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Introduction

Two extensive research traditions have been important to much of modern
criminology. One of these, which we will call the risk assessment tradition,
dates at least from Buetelet (1842) and Goring (1913}, and has provided much of
what we now know concerning individual-level correlates of criminality.
Research conducted in this tradition generally has been predictive in nature,
and directly policy-relevent in intent. Fundameétally, the individual offender

is the unit of study, and examination of this literature shows rather clearly

that a great deal of criminological research fthat has focused on jindividuals has

ignored physical and social environmental influences on behavior.

It also is the case that much research conducted in the ecological
tradition, the second we wish to consider here, essentially ignores the
individual--even thbugh it is clear that many sociological theories of criae
causation deal largely with the social environment and its interaction with
individuals or groups {e.g., Merton, 1957; Southerland qnd Cressey, 1974;
Hirschi, 1969; Cloward and Ohlin, 19&0; Matza, 1969; Reckless, 1973; Gibbons and
Jones, 1975). Ecological/areal research findings have been important to much of
this theory construction {as illustration, see Willie, 194673 Hirschi and Selvin,

1947; Maccoby, Johnson and Church, 1938).

The two traditions generaily may be characterized as having developed
virtually independently, even though some persons have been influential to both
{e.q., Burgess, 1925; 1927). In particular, ecolpgical research findings have

not been used to inform the risk assessment tradition. During the early part of

this century, community context was important to some of the risk assessment

wofk (e.g.,‘Tibbits, 193153 VYold, 1931; Kirby, 1954), but such factors then were

R

virtually ignored until the 1970°'s, when the bail reform movement again focused
attention on issues such as "commupity ties" as potentially predictive of

pretrial release outcomes.

In & recent review of attempts to predict violent and aggressive behavior,
Monahan (1981) repeats a call made earlier by Shah (1978): We need to address
the role of situational factors if we are to improve upon our abilities to
predict behaviors of the sort under consideration. Similarly, a recent report
by the National Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences (1981)
suggests that research on the social and environmental factors contributing to
criminal behavior is missing and necessary {(see also ﬁunahan, 1984; Gottfredson
any Gattfreason, 1985). That which is available generally is limited to a
consideration of violence, and is limited either to simple univariate
descriptive summary statistics (e.g., Wolfgang, 1958; Toch, 1969; Curtis, 1974},

bivariate (e.g., Steadman, 1982), or disappointing multivariate {e.g., Steadman

and Ribner, 19B2) analyses.

f Theoretical Pergpective for Person-Environment Interactions

in a sense, the two research traditions briefly described above can be

characterized as analogous to two rather distinct perspectives to the

psychological study of personality: These are the trait and gituational
approaches. A similar analogy could be made with the well-known
"nature/nurture" controversy. We believe that distinctions of these sorts are

useful for some purposes, but counter-productive in the long run.

We beligve that there are there are three general approaches that one could

take in attempting to predict criminality: one could focus solely on

characteristics of the offender {(a trait or person approach), one could focus
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solely on the characteristics of the situation in which an offender is placed (a
situational spproach), or one could focus on interactions between offender and
environmental characteristics {an interactionist approach). In psycholagy {and
in the risk assessment tradition), the first of these approaches has been
pursued extensively. The trait approach has been triticized because validity
coefficients for trait measures often are lower than .30 (Mischel, 19683 for an
alternative view, see Hogan, DeSoto, and Solano, 1977). It is interesting to
note that risk assessment devices also rérely (if ever) have :ﬁefficients larger
than this (Gottfredson and Gottfredson, in press). The influence of
environments on behavior also has been well documented in psychology (Barker,
1948), and in addition to the ecclogical studies reviewed later in this paper,

has received some attention in recidivism studies {Reitzes, 1933; Glaser, 1944).

Both in psychology {e.qg., Wandersman and Florin, 1981) and in prediction
research, we think that the interactionist approach holds promise.
"Interactionism" has been used to refer to several different things (Buss, 1977
Olweus, 1977). On one level, the interactionist perspective is very simple and
has considerable common sense or "face" validity: it simply is a statement tha£
behaviar is a funétion both of the person and the environment; as Lewin (1936)
put it, B = f(P,E}. If we want to achieve an understanding of how these
influences function, however, definitions of interactionism become more complex
(Buss, 1977). Olweus (1977) has proposed four different interactiopist
perspectives. He calls the first a unidirectional perspective. Here, both
berson and envirdnment variables are seen to contribute to explanations of
particular behavioral’ outcomes, although no interplay between the person and
environment predictors--in terms of person variables being constrained (in their

explanatory power) by environment variables, or being potentiaied by

05?%

environmental variables--is assumed or predicted.

A second perspective is the analysis of variance approach. Here, it is

suggested that Person X Environment interaction terms (in an analysis of

variance framework) will contribute significantly to the explanation of

behavioral outcomes. The interaction ternms may have more explanatory power than

either the Person or Environment main effects, although this is not a necessary
proposition of this perspective. The essential point is that the person and

enpvironment variables bear a conditional relation to each other

A third perspective is the reciprocal action approach, which suggests that
the person and the environment influence each other reciprocally, These
influences result in adaptation and accommodation, such that changes in both the
person and the environment result {e.g., the person and the environment
transform each other over time), One assumption of this model would appear to

be that a condition of congruence between the person and the environment evolves

over time.

Dlweus calls the fourth perspective on interactionism the

person-environment inteqrity model. This aﬁproach suggests that the person, the

environment, and the person’s behavior in that environment, are interwoven or
integrated in a system-like fashion; that these three classes of variables have
a functional integrity; and that this is reflected in processes of reciprocal
influence, These different elements function as a single unit (similar to

behavior settings; see Barker, 1948).

We feel that the person-environment integrity model will prbve nost useful
for providing advances to the risk assessment problem. First, an offender's

adjustment represents not only the influence of the environment on the person,
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but the person‘s influence on that environment. The environment may influence
the offender ‘s behavior in many ways. By itself, it may serve as a
discriminating stimulus to elicit sume behaviors which are reinforcing, such as
drug abuse. The environment produces social agents who may encourage either
behaviors leading to recidivism, or behaviors leading to successful adjustment.
Bocial agents may indirectly influence the course of events by encouraging
police or other crime control agents to keep track of the offender. Physical
and land use factors may be a source of influence by providing targets or
opporturities for crime (or by limiting these). Clearly, there are many ways in
which the environment can have an influence on the offender and the offender’s

behavior.

Likewise, there are many ways in which the offender and his/her behavior
may influence the environment. The mere presence of an offender, if known to
police or to community residents, may be a cause of increased vigilance,
watchfulness, concern, or perhaps fear.- 0f course, the offender's behavior
contributes to therenvirnnment by making it more or less orderly. If the
offender’s behavior becomes extremely antisocial, leading to the actual
compission of crime(s), then this becomes an addition factor influencing
environmental quality. Through his/her presence, then, 'as well as through
his/her behavior, the offender may contribute tq or detract from the quality of

community life, and méy stimulate local formal or informal control mechanisms.

The Research Problem and Structure of the Paper

Two general research questions may be stated qiite simply: First, by
‘cunsidering the socio-environmental context into which an offender is released

atfter a period of incarceration, can we improve upon-recidivism predictions

e

Eecond

communities.
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We next

turn our attenpti
ntion to the secopd of the two questions posed above, and examine

o )

~attempt to answer the question of "where do we go from herp?"

The Risk-Assessment Tradition

For detail i 0 i
ed reviews of much of this work see Gottfredson and Gottfredson

$ e

Gottfredson and Gottfredson (1979,

in press), Mannheim and Wilkins (1955), or

S8imon (1971); ) : i
)y attempts to pred1ct‘performance on pre-trial release are reviewed

in Goldkanp and Bottfredson (19g5).

Other critical reviews also recently have ' -
been published. G?VEH the ready availability of this information, we do not !
?:ve detailed attention tg the prediction of violence (reviewed by Monahan 5%
1978? 1981; Monahan and Klassgn; 1982), or to longitudinal studies bearing,on ' .
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studies. We will concentrate on behavioral and demobgraphic correlates; thus, we

will largely ignore several extensive research traditions. In particular,

research relating to psychological or psychiatric prognostications, tests, or

other personality assessments will not be treated. Research concerning the

impacts of large-scale social and economic forces (e.g., EdArlich, 1973, 1974;

Forst, 19763 Vandaele, 1978) similarly is not considered.

Past Criminal Behavior.

It is a psychological truism that the best

predictor of future behavior is past behavior. Not surprisingly, one of the

hest predictors of future criminal conduct is past criminal conduct; and the

risk assessment literature amply supports this fact. From the earliest studies

{e.g., Burgess, 1928; Vold, 1931) to the latest (e.g., Palmer and Carlson, 1976;
Sottfredson et al., 1978y Schmidt and Witte, 1979; Carroll et al., 1982;
Gottfredson and Tayior, 1984) indices of prior criminal conduct consistently are

found to be among the most powerful predictors of future criminal conduct.

This generalization tends to hold regardless of the measure of prior
criminal conduct used or of specific operationai definitions of that conduct.
For example, the previous arrest history, the prior conviction history, the
record of commitments to jail and/or to prison, the length of "gaps” in the
arrest or conviction history {e.g., time #free without arrests), the history of
prior probation and/or parole violations, the age at first arrest, the number of

commitnents to correctional institutions, the number of prior court dispositions

- of any type, and the types of prior offenses all provide exanmples of variates

often found predictive of future arrests or convictions.

The reiation changes little whether only men are studied {e.g., Borden,

19283 Tibbitts, 1931; Babst et al., 1974; Kirby, 19345 Glaser, 1953) or if women
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are included in the sample (e.g., Brown, 1978; Gottfredson, Wilkins and Hoffman,
19783 Carroll et al., 1982). Restricting the sample only to certain types of
offenders, however, appears to reduce the effect. For example, Babst et al.
{1972) studied a large national sample of parnléd burglars, and observed MCRs
relating prior record and parole outcome of from .08 to .14 (depending upon the
definition of prior record used). In a study of institutionalized narcotics
addicts, Inciardi (1971) did not find prior criminal record to be among the
salient predictors of parole outeome. In further suﬁport of the truism noted

earlier, however, the variable "number of previous treatments for narcotics use

was found predictive.

Prior record is similarly predictive in samples of probationers, who
generally exhibit less "crimipality” than other samples studied (e.g., Simon,
1971; Monachesi, 1932; Caldwell, 1951). Such variables are found predictive in
American, British, and Europeén {6.0.4 Shiedt, 19363 Trunk, 1937) samples, and

for youth {e.g., HMannheim and Wilkins, 1933) as well as for adults.

foe. Information concerning offender age appears consistently to be
related to recidivism, although there are contrary examples.k Age alone has
variously been found positively related to outcome {(studies finding that older
offenders more often are successful include, as examples, Burgess, 1927; Kirby,
1994; Falmer and Carlson, 197&; Brown, 1978; Schmidt and Witte, 1979}, unrelated
with outcone (studies,finding no, or very little, relation include Borden, 1928;
Vold, 1931; Babst et al., 1971; Simon, 1971; Babst et al., 1972; Gottfredson and
Gottfredson, 197%y, and even negatively related with outcome (e.g., Tibhitts,
1931). HWhen +ound>{n be pusitively related with release outcome, the effect |
usually is small, although statistically significant in the studies cited.

Studies which we have classified as showing no relation actually do show small,
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offender first left hone f
release. i

loen-significant, but positive coefficients (.004 to aboput

. y and
in - . . ,
spection of the distribution shows it to be slight and inconsist
isten
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1931, pg. 37). T

To summarize;
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Babst et al, (1972) found no zero-order effect
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marginally predictive).
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y studies have examined the age variable in relation to the onsat of
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talculate a contingency coefficient of .14 between age at first
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redson and Gottfredson (1979) report point-biserial correlations of .18

for age at fi
g irst arrest, .17 for age at first conviction, and .18 for age at
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first committment. Although not large, the effect is at least consistent (and
iz not remarkabhly smaller than zero-order effects cited above for criminal
history variahles). Wher examined in multivariate contexts, the relation
usually remains significant, although the unigue contribution is small

(Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1979).

Marital GStatus. Marital status occasionally has been found predictive of

recidivism, with single offenders doing more poorly on follow-up (Burgess, 1927;
Vold, 19315 Kirby, 1954; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 197%). The zern-order
relations are slight (the correlations are about .13, varying, of course, with
the study), and usually, but not always, disappear in multivariate analyses
(Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 19795 cf. Kirby, 19543 Palmer and Carlson, 1976).
Marifal ctatus is colinear with age variables (which are rather more powerful)
and with variables which assess release plans {(B.Q.y planned living
arrangement). Simon fpund no effect for marital status, but her sample was very
young. In general, the unique contribution of marital status appears modest in

relation to the assessment pf parole outcomes.

