp. 242-253.

163Tony Poveda, "The Fear of Crime in a Small Town,"
Crime and Delinquency, Volume 13, 1972, pp. 147-153.

6lw'Lewis (1980) op. cit., pp. 102-14k4.
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trol. People who live in these areas intuitively think

and act on this basis and thus will tend to exhibit a high
level of fear of crime even though the actual crime rate
may be low.

Lewis and Maxfield studied four Chicago neighborhoods
in 1976 and 1977 and they found that fear of crime was
connected to the crime rate but also to such incivilities
as Lewis (1930) identified.165 Lewis and Maxfield found
that areas with higher crime rates but low concern about
incivilities had lower levels of fear of crime. Also
areas with lower crime rates but high concern about in-

civilities had higher levels of fear of crime.
Demographic Characteristics of Who 1is Afraid

For their study on fear of crime Clemente and Kleiman
used a sample of 2,700 nationwide respondents who were
part of the 1973 and 1974 General Social Surveys conduc-
ted by the Natigggl Opinion Research Center at the Univer-

sity of Chicago. Their results showed that sex and size

165Dan A. Lewis and Michael G . Maxfield, "Fear in
the Neighborhoods: An Investigation of the Impact of

D S————————————,  T—— —————————

Volume 17, Number 2, July, 1930, pp. 160-139.

.
166prank Clemente and Michael B. Kleiman, “"Fear of

Crime in the United States: A Multivariate Analysis,"

Social Forces, Volume 56, Number 2, December, 1977,

pp. 519-531.
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of community were the strongest »nredictors of fear of
crime meaning that females and resicdents of large cities
(250,000 »nlus) were the most likely to repnort being afraid
to wallz alone within a mile of their home &t night. OFf

the two sex was the strongest predictor. They also found
that race, age, income and education were not strong n»re-
dictors of who would be afraid of crime.

Skogan and liaxfield's study in Chicago, Philadelvphia
and San Francisco was particg%arly concerned with how
fearful neople are of crime. 7 One of the questions they
asked was whether the respondents felt very unsafe when
out alone at night in their neighborhoods. Females re-
norted feeling very unsafe about 3% times more frequently
than males. The least fearful age group was twenty-one to
thirty-two and the most fearful was sixty and over. 20.1%
of Blacks and 12.65% of Whites reported feeling very unsafe.
The income range revnorting the highest fear level was:
those.earning under $6;OOO: 27455 and the lowest was for
those earning 315,000 to $20,000: &.55%.

Skogan came up with some paradoxical findings when
his study showed the lowest fear level for the group with

168
the highest level of wvictimization, young Black males.

167Slcogan and liaxfield (1981), ov. cit., p. 75.

l68".'!esley G. Skogan, "Victimization Surveys and Crim-
inal Justice Planning," University of Cincinnati Law
Review, Volume 45, Number 2, 1976, DD. 167-208.



The highest fear levels were found for the group with the
lowest level of victimization, elderly women.

Ortega and Myles used 1979 survey data from eight
Chicago neighborhoods to determine whether the effects of
age, race and gender on fear of crime were additive or in-
teractive.169 Five of the neighborhoods were high-crime
areas and three were low-crime areas. Thirty-nine percent
of the telephone interview respondents were Black, sixty-
eight percent female and sixty-two percent resided in
high=-crime areas. The median age was forty-three. Only
gender was found to have a significant independent effect,
with females being more fearful than males. White females
were found to be less fearful in relation to White males
compared to the differences between Black females and
Black males. It was also found that the level of fear in-
creased faster with age for Blacks than for Whites. The
most fearful group was found to be older Black females.
The least fearful group was younger Black males. For
Whites the level of fear was found to decline with age
for both sexes, for Blacks it increased, again for both

sexes. These results tend to show that the effects of

169Suzanne T. Ortega and Jessie L. Myles, "Race and
Gender Effects on Fear of Crime: An Interactive Model
with Age," Criminology, Volume 25, Number 1, February,

1987, pp. 133-152.
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age, race and gender are interactive and not simply addi-
tive.

When the variable of crime rate was added to the re-
greséion equation it was found that the difference between
White males and Black males living in high-crime areas was
more pronounced, with Whites being more fearful. Also older
White females replaced older Black females as the most
fearful group. Therefore the higher fear levels of Black
females in the total sample are partly a function of the
fact that they more frequently live in higher=-crime neigh-
borhoods where the chances of being a crime victim are
greater. Another trend noted was that age differences for
Whites leveled off in the high-crime areas. This did not
happen for Blacks where increased age continued to play
a role in the level of fear. Also in the low-crime areas
it was found that only gender, and not race and age, played
a significant role in the fear levels.

Stafford and Galle used data from the National Crime
Survey (NCS) for Chicago for 1973 for a study on fear of
crime.170 21,000 people from 10,000 households were inter-
viewed concerning crime victimization in 1972. The resﬁlts

showed that fear of crime more strongly correlated with

170Mark C. Stafford and Omer C. Galle, "Victimization
Rates, Exposure to Risk, and Fear of Crime," Criminology,
Volume 22, Number 2, May, 1984, pp. 173-185,
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victimization when victimization was adjusted for exposure
to risk. However, sex and age, in that order, were still
found to be the most important factors in explaining fear
of crime.

In his analysis of National Crime Survey data Balkin
came to several conc:lusions:wl

- the higher levels of fear of crime for the elderly
and women despite their lower rates of victimization were
still rational because these groups exposed themselves to
risk at a much lower rate.

- measured victimization rates can be both positively
and negatively related to the actual risk of crime, again
because exposure to crime was not factored in.

- when exposure was included there were higher cor-
relations between fear of crime and victimization than
most government studies indicate.

- exposure was negatively related to fear of crime.

It seems reasonable to conclude that age, race,
gender, income, seriousness of crime and exposure to
risk all interact with each other to determine what an

individual's fear of crime level will be.

l7lsteven Balkin, "Victimization Rates, Safety and
Fear of Crime," Social Problems, Volume 26, Number 3,

February, 1979, pp. 3E3‘35 .



The Relationship between Citizen Anti-Crime Organizations

and Fear of Crime

There is conflicting evidence concerning the rela-
'tionship between fear of crime and participation in neigh-
borhood anti-crime activities. Skogan has noted that
Greenberg found that community crime control programs
are less likely to be found in heterogeneous areas and
areas with already high levels of fear of crime.172
Yaden et al. found that twenty-three percent of re-
spondents in Portland, Oregon who reported a high level
of apprehension about being victimized by crime also re-
ported participation in neighborhood anti-crime efforts.l73
Only nine percent perceiving low risk reported involvement.
Lavrakas and Herz found a high correlation between

concern about neighborhood crime, fear of personal victim=-

ization and attendance at anti-crime meetings in metro-

172Wesley Skogan, "Fear of Crime and Neighborhood

Change," pp. 203-229 in Albert J. Reiss, Jr. and Michael
Tonry, editors, Communities ggg Crime, Chicago: The Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1986 citing Stephanie W. Green-
berg, "External Solutions to Neighborhood-based Problems:
The Case of Community Crime Prevention," paper presented
at the annual meeting of the Law and Society Association,
June, 1983,

173p, Yaden, S. Folkstand and P. Glazer, The Impact
of Crime in Selected Neighborhoods: A Study of Public At~
titudes in Four Portland Census Tracts, Portland, Oregon:
Campaign Information Counselors, 1973.
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174
politan Chicago.

Pennell found that people involved in neighborhood
crime prevention organizations generali¥5exhibited greater
fear of crime than those not involved. This is probably
because they more often hear about incidents of crime.

Baumer and DuBow, howevér, found no link in Chicago
between participation in neighborhood anti-crime efforts
and perception g{ grime problems between participants and
nonparticipants. 7 Maxfield found no differences between
attenders and nonattenders at neighborhood anti-crime
meetings in Cincinnati anleortland and their feelings
about neighborhood safety. 7

Cohn, et al., found that participants in community

organizations reported that they felt more in control of

174
4 P.J. Lavrakas and E J Herz, "An Investigation

of Citizen Participation in Crime Prevention Meetings
and Jther Anti-Crime Activities," Evanston, IL: Center
for Urban Affairs, Northwestern University, 1979.

1
75Frances E. Pennell, "Collective vs. Private Stra-
tegies for Coping with Crime: The Consequences for Citizen
Perceptions of Crime, Attitudes towards the Police and
Neighboring Activity," Journal of Voluntary Action Re-
search, Volume 7, 1978, pp. 59-7L

176T.L. Baumer and F. DuBow, "Fear of Crime in the
Polls: What They Do and Do Not Tell Us," paper presented
at the annual meeting of the American Association of
Public Opinion Research, Buck Hills Falls, Pennsylvania,
May 20-22, 1977.
177Michael G Maxfield, "Reactions to Fear," Evans-
ton, IL: Center for Urban Affairs, Northwestern Universi-

ty, 1977.
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crime and less fearful than nonparticipants. The re-

searchers got responses concerning fear of crime from
eighty=-one people (thirty-one men and fifty women) in a
White working class neighborhood in Philadelphia. Twenty-
four respondents belonged to a community organization
working to improve life in ‘the area, including preventing
crime. Forty respondents also reported avoidance behaviors
such as staying out of dangerous areas. The people who re-
ported more avoidance behaviors also had more fear and
felt less control over crime,

The Citizens Committee for New York City found that
neighborhood watchfulness, particularly for times when
people were away, was associated with lower fear of crime.179
They also found an inverse relationship between informal
social control and fear of crime on the block level.

In a random sample of residents living in areas with
block watches in Washington, D.C. eighty-three percent of

180
them said that they felt safer after the watch was started.

178Ellen S. Cohn, Louise H. Kidder and Joan Harvey,
"Crime Prevention vs. Victimization Prevention: The Psy-
chology of Two Different Reactions," Victimology, Volume
3, Numbers 3-4, 1978, pp. 285=296,.

l79Citizens Committeee for New York City, "Block Boo-
ster Project: Building Better Block Associations," Annual
Report to the Ford Foundation, September, 1985, p. 2.

180Jeffrey R. Henig, Citizens Againgt Crime: An
Assessment of the Neighborhood Watch Prosram in Washing-
ton, D.C., Center for Washington Area Studies, George
Washington University, December, 1984, p. 28.
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Not all community anti-crime organizations report
positive results regarding fear of crime. Lewis gt al.
noted that of the five'community organizations in Chicago
that they studied closely fear of crime remained the same
in two and actually increased in three.l8l

Skogan and Maxfield found that nineteen percent of
people who were victims of burglary within the last two
years in Chicago, San Francisco and Philadelphia were
members of community anti-crime groups.182 Twelve percent
of nonvictims were also members. Conversely fifteen per=
cent of people who said that they felt safe in their
neighborhoods reported being involved with a neighborhood
anti-crime organization. Only ten percent of those feeling
unsafe reported such involvement.

As Skogan and Maxfield have pointed out, the first
example above follows the theory of Emile Durkheim who
prediiged greater community cohesion against law viola-

tors. The second set of statistics support the view

of John Conklin who stated that crime immobilizes people

181Dan A. Lewis, Jane A. Grant and Dennis P. Rosen-
baum, Ihe Social Construction of Reform: Crime Prevention
and Compunity Organizations, Final Report: Yolume Two,
Center for Urban Affairs and Policy Research, Northwestern
University, September 20, 1985, pp. 146-147.

1825k0gan and Maxfield, op. cit., p. 232.
1831pid., pp. 232-233.



rather than activates them.

The significance of perceptions over realities can
be seen in the Skogan and Maxfield study where many more
people reported being fearful of crime than reported di-
rect involvement with crime and the highest levels of
fear were found in the areas with the lowest rates of

184
victimization.

sSummary

From this review of the literature on fear of crime
it seems apparent that the greatest influences on fear of
crime are sex, age, size of community and vicarious vic=-
timization (hearing about crimes from neighbors, friends
and relatives and through the media). Fear of crime may
be ebviated somewhat by participation in a community anti-
crime organization because the participants may feel more
in control over what happens in their neighborhoods.
However, fear of crime may be increased by participation
because the participants are exposed to more criminal

incidents.

1841134., p. 257,
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Chapter 7

Background on Patrols

This research project looked at sixt neighborhoods in
iew York City that have citizen crime vatrols. Two of the
natrols, Assumption and Jilliamsbridge, are in the Bronxk,
three of them, Pratt, iiidwood and Wottingham, are in
Brooklyn and one, Rochdale, is in Queens.

