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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to determine whether a public housing development effects crime in the area surrounding it. Lexington, Kentucky, provides a unique situation in which analysis can be done to examine this issue. In 1999, the Charlotte Court housing development was demolished and resulted in the relocation of 600 residents. Furthermore, this particular area was blight with drug-related problems and other serious crime. Thus, an examination of crime before and after the removal of Charlotte Court housing development using calls for service data in which a report was taken for specific crime types will be conducted. The study is divided into two-year pre- and post-periods that allows for the comparison of the areas surrounding Charlotte Court with emphasis on spatial and crime-type displacement and diffusion of benefits.  The findings suggest that both displacement and diffusion of benefits occurred. 

Introduction


The area of public housing is unique with respect to crime in that the people, situations, and criminal activity all converge in a concentrated mileau. A handful of criminological studies have examined this phenomenon mostly in terms of police intervention strategies such as community or problem oriented policing; however, the focus has usually been directed at public housing developments in large cities. Nonetheless, public housing retains a historical context that is also important in understanding the intersection of crime, people, and place. 

One of the major concerns of public housing authorities today is that public housing arrangements are not viable solutions for human beings to grow and thrive. The overcrowded atmosphere coupled with common drug related crimes is not conducive to a standard way of living. Hence, there is a current movement of U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), along with many state housing authorities nationwide, to restructure public housing developments with a push towards home ownership and self-sufficiency. This new movement is extremely important in terms of addressing other issues, such as crime which is the focus of this paper. 

The main purpose of this paper is to determine whether a public housing development effects crime in the area surrounding it. Lexington, Kentucky, provides a unique situation in which analysis can be done to examine this issue. In 1999, the Charlotte Court housing development was demolished and resulted in the relocation of 600 residents. Furthermore, this particular area was blight with constant drug-related problems and other serious crime. Thus, an examination of crime before and after the removal of Charlotte Court using calls for service data in which a report was taken for specific crime types will be conducted. The study is divided into two-year pre- and post-periods that allows for the comparison of the areas surrounding Charlotte Court. Finally, the underlying perspective used in this study is spatial analysis with an emphasis on displacement, the shift of offenders from one target or place to another.

Background: Charlotte Court: Lexington, Kentucky


This 24-acre public housing development consisted of 356 units, 52 apartment buildings, and a mix of one- and two-story designs with six or eight apartments. Originally, this development was constructed in 1941 during World War II specifically to accommodate mostly poor, black residents (Mulvihill, Sept. 1999). It remained a predominately African-American housing development up until September 29, 1999 when a demolition company began tearing down the 58 year-old complexes. 


In August of 1998, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development awarded Lexington a $19.3 million grant as part of a nationwide public housing revitalization initiative known as HOPE VI (HUD, 1998). Essentially, this initiative was designed to improve severely distressed public housing and revitalize them through both physical and management improvements and provide social and community services such as job training, literacy programs, and financial assistance. 

In Lexington, these funds will be used by the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Housing Authority to create 290 new housing units in place of the 356 deteriorated units of public housing. On the Charlotte Court site only 95 homes will be built and the remaining 198 will be built elsewhere in Lexington, some of which will be government owned and others sold at subsidized prices.

In March of 1999, the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Housing Authority began the relocation process of approximately 600 Charlotte Court residents. Many residents were provided with transportation for apartment searching by the Community Action Council (CAC), a social service agency, and moving expenses once they found a new home. On August 30th of 1999, the Charlotte Court housing development was officially closed.  In the first part of September, demolition began and a chain link fence was secured around the entire development for security purposes. Finally, on June 12, 2001, the Lexington Housing Authority received authorization to begin construction and landscaping of the new neighborhood that will replace the old Charlotte Court housing development.

Literature Review

Recent attention has been directed at the chronic issues of crime, lack of community resources, and physical deterioration that pervade throughout public housing developments. More importantly, partnerships have been established between public housing authorities, social service agencies, and local police departments using different approaches including crime analysis that address crime issues specifically in public housing developments and explore ways to minimize those problems. 


The idea of public housing has been around for over half a century, beginning with the Housing Act of 1937 that created what are known today as PHAs or public housing authorities. The critical mission of these authorities was to help state and local governments provide safe, decent housing for low-income families (Holzman, 1996). In addition, PHAs were to help provide opportunities for jobs and serve as a mechanism of hope to many families that were deeply effected by the Great Depression. Initially, public housing was financed by the federal government, and the low-rent agreements were only a temporary fix for working families until they could gather sufficient resources to move into better living situations. 

This nature of this arrangement soon shifted, however, after the Housing Act of 1947 towards the notion that public housing should not serve as just a short-term fix. Rather, public housing should serve as a long-term source of housing for those families so impoverished they need assistance with rent (Holzmann, 1996). During this policy shift, many working families were able to relocate to more prosperous neighborhoods while more poor families moved in. Moreover, in 1969 the federal government began providing rent subsidies for qualifying low-income families who chose to live in public housing. As a result, the public housing domain became primarily for those families most in need, which increasingly turned out to be large families, single-parent families, and minority families.    