Sey. Most studies reported in the literature have been restricted to

szamples of males. Those that included both men and women (e.g., Gottfredson,

Wilkins and Hoffman, 1978 Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 19793 Schmidt and Witte,‘

1979 Carroll et al., 1982) either find or report no significaht effect for sex.
An exceptinn is Brown (1978}, in which sex remained statistically 51gn1{1cant in
a multiple discriminant function analysis. The variable’s unique contribution,
however, is very slight (see pg. 28). Gnttfredson and Gottfredson (1979)
systematically studled ‘the pffect of sex, and found it to be negllglble. In
part, this likely is due to the small number of women avallable for study even

when overall sample sizes are large.
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Race/Ethnicity. Although some of the earliest studies paid detailed
attention to race or ethnicity {e.g., Tibbitts, 1931, studied the zero-order
relations between 20 racial and ethnic classificatione and parole ocutcome) few
later studies specifically report upon or appear to have examined these
variables. ‘Either the variables were not available for study (e.g., Brown,
1978), or investigétors appear to have ignored them. It also may be that
investigators simply have not reported no-effect findings. Some (e.g.,
Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1979) had an expressed goal of developing
operationally useful prediction tools, and hence excluded the variable from
consideration. In one multivariate study (Schmidt and Witte, 1979), a
cero-order race effect failed to reach significance when considered in
cnmb?natiun with other factors; in others (Kassebaum, Ward, and Wilner, 1971;
Palmer and Carlson, 1974) the effect (substaﬁtially diminished) remains
significant. Perhaps the best that may be said at this point is that race and

ethnicity effects appear to have been understudied in relation to recidivism.

Employment History. Employment history cunsistenfly is found predictive of
criminal recidivism (althoﬁgh there are exceptions,_e.g., Tibbits 1931). The
zero-order relations are modest {correlation coefficients of .21, .12, .17 -
.14, .17, and .13 - .16 have been reported by Vold, Borden, Kirby, Simon, and
Bottfredson and Bottfredson, respectively; contingency coefficients of .25 -
.22, and .12 were observed by'Mannheim and Wilkins and by BGottfredson et al.;
and an MCR of .17’was feported by Blaser). In general,‘variables which measure
the stabi]ity of employment appear to be modestly more predictive than do other
means of assessing employment history (8imon, 19775 Gottfredson and Gottfredson,
1979). |

Employment history variables generally retain a unique contribution in

multivariate analyses, but the effect is small. Occupational classifications
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may be somewhat more powerful (Palmer and Carlson, 1976).

Offense. The nature of the committment offense, and in some studies, the
nature of offenders’ offense histories, consistently is predictive of criminal
recidivism: those who offend against property are poorer risks than are those
who have offended against persons (Vold, 1931; Kirby, 1954; Mannheim and
Wilkins, 1935; PBabst et al, 1971; Palmer and Carlson, 197&; Brown, 1978;
Gottfredson, Wilkins, and Hoffman, 1978; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1979;
Schmidt and Witte, 1979; Carroll et al., 1982; cf., hbwever, Simon, 1971),
Brown (1978) systematically studied a number of offense classification schemes,
finding that a simple "person/prbperty" dichotomy wés dbout as efficient as any
other. It is such a measure that most commonly is used, although some (e.qg.,
Gottfredson et al., 1975; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1979) have found specific
combinations of property-type offenses to be predictive. Zero-order relations
typically observed are in the .15 - .23 range (cf. Mannheim and Wilkins, 1955;
Bottfredson et al., 1978; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1979). When considered
in multivariate models, offense type typically does make a unigue, but small,
contribution to explained variation in cutcome (cf. Kirby, 1954; Brown, 1978;
Schmidt and Witte, 1979; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1979; Carroll et al.,

1982).

Alcohol and Drugs. A history of problematic alcohol use is correlated with
recidivism (Vold, 1931;>Hakeem, 19485 Ohlin, 19513 Mannheim and Wilkins, 1955;
Gottfredson, 1942; Glaser, 1964; Gottfredson and Ballard, 1965; Babst et al.,
1972; Palmer and Carlson, 1976; Brown, 1978; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1979;
Schmidt and Witte, 1979), but the relation is slight. In multivariate models,
variables indicative of alcohol use occasionally make small unique contributions

(e.g., Gottfredson, 1942; Pélmer and Carlson, 1976; Brown, 1978), just as often,
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For listings of many of these, see Mannheim and Wilkins (1955), Simon (1971), or
Gottfredson and Gottfredson {(1979). A few have shown sufficient promise to
mention 4ere, although they pften are supported by few studies. A record of
punishments (reprimands, reports, misconduct citations, gptc.) received while
incarcerated has proven prognostic on occasion (e.g., Borden, 1928; Tibbitts,
19313 VYold, 1931; Kirby, 1954; Mannheim and Wilkins, 1935; Gottfredson and
Gottfredson, 1979; Carroll et al., 1982). ZIero-order relations are low to
moderate (.03 - .23 range), but pultivariate analyses suggest that the small
rontribution made is relatively unigue. Whether the offgnder acted alone in the
committment offense, or acted with accomplices has been found modestly
predicfive in some étudies {e.g., Tibbitts, 19313 Kirby, 1954); association with
crihinal gangs appears moderately more predictive (simon, 1971), and the latter
remains predictive in multiple regression framework. A variety of *"assessment
srales” have proven predictive in some studies (e.g.'Burgess' vgacial types";

see Burgess, 1927; Hakeen, 19485 Ohlin, 19513 or Glaser's (1955; 1964) "social

development pattern”), but have proven difficult for others to score reliably.

5 5 n i "
pppunity Correlates. Some evidence concerning "community correlates,

variously defined and measured, is available from early risk assessment studies

{e.g., Vold, 19313 Tibbetts, 19313 Kirby, 19343 Burgess, 1927; Hakeenm, 1948} .

This evidence is discouraging: it routinely is found that demographic and, more

strikingly, behavioral correlates of delinguency or recidivistic delinquency
overwhelm “community" correlates. However, it must be noted that little is
known concerning just what the "community"~variab1es actually used in some of
these studies were. For example, from Kirby (1954) we learn only that "Data ...
were gathered and coded [onl ... [somel] rating of [thel Qeighborhond to which

[thel parolee moved on release” (pg. 541). Tibbetts (1931) relied on the

definitions of Chicago’'s urban areas developed by his colleagues at the

University of Chicago, and recorded both the "neighborhood" type from which an

offender came and to which he returned. However, only about one-third of his

cample came from Chicagoj cases from other cities were typed based on "sonme

knowledge of the smaller cities of Illinois" {(pg. 21).

Other evidence concerning "community" correlates is available from studies
conducted in response te the bail reform movement. That movement and subsequent
legislation (as outlined in American BRar Association, 19683 Angel et al., 1971;
National Advisory Commission, 1973; Freed and Wald, 1974; Goldkamp, 1979)
focused research attention on factors deemed legitimate and/or appropriate faor
consideration in bail and pre-trial detention decisions. Since (until rather
recently) assurance pf appearance at trial was the overwhelming consideration at

this stage of the criminal justice process, a variety of studies examined the

relation between a variety of community/econtextual factors~-focusing principally

on social- and familial-environmental influences--and offender behaviors (e.g.,
Bock and Frazier, 1977; Goldkamp, 1979; Ebbesen and Konecni, 1975; Bynum, 19763
Roth and Wice, 1978; Goldkamp and Gottfredson, 1984; Gottfredson, 1974; Angel et
al., 1971;’Lucke et al., 19705 Clarke et al., 1978)., Although the evidence here
is a bit more mixed; again it is observed that behavioral correlates overwheln
environmental correlates. This particularly is true when criminal pretrial

outcomes are considered: When the criterion is failure to appear for trial,

community ties and similar variables can provide predictive advantage.

Ecological /Areal Research

InVestigations in this area have differed substantially with respect to

their conceptual bases. This brief review focuses on three relatively distinct
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research traditions.

Human ecology. The "human ecological" perspective {Park, 1916) developed
from the ecological framework successfully used in biology. According to this
view, concepts of "arological nichas,” sapvironmental competition,” etc., have
cnunterpérts in criminn&ogy. Processes of urban change and development are seen
to be such that particular locales are differentially influenced by large-scale
economic and‘“subsn:ial forces" (Michelson, 1970), resulting, for sone locales,
in social discrganization. Thus, Shaw and HcKay (1942) observed that
delinquency rates were high in areas where physical deterioration also was high,

‘ - . . e
and that delinguency varied inversely with distance from the city center (se

also Thrasher, 1927). It appeared that delinquency showed the same spatlal

3 3
pattern" as did many other pathologies (Faris and Dunham, 1939).

Later work replicated and extended these findings, associating delinguency
and/or crime rates with socineconomic status {(Harries, 1979, provides a
comprehensivé review). Factors related to housing (crowding, vacancies,
substandard conditions), employment (unemployment rates, welfare rates), and
family characteristics {percent of single- headed households) were found to

covary with delinquency rates.

i d

Considerable debate developed concerning whether these results reflecte

| i 5).
socioeconomic status or "anomie® {(cf. Merton, 1957; Gibbons and Jones, 1975
. . t

Lander (1954) argued for the latter, and subseguent replxcatlons appeared to

| hil ; ' ).
support this contention (Bordua, 1938; Chilton, 1964; Bates, 1962; Polk, 1957

s For a review of human ecology, seevﬂorris (!?57) or Hichglsonséi9;g;z“§§r a
review of delinguency research from an eco!oglcal perspective, ‘
{1975, 1979); for a critique, see Taylor (in press). .

~{7~
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Gordon (1967; see also Hirschi and Selvin, 1967) later demonstrated that results
of several statistical methods had been miscalculated or that the techniques
themselves had been misused (often in subtle ways) in much of this research.
Thus, Gordon concluded that "when all of these errors are taken into account, it

turns cut that the association between delinguency and socioeconomic status is
quite unambiguousiy very strong." 4
As already noted, many sociological (as opposed to biological or

psychological) theories of crime causation deal largely with the social
environment and its interaction with individuals or groups {Merton, 1957;

Southerland and Cressey, 1974; Hirschi, 1969; Cloward and Ohlin, 1950; Matza,

1969; Reckless, 1973; Gibbons and Jones, 1975). Not surprisingly, the

ecological/ areal research findings have been important to much of this theory

censtruction. Of course, the association between crime or delinquency rates and

social characteristics, although strong and consistent, is (a) not perfect, (b)

more than likely operates through several (often unspecified) mediating factors

{cf. Willie, 1947; Hirschi and Selvin, 1967), {c) which if specified, are

difficult to measure adequately (Meier, 1982; Greenberg, Rohe and Williams,

1984).

Dne suggestion ot how this relation functions was proposed by Shaw and
McKay (1942), and tested by Maccoby, Johnson and Church (1958). Shaw and McKay
suggested that the distribution of socially maladjusted youth was relatively

uniform throughout an urban area, but that modes of controlling for of failing

- " -t o o o

It is important to note, however, that this does not deny the possible
co-occurrence of anomie and disorganization.  Further, it is not clear whether
anomie, socioeconomic status, or both, is most closely related to social

disorganization. Finally, Gordon's conclusions are not supported by recent work
based on self-report methods (Hindelang, Hirschi and Weiss, 1981),

- -18-
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to control) children varied from community to community. Maccoby et al.’'s
research supported this hypothesis, and aggregate-level research has identified
similarArelatiuns between intra- and inter-household "cohesion" factors and
delinguency (Schmid, 1960; RBuinney, 1964; Glueck and Glueck, 19503 Hirschi,

1969; Dentler and Monroe, 1941).

Positive local forces. A very different conceptual base for understanding

spatial variation in crime and delinquency can be found in work that focuses on
neighborhood and community qualities. Burgess (1928) suggested that there were
three types of social forces cperating at the neighborhood level: the
ecological, cultural and political. This fradework has been used by others to
investigate criminal outcomes, and a compelling demonstration of it's utility is
Warren's work on riots (Narren,‘1969, 1977, 1978). He suggested that
neighborhoods vary on tgree dimensions: (1) the extent of attachment to local
community; (ﬁ) the degree of informal social exchange among neighbors,. and (3)
"vertical” ties to the larger community. Warren observed that riot behav{of Was
elevated in neighborhoods lower in social exchangé and attachment, and that
‘counter-riot” activity was elevated in neighborhoods in which neighburing
linkages were extensive. Apparently, such neighborhood- level attributes may

help preserve social order.