One varlable of this study is neighborhood homogene-
ity/heterogeneity. It was included in order to determine
wheter it had any effect on patrol success and fear of
crime. An effort was made to select areas that represented
a variety of ethnically homogeneous and heterogeneous pos=-
sibilities. For example, the Assumption and Pratt patrolé
operate in moderately heterogeneous areas. Williamsbridge
is in a highly heterogeneous area. Nottingham and lidwood
represent homogeneous White areas and Rochdale is in a
homogeneous Black area. Table 1 describes the racial mix
of these various patrol areas. All of the patrol areas
are middle class; Nottingham has the highest mean income

of the six areas.

Assumption

The Assumption Security Patrol was started in 1975



Table 1 Racial Composition of Six Citizen Crime Patrol
Areas in New York City

Patrol

Assumption

Williams-
bridge

Nottingham

Midwood

Pratt

Rochdale

White(N)

h1,786

14,413

8,881
h5,652
91568

1,577

%

764

38.3

93.1
93.7
18.6

11.2

Black(N) %
4,203 7.7

19,023 50.6

358 3.8
824 1.7
35,687 69.3

12,282 86.9

Hispanic(N)

12,090

74523

254
2,251
8,526

k39

Sources 1980 Census of Population and Housing, Census

Tracts, Ney XOrk, N.Y., - N.J. N.J. Standard Meﬁ
polltan tatlstlca; Area, Sectlog 1, Wash.ng

ton, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
August, 1983.

Note: The totals may exceed 100% because persons of
Hispanic origin may be of either race.

;I‘O'

%

22.1

20.0

2.7
k.6
16.6

3.1

and it operates in the northwestern part of the Bronx in

the Norwood and Bedford Park sections. It has a daytime

patrol from 12 P.M. to 4 P.M.; evening patrols operate
from ? P.M. to 9 P.M. and 9 P.M. to 11 P.M. The patrol

has two cars each of which patrols a different section of

the patrol's boundaries. There are usually two people in

each car on patrol. The patrol currently has about
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seventy=-five active wvolunteers. The patrol is supported
largely through private donations.
The population of the area served by the patrol is

185 186

54,663, It is about seventy-six percent ngte. In
137

1980 the area had a mean income of $14,921.

Williamsbridge

The Williamsbridge Community Mobile Patrol operates
in the Williamsbridge section of the Bronx which is the
north central part of the borough. The patrol was started
in 1976 when a young Black boy in the neighborhood was
killed while he was being robbed of his sheepskin jacket.
The patrol has ten active volunteers. The patrol does not
have its own cars but rather seven to eight of its vol-
unteers use their cars during their various patrol shifts.
Two to three cars go out Monday through Friday from 7 P.M.
to 10 P.M.

188
The patrol area has a population of 37,590. About

1851980 Census of Population and Housing, Census
tlstical Area, Section 1, Washington, D.C.: United States
Government Printing O0ffice, August, 1983.

186Ib'd.

1871pid., Section 2.

1881434, section 1.
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fifty~-one percent of the residents are Black, thirty-

eight percent are Whi'be.l89 Also about twenty percent are
Hispanics with members belonging to both primary racial
groups. The mean income of the area in 1980 was $15,503.190

Midwood

The Midwood Civic Action Council operates in the cen-~
tral part of Brooklyn. The patrol was started in 1979.
During the daytime, from 10 A.M. to 6 P.M., there is a
paid patrol. At night, from 8 P.M. to 11 P.M., there is
a volunteer patrol. The high crime rate in the area spurred
the residents to start the patrol. The patrol has only one
car. It has 250 to 300 acivive volunteers which means that
people are called upon only once or twice a year to go
out on patrol. The patrol is supported by contributions
from residents and merchants in the area. Besides crime
prevention the Midwood Civic Action Council is involved
in monitoring sanitation, potholes and the area's buses
and subways.

191
The patrol area has a population of 45,652. About

189134,
190Ibid., Section 2.
19lIbiQ., Section 1.



ninety-four percent of the people are White, primarily
192

Jewish. There are about two percent Black and five per-
193
cent Hispanic living in the area as welﬁ. The mean in-
19

come of the area in 1980 was $19,357.

Nottingham

The Nottingham Association also operates in the Mid-
wood section of central Brooklyn; however, its boundaries
and those of the Midwood Civic Action Council do not over-
lap. The Nottingham patrol was started in 1977. During
the summer the patrols start at 11 A.M. and end at mid-
night. The patrol has about 280 volunteers which means
that the volunteers are asked to serve about twice a year.

The patrol area has a population of 9,538.195 Ninety-

three percent of the residents are White, primarily

196
Jewish. About four percent of the residents are Black
197
and three percent are Hispanic. In 1980 the mean in-
1927414,
1931144,

19413;@., Section 2.
l951§1g., Section 1.
l96lhlg-
1971229_
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come for the area was $26,217.

Pratt

The Pratt Area Community Council (PACC) is located
in the northwestern part of Brooklyn in the neighborhoods
of Fort Greene and Clinton Hill. PACC was started in 1964.
Housing issues were and still are the dominant concern.
The crime patrol was initiated in September, 1985 after
an increase in burglaries and robberies in the area.

PACC volunteers use their own cars and patrol in teams.
The patrols go out lMonday through Friday in two shif+ts,
each two hours ( 7 P.M. to 9 P.M. and 9 P.M. to 11 P.M.).

The area has a population of 51,471.199 Sixty=-nine
percent of the residents are Black, nineteen percent are
White and seventeen percent are Hispanic, the latter

200

belonging to both primary racial groups. In 1980 the
201

area had a mean income of $13,499.

19819;@., Section 2.
lgglb;g., Section 1.
2007144,

201l1pid., section 2.



Rochdale Village

The Rochdale Village Patrol operates in the Rochdale
Village housing complex which is located in Springfield
Gardens in the southeastern section of Queens. Rochdale
Village has twenty buildings. The patrol was started in
1980 because of an increase in auto thefts in the housing
complex parking lots. The patrol has one car; two people
patrol in the car. The patrol has twenty volunteers.

The area's population is 14,134.202 Eighty-seven per-
cent of the people are Black, e%ggen percent are White

and three percent are Hispaﬂic. In 1980 the area had
20

a mean income of $16,433.

2021p34,, Section 1.
2031yp34,
2041134, , Section 2.



Chapter 8
Hypotheses and Methodology

This research project was undertaken to examine sev-
eral hypotheses concerning community crime prevention ef-
forts. Among these are:

- Citizen patrols, block watch programs and block
assoclations do not haveha significant effect on the
crime rate. There are ma;y anecdotal and impressionistic
studies that suggest that citizen programs reduce crime
rates but few empirical studies support these claims.
Many crimes that are committed randomly and spontaneously
are not likely to be reduced by citizen patrols just as
increased police patrols have been found to be largely
ineffective in controlling crime.205

- Citizen crime prevention efforts do significantly

decrease the fear of crime of neighborhood residents

2055ome of the studies that indicate this includes
James P. Levine, "The Ineffectiveness of Adding Police
to Prevent Crime," Public Policy, Volume 23, 1975, pp.
523=545; Jan M. Chaiken, What's Known About Deterrent
Effects of Police Activities, Santa Monica, CA: The Rand
Corporation, 1977; Geroge Kelling et al., The Kansas
City Preventive Patrol Experiment, Washington, D.C.:
Police Foundation, 1974; S. James Press, Some Effects of
an Increase in Police Manpower in the 20th Precinct of
New York City, Santa Monica, CA: The Rand Corporation,
1971; Peter B. Bloch and David I. Specht, Evaluation of
Operation Neighborhood, Washington, D.C.: The Urban
Institute, 1973; John Jay Rouse, "The Relationship between
Police Presence and Crime Deterrence," The Police Journal,
Volume LVIII, Number 2, April-June, 1985, pp. 118-131.



primarily because program participants feel more in
control of what is going on in their area.

- Social control in a neighborhood is related to
the level of homogeneity in the area but its impact is
not overwhelming. Ethnic homogeneity and its effect on
social control is an intervening variable, not an inde-
pendent variable.

The following census data was collected for the six
communities studied:

1) total population

2) population, 15-24 years old

3) population that is White, Black and Hispanié

L) ethnic composition of population

5) mean income levels

New York City Police Department precinct maps were
used to match precincts, sectors and posts with the appro-
priate census tracts. Department post analysis reports
were used to obtain crime data for the precincts, sectors
and posts under study. For the purposes of this research

the crime data are an independent variable.

The research for this dissertation also included con-
tacting the leaders of the six community patrols to obtain
answers to» the following questions:

- VWhat programs exist?

- How are they implemented?
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When did the patrol start?

- What was the impetus for its formation?

- What are the geographic boundaries of the patrol

area?

- How many active volunteers are involved in the patrol?

A gix=-page telephone survey questisnnaire was deve-
loped to administer to 500 rendomly selected residents
living in the patrol areas. Each patrol area represented
sne=-sixth of the total sample. The first three digits of
each phone number, the telephone exchange, were obtained
through the use of reverse telephone directories that are
arranged geographically by street rather than alphabetical-
ly by name. dnce all of the relevant three-digit telephone
exchanges were obtained for the six target areas the re-
maining four numbers were obtained through the use of a
table of random numbers. Random digit dialing techniques,
suggested by Dillman and Tuchfarber and Klecka, were used.206

The purpose of the questiconnaire was to obtain infor-
matin pertaining to respondents' beliefs, behaviors and

attributes. O0f the fifteen variables all but four of them,

206
Don A. Dillman, Mail and Telephone Surveys, New

York: John Wiley and Sons, 1978; Alfred J. Tuchfarber and
William R. Klecka, Random Digit Dialing: Lowering the Cost
of Victimization Surveys, Police Foundation, 1976.
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the crime rate, level of homogeneity/heterogeneity, the
number of fifteen to nineteen year olds and twenty to
twenty-four year olds were measured through the use of
the survey questionnaire.

The level of homogeneity/heterogeneity was measured
from information found in census data. Census data in-
cludes the number of Whites, Blacks and Hispanics in each
census tract. It also includes data on the number of fif-
teen to nineteen year olds and twenty to twenty to twenty-
four year olds in each census tract.

The eleven  variables that were measured through the
questionnaire were:

1) Fear of crime (level of safety felt at night and during
the day)

2) Awareness of the patrol

3) Participation in patrol

L) Patrols' effects on feelings of safety

'5) Social cohesion (level of borrowing and loaning among

neighbors, level of visiting and being visited by neigh-
bors, response to graffiti, recognition of strangers)

6) Age

7) Race

8) Ethnic background

9) Education

10) Income



11) Sex

All of these variables are independent except for
fear of crime, victimization and social cohesion which
are dependent. Standard regression was done to determine
the level of variance explained by each of the independ-
ent variables.

The crime rate is based on N.Y.P.D. post analysis
reports. These reports, available at police headquarters,
summarize precinct reports of crimes that occurred within
each precinct. Seventeen crime categories are covered.
The reports are stored in a central computer file. At
the end of each month a computer printout is produced
showing the number of crimes in each precinct for that
month and the cumulative number of crimes for year to
date. Precinct crime‘statistics are reported by precinct

sectors and posts.

The Telephone Survey

The telephone survey was conducted from October,
1986 to February, 1987. The survey resulted in 500 com-
pleted questionnaires. The calls were made on weekday
evenings and on weekend days and nights. Altogether about
5,000 phone calls were made in order to obtain the 500

completed surveys. Many calls, about 4,500, included
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refusals, commercial establishments, no answers, busy
signals, hang ups and answering machines.

The two patrols in the Bronx, Assumption and Williams-
bridge, had the same three-digit telephone exchanges which
created an uneven distribution in the number of completed
surveys for these two areas. The same was true for two out
of three of the Brooklyn patrols, Midwood and Nottingham.

The questionnaire used in the survey can be found in

the appendix.



Chapter 9

Six Citizen Patrols and Fear of Crime

Respondent Demographics

Table 2 shows the number of survey respondents by

patrol area.

Table 2 Respondent Frequency Distribution Among Six
Citizen Crime Patrols

Patrol Number of Respondents Percent
Assumption 117 23.4
Williamsbridge 50 10.0
Midwood 123 24,6
Nottingham 43 8.6
Pratt 83 16.6
Rochdale 84 16.8
All patrols 500 100.0

The phone survey included many questions concerning
the demographic characteristics of the survey population.
The first of these questions dealt with the respondent's
type of residence. 60.7% of respondents rented, 20.6% '
owned a condominium or a cooperative and 18.6% owned a

private house. While renting was the predominant type of
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residence, Rochdale stands out as an exception among the
patrol areas studied since it is a cooperative complex.

Table 3 contains data on type of residence.

Table 3 Type of Residence by Patrol Area

Patrol Own private Own condo Rent

house Oor CO=0p

7 % i % it %
Assumption 11 9. b 3 2.6 103 88.0
Williamsbridge 11 22.0 8 16.0 31 62.0
Midwood Lo 33.9 2 1.7 76 64.4
Nottingham 18 1.9 1 2.3 24 55,8
Pratt 12 14.6 9 11.0 61 744
Rochdale 0 0.0 79 oL.0 5 6.0

13.2% of respondents live in single-~family residences.
This ranged from a low of 0% of Rochdale and 1.2% of
Pratt area residents to 34.9% of Nottingham area resi-
dents. These figures do not correspond to the figures in
Table 3 because some people who own private houses rent
out a part of their house.

Respondents were also asked about the number of
people in their household. This information can be seen

in Table 4.
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Table & HNumber of People in Household

Number of people # %
1 96 19.9

2 123 25.5

3 93 19.3

L 78 16.1

5 52 10.8

over 5 5] 8.5
Totals L83 100.0

Respondents were asked to give their age. The young-
est respondent was twelve and the oldest was ninety. Only
368 (73.6%) of respondents would give their age. The vast
ma jority of those unwilling to disclose their age were
women..Of those respondents who gave their age 55.4%
were age forty or younger.

Two-thirds of all respondents were female. No attempt
was made to try to get an equal number of male and female
respondents. The person who answered the phone was the
one who was asked to participate in the survey. The greater
number of female participants is probably a result of the
fact that 1) women answered the phone more frequently and

2) women often live alone particularly in older age.



Whites comprised 44.,9% of all respondents, Blacks,
38.7%, Orientals, 3.4% and Other, 13.0%. The vast majority
of the Other category are actually Hispanics, many of whom
identified themselves as neither White nor Black.

The largest ethnic representations in the survey were
Jewish (17.0%) and Hispanic (12.8%). No other ethnic group
had over ten percent representation in the total sample.

College graduates made up about twenty-seven percent
of the total sample. High school graduates made up about
eighty percent of the total. About eleven percent of re-
spondents had either some high school or were still in
high school. Ten percent of respondents had either some
elementary school or were still in elementary school.

Only 379 respondents were willing to give information
about their income. Of those answering, the income cate-

gories were as follows:

Under $10,000 16.6%
$10,000 to $20,000 22 . 2%
$20,000 to $30,000 27 .2%
$30,000 to $40,000 12.7%
$40,00 and over 21 .. 4%

0f the 500 respondents only half (253) knew the name
of the neighborhood in which they lived. The percentage
who knew their neighborhood's name varied considerably

from one patrol area to another. Table 5 presents this data.
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Table 5 Respondent Frequency Distribution Regarding
Knowledge of Neighborhood Name Among Six
Citizen Crime Patrol Areas

Patrol Know of Name % Do Not Know %
of name
Assumption 30 25.6 87 744
Williamsbridge 9 18.0 L1 82.0
Midwood 69 56.1 54 43.9
Nottingham 22 51.2 21 48.8
Pratt Lo 59.0 34 41.0
Rochdale 74 88.1 10 11.9
A1l patrols 253 50.6 247 49 .4

Knowledge of Patrols

Less than half of the respondents, 42.8%, knew that
there was a citizen crime patrol in their area. More fe-
male respondents, 44.6%, were aware of the patrol than
male respondents, 39.2%. Knowledge about the patrols
varied considerably from one patrol area to another.
Table 6 presents these results.

Multiple regression indicates that only three vari-
ables are salient predictors regarding knowledge of the

patrols. This can be seen in Table 7.



Table 6 Respondent Frequency Distribution Regarding
Knowledge of Patrol Among Six Citizen Crime
Patrol Areas

Patrol Know of Patrol 2] Do Not Know %
of Patrol
Assumption ) 34.2 77 65.8
Williamsbridge 10 20.0 40 80.0
Midwood 54 43.9 69 56.1
Nottingham 32 7L L 11 25.6
Pratt 11 13.3 72 86.7
Rochdale 67 79.8 17 20.2
All patrols 214 L2.8 286 57.2

Table 7 Salient Predictors Regarding Knowledge of
the Patrols

Independent Simple Semipartial Incre- F P
variables mental

r r? r r? r?
HISP L0 .16 52 .270 163 30.18 .0001
TOTCP86 39 .15 «73 533 «255 26.28 .0001
Patrols” 27 .07 =.69 476 .733  140.23 .0001

Code: HISP - percentage of Hispanics in census tracts of
patrol areas.

TOTCP86 ~ total number of crimes in 1986 for pre-
cinct sectors and posts in which the patrol.
areas are located.

PATROLS -~ interpatrol differences between Pratt and
Rochdale
# dummy coded variable

It can be seen from Tables 6 and ? that the most im-



portant variable explaining knowledge of the patrols was
which of the six patrol areas was being examined. The num-
ber of Hispanics living in the pertinent census tracts
and the total crimes for the appnlicable precincts for
1986 together exnlained about & quarter of the variance.

Among the 214 respondents who knew of the patrols'
existence about fifty-five percent knew the name of the
patrol in their area. Only thirty-two percent knew how
long the patrol had existed. Out of the 500 respondents
in the survey only ten (two percent) answered that they
or a member of thelr household were an active member of
a patrol. Pratt was the only patrol area that failed to
produce even a single patrol member. This is not sur-
prising given that only thirteen percent of the respond-
ents in the area even knew that the patrol existed. One
possible explanation for this is that Pratt is the newest
of the six patrols studied. The Pratt patrol started a

1little over a year before the telephone survey was done.
Feelings of Safety

With regard to the patrols' effect on feelings of
safety, 200 of the 214 respondents who knew of the patrol
in their area had an opinion: 14% felt much safer due to

the patrol; 55.5% felt somewhat safer; and 30.5% did not



feel any safer. The increased sense of safety existed
despite the fact that the overwhelming majority of people
did not personally participate in the patrols. However
there was a sharp contrast in the answers of male and
female respondents. Table 8 clearly shows this. Females
reported the highest levels of feeling much safer whereas
males reported the highest levels of not feeling any

impact.

Table 8 Perceptions of Safety by Gender for Six
Citizen Crime Patrols (%)

- Gender Feel Much Feel somewhat Do not feel
safer safer any safer
lMale 7.9 52.4 39.7
Female 16.8 56.9 26.3

The two variables that are salient predictors through
multiple regression are: 1) whether the respondent knew
of a neighbor who had been victimized by crime in the
last five yeafs and 2) the gender of the respondent. These
two variables accounted for about a fifth of the variance
for the dependent variable of patrols' effect on feelings

of safety. This can be seen in Table 9.
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Table 9 Salient Predictors Regarding Patrols' Effect
on Feelings of Safety

Independent Simple Semi- Incre= F D
variables partial mental

r r? r r? r?
NEIVCTS - 24 .06 -.24 ,058 .06 L.59 .036
GENDER ~h 19 =k 104 .19 bosh  .0k6

Code: NEIVCT5 = respondent knowledge of a neighbor or
neighbors who had been crime victims in
the last five years.

Victimization

The next question in the survey had to do with whether
anyone in the respondent's household had been a crime vic=-
tim in the last year. Fifty-seven respondents (11.44%)
answered this question affirmatively.

Because of small sample size in individual categories
all four questions pertaining to victimization were com-
bined for the multiple regression equation. The four cate-
gories of victimization were: household victimization in
the last year, neighbor victimization in the last year,
household victimization in the last five years and neighbor
victimization in the last five years. The only variable
that was a predictor in the regression equation was the
length of time respondents had lived at their current

addresses. However, as can be seen in Table 10 length of
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residency accounted for less than three percent of the

variance.,

Table 10 Salient Predictor for Victimization
(Four Categories)

Independent Simple Semi- Incre- F P
variable partial mental

r r2 r r2 r2
TIVLIV -.16 .02 -.16 .026 .025 3.93 .049

Of those reporting household crime victimization in
the last year, the distribution by crime category is

shown in Table 11.

Table 11  Respondent Household Crime Victimization
in the Last Year by Type of Crime

Crime Number %
- Burglary 11 19.6
Robbery 13 23.2
Assault 5 8.9
Auto Theft 7 12.5
Vandalism 7 12.5
Variety of crimes L 7.1
Other 9 16.1

All crimes 56 100.0
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Table 12 indicates the distribution by crime cate-
gory for those reporting household crime victimization

in the last five years.

Table 12 Respondent Household Crime Victimization
in the Last Five Years by Type of Crime

Crime Number %
Burglary 36 39.6
Robbery 21 23.1
Assault 1l 1.1
Auto Theft 5 5.5
Vandalism 5 5.5
Variety of crimes 10 10.9
Other 13 14.3
All crimes 91 100.0

Many more people mentioned being burglarized in the
last five years compared to the last year whereas the
number of robberies remained about the same.

The frequency of respondents knowing of neighbors
who were crime victims in the last year was 37.3%. These
figures include six respondents who said that they knew
of a homicide involving a neighbor. The most frequently

mentioned crimes involving neighbors in the last year
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were burglary, 40.1%; robbery, 22.0%; and reports of many
different kinds of crimes, 20.3%.

One-hundred and seventy respondents, 34.5%, reported
knowing of a neighbor who was a crime victim in the last
five years. This was less than for the last year but there
are two explanations for this:

1) People were asked not to include the crimes which
they knew of invoilving neighbors in the last year.

2) People tend to remember what has happened over the
most recent period of time.

For the last five years the most frequently mentioned
crimes regarding neighbors were burglary, 37.0%; instances
of many crimes, 31.5%; and robbery, 18.8%. The responses
were very similar for household and neighbor victimization
in the last five years for the crimes of burglary and rob-

bery.
Crime Trends

With regard to the question as to whether within the
last year or two people felt that crime in their area had
increased, decreased or remained about the same, the re-
sponses were as follows:

Crime has increased 29.1%

Crime has decreased 8.8%
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Remained the same  47.9%

Do not know 14.2%
Fear of Crime

Half of the respondents in the survey reported feeling
either very unsafe or somewhat unsafe when out alone at

night in their neighborhoods. Table 13 shows these results.

Table 13 Levels of Fear When Out Alone
at Night in Neighborhood

Perception # %
Very unsafe 128 25.7
Somewhat unsafe 123 24,6
Somewhat safe 170 34.1
Very safe 78 15.6
Totals Lag 100.0

Multiple regression indicates that four variables
are predictors for the level of safety felt by respondents
when they are out alone at night in their neighborhoods.
These variables are: gender of the respondent, mean in-
come of the respondent, age of the respondent and how the

respondent would resct to unknown fifteen to seventeen
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year 0lds seen doing graffiti. These data are in Table 14.

Table 14 Salient Predictors for Level of Safety Felt
by Respondents when they are Out Alone at
Night in their Neighborhoods

Independent Simple Semi=- Incre- F o)
Variables partial mental

r r? r r? r?
Gender ~.29 .08 ~-.26 .068 084 14.04 .0001
MINC 25 .06 .26 .068 .150 13.36 .0001
AGE -. 24 06 =.22 .048 213 13.64 .0001
GRAFZ2 - 24 .06 =-.16 .026 241 11.90 .0001

Code: MINC - mean income of the applicable census tracts
for 1980.
GRAF2 = how the respondent would react to unknown
fifteen to seventeen year olds doing graffiti.

Level of safety when out alone at night in one's
neighborhood is associated positively with mean income
and negatively with gender, age and response to unknown
fifteen to seventeen year olds doing graffiti. Altogether
these four variables account for about a quarter of the
total variance for this variable. The data indicates that
more women than men report feeiing unsafe at night. More
6lder people feel unsafe. Also more people who would not

intervene, compared to those who would, if they witnessed
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unknown fifteen to seventeen year olds doing graffiti,
report feeling unsafe. People who live in higher income
areas report less fear when out alone at night in their
neighborhoods.

The two areas where people felt the most safe when
out alone at night were Midwood and Nottingham, both in
the Midwood section of Brooklyn. One reason for this may
be that these two areas had among the lowest robbery rates
in 1985 and 1986 among the six patrol areas studied. This

can be seen in Table 15.