Situational factors. Although little-researched, a third stream of thought

has been concerned with the micro-levgl situational correlates of crime, violent
behavior, and recidivism. This work hasbdealt with physical environmental

factors that may create "opportunities" for crime (see Taylor, Bottfredson, and
Brower, 1980; Taylor, 1982, in preSs, for reviews), and social, employmenf, and
family-related stressors. This situational approach, as articulated by Monahan

and Klassen (1982), includes family-related stressors (e.g., Straus, 1980},

v_1‘9_

gambling houses, etc.).

peer-related stressors (e.g., Davies, 1969) and job-related straessors {Conk,

1975). Following recent trends in personality psychology, Monahan and Klassen

suggest that attention to situational variables may greatly enhance power to

predict crime-related outcomes, and that current devices may be overly

constrained by a "trait" approach.
Summary

It consistently has been observed that, at the aggregate-level
k)

sociodemographic variables are related to delinquency and crime rates Further
. 3

it appears very likely that in addition to, and/or mediating these effects, are
social cohesion or community integration factors (Maccoby et al, 1938; Warren

‘ P ]
1969; Schmid, 1960). The inference then might be drawn that social network

correlates of delinquency or crime may also be good correlates of post-release

- adjustment.

Some direct evidence to support this inference is availahle (Glaser, 1944;
3

Reitzes, 1955), For example, Reitzes found that recidivists as opposed to

non-recidivists: (a) have less stable employment upon release, work more

frequently in unskilled professions, and are more "occupationally mobile;® (b)
]

have less stable marital and parental relationships; and (c) report themselves

as L 5 " 3 3
s "friendless," but associate more with other offenders, and work more often in

occupations likely to involve them in contact with other offenders {barsg
1

Finally, recidivists were nuch less likely to join an

organization than were non-recidivists. From these few factors, Reitzes builtkﬂ

o

single Burgess-type scale which allowed differentiation of released offenders

with rgspect to recidivism, concluding that "the adjustment of #X-convicts to

_ law-abiding society depends on the social conditions under which this adjustment

s ¢ !
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takes place.” Clearly, several of these factors identified by Reitzes primarily
involve socio-environmental factors. Other, less comprehensive studies alsn

have found these variables predictive of recidivism (Davies, 19495 MWaller, 19744

Cook, 1973).

The Neighborhopd perspective

freal socio-demographic factors are correlated with crime-related outcomes,
and these relaticns pbtain even when individual-level characteristics are
statistically controlled (Sampson, 1982a, 1982b). If we are to fully understand
the nature of these relations, we need conceptual tools to help in deciding {a)
the appropriate areal unit{s) to study, (b} which ecological variables
theoretically are important, and {c) how these can be hest measured. Thus, We
have a geographical problem, & conceptual problem, and a measurement problem.
We believe that use of the concept of neighborhood may prove useful in providing

the needed framework.

The concept hasybeen used widely and contradicterily over the last
half-decade. It has been proposed as a sundamental planning unit (Dahir, 1947;
Rohe, 1981}, attacked as segregationist {Issacs, 1948), t;eated ag a polity
(Crenson, 19833 Fredericksen, 1972), and ag a hasic arena for primary (Eooléy,
1902; Gans, 1962) and secondary (Mann, 1970) ties. Not surprisingly, debate has
emerged regarding differential use of the tern (zee Taylor, 1982, for a review;

see also Hunter, 1973, 19783 Suttles, 1968, 19725 Keller, 19483 Wellman and

Leightan, 1979).

We see three advantages to using a neighborhood perspective for the

selection of socio-envirnnmehtal variables for our purpose. First, neighborhood

may be a clearly bounded spatial unit. Second, as defined in Ba}timore (Taylur,'
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social and psychological functions (Popenoe, 19733 Warren, 1977)
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[
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of local social ties (Fischer gt _al

" y 19773 Mitchell, 1969; Granovetter, 1973).
is i i
through local ties that informal sanctions or controls are asserted

local spci i
ial networks. Second, local ties are important for instrumental

as use of local services (Froland and Pancoast, 1979).7

Th | i |
The second class of neighborhood variables are those concerned with

attach
ment to locale (Shumaker and Taylor, 1983; Gerson, Stueve and Fié h
cher
1977; W 5 i | |
3 Warren, 197B); i.e., the extent to which residents are involved in 1 i
in loca

neighborhood.

he third i 4
ird relevant class of neighborhood variables is the extent, locati
T y on,

and distribution of local services.

Conceptions of "community" (Froland and

.

- e i . e

- outside of the neighborhood.
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of the location and type of local service institutions. A reasonable hypnth951s

is that some local services and community elements may prove supportive (e.g.,
presence of local churches, places of employment, social service agencies, job

location agencies, etc.), while others may pose a risk (bars, ligquor stores,

concentrations of other offenders, etc.) to offenders.

Propositions Baced gn the Literature Reviewed

This brief review of three research traditions relevant to the potential
impacts of community environments on offenders‘suggests a number of propositions
which we have found useful in guiding our research. First, we observe
remarkable consistency with respect to the.demographic and behavioral correlates
of recidivism. Little in the way 6f increased predictive power is likely to be
achieved unless new ideas are investigated. We propose that the situational
approach outlined holds considerable potential promise. It alsp is clear that
given the nature and availability of present predictor and criterion
information; we are unlikely to see advances in predictive power based simply on
the use of different statistical approaches.. The most sophisﬁicated and the
simplest statistital methods result in devices of comparable predictive power
{Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1979). Rather, we are much more likgly to advance
our predictive ability thrnggh careful attention to the data themselves. Thus,

é second proposition is that increases in predictive utility are likely to be

realized through better and more careful measurement.

A third prdposition, and one which is supported by cnn;iderable empirical
evidence, is that areal socioeconomic and sociodemographic factors gre related
tu‘delihquen:y rates. Perhaps of more importance, hbwgver, is a fourth

sy . . ':‘ " : .‘ L] ! r
proposition: that socio-environmental context, independent of socioeconomic o
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a criterion data file, information from the 1970 and 1980 census,

demographic factors, appears likely to influence delinquency rates and

post-release adjustment. 1I¢ this is so, our reading of the literature suggests

8 fifth hypothesis: meaningful and ecologically valid geographic or areal unitsg

are needed to assess and understand the relations between socio-environmental

variables and the crime-related outcomes of interest (e.g., delinquency,

recidivism),

Two final propositions are that the concept of neighbarhood can help to

define the requisite ecologically valid geographic units, and that the
neighborhood concept itself suggests three classeg of contextual variables
(nature and extent of local social ties, attachment to the locale, and

potentially supportive or criminogenic facilities) that should be related to

recidivism,

These propositions have formed the basis for the research which we report

upon in this paper. In the course of our investigations, we have developed

several data bases: an offender data file, a neighborhood éssessment data file,

and a
neighborhood resident survey data file,

The Preliminary Study

In 1982, we completed a preliminary invesfigation of the impacts of

community environments of released offenders (Gottfredson and Taylor, in press).

Results of that investigation, although limited in scope, were very encouraging.

To provide a context for findings we will report later in this paper, and

~because much of the data we have been using is common to both investigations, we

provide a summary of the preliminary work below.
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Larson, 1971), These include:
Methods®

(1) the validity of available data as 3 measure

of release outcome;

{2) the inability of dichotomous success/failure triteria tg
i imi i urrent
d Data File Information concerning criminal history, ¢
Dffender : .

v

e

SO
T e
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e

Capture the fulj range of post-release adjustment (and statistical difficulties
inherent in the use of a dichotomous criterion);

(3) the confounding effect of
‘ . “time-at-rigg"
i t was obtained for the several hundered subjects of this
release from impriscnmen

when Comparing experiences of offenders whg have been in the

. to include community for varying lengths of time;
J d July of 1981, Variables of interest were selected
study in June an

and (3) differing error rates depending

ch on recidivism. upon the nature of the triterion chosep (e.g., arrest
: i ear

. : romise in past res

i hown predictive p

those which had s

v Conviction, or
i i ceration in /f

tudied were all those released from a period of incar

Offenders stu

Seriousness, A major development in the measurement of recidivisn hag been
sy e X Ited in -
d liability checks resu ' the effort to improve upon simple success;s ilure outcome
. Double-blind intercoder re e effort Prove upon simple success allure outcon
two-year period. _
. 0 78, and averaging .91.

.. : ing from 1.00 to .78,

coefficients for i1tems rang

the seriocusness of criminal acts,

date fronm Thurstaope 1927y,

remain remarkably stahle over tipe (Coombs, 1947, Krus,

5 ;]7).
h d

Others, using similar methods,

have developed more Comprehensive sche

mes (Sellin
re-arrast,
i ly whether there was a

‘s release, i,e., not on

outcome of the offender’s

and Holfgang, 1964; Rossi, Waite, Bose, and Berk,

1974, Gottfredson, 1980).
. d i knouwn

i 1 the nature of that occurrence {date, seriousness, and i ’

i but also

Post-release crimes of offenders in this study, both at arrest and later

d]SPDSltan s = ] -

3 eraged .94.
cdefficients for items ranged from .99 to .85, and av ]

Gottfredson (1980)

Qutcome Measures used in the Preliminary Study

Failures yielded a distribution from 1 to 40.°
i icti uch as this is

Perhaps thé most important variable in a prediction study.s

erha

Tine at Risk. The Problem of varying “time-at~rigk®

cD

Those comparing the success rates of different groups have developed

k) o

among groups

_--.——-..-———...._..-—-._——

*The least serious crimes are things like trespas
Serious are assaults and murders. Fpr all practi
approximates interval—level qualities,

- ‘ i : d'Taylur‘
‘ i -+ d in Gottfredson an ‘
i i i erning methods can be founA ‘ ,and Tay
BDEta;ledIIQZgggiggznogozﬁe env?rnnmental assessment methods can be f :
' n ) N ke
;izﬁir Shumaker and Gottfredson (1n press).
s } J ’

5 and littering: the most
cal purposes, the scale
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{Stollmack and Harris, 19743 Turnbull, 1977). When a measure of the success of
pach individual offender is required, however, the problem is different. The
most common method of standafdizing follow-up time fur offenders released at
different times has been to take the shortest follow-up period as the common
denominator for all offenders. In our study, offenders were released aover a two
year period, and follow-up data was obtained for all offenders one year and two

months after the release of the last offender.

We decided upon a little~explored method of adjusting time at risk for our
sample of offenders. The method allows us to use all the information available
for each offender, while simultaneously controlling for time at risk

differences. A variable that measured the months between the velease date of

sach offender and the end of our follow-up period was calculated, and used as an

independent control variable to partial for variation in post-release
performance that could be attributed to differences in time available. Any
remaining variation can then be attributed to other offender characteristics or

the environmental variables (or, of course, to error).

Time Free. Another consideration is that not all offenders actually were
free for the length of time available to them. Failures were rearrested, and in
most cases, reincarcerated upon arrest 6r later at conviction. Thié information
is interesting, however, and we explored its use not as a control, but as an
gputcome measure, It can be argued that the nffenders’who recidivate after
ceveral months are more successful than offenders who commit new crimes shortly
after release. Bofh are failures, but the offender who had a longer successful
adjustment may (in some sense) be considerad less of a failure than the other.
The third outcome criterion we uéed, then, is time free. Successes_have no

varuefon this variable, since they were not rearrested during our follow-up

-7~

period (i.e., time free is equal to time at risk--our control variahle)

I . . ,
Analyses involving this outcome will tell us if we can predict what kinds of

offenders, in what types of environments, will offend quickly

Time Free and Seriousness, Finally,

He experimented with a complex outrome

variable tha i i i
t used information toncerning the seriousness of post-release crime

(if any) a i i
y 5 well as time free to commit crime. WHe combined the seriousness

score and ti r ri r i r r r
ime free variables to create this fourth criterion measure (Again
“ y

time free i i
n months. Thus, a shorter time free raised an offender's score an

this criterion, as did a more serious cripe,?t°
Information toncerning post-release adjustment was coded, in this
preliminary study, from FRI rap sheets made available to us by the Maryland

State Police Department,

Physital Environmental Assessments,

A random sample of 990 Baltimore City neighborhoods (38% of all

neighborhoods in Baltimore) Was selected for study, 11 Subsequently, a 207%
: [} LU 4

randot sample of the blocks (defined as both sides of a street-face), with a
‘ H

minim 5 i i
unm of four blocks in small neighborhoods, were chosen for on-site

‘?The question of what ratio of s
single index of success can not b
research,

eriousness to time free constitutes the hest
€ answered on the basis of this or previous

'*"Alnost all of the Baltimore City i i in 23
neighburhoqu; These ware;deffézz gspgizf;f" roner mn
mannerlwhich recognized the ecological integ;i
§na1ys¥5i(Taylpr and Talalay, 198{) provided s
1ntegr1ty of the neighborhoods as defined,

& recognized
Brower and Drain {1979) in a

ty of these areas. Subsequent
upport for the ecological
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assessment by teams of trained raters. A total of 1,102 blocks, with an average

of over 12 blocks per neighborhood, were assessed using a standardized

checklist.