Table 15 Rates for Robbery and All Crimes per 1000 by
Patrol Area and Citywide for 1985 and 1986

Patrol 1985 1986
Robberies All crimes  Robberies All crimes
Assumption 5.9 73.8 6.6 71.8
Williams- 2.6 26.6 2.4 29.8
bridge

Midwood 3.8 62.3 3.6 72.6
Nottingham 5.2 61.6 3.8 64.5
Pratt 28.4 151.9 28.0 163.8
Rochdale 7.4 68.8 542 67.1
Citywide 11.0 116.0 11.1 125.4

Source: New York Police Department, Post Analysis Reports,
1985 and 1986.
Note: The patrol area crime rates are based on the
rates for the precinct sectors and posts that
correspond to the patrol areas.
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One interesting finding is that the respondents in
the Williamsbridge patrol area reported levels of fear
clearly in excess of the amount of crime in their area.
Respondents in the Williamsbridge patrol area also re-
ported the lowest incidence of household crime victimiza-
tion in the last year and the second lowest for the last
five years. Pratt patrol area residents experienced levels
of fear that one would expect given the high amount of
crime in their area.

In Table 15 it is clear that five out of six of the
patrol areas experienced a decline in robberies from 1985
to 1986. Assumption was the only patrol area with an in-
crease. However only two patrol areas, Assumption and
Rochdale, experienced a decline in crimes of all kinds
from 1985 to 1986. At the same time the citywide rate was
slightly increasing.

Table 16 presents a comparison of respondent victim-
ization rates and actual crime rates for 1986. In this
table it can be seen that only in the case of Rochdale
are the two rates close to each other. In four out of
six of the patrol areas the respondent victimization rates
are higher than the actual rates. In the Nottingham patrol
area the respondent victimization rate is over three times
greater than the actual crime rate. These figures seem to

suggest that there is significant underreporting of crimes



Table 16 Comparison of Respondent Victimization
Rates for the Last Year and 1986 Actual
Crime Rates per 1000 for All Crimes

Patrol Respondent Actual Crime
Victimization Rates
Rates
Assumption 111.1 71.8
Williamsbridge 80.0 29.8
Midwood 130.1 72.6
Nottingham 209.3 64.5
Pratt 120.5 163.8
Rochdale 60.2 67.1

in these four areas. This could mean that the "actual"
crime rates are somewhat less than actual or it could

be that the phone survey, despite its randomness, Jjust
happened to reach more crime victims than would normally
be expected. Probably a combination of these possibili-
ties is at work here.

Table 17 examines perceptions of safety by gender in
greater detail. It is clear from these figures that more
women than men feel unsafe when out alone at night in
their neighborhoods.

Further examining the role that age played on this

question indicates that the elderly definitely comprised
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Table 17 Levels of Fear by Gender When Out Alone
at Night in Neighborhood (%)

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
unsafe unsafe safe safe
Female 32.4 27.6 29.1 10.8

the greatest number answering yes. As one would expect
the elderly felt more vulnerable to crime. The mean ages
for responses to this question were as follows:

Very unsafe 52.6

Somewhat unsafe 40.6

Somewhat safe 374

Very safe 4o.1 |

Table 18 presents respondents' answers to the ques-
tion of whether they felt safe when out alone during the

daytime in their neighborhoods.

Table 18 Levels of Fear When Out Alone
during Daytime in Neighborhood

Perception # %
Very unsafe 15 3.0
Somewhat unsafe 23 L.6
Somewhat safe 163 32.8
Very Safe 296 59.6

Totals 497 100.0
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Only two variables, number of fifteen to nineteen
year olds living in the neighborhood and response to un-
tnown fifteen to seventeen year olds doing graffiti, are
associated with the level of safety felt when out alone
in one's neighborhood during the day (Table 19). Both of
these are negative associations. Altogether though they
only account for about a tenth of the variance for this

variable.

Table 19 Salient Predictors for Level of Safety Felt
when Out Alone during the Day in One's

Neighborhood
Independent Simple Semi- Incre- F P
variables partial mental
r r2 r rz rz
FIFT -.26 .07 =.25 .063 .067  10.96 .00l
GRAFZ "'018 003 -clé 0026 0096 8-02 00001

Code: FIFT - percentage of fifteen to nineteen year olds
living in area based on 1980 census.

GRAF2 = response to unknown fifteen to seventeen
year olds doing graffiti.

The next question in the survey dealt with the respon-
dents' attitudes about what was the most serious crime '

problem in their areas. Table 20 shows these results.
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Table 20 Opinion of Most Serious Crime Problem in Area

Crime Problem # %
Crack Lo 8.1
Drugs in general 115 23 .4
Muggings/purse 93 18.9
snatchings
Burglary 77 15.7
Car Theft 19 3.9
Car break-ins 22 b,5
and car vandalism
Assault L ~ 0.8
Other 19 3.9
Do not know 101 20.6
All crimes 490 100.0

Clearly the drug problem was most troubling to the
respondents in this survey. When the responses to crack
and drugs in general were added together, they represented
about a third of the answers regarding the most serious
crime problem.

Table 21 breaks out these results according to the
six patrols. It is obvious from this table that there were
some significant differences among the patrol areas with

regard to what the respondents believed to be the most



Table 21

Patrol Area

Nottingham

Opinion of Most Serious Crime Problem in Area by Patrol Area

Crime Problem | Assumption | Williamsbridge | Midwood Pratt Rochdale
| # % # s | # aF; b | % | # %
Crack 4 12.2 10 20.0 3 2.5| 0 7 8.8 6 7.1
Drugs in 34 29.6 15 30.0 12 10.0| 5 11.9 |15 18.8 34 40.5
general .
Muggings/purse | 19 16.5 5 10.0 18 15.0| 4 9.5 |26 32.5 | 21 25.0
snatchings
Burglary 23 20.0 2 0 33 27.51 14 33.3 2 2.5 3 .6
Car Theft 3 2.6 2 L.o 6 5.0 1 2.4 3 3.8 L L.8
Car break-ins 5 L. 3 0 9 7.5 5 11.9 3 3.8 0
and car van-
dalism
Assault 1 0.9 0 3 2.5 0 0 0
Other 3 2.6 5 10.0 L 3.31 1 2.4 I 5.0 2 2.4
Do not know 13 11.3 11 22.0 32 26.71 12 28,6 (190 23.3 | 14 16.7
Totals 115 100.0 50 100.0 123 100.0| 42 100.0 72 100.0 8L 100.0

}..l
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serious crime problems in their areas. The crack problem
ranged from no concern in the Nottingham area to 20% of
the respondents in the Williamsbridge area. Concern about
drugs in general ranged from 10% in Midwood to 40.5% in
Rochdale. Similar ranges can be seen for muggings/purse
snatchings and burglaries. It is curious to note that in
four out of six of the patrol areas more than 20% of the
_respondents did not have any opinion regarding the most
serious crime problem in their area.

Few differences were found between male and female

respondents to this question. Table 22 shows these results.

The only differences with regard to gender were that more
females than males were concerned ébout purse snatchings
and muggings. Also, about three and a half times more men
than women were concerned about car break-ins and car
vandalism.

Table 23 presents data on the residential stability
of the respondents. As can be seen there was no overwhel-
ming bunching of responses within particular time frames.

Table 24 separates residential stability by patrol
area. The three patrol areas with the greatest residential
stability were all in Brooklyn. Nottingham obviously had
the greatest residential stability with 34.1% of respon-
dents reporting residency of twenty years or more in the

same location and 43.9% reporting sixteen or more years.



Table 22 Opinion of Most Serious Crime Problem in Area by Gender (%)

Crack Drugs in Muggings/ Burglary Car Car Assault
general purse Theft  Break-~ Other
snatchings ins and do

and not know
car
vandal-
ism

Female 8.5 24.1 21.6 14.6 3.4 2.4 25.4

Male 7.4 22.7 12.9 17.8 4.9 8.6 25.7



Table 23

Respondent Residential Stability

Time Frame #
2 years or less 78
3=5 years 88
6-10 years 139
11-15 years 64
16=19 years 34
20 or more years 93
Totals Lo

15.7
17.7
28.0
12.9

6.9
18.8

100.0

It is interesting to note that Pratt had 32.9% reporting

sixteen or more years at the same location, the second

highest of the six patrols, while at the same time Pratt

had by far the highest crime rate. Residential stability

by itself does not necessarily indicate that the crime

rate will be affected. Also note that Williamsbridge had

the lowest level of residential stability, 42% reporting

residency of five years or less. At the same time it

enjoyed the lowest crime rate of the six areas studied.

Respondents were next asked to rate how they felt

o]
~

about living in their neighborhoods. Table 25 shows these

results. Examining neighborhood satisfaction by patrol

area it can be seen that when the two positive responses



Table 24

Respondent Residential Stability by Patrol Area

Time Framec | Assumption | Williamsbridge IMidwood Nottingham Pratt Rochdale
# % # % # % # sl # % | # %

2 years or 22 18.8 11 22.0 2L 19.7 L 9.8 7 3.5 10 11.9

less

3 to 5 27 23.1 10 20.0 25 20.5| 2 h.g 9 11.0 | 15 17.9

years

6 to 10 37 31.6 17 34.0 27 22.1| 14 Sl 2 29.3 20 23.8

years

11 to 15 14 12.0 2 L.o 11 9.0 3 7.3 15 13.3 19 22.6

years

16 to 19 3 2.6 5 10.0 5 L.1| & 9.8 5 6.1 12 14.3

years

20 years 14 12.0 5 10 O 30 24 .61 14 3.1 2  26.83 8 9.5

or more

Totals 117 100.0 50 100.0 123 100.0| 43 100.0 43 100.0 84 100.0

)
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Taeble 25 Levels of Respondent Satisfaction with

Helghborhood

Level of satisfaction # %
Very satisfied 171 34,8
Somewhat satisfied 210 42,8
Somewhat dissatisfied 70 14,3
Very dissatisfied 40 8.1

are combined all six patrol areas had two-thirds or re-
spondents either very satisfied or somewhat satisfied with
where they live (Table 26). Note that when the totals of
very dissatisfied and somewhat dissatisfied are compared
for Williamsbridge and Pratt they are almost identical - -
34,04 for Williamsbridge and 33.8% for Pratt. This is a
curious pvhenomenon with regard to Williamsbridge since it
had such a low crime rate. As for Pratt these figures are
not surprising at all given the serious crime problem in
the area.

Of the 110 respondents indicating that they were
either somewhat dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with
their neighborhood sixty=-eight gave reasons. The overwhel=-
ming reason was crime in the area, 79.47 gave this reason.
L, b gave dirty streets as the reason and 16.2)% mentioned

a variety of other reasons.



Table 26

Level of Respondent Satisfaction with Neighborhood by Patrol Area

Patrol

Level of Assumption | Williamsbridge | Midwood Nottingham Pratt Rochdale
Satisfaction

# % # % # % # % # %\ # %
Very 29 25.2 12 2.0 55 L5.8 | 26 60.5 24 30.0]25 30.1
satisfied
Somewhat 51 hly 3 21 L2.0 50 41.7 13 30.2 29 36.3146 55.4
satisfied
Somewhat 20 17.4 13 26.0 6 5.0 3 7 0 17 21 .3111 13.3
dissatisfied
Very 15 13.0 L 3.0 9 7.5 1 273 10 12.5) 1 1.2
dissatisfied
Totals 115 99.9 1 50 100.0 123 100.0 | 43 100 .0 80 100.0 0

83 100.
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Summary and Conclusions

One of the findings in this chapter is that feelings
of safety regarding the patrols seems to be a function of
knowing about a neighbor who had been a crime victim in
the last five years. It is also curious that for four out
of six of the patrols the household crime victimization
rates in the last year were much higher than the precinct
crime figures which suggests a significant underreporting
of crimes to the police.

Other findings include more women than men felt un-
safe when out alone at night in their neighborhoods. The
problem with drugs is the predominént crime concern re-
ported by most people. It is interesting that residential
stability was found not to be related to the level of
crime in the six areas studied. The next chapter will
examine the connection between social cohesion and local

crime.



Chapter 10

Social Cohesion

The next part of the telephone survey was concerned
with social cohesion in the neighborhoods being studied.
The only study from the literature review that is related
to this discussion was the work by Riger and Lavrakas who
examined social bonding.207 They found young adults with
higher education had the lowest levels of social bonding.
Those high in social bonding were less educated adults of
all ages with children living at home. Other researchers
mentioned earlier, such as Jacobs, Durkheim and Conklin
discﬁss social cohesion as being informal social control
but they do so in very general terms. They do not present
empirical evidence other than a social trust scale dis-
cussed by Conklin who found more distrust of neighbors in
a high crime urban area compared to a low crime suburban

208
area.