Attributeé were included on the checklist if prior empirical or theoretical

work suggested that those elements were relevant to crime, crime-related

outcomes, or social disorder. Attributes assessed included aspects-of the

street (e.g., number of dwellings, percent residential vs. ccmmercial street
frontage), appearance f{e.g., graffiti, litter, vacant housing), land use (e.g.,

industrial, service, etc.), and social climate {e.g., group size and sex of

people "hanging out"). Interraterkreliability {of items and of scales which

subsequently were developed) was ascessed using the intraclass correlation

{Shrout and Fleiss, 1979). Most items had acceptable block-level reliability
{r(ic) > .40), and all items and scales retained for further analysis had

excellent reliability at the neighborhood level (r{ic) » ,90).

Scales Based on On-Site Assessments. To reduce items from the on-site

assessments, and as a check on the external validity of items, the environmental
variables were correlated with average 1979-1981 neighborkood-level crime
rates.?® Environmental variables that consistently correlated in the
hypothesized directibn with crime rates were retained for further analysis,
Subscales were developed to reflect particular environmental influences on
social control. Fo} example, since prior research has suggested tbat formation

of cohesive groups and informal social control are inhibited in areas of high

12 Since we were interested in assessing attributes of neighborhoods that could
promote or inhibit criminal activity, crime rates were viewed as reasonable
“measures to use in a preliminary test of iten validity. The three-year average
was used to meliorate effects of extreme variability over -time often observed

for crime rates calculated on small areas.
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scales reflecting these were constructed
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.

separat i
Parate factor). The fipal analysis we chose tg uUse was based on 3 47

¥

.

vacant h
Puses, and groups of males "hanging out.” 4 general look of d
ecay may

.
" ]

thus, th i
’ € community may be lessg tohesive and more vulnerable to criminal

activity, 7T ' 37
y he second Component (137 of the variance) reflected residentjal vsg

were characterized
, by the presence of commercial, industrial, or institutional

land use, high automobile and foot traffic, and vacant Iots

Analytic Strategy
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and the interactions of persons and places, we used analysis of covariance (by
regression) methods (Cohen and Cohen, 1973).'4 Since time available was our
control variable, it was entered on the first step in each analysis. Optimal
clusters of offender characteristic variables were entered on the second step,
the environmental decay scale was entered on the third step, and offender
characteristic X environmental factor interactions were entered on the fourth
step. Thus, one may think of the proportion of variance explained by offender
characteristics to represent the “"main 2ffect” for personal characteristics net
pf time available in which to fail. Similarly, results reported for the
environmental scale represent the "main effect" contribution of environmental

characteristics, net of time available and the personal characteristics.

Inclusion of interaction terms in regression equations is a simple--but
sometimes cumbersome--process. 0One difficulty is that the possible number of
interaction terms increases dramatically as variables are added to the egquation.
In the present case, this difficulty was meliorated through use of "clusters" of
offender characteristics {e.g.,, representing criminal history, social history,
financial need and dependency, etc.) and by the fact that we were using a single
scale representing environmental incivilities.t® ,Howeve;, inclusion of
interaction terms usuaily results in a second problem. Since these terms are
created from independent variables which are already included in the regressian

equation (in the usual tase), the interaction term(s) and the predictor (main

t4Regression analyses are reported even for dichotomous outcomes for purposes of
comparability. MWe are well aware of the limitations of OLS regression in such
situations, and of advantages of other methods, such as logistic regression,
fiven the base rate of our sample, however, we are not serlously disadvantaged
through use of simple regression methods. ~

'STheoretically, we are assuming that this scale stands as .a prory faor social
dlsorgan1zat1on or social decay.
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to the prediction of recidivisg,

Findings From the Preliminary Studyre
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Table One

Contributions of Effects Regressed on Dichotomous

and Seriousness Criteria

Effects

Total R-sg. = .292; F(24,414)= 7.14; p<.001

Seriousness Score
Predictor Cluster

o Time Available and 246
Offender Characteristics

o Environmental - D00
Characterisitics

o Environment and - 052

Offender Interactions

o Unmeasured Environmental L0597
Effects

Total R-sq. = .355; F(24,416)= 9.55, p<.001

Increment
Criterion Type in R-sQ. F~Test
Dichotomous (Success/Failure)
Predictor Cluster
o Time Available and 224 F(17,423)=
Offender Characteristics 7.04, p<.001
o Environmental - . Q00 F(1,422)=
Characteristics 0.20, M-S«
o Environment and -012 F(S5,.417)=
Offender Interactions 1.33; n.s.
o Unmeasurad Environmental 055 F{il,416)=

32.49, p<.001

F(17,423)=

7.94, p<.001

F(1,422)=
0.17, n.s.

F(5,417)=
6.17, p<.001

F(1,416)=
36.17, p<.001
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Table Two

Contributions aof Effects Regressed on Time Free
and Seriousness/Time Free Criteria

T A

Effects

. . Increment
Criterion Type in R-sq. F-Test
Time Free
Predictor Cluster
o Time Available and
- 140 7.2 =
Offender Characteristics ) 2F;i ,p§4é0”
o Environmental QC k
N nlale) 243)=
Characteristics g(éahég)_
. e NaSa
o Environment and C
- 071 9,258 =
Offende=r Interactions i(géhdgi 001
- » - -
o Unmeasured Environmental #
-0D43 F{1,257)=
Effects i
14.89, p<.001
Total R-sq. = .253; F(24,257)= 3.4&6; p<.001
Seriousness Score/Time Free
Predictor Cluster
o Time Available and '
-0 =
Offender Characteristics o6 OFé;7’§4Z)—
- ' 5.
o Environmental &
Characterisitics -0t g(i6£48)=
, w30, Ne.Sa
o Environment and 3
| -1_—,- =‘2-'._..
Offender Interactions o BFég, gj)ﬁOI
' - L] N oa T
o Unmeasursed Environmental 1?5 F(1,242)=
- 122 g )=

4=.51, p<.001

Tota; R-sq. = .322; F(24,242)= 4.79, p<.001
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Since our primary interest was in the environmental factor and its
interaction with offender charactéristics, discussion of results relative to
time available ‘and offender characteristics alone will be quite limited.  Tine
available is a significant predictor of three of the four outcomes considered:
the dichotomous measure (R-sq. = .044; p < .001); the seriousness measure (R-sq.
= ,052; p < .001); and the time free measuré {R-sq. = .045; p € .001), - Its
contribution to the fourth criterion measure, seriousness/time free, is not

significant (R-sq. = .002; n.s.).

When considering the dichotomous criterion measure {(which is similar to
those used in most prediction studies), offender characteristics performed guite
well, yielding results of substantially greater power than typically has been
observed (inclusion of offender characteristics resulted in an increment in
R-sq. of .180). When combined with information concerning time available in
which to recidivate, the overall proportion of variance in the dichotomous
criterion accounted for was .224 (Table One). Similar results were observed
with respect to the seriousness criterion {(Table One). When failures alone were
considered, and the criterion was either the length of timé the offender
remained free or. . the more complex criterion which combine& information
concerning both time free and seriousness, offender and time available

characteristics performed substantially less well (Table Two).

Socic-environmental characteristics, Considered net of time availéble to
+ail and offender characteristics, ihe envirunﬁental scale proved not to be
5ignificant1y ascsociated with any of the outcone measures sfudied,(Tables One
and Two).  In other apalyses, we entered all sotid-environmental variables’
available for study'” into regressinnbequations cont}olling only for time

avé:lable, and observed increments in“R~sq. of less than 3 percent regérdless
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of the outcome criterion considered. In these equations, only the incivilities
scale appeared to have any consistent relation with the criterion measures.!®

In and of themselves, then, it appears that the socio-environmental variables we

have explored here have little to do with release outconmes.

]

Person-environment interactions. As we have discussed, there are three

general approaches that one could take in attempting to predict recidivism: one
could focus solely on characteristics of the offender (a trait or person
approach), one could focus solely on the characteristics of the situation to
which an offender is released (a situational approach), or one could focus.on
interactions between offender and environmental characteristics (an
interéctiunist approach). A first indication that this approach has validity

would be the finding that different types of offenders perform differently in

different types of environments,

Our basic hypothesis is confirmed: interaction terms do add to the
predictive power of the regression equations, resulting in increments of 1 to (3

percent of the variance, depending upon the outcome criterion considered (Tables

Bne and Tuo).

To aid in the interpretatisn of these interaction effects, we performed
median-splits on each cluster of offender characteristics considered, and on the
environmental incivilities scale, Typical interactions are displayed in Figures

One and Two, which graph interactions for the seriousness criterion considered.

- - o o - o i i v e

‘7These includeq the ineivilities scale, the land use scale, and three ol
socio-demographic variables from the only census data available at the tipe ’

{proportion black population in 1980, 1970 average housing values, and 1970
average rental values).

'®Hence our choice of that scale for inclusion in the analyses reported here.
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Figure One illustrates an interaction term based on offender risk assessed i é:\n’ua Bad
‘ | B Good Bad
in terms of c‘riminal history: prior arrests and incarcerations as a juvenile and i Environmenta Environmentb Environment @ Envfgggmentb
i it i : Figu :
as an adult. As the figure demonstrates, those offenders with an extensive ;’# gure 1 Figure 2
history of criminal involvement ("bad risk" offenders) fail more seriously when Interaction Effects: Seriousness Criterion
released to "bad" environments, and do better if released to “good"
environments.t” Note, however, that "good risk" offenders do better in poorer Notes: Figure 1
environments and more poorly in better ones. Such an observation is at variance dAbove median on Environmental Incivilities Scale
o | _
Wwith an "anomie" theory of criminality (Mertnn, 1957), which would anticipate ‘ g N bpe1ow median on Environmental Incivilities Scale
‘ ” ; c : .
that socially disorganized environments would have a deleterioucs effect on all P : Extensive pPrior record as juvenil a
; . ) s C v - : ) Based on median Split e an adult.
released offenders. However, we observed no main effect for environment; o dMog _
; ‘ : Oderate prior record S i1
i , . - as juvenile and
‘ ' instead, we observed this apparently counterintuitive interactiocn. Based on median split. adult.
; Figure 2
% At this point it is important that we again stress the nature of our anp .
} . . | , L o ove median on Environmental Incivilities Scale
i criterion measure, and the nature of the "at-risk" characteristics under bl ;
‘ elow median on Environmental Incivilits
5 . . , ncivilit
consideration, For the -analyses reported here, the outcome criteria were based : ies Scale
4 : : : ' CPost-release situation assessed as poor at ti
il on arrests only. Ak this stage in our research, conviction or incarceration Oﬁ"fjlease“interms of financial need, Voiatiéﬁil
» Skills, employment status an ili
g ; Based on median split. d stability, and wages.
v |
| el bbb itk ettt e d _ ! \ ,
i ’ ’ ’ : a ‘Post‘ release ‘Situation assessed as good at time
'?0ur use of the terms "bad" and "good" environments should be tonsidered sinmply of release. See note ¢ e .
; " ‘ . - 1id ae conslder ‘ , - Based on median split
as shorthand ‘for neighborhoods with high and low scores-on the incivilities : : : , .
neasure. No pejorative connotation-is intended. : '
1~1 ’ ’ : 7 ‘ ; N _35-
s ; e ) . )

ST




il e

n g

e

AT

LI

oy

PN AL g e

e et

o
I
I
E3
£,

TR

A e,

criteria were problematic due to missing information. The "at-risk"
characteristics considered in Figure One-- pricr criminal involvement--were
those which may wéil be related to surveillance by police and/or by members of
the community. In "bad" environments, there may not only be more opportunitieé
for failure, but there might also be considerably more formal--i.e.,
police-initiated--surveillance. Further, such surveillance might well be
targeted on offenders with extensive criminal records. 1f so, reliance on
surveillance by policing authorities could easily result in the pattern observed
here: good risk offenders do better, and poor risk offenders more poorly, in
sotially disorganized environments. In better (more socially organized)
environments, there may be less reliance on formal surveillance control
mechanisms, and an increased reliance on informal surveillance and contrel.
Accordingly, bad risk offenders (perhaps not known to residents in the same way
that they are known to police), do relatively better (they still do guite
poorly, but in fact do better in better neighborhoods). Good risk pffenders, on
the other hand, do somewhat worse in the better neighborhoods. Although they
may be "under-watched” by policing authorities, they may be watched by their
neighbors. Thus;lit would seem that a differential surveillance/control

model --which results in a differential arrest/ charging phenomenon--could be

invoked to explain the observed interaction. .

Figure Two illustrates that the nature of the interaction can change
dramatically when different offender risk-characteristics are considered. The
figure graphs ah interaction term based on an assessment of the offender’s
post~release situation {(made at approsimately the time pf‘releaSe). Considered
in this scale are assessments of financial need and dependency, vocational

skills, and employment status and stability. As the figure illuStrates,'
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model tokdevelcp a neighborhood variable or hsheaf coefficient” (Heise, 1972).
Twelve neighborhoods contained but a single offender; these served as the
reference group in a vector of dummy variables classifying the remaining 359
neighborhoods. These dummy variables were then regressed on recidivism.
Resulting regression coefficients thus represented the adjusted mean difference
in recidivism between each neighborhood and the re%erence.neighbnrhoods. We
then used these coefficients as ane variable in a standard regression framework
by assigning each neighborhood the regression coefficient fpr its dumny variable
and repeating the earlier regression. This required use of only one additional

variable (rather than &6). Results are given in Tables One and Two: inclusion
of these unmeasured neighborhood effects on the final step resulted in increases
in R-sq. of from 4 to 12% over and above the increases provided by the measured
neighborhood characteristics and their interactions with offender

tharacteristics.

0f course, the intérpretatiun of this finding is difficult since, by
definition, we do not know to what to attribute the effect (ather than to
neighborhood differences). It is interesting to note, however, that the
contributions provided by thé unmeasured characteristics follow the same gen=ral

pattern as that provided by the interaction effects of the measured

characteristics, becoming larger when more comples outcomes were considered.

Summary and Limitations of the Preliminary Study

Results of tﬁis preliminary investigation were encouraging. As hoped, we
weré able to increase predictive power through the inclusion of environmental
characteristics. In general, these increases were principally due to

interaction effects of environmental and offender charécteristics. The observed

-38~

. -‘,—«ywwwr:“«-“w'

ety
MRt

3

UG

effects were statistically significant, and also appeared theoretically

meaningfu i i ioni
gful, particularly from an interactionist perspective. Person-environment

interactians 151
ns appeared most promising when criterion variables were more complex

than simpl i i tomi
ple success/fail dichotomies. Indeed, when very complex criteria were

used erson- i i i
s P on-environment interaction effects exceeded main effects for offender

ch C s . . X
aracteristics in magnitude. Finally, it is clear that our relatively crude

assessments have failed to fully capture the variation in neighborhood

characteristi i i imi i
stics assnciated with criminal recidivism. Considerable environmental

variatio i i
n remains to be measured if we are to understand the nature of the

observed person-environment interactions.

We must note some limitations to the research that we have presented thus
far. First, we were unable (because 1980 census materials were substantially
delayed in release to researchers) to adequately assess the effects of
socioeconomit and demographic variables on the relations observed and outlined
above. The careful examination of these effects to be critical. Since the
ecological literature’suggests that the effects of socioeconomic and demographic
variables (considered on an areal basis) are likely to be substantial, and sin;e
thesukfactors are known to covary with other environmental characteristics (such
as those we assessed in this preliminary study), it is crucial that we attempt
to examine the effects of environmental charac{eristics net pf socio-demographic
chara;teristics. The problem may be stated simply: socioeconomic and
demographic characteristics are known‘to covary with crime-related behaviors.

Concepts suc i : i i
p h as social networks, cohesion, incivilities, etc., are hypothesized

to covary with crime-related bhehaviors, and appear to. Finally, social and
) L

demographic variables also are known to covary with these concepts of social
d

“coh851on and ipcivility. The research question is whether the concepts of
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cohesion, networks, incivilities, etc., are related to crime-related behaviors

beyond their relation to sociceconomic and demographic characteristics.

Second, the environmental characteristics which we were able to measure in
this study weré limited to observabla physical characteristics. It can be
argued f(and we argue strongly in the early pages of this paper) that of the
relevant neighborhood concepts, those measured here are less likely to have
predictive power than are others. Variables assessed here stand only as crude
proxies for things which one would prefer to measure more directly, such as the

nature and extent of local social networks, social cohesion, and attachment.

A More Complete Study

The research we report in this section originally was designed to overcaone
each of the limitations to our preliminary study. In this section, we describe
the development of measures based on the 1980 census and onh an extensive survey

of community residents in many of the neighborhoods studied.

0f the original sample of 90 neighborhoods selected for the on-site
physical assessments, only 66 could be sampled in accord with requirements of a
separate community crime prevention study (2 neighborhoods had to be omitted
because the neighborhood leaders would not cooperate with the research plan, and
22 had to be eliminated because they were too small to accomodate the desired
sampling strategy). Neighborhoods in the final pool varied widely with respect
to race (99% white to 99% black), income (poverty rate of 2% to a poverty rate
of 45%) and crime (for example, robbery rafes per 100,000 persons range fronm
2,957 .to 236)., Sampling and survey procedures are described in detail in
Taylor, Gottfredson and Shumaker (1984). The final sample cnnsistgd of 1,306

(88%) telephone interviews, and 216 (12%) face-to-face interviews. Completed
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interviews were ohtained from 1,622 of the initial 2,216 cases assigned, for a

response rate of 73.2%. The sample of respondents: are 7727 homeowners and 28%

renters; are 337% men and 477 women; have a median income of between $20,000 and

¥25,000; and have children or teenagers living at honme (51%).

Survey Scale Development.

The survey of‘neighborhood residents asked a broad range of questions about

- local social dynamics, aspects of residents’ attachment to the locale place
k]

dependence, territorial attitudes, comparisons of the neighborhood vis a vis

others, confidence in and expectations for the neighborhood, knowledge of the

neighbor i izati
g hood, its features and organizations, responses to crime and other forms

of social threat, perceptions and fear of crime and neighborhood disorder, and

restricti iviti i
on of activities. For most of the issues considered, several questions

were asked to ensure reliability of response.

Rather than relying on single questionnaire items, the structure of
responses was reduced through a series of factor analyses designed to allow us
to construct reliable scales to assess each of the constructs mentioned above

Detailed information concerning the scales created is available in Taylor
k]

Gottfredson, and Shumaker {1984), 1In general, principal components factor

analysis (with varimax rotation) was used to reduce the item pool, and tomponent

scores us '
ed to construct scales. In general, resulting scales have excellent

internal consistency reliabilities,

The following section is included in the hope that a few exampleé may help
give a flavor of what these scales consist of, and the manner in which they were

developed.

-41-
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Local Social Involvement

Our survey asked a broad range of questions aﬁnut local social dynamics:
presence of local friends, acquaintances and relatives; awareness of and
membership in various types of local organizations; and instances of assistance
and friction between neighbors all received attention. These social network
items were submitted to principal components analysis (thrnughuut,‘we have used
varimax rotational procedures), and four components were extracted {all having
eigenvalues > 1.0), which together account for better than 60% of the variance

available in this set of questionnaire items. Results are given in Table 3.

The first component appears to reflect frust among residents.
Neighborhoods with a high score on this component are those in which residents
have done things for one another which imply confidence and trust, such as
giving a neighbor a key, asking a neighbor to take in mail, or.asking a neighbor
to watch the house during an absence. For such favars to be shared, sone
minimal levei of trust must exist. Correlated with such confidence is
membership patterns in local neighborhood organizations. Neighborhoods wheré
trust is higher are also-those in which a greater prbpoftion'of respondents

belong to the local neighborhood or improvement organization. This bond of

shared membership implies further shared understandings, ailegiances, and

concerns among residents. Such sharing of interests and>background also is

implied by more respondents reporting having friends in the neighborhood.
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Table 3

Principal Components Analysis of Soclal Network Variables

Variable Component Component Component Component Comnmunat Ity
I 1 1 v h2
(Q7AM) Proportlon with relatives in nelghborhood -.06 .68 24 .21 .57 #
(QBAM) Proportion with frlends In nelghborhood .56 32 =11 .09 44 :
(Q8aM)2 Average number friends [n nelghborhood ’ .28 66 -.03 15 54
(023A8M)  Proportion know about nelghborhood organization .61 .04 -.39 .07 53
(Q23B$1M) Proportlon know about local churchgroups 23 52 -.08 .00 33 ~
(Q23C$1M) Proportion know about Jocal PTA -.10 ' 50 .08 -.52 +53
(Q23081M) Proportlon know about local youth groups -,02 .80 J6 -,09 .68
(Q23A32M) Proportion bslong local nelghborhcod organization .60 -, 36 .06 =17 - 052
(QZ28AM) Proportion kept watch neighbors house 73 25 «26 -.34 .78 §
(Q28BM) Proportion have arranged mal! take-In .78 3 .09 -, 21 75 4
(Q28CM) Proportlon have gliven nelghbor key .84 .21 -,04 .04 W75 i
(Q48AMIP  Proportion have run shopping errand .22 .32 .76 k .21 .78 i
(Qs8M) b Proportion have visited Inside nelghbor's house .78 -.08 022 .20 .
(048CM)b Proportion have argued with nelghbor . -, 19 o7 -13 72 .60
(OdSDM)b Proportion have borrowed tools . 67 -,09 035 0t .46 ®
(QdBEM)b Proportion have worked together on appearance .03 -,01 .89 -,07 79 %
(Q48FM)P  Become annoyed with nelghbor : .05 .09 .27 .76 .67 4
(47m)b Proportlon known by face or name .54 .33 18 -.19 .47 é
1
Lambda 5,01 2,57 1.72 1.60 n
27.9 14.3 9.6 8.9 e

Notes. a = excludes from average count persons who Indjcated they had no friends In the nelghborhood, i

Vartance Explained (%)

b = these questions were asked explicitly and only with referencs to the street block.

| = trust (DOHLPSAG)

It = tles (ORGBELAG) _

ti1 = Instrumental helping (BLKHLPAG) : , L
IV = negative soclal climate (BLKNEGAG) i

i
i
bach
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Reliability (assessed via coefficient alpha) for the scale constructed of items

which load on this component (>.40) is .86.

The second component seems to reflect social ties, Neighborhoods with high
scores on this component are those where respondents were aware of many
different types of local organizations (e.g., PTA, church, énd youth-oriented
groups),y where large numbers of local friends are reported, and where many
respondents have relatives living nearby. fhese patterns of ties and awareness
do not necessarily imply intimacy or shared confidence among neighbors.

Coefficient alpha for items loading on this scale is .4B.

Cbmponent II1 reflects local ipstrumental helpipng. Neighborhoods with a

high score on this component contaivi residents who report that they have helped
or worked with other residents on the block. Although these items reflect a
willingness to assist and cooperate, they do not imply shared trust.

Coefficient alphakfnr the scale constructed from the two items loading heavily

on this component is .74.

Component IV appears to reflect on-block friction. Neighborhoods where

residents have “tangled" with other neighbors on the block, or been bothered by
the opinions or activities of these neighbors, would score high on this

component. However, coefficient alpha for these items iz only .46,

fAttachment and Territorial Functioning

Survey respondents were asked about several aspects pf their attachment to
the locale. Both standard items (e;g.,'"feel neighborhood is home vs. just a

place to live") and items relevant to place dependence were included.‘ Finally,

we included items reflective of territorial attitudes. Results of‘oﬁr principal.
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»tn'both the block and the neighborhood.

cu i '
rrent neighborhoogd tompares to prior neighborhoods in which res

pondents have
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in moving to thej i
g elr current location, Coefficient alpha for iteps loading an

this component is .84,

y d

"thE" vs. g . 3 n 1
just a place to live, Neighborhoods with high scores on this

'

on this scale is .90,

.
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Table 7 ‘ . : i
Principal Components Analysis of Attachment Variables :
| Component Communality

Variable : 1 II IIT h?