207Stephanie Riger and Paul J. Lavrakas, "Community
Ties: Patterns of Attachment and Social Interaction in
Urban Neighborhoods," American Journal of Community
Psychology, Volume 9, Number 1, February, 1981, pp. 55-66.

208John E. Conklin, ."Dimensions of Community Response
to the Crime Problem," Social Problems, Volume 18, Number 3,
Winter, 1971, pp. 373-385.
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Four areas were covered in the phone survey in meas-~
uring social cohesion. The four areas are:

1) frequency of loaning and borrowing among neighbors.

2) response to children and teens seen doing graffiti.

3) ability to recognize strangers in the neighborhood.

L) frequency of visiting with and being visited by
neighbors.

The first area examined was the level of loaning and
‘borrowing among neighbors. Any kind of item could be inelu-
ded in this category. Among the most frequently mentioned
items were sugar, milk, other types of food, records,
videotapes and athletic equipment.

Table 27 shows the level of loaning among neighbors
for all the patrol areas. Multiple regression did not pro-
duce any predictors for this dependent variable. Table 28
examines the borrowing habits among respondents and neigh-
bors of the six patrol areas. Borrowing was even less
likely according to these figures. Again no predictors
were indicated by multiple regression.

The second measure of social cohesion dealt with whether
the respondents would be willing to say anything if they
witnessed graffiti being done in their area. The questions
were divided into seven parts:

1) whether the respondents had seen younger kids they

did not know doing graffiti in their neighborhoods.



Table 27 Frequency of Loaning to Neighbors
in the Last Year

Frequency F %

0 351 72.2

1l 22 L,s

2 12 2.5

3 76 15.6

4=10 19 3.9

11 or more 6 1.2
Totals L86 100.0

Table 28 Frequency of Borrowing from Neighbors
in the Last Year

Frequency 7 %

0 387 79.1

1 23 ho7

2 13 2.7

3 54 11.0

L=10 7 1.4

11l or more 5 _ 1.0

Totals 489 100.0



2) whether the respondents had seen older kids they
did not know doing graffiti in their neighborhoods.

3) whether the respondents had seen younger kids they
knew doing graffiti in their neighborhoods.

L) whether the respondents had seen older kids they
knew doing graffiti in their neighborhoods.

5) whether there actually was graffiti in the respon-
dents' neighborhoods.

6) whether the respondents had actually seen graffiti
being done in their neighborhoods.

7) whether the respondents actually said anything if
they saw graffiti being done in their neighborhoods.

Questions 5-7 are questions that entail gaining spe-
cific information but they are also test questions to de-
termine whether the theoretical responses to questions
1-4 are actually valid.

The first question of this section dealt with whether
respondents would say something to younger kids they did
not know who were doing graffiti. These results can be
seen in Table 29. Multiple regression indicates only one
salient predictor for this variable and that is an inverse
relationship with the level of safety felt when out alone
at night in one's neighborhood. However, as can be seen
in Table 30 this variable accounts for less than four per-

cent of the variance.



Table 29 Likelihood of Saying Something to Unknown Young
Kids Doing Graffiti in Respondents' Neighborhoods

Level of likelihood # %
Very likely 220 Ls, b
Somewhat likely 65 13.4
Somewhat unlikely 17 3¢5
Very unlikely 183 37.7
Totals 485 100.0

Table 30 Salient Predictor for Likelihood of Saying
Something to Unknown Young Kids Doing
Graffiti in Respondents® Neighborhoods

Independent Simple Semi- Incremental F P
variable partial

r r2 r r2 r2
NITESAF -.19 .03 -.19 .036 .035 5.54 .02

Code: NITESAF - the level of safety felt by respondents
when out alone at night in their
neighborhoods.
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The next table (Table 31) is concerned with whether
the respondents would say anything to fifteen to seven-
teen year olds that they did rnot know who were doing
graffiti in their neighborhoods. As can be seen in Table
31 the age of the graffiti scrawlers caused the percent
of those very unlikely to respond to go up fifteen per-

cent compared to the younger group.

Table 31 Likelihood of Saying Something to Fifteen to
Seventeen Year 0ld Strangers Doing Graffiti
in Respondents' Neighborhoods

Level of likelihood # %

Very likely 157 32.4
Somewhat likely 54 11.1
Somewhat unlikely 20 bh,1
Very unlikely 254 52.4
Totals 485 100.0

Multiple regression indicates inverse relationships
for response to fifteen to seventeen year olds doing
graffiti and level of safety felt when out alone at

night in one's neighborhood and the number of people in



one's household. As can be seen in Table 32 they together

account for less than a tenth of the variance.

Table 32 Salient Fredictors for Likelihood of Saying
Something to Fifteen to Seventeen Year 01ld
Strangers Doing Graffitl in Respondents'

Neighborhoods
Independent Simple Semi- Incre=- F P
variables partial mental
r r2 r r2 r2
NITESAF -.24 .06 -.22 .048 .059 9.49 .002
PEOPLE ""019 -OL'K "016 0026 0085 6.99 'OOl

Code: NITESAF - level of safety felt by respondents when
out alone at night in their neighborhoods.

PEOPLE - the number of people in respondent's
household.

The next question is concerned with whether the re-
spondents would say something to younger kids they knew
who were doing graffiti in their neighborhoods. This
data is in Table 33. Obviously knowing the kids doing
the graffiti made the respondents feel much more secure.
29.3% more respondents said they would be very likely to
say something to young kids they knew compared to young
kids they d4id not know.

Multiple regression shows that two independent vari=-

ables are predictors: percentage of Blacks in the appli-



Table 33

Level of likelihood

Very likely
Somewhat likely
Somewhat unlikely

Very unlikely

Totals

Likelihood of Saying Something to Known Young
Kids Doing Graffiti in Respondents' Neighborhoods

i# Z
363 4.7
L9 10.1
3 0.6
71 14.6
486 100.0

cable census tracts and level of safety felt when out

alone during the daytime in one's neighborhood. As can

be seen in Table 34 together these two variables accounted

for less than a tenth of the wvariance.

Table 34 Salient Predictors for Likelihood of Saying

Something to Known Young Kids Doing Graffiti

in Respondents' Neighborhoods
Independent Simple Semi-~ Incre- F P
variables partial mental

r rz r rz r?

BLACK -.20 0L -.23 .053 .038 6.13 .014
DAYSAFE -015 002 -019 0036 -O?L,' 6006 0003



The final group that respondents were asked about
was fifteen to seventeen year olds that they knew. Table
35 presents a summary of this data. Again, knowing the
fifteen to seventeen year olds seemed t0 be an important
factor. Twice as many respondents said they would be very
likely to say something to fifteen to seventeen year olds

they knew compared to those they did not know.

Table 35 Likelihood of Saying Something to Known
Fifteen to Seventeen Year 0lds Doing
Graffiti in Respondents' Neighborhoods

Level of likelihood # %
Very likely 309 63.8
Somewhat likely L6 9.5
Somewhat unlikely 7 1.4
Very unlikely 122 25.2
Totals L8L 100.0

Multiple regression indicates that there are three
predictors for this variable: the percentage of Blacks
in the applicable census tracts, the educational level

of the respondent and the age of the respondent. As can
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be seen in Table 36 together these three variables account

for eleven percent of the variance.

Table 36 Salient Predictors for Likelihood of Saying
Something to Known Fifteen to Seventeen
Year 0lds Doing Graffiti in Respondents®

Neighborhoods
Independent Simple Semi- Incre=- F P
variables partial mental
r r2 r r2 r2
BLACK -.21 04 =,19 .036 OUly 7.15 .008
AGE .19 .03 .16 .026 .11 6.28 .0001

The next question dealt with whether in fact there
was graffiti in the respondents' neighborhoods. This
question and the next two were added when the survey
was about one-third complete. It was felt that these
questions should be added to obtain more complete in-
formation regarding what was actually happening in the
study neighborhoods. However the robustness of this
question is obviously weakened. Table 37 contains data
on the presence or absence of graffiti in the respon-

dents' neighborhoods.



Table

Yes

No

Totals

#The total yes includes four respondents from the

l,_l
Wn
=

37 Presence/Absence of Graffiti in Midwood,
Nottingham, Pratt and Rochdale Patrol Areas

iy
e

it

133

161

294

27
7o

h5.2

54.8

100.0

Assumption patrol area who volunteered this information.

Table 38 contains data on the presence or absence

of graffiti for each of the four patrol areas involved.

Table

Yes

No

Totals

38 Presence/Absence of Graffiti in Midwood,
Nottingham, Pratt and Rochdale Patrol Areas

Row
Totals

129

161

290

Midwood

i %
34 34.3
65 65.7
99 100.0

Patrol
Nottingham
# 7
9 32.1
19 67.9
28 100.0

Pratt

i# %
4o 50.0
bo  50.0
80 100.0

Rochdale

# %
L6 55.4
37 Liy,6
83 100.0
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The difference in the positive answers between the
IMidwood and Nottingham respondents and the Pratt and
Rochdale respondents is apparently due to the fact that
the former live in areas where there are more private
houses and where graffiti is less likely to be found.
Graffiti is certainly a quality of life issue since about
twice as many people reported feeling very safe when out
alone at night in their neighborhoods for areas where
there was no graffiti compared to areas where it existed.

The next area of the survey dealt with whether re-=
spondents had actually seen graffiti being done in their
neighborhoods. This data is in Table 39. Regression in-
dicates that there are three predictors for this vari-
able. As can be seen in Table 40 the likelihood of wit-
nessing graffiti being done was related to which patrol
area was being examined, the number of fifteen to nine-
teen year olds living in the area and how a person would
respond to unknown fifteen to seventeen year olds doing
graffiti. These three variables account for about thir-
teen percent of the variance for witnessing graffiti.

The witnessing of graffiti being done ranged from
about six percent in the Nottingham patrol area to about
thirty-one percent in the Midwood patrol area. Surpris-
ingly, regression indicates that there is an inverse

relationship between having seen kids doing graffiti and



Table 39 Witnessing of Graffiti Being bDone in the iiidwood,
Nottingham, pPratt and Rochdale Patrol Areas
Patrol
Row Midwood Nottingham Pratt Rochdale
Totals
# % # % # % i % it %
Yes 36 12.8 11 11.3 2 7.4 10 13.2 10 12.3
No 246  37.2 36  383.7 25  92.6 66  856.9 63  37.2
Totals 232 100.0 97 100.0 27 100.0 76 100.0 "7 100.0

9cT
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Table 40 Salient Predictors for Likelihood of
Seeing Graffiti Being Done

Independent Simple Semi=- Incre-~ F P
variables partial mental

r r2 r r2 r2
15"19 "nl? 3029 021 nOL“LI’ 0092 5.82 .OOL"
GRAF2 21 Jo44 19 .036 .129 5.61 ,001

Code: GRAFZ2 - how respondent would react to unknown
fifteen to seventeen year olds doing
graffiti in respondent's neighborhood

the number of fifteen to nineteen year olds living in an
area. Perhaps it is the younger kids who are doing the
graffiti. The data aléo indicates that more people who
said they would say something to unknown fifteen to seven-
teen year olds seen doing graffiti have actually seen it
happen. This tends to indicate that people will do what
they say they will do.

The final survey question dealing with graffiti was
concefned with whether the respondents actually said any-
thing if they witnessed graffiti being done in their
neighborhoods. Table 41 contains this data. Twenty-nine

out of the forty-six respondents who said they saw graf-



Table 41

Respondents Saying Something to Any Kids iWho Were Seen voing

Graffiti in the Lidwood, Nottingham, Pratt and Rochdale

Patrol Arcags¥

Row Iidwood Nottingham Pratt aochdale
Totals
# % | it % i % it % i# %
Yes 20 63.0 a ok 2 40.0 9 90.0 6 66 .7
Wo 17 37.01 10 52.6 3 60.0 1 10.0 3 33.3
Totals L6  100.0 19 100.0 5 100.0 10 100.0 2 100.0

1~
n
(]



Titl being done said something to the kids doing it.
This 1s a very respectable 80.655. The number of subjects
is too small for this item to make any meaningful inter-

patrol comparisons.

Recognition of Strangers

The next item in the survey was concerned with the
ability of respondents to recognize strangers in their
neighborhoods. Table 42 contains this data. About half
of all respondents said that they would be very unlikely

to recognize strangers in their neighborhoods.