(Q6M) Overall Satisfaction .71 .21 .48 «77
: (Q9M) Proportion expecting to live there in 5 years «19 .58 +58 71
ﬁ (Q10A & B) Serious about moving out -+37 ~.39 -.53 56
é {(Q11M) Liking of current residence compared to prior . ; 67 12 41 «63 . , ,
% (Q12M) Perceived choice in moving to current residence <70 «14 -.01 51 ' ‘ ‘
g (Q13A) Average number moves in past five years «07 =74 -.27 «62 é ' .
% (Q14M) Feel part of neighborhood (vs. just place to live) «32 .80 «15 77 é
§ (Q15M) Strength of perceived sense of community «37 .78 .05 «75 é
g (Q16M) Proportion thinking other neighborhoods more attractive 11 -s17 ~.82 72 §
% (017) Strength off-block responsibility .79 .29 -.18 .75 *
§ (Q45) Strength on-block responsibility 64 24 27 54 é
| (018) Level of attachment to neighborhood .59 .65 .16 .79 J
: (044M) Level of attachment to block .38 .74 .34 .80 |

Relative safety of block and neighborhcod* «49 .19 .63 67 :

_____________________________________________ ot e e b o e 5

Lambda 6.85 1.55 1.19 :f

Variance Explained (%) : 48.9 11.1 8.5 ' I

Note., ¥ is actually a scale. A person with the highest possible score on this scale would indicate L
that his/her block is safer than other blocks in the neighborhood, and that his/her neighborhood :
is safer than other nearby neighborhoods. A person with the lowest possible score would think
that his/her block is less safe than other blocks within the neighborhood, and that his/her
neighborhood was less safe than other, nearby neighborhoods. Block sentiments are nested within
neighborhood sentiments. Thus the middle scores on the scale go to respondents who think that o
their neighborhood is as safe as surrounding neighborhoods, but have varying opinions regarding ;j
the relative safety of their block (vis-a-vis other blocks in the neighborhood). ik
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who think their neighborhood is more attractive and safer than others, and who
are not seriously contemplating moving from the neighborhood. The reliability

coefficient for items loading on this scale is .78.

Neighborhood Confidence and Expectations

We developed a five-item scale concerhed with ratings of and perceived
changes in neighborhood appearance and overall gquality. With respect to the
former, respondents estimated the overall condition of homes in the
neighborhood, and also indicated whether the appearance of the neighborhood has
gotten better, stayed the same, or gotten worse during the time he or she has
lived there. Respondents also rated overall neighborhood quality (using a
self-anchoring ten point scale) as it is currently, as it was two to three years
ago, and as it will be two to three years in the future. ;A scale composed of
these items was constructed by creating and summing standard szores for items.

The reliability ceefficient for the resulting scale is .90,

Neighborhood Knowledge

Two ordinal items reflecting an awareness of neighborhood features were
combined to form one general scale reflecting knowledge of the neighborhood.

the scale (created by summing standardized scores) has 2 reliability coefficient

Response to Erime and Threat Scales

We constructed seven scales from survey items that appear to reflect
various types of potential community responses to crime. and threat. Items

included in each srcale, as well as the reliébility‘uf each scale, are given in

Table 5. Our informal social control scale measures the predisposition to
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accommodatian dimension.

responses to crime {(r

intery
ene in relatively non-serious but annoying incidents such as late night

noise and vandalisp Ou
. r posi-h
si-hoc informal respponse stale iz concerned with

infor
mal, resident-initiated responses to a (hypothetical) rash of burglari
es on

th
e home block. Awareness of active organizations is the proportion of

respo
pondents in a nnlghbnrhuod who are aware of ap act1ve problem- -oriented
]

neighbor
g hood clean- -up, etc. A responding to break-in scale a55p5585

predisposition tg intervene and solicit help fronm neighbors in the event
a

break-
-in appears to he in Progress. A fear scale uses the standard National

.
5

I d "F . F I ] : l 2 noos n f
- 1

Y’ 1

stay in
y more, or go out less frequently, due to & perception of vulnerability
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- -

- -
T e e o e v e e

W .
e believe that severa} of these items are related to a larger concept of

resistanc
e to disorder, and that several are related to a more passive

accommodation to disorder,

Examination of the zero-order neighborhood- ~level

corre]at10n5 a
mong these items provides suggestive evidence concerning these

more enera
q ral response strategies. Fear and behavioral restriction are

signifi = '
gnxflcant]y rglated (r = <465 p < 001), in support of our notion of an

Informal social control correlates with post-hbc

n

hby p < .001), awareness of active organizationsg {(r =
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Table %

SCALE (PROPERTIES) ITEMS

WEIGHT

RESISTANCE TO DISORDER

Informal Social Control (Reliability = .832): SPRYNOIS

y {Q52R)  Suppose some kids were spray painting a building on
4 your street. Do you think any of your neighbors would tell
‘ the kids to stop? (No; Yes) '

(Q52B) Do you think any ~f your neighbors would get another
neighbor's help to stop the kids from spray painting?
(No: Yes)

(QE4A) Suppose some teenagers arcund 13 or 16 years old were
shouting and making a loud disturbance on your street around
11:00 at night. Do you think any of your neighbors would tell
them to stop? (No; Yes)

; (Q54B) Do you think any of your neighbors would get another
ff neighbor's help to stop the teenagers from making noise?
o (No; Yes)

! Post-Hoc, Informal Responses to Crime,(ReliabiiigX = o770): POSTHOC

: Now suppose that there was a string of burglaries, say two or
[ three that occurred within a few weeks of one another on your
block. Do you think you and your neighbors on the block would:

(Q57a) Talk about the problem? {(No; Yes)

EMTRER TR AESS e vt

e i

R AL 1 W e s
i R S R T R PR T

SCALE (PROPERTIES) ITEMS

T R A R S

WEIGHT

(Q57B) - Organize a s
ystem to watch e ’
(No; Yes) ach other's houses?

(Q57C) Talk to a local nei
neighborhood o :
problem? (No; Yes) rganization about the

(Q57D) Call the police to gut better advice on how to
protect property? (No; Yes)

(QS7E) Buy security devices? (No; Yes)

Awareness of Active, Local Organizations: Q24M

(Q24) Do you know of any local organizations or groups
whgre People from your neighborhood get together to work
on the kinds of problems we've mentiOned earlier like
crime, vandalism, vacant housing, N

tra i
out? (No; Yes) sh, or teens hanging

Organized CCP Activities (Reliability = +702): ORGCCPAG

I'm going to read a list of activities or concerns that
local groups or organizations might have encouraged or
been involved in during the past two or three years
Tell me whether or not the group we have been Zalki.
about has been invplved in each activity: "

(Q24D) ‘Encouraging neighbors to help eéch other prevent
Ccrime thfoggh such things as block watch, neighborhood
watch, citizens on patrol, and so on? (No; Yes)

(Q24E) Tryin
g to get better police servic i
Protection? (No;. Yes) ¢ 7% nore polics

.82
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SCALE (PROPERTIES) ITEMS : WEIGHT : TIES) ITEMS WEIGHT
Responding to a Break-In (Reliability = .920): BRKIN (Q56) Do you think if a neighbor told the téenagers to st
making noise that these teenagers would hurt your neighborop 1
: ?;mags his or her property, or anything like that? ’
i o fo] .
Suppose a suspicious person was trying to break into a - ! Nt Know; Yes)
neighbor's home. e
f i
Restriction ivi iabils
; (Q53A) Do you think any of your neighbors would personally 1 Up to nZ£ Ac?lV1tY (Reliability = .909): RESTRCAG
try to stop the person? (No; Yes) ] ‘j‘we ve talked about what you and your neighbors
- : f ; ght do in a number of situations. Now I'd like to ask
%;f .E ' zz:éwzgt%kinds of things you or someone in your house has
(Q53B) Do you think any of your neighbors would get another 1 i ; pfqtgct you, your household, or your Property.
neighbor's help to try to stop the person from breaking into r b
L the house? (No; Yes) ’ ‘ A 4
g i ‘ L (Q58D) Are the people in your house less willing to go out 1
: 4 : at night than they used to be? (No; Yes)
ACCOMMODATION TO DISORDER : W (0S8E) N
: : ) : o) tgo the people ih your house go out alone less 1
| ) quently then they psed to? (No; Yes)
Fear (Reliability = .868): BIGFEAR i
i 3
i (Q29) How safe would you feel being out alone in your 1 :
i neighborhood during the day? Would you feel very safe; ;»
: ) somewhat safe; somewhat unsafe; or very unsafe? 48
§~ (Q30) How safe would you feel if you were out alone at . : 1 ﬁ
& night in your neighborhood? - Would you feel very safe;
{« somewhat safe; somewhat unsafe; or very unsafe?

(Q32) Are there any specific places in your neighborhood - -1
that many people try to avoid because they ‘think these
places might be dangerous?  (No; Yes)

“

g Notes. Scales in which items are weighted "1" are based on standardized
, ; scores i
(Q49) How safe would you feel being out alone on your block 1 usine i? szoris) which were then added up. Other scales were built
' during the day? Would you feel very safe; somewhat safe; N9 principal components analysis; value shown is variable loading.
- somewhat u fe; or very unsafe? T . ,

at unsafe; ry - No reliability is shown for the item that reflects a
o . ’ activity because the scale included only one item RaReness pR e
; o (Q50) How safe would you feel being out alone on your block 1
f ! at night? Would you feel very safe; somewhat safe; somewhat
: unsafe; or very unsafe? .

1
g . WMF; !

i e
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32; p ¢ .01), and awareness of active community crime prevention initiatives (
- ; = ’

= ,24; p ¢ 10}, providing support for our notion of a resistance dimension.
= = 3 .

Other scales also were developed: the reader is referred to Taylor,

Gottfredson, and Shumaker (1984) for details. For example, scales were

X . < s

developed which assessed residents’ perceptions of physical and social problem
" inin

confronting the neighborhood, and a few "mega scales” were created by combining

. ial
pme of the scales noted above (e.g., to provide an overall assessment of socia
50

climate).

Census Data

The 1980 Census of Population and Hnusing‘nas collected in April,k1980, for
all individuals and households in the United gtates. Two types of
questionnaires were used; The "short form" went to approximately 80% of al;
households, and included guestions on household size, race, tenure {own or
rent), estimated house value, contract rent, number of rooms, and a small number
of other huusing-relatéd variables. The "long form® went to the remaining 2027
of the population, and asked detailed information concerning employment status,

| i ‘ io~ ic variables.
education, income, commuting tise, and many other socio-economl

Short form gquestionnaires {combined with the long forms) comprise a fulil

census, and these data are available at the block level. - Long form

questionnaires, on the other hand, provide estimates for thg entire population;

= i luster
these are available only at the block-group level. A block-group 15 3 cClus

of from one to nine block groups in any census tract.

The allocation of census data into~neighburhuodsvrequires approximation in

.snme cases. Data available at the block level generally did not prove to be a

-47-
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problém, since individual blocks usually were allocated in toto to individual

neighborhoods. However, a great deal of important information is only available

at the level of the bluck-group, and in many cases, neighborhood and block-group

boundaries do not coincide. It would be incorrect to aggregate the long form

data at the block level, because the small number of observations would render
the estimates imprecise. Aggregation at the block-group level, however, allows
estimation of the appropriate counts at a level that is small enough to provide
geographic differentiation, but large enough to provide statistical validity.
(Although supression--refusal of the Bureau of the Census to report data for a
particular table if numbers in one or more cells of the table are so small that
particular individuals or households potentially could be identified--is

conceivable at the block-group level, we encountered little such problem for the

variables of interest.) Consequently, we had to develop procedures to allocate

block-group tallies into neighborhoods.

For example, educational information was available Dnlykat the block-group
level. Suppose that a particular block-group had to bhe allocated to two
separate neighborhoods, and the variables of concern are the number of

individuals over age 25 with a college education. Our task was to determine

which fraction of this group should he allocated to neighborhood A and which to
neighborhood B. Our procedure involved calculating the precentage of the
population over 25 in each neighborhood from the block data, and then to
allocate that percentage of those in the block-group count of persons with

college educationé to the neighborhoods. Thus (for example) if 75% of people

oVer age 23 live in neighborh)od A and 257 in neighborhood B, we would allocate

i

75% of those in the block-group count of persons with a college education to A,

and 25% to B. Similar calculations were performed on all other variables

-48- .
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available enly at the block group level.

These procedures provide an approximation of the numbers of individuals and
appropriate percentages in given categories. However, they assume that block
groups are homogeneous; that is, that the variables examined were evenly
distributed over the blocks in the block group., If {in the example used abovel,
college-educated people liven on only one of the blocks in the bleck-group, then
they should have been allocated precisely to thé neighborhood in which that
block was located. Our prncedufes, of course, would have allocated some of thenm
to a different neighborhood, based on the proportion of the population over the
age of 25. Unfortunately, we have no information which allows us to estimate
the extent of this type of error. On the other hand, block-groups are small,
and we have every reason to believe that any allocation errors made also are
small. Furthermore, errors of this type may cancel each other; i.e., they may
offset one anpther if adjpining areas are considered. (One way we attempted to
check for errors of these sorts was to examine block and block-group allocationé
We spot-checked neighborhoods

of the same variables {e.g.,, population by race).

on these two approaches to obtaining the same number, and they matched very

closely.

Scales and Variables Based on Census Data

Others (e.g., Shevky and Bell, 1955; Hunter, 1974) have suggested that
urban residential locales differ from one ancther nn‘three’underlying
dimensions: economic status, life sty1e, and race or ethnicity. Each:of these
dimensions is hypothesized to consist of a variety of variables which, taken

together, determine the area’s value with respect to the dimension of interest.