Table 42  Likelihood of Stranger Recognition

Level of likelihood # %
Very likely 152 31.2
Somewhat likely 73 15.0
Somewhat unlikely 18 3.7
Very unlikely 24l 50.1

Totals 487 100.0



Regression indicates that two variables, the number
of people in the respondent's household and the percent-
age of 3lacks in the applicable census tracts are preidic-
tors for stranger recognition (Table 43). These two pre-

dictors account for about nine vercent of the variance.

Table 43 Salient Predictors for Ability to Recognize
Strangers in Respondents' Neighborhoods

Independent Simple Semi=- Incre=- F jo}
variables partial mental

r rz r r2 r2
PEOPLE "022 305 -023 0052 QOL"S 7.56 0007
BLACKS .19 .04 o211 OLL .089 7.48 .001

Code: PEOPLE -~ the number of people in the respondent's
household.

BLACKS = the number of Blacks in the applicable
census tracts.

The data indicates that as the number of people in
The respondent's household declines the ability to recog-
nize strangers increases. This seems counterintuitive
but perhaps it indicates that people living alone, es-
pecially older women, are more wary of unknown people in
their immediate neighborhood. The data also indicates

that stranger recognition increases as the number of



Blacks in an area increases.

Visiting with Neighbors

The fourth and final topic used to measure social
cohesion was the amount of visiting among neighbors.
The first question asked in this part of the survey was
the number of times the respondent was in a neighbor's

home in the last month (Table 44).

Table 44 Frequency of Visiting with
Neighbors in the Last lMonth

Frequency # — %
0 236 L8.7
1 36 74
2 48 9.9
3 30 6.2
L to 10 times 93 19.2
11 or more times L2 8.7

Totals L85 100.0

O\
s
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Only about half of all respondents visited a neigh-
bor at least once in the last month. There were no pre-=
dictors for this variable.

The next area examined was the amount of visiting

with neighbors in the last year. This data is in Table 45.

Table 45 Frequency of Visiting with
Neighbors in the Last Year

Frequency i %
0 129 27.2
1 32 6.8
2 52 11.0
3 26 5.5
L %o 10 times 7 9.9
11 to 50 times 91 19.2
51 to 100 times L7 9.9
Over 100 times 50 10.5

Totals Lol 100.0
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As can be seen in Tables 44 and 45 the amount of no

visiting dropped by a considerable margin when the time

frame was expanded from one month to one year. Again

there were no predictors for this variable.

A\S)

Resvondents were next asked to talk about the number

of times in the last month that they were visited by

neighbors. This data is in Table 46. Respondents report=-

ed being visited by neighbors about ten percent more fre-

guently in the last month compared %o the amount of visi-

ting that they did. No predictors were found for this

variable.

Table 46
in the Last Month

Frequency Py

0 186

1 L7

2 58

3 36
L to 10 times 107
11 or more times 52

Totals L86

Frequency of Visiting by Neighbors

NG
SR Y

38.3

9.7

11.9

7.4

22.0

10.7

100.0
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The final measurement of visiting was the number of

times in the last year that the respondents were visited

by neighbors. This data is in Table 47. There seemed to

be about the same amount of visiting by and with neigh-

bors when the time frame being examined was one year.

Again no vredictors were found.

Table 47

Frequency

L to0 10 times

11 to 50 times

51 to 100 times

Over 100 times

Totals

qvl'

121
18
36
23
65
86
62

61

L2

Frequency of Visiting by Neighbors
in the Last Year

NG
[N

25.6

3.8

Lh.o
13.8
18.2
13.1

12.9

100.0
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Summary

Overall the indices dealing with social cohesion do
not seem to incicate any strong linkage between social
cohesion and local crime. Perhaps social cohesion by
itself does not produce a greater level of social control.

One aspect of social cohesion that generated pre-
dictors, the four categories of response to graffiti,
was assoclated primarily with levels of nighttime and
daytime safety. Recognition of strangers was related to
small households and areas where there was a greater
percentage of Blacks.

There does not appear to be any connection between
the different patrol areas and the levels of social co-
hesion. Since the patrol areas represent a variety of
crime rates, in effect no association has been found be-
tween social cohesion and local crime rates. This leaves
open the debate between Durkheim and Conklin whether

crime tends to unite or incapacitate a community.
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Chapter 11

Summary and Conclusions

In this chapter the three major hypotheses dis-
cussed earlier in this paper will be examined in light
of what the data reveals. The first hypothesis was that
citizen crime patrols do not have an appreciable effect
on local crime rates. This hypothesis is difficult to
judge definitively. Five out of six of the citizen crime
patrols operate in areas with robbery rates and total
crime rates that were lower than the citywide rates for
1985 and 1986. However it is difficult to say whether
the citizen patrols are responsible for keeping these
rates down. There may be other factors, e.g., police
crime prevention techniques, number of commercial esta-
blishments, etc. that contribute to determining what
the overall crime rate in an area will be.

This study was not an experiment in which experi-
mental and control groups were compared nor was it a
longitudinal study in which time-series analysis could
be used to examine crime trends over a longer period of
time. In both of these situations any conclusions that
would be reached could be done so with greater certainty.
As it is, though, the crime rates for the study areas

are lower, and in many cases much lower, than citywide



crime rates. Therefore the impact of the citizen crime
patrols cannot be discounted. It would seem that five

out of six of the patols are operating in a preventive
fashion to keep crime from becoming a serious problem.
This coincides with Durkheim's point of view that crime
can act as a catalyst to rally the people into preserving
social control in an area. The Pratt patrol obviously

was started as a reaction to a very serious crime prob-~
lem. This at least tends to discount the Conklin argument
that crime can lead to incapacitation and surrender.

The second hypothesis was that citizen crime patrols
would significantly reduce the fear of crime in those
areas whefe they operate. The data contained mixed re-
sults for this hypothesis. About seventy percent of all
respondents reported feeling either "much safer" or
"gsomewhat safer" due to the patrols in their areas. The
number of respondents who did not feel any safer ranged
from ten percent for the Williamsbridge patrol area to
forty percent for the Nottingham patrol area. Only two
of the patrols, Midwood and Nottingham, produced a major-
ity of respondents who indicated that they felt safe
when out alone at night in their neighborhoods. For the
rest of the patrols only half or less of the respondents
indicated that they felt this way.

The fact that Nottingham patrol area respondents in-
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dicate the lowest perception of improved safety due to
the patrol in their area and at the same time have the
highest number of respondents indicating that they feel
safe when out alone at night in their neighborhoods
suggests that the patrol may not be responsible for this
perceived safety. lMultiple regression analysis indicates
that this applies generally to all the patrols.

The third hypothesis was that homogeneity should
have some impact on increasing the amount of social con-
trol in an area which in turn should contribute to de=-
pressing the crime rate. However the data indicate that
the most heterogeneous area, Williamsbridge, had the
lowest crime rate. At the same time the area with the
second highest level of heterogeneity, Pratt, had by far
the highest crime rate of the six areas studied. The
homogeneous areas all had crime rates somewhere in be=
tween. Therefore, for the areas examined in this study,
it is not possible to conclude that increased homogene-
ity imparts any ameliorative effect on the crime rate.

The data collected, analyzed and reported here
show lower crime rates, compared to citywide rates, for
five out of six of the areas studied. It also indicates
that a substantial proportion of respondents feel safer
due to the patrols even though knowledge of the patrols

by itself is not related to perceived daytime and night-
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time safety.

A community contemplating starting a citizen crime
patrol would certainly not be dissuaded from doing so by
most of the data presented in this paper. From the data
collected here it at least appears that social cohesion
is not a prequisite for the operation of a crime patrol.
Apparently this is true because different communities
start crime patrols for different reasons. One community
might start a patrol as a reaction to a crime problem
that has gotten very serious, as in the case of the Pratt
patrol. Other communities may start patrols as a way of
preventing a serious crime problem from developing.

Future research in the area of citizen crime preven-
tion can move in several directions. One possibility is
to take two communities that are very similar demograph-
ically and start a citizen crime patrol in one and not
in the other. This type of scenario, of course, requires
two important ingredients: 1) adequate funding and 2) the
cooperation and enthusiasm of the people living in the
experimental patrol area. If it could be done one could
then examine before and after crime figures and residents!
levels of fear of crime for the two areas and come to
some firmer conclusions about what exactly is the impact
of the crime patrol in the target area. A variation of

this scenario would be where the researcher personally
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helps to set up and implement a citizen crime patrol.
This would be a form of action-oriented research. In
both these situations time=-series analysis could also
be utilized to examine the impact of a patrol over an
extended period of time.

The quality of life in any neighborhood ultimately
relies on the actions of the residents living there.
Strong, vibrant neighborhoods and communities are the
lifeblood of any urban area. Any initiative, including
citizen crime patrols, that can be undertaken to help

rreserve these areas, should be encouraged. o
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APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE

Introduction
Hello my name is John Rouse and I am doing a telephone

survey of homes in the section. Is this a resi-

dential address?
If yes proceed with rest of introduction.

I am a graduate student in Criminal Justice at the
City University of New York. I obtained your number through
random digit dialing. I am doing a survey on citizen crime
prevention. This survey is important because 1t is neces-
sary to obtain information regarding the effectiveness of
citizen efforts to provent crime. The questions will only
take 5 minutes of your time. I will not need your name or
address. Would this be alright?

If yes, proceed with question 1.

Questions

1. Can you tell me what neighborhood you live in?

2. I am going to give you the boundaries of the area under
study and I'd like you to tell me whether your home falls
within these boundaries. Give boundaries. If home falls
within boundaries proceed with question 3.

3. Is there a citizen crime patrol in your community?



10.

11.
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(If yes to ;#3) Do you knaw how Lz it'sc besen in existence

m

(If yes to #3) Are y2u »r any-ne in your housshold an

active member?

Ut

(I2 yes to ,/5) How many hours =z week would you say this
DerIon dcvates t2 the patrol?

(If yes t3 5) How mzny mestings of the patrol a2 month
would you say this verson attends?

J2 you feel any safer knowing that the patrcl is active
in your community?

(If yes to2 +3) How much safer?

Very much or Somewhat

Have you or anyone in your household been a crime victim
in the last year?

(If yes to ,f10) Type(s) of crime, number of victimizations

8]

and whather the crime(s) occurred in the nesighborhood?

L,

Have you or anyone in your housshdild been a crime victim

r

last five years?

%]

th

(S0
o
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(If yes to ;712) Type(s) of crims, number of victimizations
and whether the crime(s) occurred in the nsaighborhood?

Do you know of a neighbor who has been victinized by

crime in the last year?

(If yes to #14) Type(s) of crime, number of victimizations
and whether the crime(s) occurred in the neighborhond?

D2 you know of a neighbor who has been victimized by

crime in the last five years?



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

17k

(If yes to #16) Type of crime(s), number of victimizations

and whether the crime(s) occurred in the neighborhood?
Within the past year or two do you think crime in
your area has increased, decreased or remained about
the same?

Do you feel safe being out alone at night in your
neighborhood?

(If yes to #19) How safe do you feel?

Somewhat safe __ = Very safe ____

(If no to #19) How unsafe do you feel?

Somewhat unsafe Very unsafe

Do you feel safe being out alone during the day in your

neighborhood?
(If yes to #22) How safe do you feel?

Somewhat safe Very safe

(If no to #22) How unsafe do you feel?

Somewhat unsafe _______ Very unsafe

What do you think is the most serious crime problem in
your neighborhood?

How long have you lived at your current address?

How would you rate how you feel about where you live?
Very satisfied _______  Somewhat satisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied Very dissatisfied

Have you loaned something to a neighbor in the past year?

(If yes to #28) Approximately how many times?



30.

31.
32.

33.

3h.

35.

36.

37.

e
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Have you borrowed something from a neighbor in the last
year?

(If yes to #30) Approximately how many times?

If you saw a group of kids writing graffiti on a
building or a sidewalk how likely is it that you think
you would say something?

Very likely ___ Somewhat likely _

Somewhat unlikely ______ Very unlikely __

(If very likely or samewhat likely to #32) What if the
kids were between 15 and 17 years o0ld?

Very likely Somewhat likely

Somewhat unlikely Very unlikely
(If somewhat unlikely or very unlikely to #32)
Would it make any difference if you knew the kids?

(Ask for both younger kids and 15-17 year olds.)