Ecbnqgic Status. Neighborhoods may, of course, vary with respect to the

~49-
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more economic r i i
esources will have higher housing values, higher household

¥ g i v i

variables to attempt to define this factor:

o House value per i
centile score Thi
. 1s variable transform
S raw housing prices

int
b & percentile score ranging from 0 to 100, Thus, a neighborhood sc
ore

f
of 30 indicates that J0% of the houses in the city are at or below the

av
erage house price in that neighborhood, and a score of 80 means that 803

of th i i ‘
e houses in the c1ty are at or below the ﬂEighbDthUd'S average price
o Househ i I i
ehold income percentile sgore. ]hlS variable is like that above except
¥ ep

A2

t
ransformation allows the assessment gf sach neighborhood relative to all

others in the city,

of a neighborhond's labor force that is in either white collar or

managerial /professional occupations,

o Ed . L
ucation. This is represented as the percent of a neighborhond's adult

o .
population that has at least completed high school and obtained a degree

Lifestyle or "familism"

A second .way that neighborhoods may differ

terns of a lifestyle or "familisp

is in
n
d1men51on. Such a dimension contrasts areas

renters, worki
. king women, and single or non- married households are salient., We

Percent of population from zero to five years of age;
; )

_50_
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o Fercent of population from siy to thirteen years of agej
o Percent of households which are "m;rried couple® households; and

0 pPercent of housing units which are single-unit structures {(as oppoéed to

pulti-unit, and thefefo!e probably rentall.

Race and ethnicity.. Race and ethnicity represent the third dimension on

which neighborhoods have been held to differ. We used two variables to attempt

to identify this factors

-0 percent of the total population who are hlack; and

-

o Percent of the total population who are "othér" {e.g., neither black nor

white). In Baltimore, these people predominately are Korean, Hispanic, or

Amerindians.

These indices were created based on both the 1970 and the 1980 censuses,
and change scores {created by subtracting each neighborhood’s 1980 score from
the 1970 score) also wWere created. In an effort to provide empirical validation
for the three theoretical constructs identified above, a series of principal
components énalyses (using varimax raotational procedurés) were conducted. The
status dimension, appeared precisely aé predicted, and includes house value,
income, type of employment, and éducational level. The sécond component,
however, does not cn&pletely conform to expectation. ‘Rather than refle&ting a
lifestyle or "familism® dimension, the scale appears to reflect gtability. 1t
does include married couples, one unit strﬁctures‘and homeownership, but does
not include the tﬁn "children" variébleé. The latter load ana third component,
which does include the proportion pf black populatiqn {but not the "other"

races). Thus, this dimension appears to reflect race and youth, father'than

i

e
e
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ethnicity alone.

Because of the statistical approach taken, these three factors or
dinensi .
imensions are independent of one another; thus, a neighborhood may be high (or

l . . 5 .
oW} on any given dimension, and have virtually any score on either of the other

dimensions.

Qutcome Data

Because the State Police failed to provide FBI Rap sheets for several
hu . .
ndred subjects originally planned for study in our preliminary investigation
)
follow-up information was re-coded for all offenders using “rap sheets®

available through the State Division of Farole and Probation Thus,; the outcome
. L]
inf :
information data source for the analyses to be reported here, and those reported
above, differ. Because of differences in format and information available
k)

informati i i .
on concerning the seriousness of recidivistic acts could not be coded

Sample Attrition

In this study, sample attrition has occurred in three ways First, some of
hd )

the 1,033 offenders originally identified as having returned to one of the 90
Baltimureyﬂity neighborhqods sampléd and assessed later were found not to have
returned to the designated neighborhood (that is, the Parole and Probation

headquarters office records were incorrect). This was the case for 235 (23%) of
the original sample. Second, follow-up information for 179 offenders originally

sampled (17.3%) could not be optained due to errors or changes in identification

nunb ' i
mbers, or other problems of this sort. Third, sample attrition occurred hased

on differences in the neighborhoods studied in the two projects we are

~a§tempting to combine (132 offenders--12.8%--were so affected) The offende
! . rs
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. . . - . . . the flrst t .
originally were sampled if released to one of 90 Baltimore City neighborhoods welve months following release from incarceration SYEr pnE-half
' ~ha of

for which we had made on-site assessments of physical environmental this sample of offenders had e

k Xperienced at lpast ene re-arrest; the average

characteristics. These 90 neighborhoods alsp formed the basis for the study in e had erashesd 2 TN and had |
' remained arrest-frep about eij

ight

which the survey information to be used here was collected. As described below, and one-quarter months.,

however, only 46 of the original 90 neighborhoods could bhe studied given the .
, Contributions of Qffender Characteristics

requisite sampling procedures for that study. Finally, it was found that no

offenders were relepased to 23 of the neighborhoods originally sampled. Thus, As shewn in Table 7, risk

models developed using only information
concerning offenders” tharacteri

analyses based on survey information are limited {in this study) to 357 stics .
sti provide results very typi
Ypical of thpse

neighborhoods and 487 offenders. Analyses based on the physical assessments are ¥ commonly found in such efforts, and the power of th
3 k @ models is in the mig- t
¥ ]

based on 619 offenders and 467 neighborhoods, i Upper-ranges typically observed I

g i . n short, we find nothin _
, y ‘ § surprising.
: Variables commonl v .
: : y found predictive ; . . ;
For all practical purposes, this attrition appears to have been randomj v @5 described earljer In this paper, are

predictive in this sample as well

P R

that is, no differences in offender characteristics were discovered between
offenders removed from and remaining in the sample. Differences in neighborhood
characteristics were encountered: the 23 neighborhoods to which no offenders

-~ .
T e e e e i 0 e
- -

were released during our project period generally were more socially cohesive,

of higher socio- economic status, and were lower on the incivilities measure

developed.

Contributions of Environmental Characteristics

Findings

What of our efforts to i i :
s ; o identif i
Analyses reported here are based on three outcome criteria: a simple 3 ' Y enviranmental effects and
| SN Person-environment interaction effects?

success/failure measure (arrest/no arrest during follow-up period), the He must give an unfortunately brief ang

disappointing,answer:

Neither any of

proportion of the follow-up period arrest-free, and the number of arrests

experienced during the follow-up period. In an effort to examine the stability

of any effects observed over the follow-up period, both six and twelve-month

(standardized across offenders) periods are inVestigated.2° Table 6 provides a

i e - g

summary of indi.(dual-level outcomes far three follow-up periods. By the end of 20

“® Analyses conduc
results,

=83~
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b . TABLE 7
REGRESSION OF VARIOUS INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL OFFENDER OUTCOME VARIABLES
& v ‘ ON OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS
% | TABLE & | - INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL OFFENDER OUTCOME B BETA
v DIV DUAL-LEVEL OUTCONES A1 N SIS A
g1%, NINE, AND THEL i Success/Failure (Arrest/No Arrest)
?k Predictor Variable
NINE TWELYE E ; Number of Offenses as Juvenile . 0059 . 0384
81 MONTHS  MONTHS £ : Seriousness Score: Property Offense L0007 . 0434
mowHs - WERORRO - L Age at Sentencing: Instant Offense -. 0005 -, 1200
QUTCONE MEASURE e - ' v ! History of Drug Abuse . 0883 . 1038
---------------------- .53 i ' Marital Status -. 0683 -.0724
"""" .34 .Ab g Frequency of Visits by Family
arrest/No Arrest 1.95 2.16 e While Incarcerated ~: 0285 -.0942
1.58% * o Time Served: Instant Incarceration L0019 .1187
Number of prrests 6.70 g8.23 o Employment Status on Release -, 5100 ~. 1366
4,88 ' _ &
g Months Arrest-free ... & Total R-sg., = .101; F(8,5602) = 8,427 p ¢ .001.
R Lo é ----------------------------------------------------------------
; T i Time Arrest-Free
3 ) ’
: %, Predictor VYariable
2 i Number of Incarcerations as
: duvenile -.1713 -. 1320
: Seriousness Score: Most Serious
1 Instant Offense L0106 1147
H Number of Prior Parole/Probation
% Revocations ~.2922 -,1205
-8 Instant Offense: Fraud, Fargery,
% Checks , L3416 L0612
i Type of Release ‘{Paroled/Not) ~. 1807 -. 0491
% Employment Status on Release . 2699 - .1735
; Attitude Toward Supervision L0753 L1011
% Total R-sq. = .157; F(8,602) = 14,03; p < .001,
k|
§ i
»E
b
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TABLE 7 (Contd.)
ES
REGRESSION OF VARIDUS INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL OFFENDER QUTCOME VARIABL
ON OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS

B BETA
INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL OFFENDER OUTCONE % 7
Number of Arrests
Predictor Yariable
Nugber pielncarcerations as o518 o714
uveni .
Number of Prior Parole/Probation 1596 0896
Revocations o B
Number of Adult Convictions far 0461 1168
Property Offenses . S0
Serioisness Score: Property.foense L0002 0
Seriousness Scores Most Serious o3 0595
Instant Offense _.. e
Age at Sentencing: instant Offense .?gig .2036
History of Drug fbuse o :1749 0750
Type of Release {Paroled/No lies S

Employment gtatus on Release

e L RSN
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characteristirs, of course) in the models. The encouraging findings reported in

cur preliminary study completely fail to replicate here. On the basis of these

data, then, we can demonstrate no support, at the individual level, for the

situational model posited in our introductory section.

Effects of Offenders on Community Environments

Findings concerning the second of our "general research questions,*
relative to the impacts of offenders on community, are less discouraging. For
purposes of these analyses, we have treated the neighborhood survey scales as
indices of "community outcomes" (whereas, of course, we traated them as
independent, rather than dependent variables, in the individual-level analyses).

This seems guite reasonable, and in keeping with the "person-environment

integrity" approach to interactionism outlined earlier. Of interest at the

neighborhood level, then, is the extent to which the presznce of offenders
influences factors such as the community perception of its social climate,

residents’ fear of crime, and accommpdation to social threat (e.g., through

restriction of activities). In particular, we are interested in the extent to

which these influences are manifest over and above other sotio-demographic

characteristics of the neighborhoods (e.g., as assessed by the census~based

scales).

Both the ecological and risk assessment literatures provide ample evidence
that offenders tend to come from similar kinds of environments, and that they
return to environments which, if not the same, are similar to those from which

they came. This clearly is true of the pffenders in this study {about which.

.

more will be said shortly). Figure 3 gives the observed distribution of number

of offenders per neighbnrhood. No offenders were returned to 23 neighbnrhoods,

-55-
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and the distribution drops off very sharply; but exhibits a very long tail (the
final figure for number of offenders actually represents 30+). Tuo

neighborhoods, for example, each contained over ang-tenth of the total sample of

offenders available for study.

Using census information; two rate measures were develuped {offenders per
10,000 residential population, and par 10,000 households)., The former ranges
from 1.29 to 212.77; the latter from 3.10 to 5398.24. Table B summarizes
bivariate correlations of the three census-based scales, the two rate measures,
and the raw number of offenders per neighborhood with the community outconme
measures described earlier, (Interestingly, none of the census measures

correlates better than .3 with any of the offender-based measures.)

The first three columns of the table confirm "typical” ecological research
findings. Indices of sotio-economic status, stability, ethnicity and age
composition are rather powerfully correlated with indices of community decline,
anomie, incivility, and crime rates. The last three columns are suggestive that
offender concentration also igkpowerfully correlated with community decline,

anomie, incivility, and crime. To observe otherwise, of course, would be

surprising at best, and would lead us geriously to question the validity of the

community outcome measures.

The remaining question is whether knowledge of offender concentration

——
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CONPARISON OF IERD
AND DFFENDER RATE

TABLE 8
_ORDER CORRELATIONS BETHEEN CENSUS FACTORS
§ -~ VARICUS CONNUNITY OUTCOMES

CENSUS OR OFFENDER-BASED PREDICTOR

Race/  Nusber of Dffenders/  Difenders/
COMMUNITY OUTCONE Status  Stability Youth  Dffenders Nbhd. Pop. libhd. Hshlds.
Coaaunity Perception
of Spcial Climate (57) b16 <204 -.161 -.420 - 472 -. 486
Residents’ Attachaent
to Cossunity (54) -.219 . 367 560 150 .118 187
Residents’ Expectations
tor Comsunity (57) ) . 207 =179 -, 381 -.538 i
Physical Signs of o
Incivility {68) -. 430 -394 .083 617 7138 132
Cosaunity Perception of
Physical Probleas {7 -.672 -.278 292 423 .587 .50
Cozaunity Perception of
tocial Probless {57 -.628 -.227 009 . 302 387 373
Residents’ Fear of
Lrime {57 -, 299 -.409 262 373 488 492
Cosaunity Perception
of Crige Problea (54) =347 =521 176 A90 b4 433
*pctual® Cossunity
Crige Probles (37} =295 - 311 243 912 694 . 583
Reported Restriction ; : ‘
of Activities (37} -.188 -.036 A28 377 440 A7

Notess a) Number of neighborhondslnutcuae geasure is giv
p) Status disension reflects aea
¢} Gtability dimension reflects

and owner-occupancy.

d) Race/Youth dimesion reflects percen

n housing value, income,
parried couple households, one

t black, young (0-5)-c

en in parentheses.
type of eaployaen

t, education.
-unit housing structures,

hildren, and children {6-13).

provides i i i ‘
information about community outcomes over that which is provided b
] Y

1 H

seems to be
yes (Table 9). Offender/population rate (for example) adds

signifi icti
g icantly to the prediction of all but two of the community outc
omes

examined (th
these are Attachment to the Neighborhood and Community Perceptions of
' D

1 L} p p q
y y

le an ‘ lgl p
N ! / Y

207 ti
to the explanation of the actual neighborhood crime rate)

- -
- -
- S 5 - —— i~ -
- - -

- - - - -
- . o - -
- i ey e W B

- Offender Qutcomes in the Agagregate

Final i i
ally, we investigated the effects of community environments on

3 [} a

offender ‘
r-was known to have moved households during the follow-up p:riod)

in nrder, b - e r ‘ r rvey-
; ’ ky Fensus based sociodemographic factors, the survey-based communit

g ’ g . L]
.

R

Although - e of :
,‘gh aggregate‘offender characteristics explain by far the bulk of th

57e
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i i TABLE 9 (Contd.)
i TABLE 9 ! REGRESSION OF VARIOUS COMMUNITY QUTCOMES
i REGRESSION OF VARIOUS CONMUNITY OUTCONES ! ON CENSUS FACTORS AND OFFENDER RATES
ON CENSUS FACTORS AND OFFENDER RATES : , g
b _
% Increment
i Increaent £ - Test COMMUNITY OUTCOME (Criterion) Beta in R-sg. F - Test
- ' Bata in R-sg. - e
COMMUNITY CUTCORE {Criterion)
' Coesunity Perceptions of Physical Probleas
Cossunity Perception of Sorial Climate Predicior Cluster
‘ EESQQEEQE.El!EiEL Census Based
Status =610
Census Based ’ Stability -,248
TR 972
Statui . 182 456 F{2,58) ;012-61 Race/Youth 24 418 F(3,53) = 28,42
Stability ) p<s p < 001
. -,788 070 F(1,53) = 7.81 Gtfender/Population Rate 347 096 Fi1,52) = 17.43
D¢ fender /Population Rate ‘ ; p < .01 B < .000
. Total R-sq. = .714; F(4,52) = 32,48; p < .00
Total R-5q. = 263 F(3!53) =19.57; P ¢ .001 L q AL HIl
. Comeunity Perceptions of Social Probless
Residents’ Attachsent to Coaaunity
Predictor Cluster
Predictor Cluster
; Census Based
i_:_gﬂé!é__Biiﬁlj. 544 Status -.417 :
Race/Youth 12 430 Fi2,50) =19.22 Stability -.245 85 Fi2,54) = 25.43
Stability ) p (‘.001 p < .00!
Offender/Population Rate 175 026 F{1,53) = 2,786
‘ =,10
= . 51) = 19,225 p ¢ 001 ’
Total R-sq. = (4303 Fi2,50) = 19.24 |
Total R-sq. = .511; F{3,53) = 18.44; p ¢ .00
Residents’ Expectations for Nei ghbor hood
Residents’ Fear of Crime
predictor Cluster
Predictor Cluster
Census Based ) =45 ’
Statui_t ‘ T 49 F2,54) =0§1-93 Census Based
Stability ‘ - S p<.o Stability -.363
‘ pte 38 114 Fi1,53) = 13.78 Status -, 255 ,
Dffender/Po “1at‘9“ 8 . : cp €001 Race/Youth A9 348 F(3,53) = 9.43
v , , p ¢ .004
‘ ‘ Offender /Population Rate .278 062 F(1,52} =5.42
[ - H . ¥ 01 . ]
Total R-sq. = .563; F(3,53) = 22,715 p (A : , p (.05

“Total R-sq. = .410; F{4,52) = 9.01; p ¢ .00i

o Cew %



TABLE 9 (Contd.)
REGRESSION OF VARIOUS COMNUNITY OUTCONES
ON CENSUS FACTORS AND DFFENDER RATES

Incresent
COXNUNITY OUTCOME (Criteriom) Beta in R-sq. F - Test
Conaunity Perception of Crise Problea
predictor Cluster
Census Based
Stability -.ggg
Status -, ,
are/y . 049 b5 Fi3,50) = 14.49
Pace/Youth 2 ot
i 3 = |B.54
{¢fender /Population Rate 431 147 F(l;42).0018
Total R-sg. = .b12; F{4,49) = 19.36; p € 00
*Actual® Coseunity Criae Problea
Predictor Cluster
Census Based
Gtability —.ng
t-t s Tellu
gaZesvnuth 427 442 F(3,53) = 14,01
, p {001
Offender/Population Rate 499 198 F{1,52) = 2B.56
' p ¢ .001
Total Rk-sq. = .b40; F(4,52) = 23.12; p < 00t
Reported Restriction of fctivities
Predictor Cluster
Census Based
344 - 181 CF(1,55) = 12,17
. Race/Youth » S i |
“Offender /Population Rate 363 425 FiL,58) = 12

Total R-sq. = .306; F12,54) = 11.914; p ¢ .008
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TABLE 10
REGRESSION OF VARIDUS AGGREGATE OFFENBER OUTCOME VARIABLES
ON NEIGHBORHOOD OFFENDER RATE, AGGREGATE OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS, CENSUS FACTORS,
COMNUNITY CHARACTERISTICS, AND AGSREGATE OFFENDER MOBILITY

STX-NONTH DUTCOME THELVE-NONTH GUTCOME

AGEREGATE OFFENDER OUTCOME (Criteriom) Increment in R-sa. Incresent in R-sq.
Time Arrest-Free (in sonths)
Predictor Cluster
Offender /Population Rate [ m——— ) 04
Dftender Characteristics 360 .342
Census Factors 097 071
Coamunity Factors i --==
Dffender Mobility —~-= -—e-
Total R-sg. 497 454
Success/Failure {Arrest/No Arrest)
Predictor Clustar
{¢fender/Population Rate 071 -—-=
Offender Characteristics ° .348 JAbb
Census Factors .024% L0344
Cosaunity Factors e -
Offender Mobility -—-- 023%
Total R-sg. 463 523
Number of Arrests
Predictor Cluster
Dffender/Population Rate 0638 045
Offender Characteristics 332 178
Census. Factors == 070 :
Coamunity Factars A1 139 =
- Dffender Mobility “—-- - K
™ - : i
Total R-sq. 514 362 :




REGRESSION OF VARIOUS AGEREGATE OFFENDE
ON NEIGHBORHOOD OFFENDER RATE, CENSUS FACTORS,

TRBLE 14

R OUTCOME VARIABLES
CONMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS,

ABGREGATE OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS, AND AGBREEATE QOFFENDER NOBILITY

AGGREGATE OFFENDER OUTCOME (Criterion)

SIX-RONTH OUTCOHE

Incresent in R-sq.

TWELVE-MONTH OUTCORE

Incresent in R-sg.

Tige Arrest-Free {in sonths)

Predictor Cluster

e

041

Gffender /Population Rate -—-= e
fensus Factors .;ig* 2049*
" Cosmunity Factors . _ o
Offender Characteristics .33% :———
Dffender Mobility --
Total ®-s0. L5068 356
Success/Failure (Arrest/Ho frrest)
predictor Cluster
{ffender/Popul ation Rate .OZI* ::::
Census Factors .Oji T
Compunity Factors - "
0ffender Characteristics :Sg? ‘2281
Dffender Hobility - .
Total R-sg. 442 494
Nusber of Arrests
redictor Cluster |
: ‘ L045¢
Défender /Population Rate .?ff* g:g*
Census Factors ’-150 HATE
Cosmunity Factors .507 T
0ffender Characteristics -0231 :---
Offender Mobility .0
Total R-sg. 548
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aggregate outcome variance, sociodemographic and community factors do add

significant increments in some of the models., It remains the case that

aggregate offender characteristics explain the bulk of the variation in outcomes

even when sociodemographic and community factors are provided the advantage of

order (Table 11).

Summary and Conclusions

To what, then, are we finally lead? MWe began with a consideration of two
research traditions that have, rather independently, been important to much of
current criminology--the risk assessment and the ecological traditions. Our
reading of these literatures strongly suggested that the risk assessment
tradition could be greatly informed and strengthened by the ecological, and we

posited the common-sensical notion that people’s hehavior~-including offender

criminal behavior--is a function both of the person and the setting in which

that behavior takes place. Borrowing from Lewin and the interactionist

- perspective, a complex but none-the-less compelling theoretical foundation for

the study of situational influences was developed.

A preliminary study was conducted with very ancouragiﬁg results: person
environment interaction terms of modest power were observed; and results
appeared consistent with criminological tﬁeory concerning the etiology of crinme.
A more extensive sfudy theh was conducted, designed to overcome certain
limitatibns bf the preiiminary study, and to extend the explanatory power of
effects demonstrated. Disappointingly, the preliminary findings fail to
replicafe, and. no ef{éc£§ of énVironment {or of environmental/individual

interactions) could be demonstrated at the individual level.

At thejaggregate levei,,sume¢effects for environment;nh aggregate
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ffects for aggregate nffender characteristics are unmistakeab
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J 1

sociodemographic factors are controlled.

The first guestion the reader may ask is "Why, if the preliminary study
failed to replicate, do we devofe several pages to its description?” The
answer, briefly, is that we do not know which set of results to believe. | |

i yal i rlap in
Although the data bases used in the two studies conZaln considerable ove
terms of offenders studied, variables investigated, etc., they also are
different. GSome offenders studied in the preliminary research could not be
studied in the more complete investigation, and vice veErsa. Measurement was,
with one important exception, careful in both studies. The exception, |
unfortunately, has to do with the outcome criterion measure: recidivism. ft.xs
pur clear impression that the follow-up information availabhle from the Diflsxué
of Parpole and Probation, and used in the more complete study, is substantially
less valid thar is that available from the FEI {and u§ed in the prelimxnary
investigation). This iz not only our impression from ﬂoding the data, but
evidence that this is so ig available: flthough risk assessment models
developed in both studies are similar, those developed in the preliminary study

have considerably more power.

’ .
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offender outcomes also supgest that this is so.

Serious limitations also must be mentioned--and these pertain to both

investigations reported. First, we were not able to "track" offenders: We have

no idea how long they remained in study neighborhoods, and we do have evidence

that this is a very mobile group. Second, outcome measures used in both studies

must be considered as crude proxies for recidivism: indeed, some have

considered arrests to be a better measure of police performance than of offender

behavior. Third, for community factors such as those assessed via our surveys

to be influential, the offender must to some extent be integrated into the

social fabric of the community. We have no measure of the extent of this.

Finally, at the individual level, the studies reported suffer a peculiar sort of

range-restriction problem. There is very little variability in the kinds of

places in which these offenders resided. In one series of analyses designed to

"type" neighborhoods with respect to sociodemographic factors, we observed that

the vast majority of offenders resided in one or two neighborhood

classifications. - Accordingly, it may well be that many more offenders than were

available for study are needed to fully examine the kinds of effects sought here
(for perforce, if no offenders returned to one of our stuay neighborhoods, the
effect of environment could not be investigated; and if only one or two
vffenders were available for study, the contribution made by that
neighborhood/offender combination must be considered of suspect reliability).

At this point we must mention that we did perform several series of analyses

designed to deal with this prost.: {e.g.y through weighting of the samples,

through proportionate sampling, etc.), but are not confident that we were able

to deal adequately with the problem. It also must be noted that the "problea®

is a natural ecological fact (recall Figure Three),
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We must state that we remain committed to the person-environment integrity

model, despite the mixed results of the pfesent investigations: it simply makes % REFERENCES

too much theoretical sense to dismiss readily. What is needed now, we believe,

are carefui and detailed micro-level studies that have been beyond resources ADANS, .

available to support the research reported here. These studies‘muét bg 1983 The effect bf evidentiory factars on hers rémuctio.

longitudinal in nature, and probably should be “crimp-specific" in nature.
Finally, careful attention must be paid to the issue of offender
decision-making: Since it is tﬁrough the offender that all environmental
influences are presumed to be mediated, much attention must be paid to this

"black box” fon the latter two points, see Clarke’s (in press) informative

discussion).
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