Would say something to kids of any age if I knew them

Would say something to younger kids only if I knew them
The next question concerns how likely it would be for
you to tell if someone hanging around your neighborhood
is a stranger to the area. Would it be

Very likely . - Somewhat likely

Somewhat unlikely Very unlikely

How many times would you say you have been in a neigh=-
bor's home in the last month?
How many times would you say you have been in a neigh-

bor's home in the last year?




38. How many times would you say a neighbor has been in
your home in the last month?

39. How many times would you say a neighbor has been in
your home in the last year?

For the purposes of statistical sampling I need to obtain

some background information.

40. Do you own or rent your residence?

41. Do you live in a single-family residence or a multi-
family family residence?

42. (If multi-family) How many units would you say there
are in your building?

4,3, How many people are there in your houséhold?

Li, What category best describes your age?

13-25 ___ 26-40 __ 41-50 _ 51-60 __ 61=70 __ 70+ __

45, Which category best describes your level of education?
Elementary school ____ High school ___ College ____
Graduate or Professional School ____

L6. wWhich category best describes your race?
White ___ Black ____ Oriental ____ Other ____

47. What category best describes your ethnic background?
Irish ___ Italian ____ Hispanic ____ Jewish ___

German Polish Russian Other (specify)
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48. Which category best describes your total family income
in 198592
1. under $10,000 _
2. $10,000 to $20,000 __
3. $20,000 to $30,000 ___
4. $30,000 to $40,000 __
5. over $40,000 ____

L9, Record sex of respondent

This is the end of the survey. Thank you very much for

your cooperation.



APFPENDIX B

Cross=tab tables for wvariables that were not predictors

in the multiple regression equations



Respondent Perceptions of Safety Among Six Citizen Crime Patrols

Patrol # feeling
' much safer

Assumption

Williamsbridge

Midwood

Nottingham

Pratt

Rochdale

All patrols

14

28

%

11.8

30.0

14.0

20.6

14.0

# feeling
somewhat
safer

21

26

18

\in

35

111

%

61.8

60.0

52.0

60.0

62.5

51.5

55.5

# not feeling
any safer

17

12

19

61

%

26.5

10.0

34.0

Lo.o

37.5

27.9

30.5

f—

O
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Household Crime Viectimization in Last Year as
Revorted by Sex (%)

Yes No
Female 8.7 91.73
lMale 16. 9 32. 5

Respondent Answers to Household Crime Victimi-
zation in the Last Year Among Six Citizen Crime
Patrol Areas

Patrol # Yes % # No %
Assumption 13 11.1 104 88.9
Williamsbridge L 8.0 L6 92.0
Midwood 16 13.0 107 37.0
Nottingham 9 20.9 34 79.1
Pratt 10 12.0 73 88.9
Rochdale 5 6.0 73 92.9

All patrols 57 11.4 Lz 88.4
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Perceptions of Safety Produced by Patrol and
Household Crime Victimization in the Last Year (/%)

Victimization Feel nmuch Feel somewhat Do not feel
safer safer any safer

Yes 3.8 Lé.2 50.0

No 15.0 57.2 27.7

Respondent Answers to Household Crime Victimi-
zation in the Last Five Years Among Six Citizen
Crime Patrol Areas

Patrol # Yes % # No %
Assumption 27 23.1 90 76.9
Williamsbridge 5 10.0 4 90.0
Midwood 28 22.8 95 77.2
Nottingham 10 23.3 33 76.7
Pratt 15 18.1 68 81.9
Rochdale 7 8.3 77 91.7

All patrols 92 18.4 408 81.6

Household Crime Victimization in Last Five
Years as Reported by Sex (%)

Yes No
Female 8.7 91.3
Male 16.9 82.5



Perceptions of Safety Produced by Patrol and
Household Crime Victimization in the TLast
Five Years (%)

Victimization

Yes

No

Feel Kuch
safer

2.5
1 16.9

-

1 Somewhat Do not feel
er any safer

n

62.5 35.0
53.8 29.4

Crosstabulation of Neighborhood Crime Trend in
Last Year or Two by Sex of Respondent (%)

Trend

Crime has increased
Crime has decreased
Remained the same

Do not know

Column Totals

Female
29.4

7.2
43.6

14.7

66.7

Male Row Totals
28.3 29.1
12.0 8.8
L6 4 L7.9
13.3 1h.2
33.3 100.0

Mean Ages for Responses to Crime Trend Question

Crime has increased
Crime has decreased

Remained the same

41.6
43.8
40.2



Levels of Fear When Out Alone at Night in

Neighborhood by Patrol Area

Patrol

Assumption
Williamsbridge
Midwood
Nottingham
Pratt

Rochdale

Very unsafe

#

29
15
26

3
34
21

24 .

30.
21.

L1,
25.

o o O W o o

Somewhat
unsafe

#

28
17
21
10
24

23

%

23.9
34.0
17.2
23.3
28.9
29.4

Somewhat
safe

i %

k3 36.8
14 28.0
he 37.
19 4h.

N~

19 22.

\{)

Very safe

# o
17 1k.5
L 3.0
29 J
11 25.6
6 7.2

[
(e}
AWEY)



Levels of Fear When Out Alone during Daytime
in Neighborhood by Patrol Area

Patrol Very unsafe Somewhat Somewhat Very safe
unsafe safe

it 7 i ki % i %
Assumption L 3.5 6 5.2 34 29.6 71 61.7
Williamsbridge 1 2.0 3 6.1 15 30.6 30 61.2
Midwood 2 1.6 1 0.8 37 30.1 83 67.5
Nottingham 0 0 9 20.9 34 79.1
Pratt 6 7.2 10 12.0 31 37.3 36 43.4
Rochdale 2 2.4 3 3.6 37 44.0 L2 50.0

N
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Levels of Fear by Gender When Qut Alone during
the Daytime in Neighborhood (%) -

Very unsafe Somewhat Somewhat Very safe
unsafe safe
Female L.2 L.8 38.4 52.6

liale 1.2 3.7 - 21.3 73.8



Frequency of Loaning to Neighbors in the Last Year by Patrol Areas

Frequency | Assumption| Williamsbridge | Iidwood Nottingham | Pratt Rochdale
# % i# % | # % | # %\ # % | i %
0 87 79.1 39 78 74 62.2 | 29 69.0 | 66 80.5] 56 67.5
1 2 1.8 1 2 10 8.4 0 5 6.1 by .8
2 3 2.7 2 L 1 0.8 2 4.3 2 2.4 2 2.4
3 5 .5 3 6 30 25.2 | 11 26.2 8 9.8 1 19 22.9
k-10 10 9.1 b 8 3 2.5 0 1 1.2 1 1.2
11 or 3 2.7 1 2 1 0.8 0 0 1 1.2

more

Totals 110 99.9 50 100 119 99.9 % 100.0 32  100.0 8k 100.0
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Frequency of Borrowing from Neighbors in the Last Year by Patrol Area

Patrol Area

Frequency | Assumption |Williamsbridge IMidwood Nottingham| Pratt Rochdale
# % | # % # %l %l # %| # %

0 92 80.7 | 43 87.8 86 72.31 30 73.2! 73 89.0{ 63 75.0
1 6 5.3 L 8.2 5 L.2 L 9.8 2 2.4 2 2.4
2 3 2.6 1 2.0 3 2.5 1 2.0 3 3.7 2 2.4
3 5 L L 0 23 19.3 6 14 6 i b9l 16 19.0

4-10 Ly 3.5 1 2.0 2 1.7 0 0 0

11 or L 3.5 0 0 0 0 1 1.2

more

Totals 117 100.0 L9 100.0 119 100.0 L1 100.0 82 100.0 84 100 0




Likelihood of Saying Something to Unknown Young Kids Doing Graffiti

in Respondents' Neighborhoods by Patrol Areas

_ * Patrol

Levels of | Row Assumptian | Williamsbridge | Midwood Nottingham | Pratt Rochdale
likelihood] Totals

# % # % # % # % | # %\ # %
Very 220 | 56 50.0| 16 32,7 54 h6.2 19 45.2 | 30 37.0] 45 53.6
likely
Somowhat 65 | W 12.5] 11 22,1 15 12.8 I 0.5 |12 ih.8] 9 10.7
Tiko Ly
Somewhat 17 5 k.5 L 8.2 3 2.6 1 2.4 1 1.2} 3 3.6
unlikely
Very 183 | 37 33.0] 18 36.7 ks  38.5 18 2.9 |38 u46.9) 27 32.1
unlikely
Column 485 1112 100.0 Lg 100.0 117 100.0 L2 100.0 81 100.0 84 lOO;O
Totals

=
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Likelihood »f 35aying Something tc Unknown
Young Kids Doing Graffiti by Gender (/)

Level ~f 1lilzlih»od liale Female
Very likely Lo 4 h3.3
Somewhat likely 14.0 13.1
Somewhat unlikely 3.7 3.4
Very unlikely 32.9 Lo.2

Likelihood of Saying Something to Unknown
15-17 Year 0Jlds Doing Graffiti by Gender (%)

Level of likelihood Male Female
Very likely 39.6 28.7
Somewhat likely 12.2 10.6
Somewhat unlikely 5.5 3.4

Very unlikely L2 .7 57.3
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Likelihood of Saying Something to 15-17 year 01d Strangers Doing
Graffiti in Respondents' Neighborhoods by Patrol Areas

. Patrol

Level of Row Assumption | Williamsbridge | Midwood Nottingham {Pratt Rochdale

likelihood| Totals| # % # % # %y # % |\ # %l # %
! Very 157 | b7  W4L.6 1% 29.2 32 27.4| 13 31.0 {21 25.9] 30 35.7

likely

Somewhat 5l 10 8.8 7 4.6 15 12.8 5 11.9 | 7 8.6 10 11.9

likely

Somewhat 20 7 6.2 L 8.3 2 1.7 2 L.3 ] 3 3.7 2 2.4

unlikely

Very 254 Lo L3 .4 23 h7.9 68 53.1] 22 52.4 150 61.7| 42 50.0

unlikely

Totals L4135 113 106.0 L8 100.0 117 100.0 L2 100.0 {81 100.0 84 100.0




Zillalihood of 3aying something 1o inowm Young
iids Doing Graffiti by Gender (%)

Zevel of likalihood Liale : Femals
Very likely 73.5 75.2
Somewhat likely 4.0 3.1
Somewhat unlikely 0.6 0.6
Very unlikely 11.6 16.1

Likelihood of Saying 3Something to Known 15-17
Year 0lds Doing Graffiti by Gender (%)

Level of likelihood Male Female
Very likely 64.6 63.4
Somewhat likely 12.8 7.8
Somewhat unlikely 1.3 1.3

Very unlikely 20.7 27.5



Likelihood of Saying Something to Known Young Kids Doing

Graffiti in Respondents' Neighborhoods by Patrol Areas

Patrol

Lovel of Row Arcnunptiom ] Vitllrunbreldgo Lol Hobliiygshron eatl Itnchdalo
likeclihood | Potals

# % it % i# % it Bl # % | # %
Very 363 |- 70 61.91 28 57.1 93 79.5 | 31 73.8) 67 82.7 | 74 88.1
likely '
Somewhat Lo | 21 18.6] 12 24.5 9 7.7 1 2.4 L L.g 2 2.4
likely .
Somewhat 3 1 0.9 0 2 1.7 0 0 0]
unlikely
Very 71 V21 18.6 9 18.4 13 11.1 10 23.3 10 12.3 8 9.5
unlikely ,
Totals 36 (113 100.0} b9 100.0 117 100.0 |42 100.0 | 81 100.0 | 8% 100.0
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Likelihood of Saying Something to Known 15-17 Year 0Olds Doing
Graffiti in Respondents' Neighborhoods by Patrol Areas

Patrol

Level of Row Assumption| Williamsbridge | Midwood Nottingham y Pratt Rochdale
likelihood| Totals

# % # % # %l # %\ # % | # %
Very 309 58 51.3 22 L4L5.8 79 67.5] 26 63.4 1 55 67.9 69 82.1
likely
Somewhat L6 16 4.2 12 25.0 10 8.51 1 241 5 6.2 2 2.h
likely
Somewhat 7 5 L.y 1 2.1 1 0.9 0 0 0
unlikely
Ver¥ 122 3 30,1 13 27.1 27 23.1} 1h 34.1 1 25.9 | 13 15.5
unlikely
Totals L8h 113 100.0 Lg 100.0 117 100.0} &1 99.9 1 81 100.0 84 100.0

1

L



Likelihood of Stranger Recognition by Patrol Area
Patrol

Level of |Row Assumption | Williamsbridge| Midwood Nottihgham Pratt Rochdale
likelihood jTotals

# %l # % # % # % # % # %\ # %
Very 152 31.2 ¢ 44 38.6 22 Li.0 37 31.6 19 Liy 2 18 22,5112 14.5
likely
Somewhat 73 15,01 12 10.5 7 - 14.0 21 17 .9 5 11.6 13 16.3 | 15 18.1
likely
Somewhat 18 3.7 L 3.5 6 12.0 5 L.3 1 2.3 2 2.5 0
unlikely
Verir 2 50,1 | s4 4.4 15 30.0 54 W6.2 1 18 hl .9 hkp 58.815 67.5
unlikely
Totals 484100.0 @14 100.0 50 100.0 117 100.0 L3 100.0 80 100.0 {83 100.0
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Frequency of Visiting with Neighbors in the Last Month by Patrol Area

Patrol
Frequency| Row Assumption|Williamgbridge| Midwood Nottingham | Pratt Rochdale
Totals
# % | i# % # # %1 # % # % # %
0 236 48.7161 53.0 27 5k, 50 42.71 19 46.3 | 4k 55.0|35 42,7
1 36 7.4 11 9.6 L 8 kL 3.4 L 9.8 5 6.31{ 8 9.8
2 Lg 9.91% 10 8.7 6 1z2. 12 10.3 3 7.3 5 6.3]12 14.6
3 30 6.2 5 4.3 2 4, 12  10.3 3 7.3 6 7.5] 2 2.4
L to 10 93 19.2] 16 13.9 6 12 28 23.9 6 14.6 17 21.3 1 20 2L .4
times
11 or 42 8.7112 10.4 5 10. 11 9.4 6 14.6 3 3.8} 5 6.1
more
times
Totals 485 100.0 115 100.0 50 100. 1117 100.0 L1 100.0 80 100.0 |82 100.0
Means 3. 46 3.80 4.32 5.20 2.46 3.52
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Frequency of Visiting with Neighbors in the Last Year by Patrol Area

Patrol
Frequency| Row 1 Assumption{Williamsbridge o Midwood Nottingham Pratt | Rochdale
Totals
# o # w # % |# | # % | # %| #
0 129 27.2| 38 33.9| 16 34.0 29 24.8] 6 15.0 }23 28.8{17 21.
1 32 6. 5 4.5 2 L.3 ? 6.0 4 10.0 9 11.3) 5 6.
3 52 ;11. 11 9.8 7 14.9 13 11.1) 6 15.0 9 11.3| 6 7
3 26 5. 6 5.4 L 8.5 3 2.6] 4 10.0 5 6.3] 4 5
4 to 10 47 9. 14 12.5 3 6.4 11 9.4y 2 5.0 7 8.8{10 12.
times
11 to 50 | 91 19. 16 14.3 7 1lh.9 22 18.8| 10 25.0 {13 16.3{23 29.
times
51 to 100} 47 9. 8 7.1 3 6.4 16 13.71 2 5.0 9 11.3] 9 11.
times
%\_)er 100 | 50 10.5}14 12.5 5 10.6 16 13.71 6 15.0 5 6.3/ 4 5
imes A '
Totals 74 100.0 [L12 100.0 L7 100.0 117 100.0} L0 100.0 80 100.0|78 100.
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Frequency of Visiting by Neighbors in the Last Month by Patrol Area

Patrol
Frequency| Row Assumption (Williamsbridgel °-Midwood Nottingham? Pratt Rochdale
Totals
# % # % | # ‘g | # % # | # %\ # %
0 186 138.3| b9 42.2 18- 36.7 4o " 34.2] 19 L4s5.2134 43.0| 26 31.3
1 k7  9.71 8 6.9 6 12.2 9 ? 3 7.1112 15.2] 9 10.8
2 58 11.9]13 11.2 7 14.3 15 12. 3 7.1 9 11.4]11 13.3
3 3 7.4 7 6.0 2 .1 10 8. 4 9.5 5 6.3] 8 9.6
b to 10 {107 22.0|25 21.6 10 20.4 29  24. ?7 16.7{15 19.0}21 25.3
times
11 or 52 10.7 |14 12.1 6 12.2 L 12. 6 14.3] & 5,11 8 9.6
more
times.
Totals 486 100.0 )16 100.0 L9 100.0 117 100.0 {42 100.0|/79 100.0 |83 100.0
Means L.52 L4 .96 5.08 5.71 2.95 L.67




Frequency of Visiting by Neighbors in the Last Year by Patrol .rea

Patrol
Frequency'! Row Assumption |Williamsbridgg Miéwdod Nottingham Pratt Rochdale
Totals -
# % # % # % | # % # % \# s # %
0 121 25.6f 33 28.9| 11 23.4 30 25.91 9 214 |23 29.9|15 19.7
1l 18 3.8 5 L.y 3 6.4 3 2.6] 0 4 5.21 3 3.9
2 36 7.6/ 6 5.3 6 12.8 ?7 6.0 4 9.5 1 8 10.4} 5 6.6
3 23 k.9 6 5.3 1 2.1 1 0.9 &4 9.5 L 5.2 7 9.2
4 to 10 65 13.8} 19 16.7 6 12.8 16 13.8| 5 11.9 7 9.1} 12 15.8
times
11 to 50 86 18.21 15 13.2 8 17.0 18 15,51 9 21.4 {20 26.0 {16 21.1
times
51 to 100 | 62 13.1} 14 12.3 6 12.8 22 19.0{ & 9.5 | 6 7.8 {10 13.2
times
Over 100 61 12.9| 16 1h.0 6 12.8 19 16.4} 7 16.7 | 5 6.5({ 8 0.5
Totals 92 100.0!11# 100.0 | 47 100.0 116 100.0 |42 100.0 |77 100.0 |76 100.0
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APPENDIX C

Correlations

Jith regard to social cohesion the hypothetical re-

sponses to witnessing graffiti were examined together with

the level of visiting and being visited that the respon=-
Zents repnorted. These results can be sesn in the correl-

ation matriiz below.

Interact GRAFL GRAF2 GRAF3 GRAF4 SAIDST

Interact 1.0000 -.1950%% =, 1632%% -, 2152%% =, 2L19%% 0355

CoAml ~-.1959%% 1.,0000 .7643%% _5236%* .57Q7%* .34525
GRARF2 =.1lé32%%  |76LSw 11,0000 .3363%% LSh22%E L L210%
GZAF3 - .2152%% ,5p3f%E 3363 i.OO‘O JPR253%%  OLsl
GRATL - . 2L19%% gl ghppwn .7253%%  1.,0000 .3061
SAIDST -.0355 LS YA Lh210% N3 .3061 1.0000

Note: Interact includes the four measures -f visiting and
being visited used in the survey. GRAF 1-4 follows

Y
T

order of quectionnaire: GRAT 1 1c level of likelihood

of saying something to unknown youngasr kids, ete.
3AIDST refers to those whn actually said something.

*#,01 #®%,001 l=tailed significance



The strongest correlations that can be found here
are for the graffiti rass»onse indices, jparticularly GRAML
and GRAF2. Note also that the strongest correlatiomn for
those actually saylng something ic for GRAF2 meaning that
those who say they would say something to> unknovm 15-17

year 0ldz have actually done s0 more iregquently than for

the -ther graffiti witnessing categries.

-3

here is a strong correlation between respondents!
incomes and whether they were aware of the patrols in
their neighborhoods (.2024 sig.). Those with higher in-
comes were more likely to be aware. No correlatiosn was

found between income and a patrol's effect on feelings of

D

6]

safety (.9021 sig.). However strong correlations were

\,

N

sund Tor income and level of safety felt when out alons
at night (.0027 sig.) and during the day (.2008 sig.) in
the respondents' neighborhoods. In both instances those
with higher incomes felt safer.

Those with higher incomes were more likely to report
that burglary is the most serious crime problem in their
areas (.0153 sig.). Those with lower incomes were more
likely to report that crack is the most serious crime
problem (also .0153).

Those with higher incomes als» reported being more



satisfied with their neighborhaads (<.0000 sig.).

There was also a strong c rrelation between total
crimes in an area and awareness of the patrol (<.0000
sig. '36). fhose who live in areas with less crime were
more likzly to be aware of the patrols in their areas.
They were also more likely to report being safe when out
alone at night in their neighborhoods (.0552 sig.) and
somevhat less s2 during the daytime (.1249 sig.).

The following page contains some correlation matrices.
Somz of the conclusions that can be drawn from these cor-
relations are:

- as % White goes up mean income rises.

- as % Black, Hispanic, 15-19 year olds and 20-24 year
0lds increase mean income decreases.

- as the mean income of an area rises the crime rate
decreases. (The exception here is motor vehicle thefts in
1235 which rose somewhat with income).

- as % White for an area increases the crime rate
tends to decrease (except for bufglaries in 1985).

- as % Black increases so does the crime razte (except
for burglaries in 1985).

- as % 15-19 year olds and 20-24 year olds increase
so do all crimes (except for motor vehicle thefts for the

2)~24 year olds).



CORRELATION MATRICED

MINC

e

Cﬂ

Il

MINC

WHITE
BLACK

HISP

FIFT

Note:

WHITE
3853

20335
- 5321w

(W]

)B36
- .55074#%

~J

30835

- 4131w
3433
.2319%#

ROB36
-, 3261 %%
,2471*%

3155%
ROB85
. 610k

537l

RIB36

.5808#% -

5997

BLACK

- 234 6%

BUR35

- L1l

BUR36

-.3379%%

BURSS

. 253N
-.3513%*
.5728%%

BURS6

- . L3g0s
207w

- .12LGws

BURS5
.2888#:#
.? 3467\"1"2‘

BURB6
53203

3365%

HICP
-, 50203

VT35

L2623

wVT86
.0L493

VIS5

- . 5808
677l

- 7755w

LVT36

- . 7026%%
L7766

-.7035#:%

KVI35
G112
- . 5725%s¢

MVT86
.3534**
- J32L2ws

3ee following page for codes.

TOT85

-.3152#%
 2LBlywe
.2330%*

TI136

- . 282Lts
2161 %%
L2363

ToT85
. 5520%3%
. 5634

TOT36
.5595%:
.5916%*
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Code for Correlation Liatrices

MINC = mean income

WHITE, BLACK and HIZP = racial and ethnic baclkgrounds

FIFT - numper of

J=i1 = nunber of

=

20835 and RIB36
3U235 and BURBS -

L.VT35 and LVT36 -

TOT35 and TOT36 =
%% =,001 1l-tailed

number °f robberies in 1935 and 1936

-

nunber of burglaries in 1335 and 1986

nunber of motor vehicle thefts in 1935 and

1236
number of total crimes in 1935 and 1986

significance



ne o2f the major reasons for undertaking this study
was T3 determine what would be the major predictors for
determining fear »f crime in a particular urban neighbor-
hood. The multiple regression that was run showed o-nly

some weakx links namely sex, age, income, number of 15-

—

43}

9 year °lds in an area and response to graffiti. Know=-

N

ledge of 7 crime patr»sl was found not to be an important

(

precdictrr »f the level >f safety respondents felt in their
neignborh>~ds when out alone at night or during the day.
This can be ssen in the multiple regression matrices on
the following two pages.

zome »f the correlatioms found were:

- an inverse relationship betwesn income and total
crimez fr an area.

- the number of 15-19 year olds and 20-24 year olds
and the 1l1»ocal crime rate azre positively correlated.

- thyse who loan and borrow are als» likely to visit

and be visited by neighbors.
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DAYSAF
NITEZSAF

Qs
b A

TWEN
KNOWCP
TIMLIV
LORB
INTERACT
IEZEIND

130
(@)
ON

INTERACT RESCINS
.059 -.209
.065 -.220
.023 L0920

-.170 175
~ 034 .002
-.087 014
.090 -.0073
053 .085
- .026 -.101
..001 .069
-.100 014
-.052 .086
013 .033
.290 -.145
1.000 ~-.129
-.129 1.000

Cade for tultiple Regression liatrices

CANTOA T
JAYSAF

NITASAR

RONROITIS) o

INTZRACT

RESPOND

level of safety felt when out alone during
the day in one's neighborhood

level of safety felt when »ut alone at night
in one's neighborhood

knowledge of the neighborh»>~d citizen crime
patrol

length >f time living in neighborhood
loaning and borrowing among neighbors

visiting and being visited by neighbors (all
four parameters)

response t> witnessing grafifiti being done
(all four parameters)

Note: the rest of the codes correspond to the correlation
matrices codes.
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