According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (2001) there are approximately 1.3 million households living in public housing units, managed by some 3,300 PHAs. Of these, an estimated 45% included children and 30% included elderly individuals. A more accurate picture of the entire public housing universe can be obtained by multiplying 1.3 households by the average public household size of 2.4, resulting in a figure of approximately 3 million people. In addition, almost three-quarters of these households were headed by a female and nearly half (47%) were African-American (U.S. Dept. of HUD, 2001). Finally, 71% of public household residents remained in public housing for 10 years or less and 40% remained for 3 years or less. These statistics suggest that public housing has become a permanent situation for many families, especially for minority and single-parent families. 

Research by Brill and Associates (1977, as cited in Holzman, 1996) found that higher crime rates in selected public housing developments in several major cities (e.g., Baltimore and Washington, D.C.) than in their respective local jurisdictions. In 1981, Roncek and his associates found in Cleveland that blocks where public housing was located had more crime than nearby blocks without these developments (Holzman, 1996). Lastly, Dunworth and Saiger (1993, as cited in Holzman, 1996) looked at reported crime in subsets of public housing developments in Los Angeles, Phoenix, and Washington, D.C., and found that these developments had significantly more reported violent and drug related crimes than the jurisdictions in which they were located. We now turn to an approach that is used to study such phenomena. 

Situational crime prevention, pioneered in England, varies significantly from traditional approaches of crime that attempt to study the root causes of criminality and instead, focuses on the criminal event itself and the environment in which it occurred. Essentially, this approach seeks to understand and examine the intersection of the offender with the opportunity to commit offenses and the offenders’ decision to commit particular offenses at particular times and places (Brantingham and Brantingham, 1990).


The situational approach is often associated with concepts such as, crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) or defensible space, both of which contain similar underlying ideas; however, there remain some nuances. For instance, CPTED focuses specifically on the design and the effective use of the built environment (physical changes) in order to create a reduction in the fear of crime, the opportunity for crime, and an improvement in individuals’ quality of life (Crowe, 1997). Most work involving CPTED can be seen in neighborhoods with access control in the form of gated entries or surveillance in the form of closed-circuit televisions. Thus, CPTED is more limited in its scope and ignores the social elements such as the actual community, which critics say is a very important piece of the puzzle.

An important component of situational crime prevention is displacement. This concept is defined as shifting of crime incidence to other forms, times, and locales (Rapetto, 1976).  According to Eck (1993) who built upon the earlier work of Rapetto, within the curriculum of situational crime prevention there are six types of displacement: temporal, spatial, target, method, crime type, and perpetrator. This study focuses specifically on spatial and crime type displacement. The former addresses how offenders switch from targets in one location to targets in another location, while the latter addresses how offenders switch from one form of crime to another (e.g., burglary to auto theft). Often overlooked but just as important within the situational discourse is the notion of “diffusion of benefits.” This concept is defined as the “spread of the beneficial influences of an intervention beyond the places which are directly targeted, the individuals who are the subject of control, the crimes which are the focus of intervention of the time periods in which an intervention is brought” (Clarke & Weisburd, p. 200, 1994). 

According to this secondary work by Hesseling (1994), the problem of displacement has been studied extensively over 55 times. It has been studied empirically in two ways: 1) by conducting ethnographic studies of offender motives and their decision-making processes, and 2) by evaluating the impact of programs to reduce crime. Most studies, however, tend to take the latter approach by evaluating displacement through careful examination of crime rates after an intervention in adjacent areas. Essentially, no displacement was found in 22 of the studies. Of these, six revealed a “diffusion of benefits” effect, which will be discussed later. On the contrary, thirty-three studies found displacement and six of these found evidence of spatial displacement. 

It should be noted that no study found complete displacement. Why? Given the many forms that it can take, it is “empirically impossible to confirm the existence or magnitude of displacement” (Hesseling, p.198, 1994). This implies spatial, target, or any other type of displacement as well. In addition, Clarke and Weisburd (1994) assert that even if money was unlimited and the most sophisticated design was used, one could not adequately cover all the possibilities. Other research by Gabor (1990) expands on one of the more confounding problems within the displacement discourse, which is the concept of “spillover.” He suggests a spillover is different from displacement because it results from a “pull” factor whereas displacement results more from a “push factor.” In terms of this study, the evidence suggests displacement due to the demolition of the public housing area and the “pushing” out of residents to other areas. Nevertheless, it is important to make this distinction in order to understand the different theoretical and policy implications. Some of the theoretical implications of the situational model with respect to displacement include what are known as the “unintended consequences.” 


These unintended consequences include, escalation, overdeterence, and the generation of perverse incentives. The term escalation refers to how crime prevention measures may unintentionally cause an increase in criminal activity including the seriousness rather than a reduction. Overdeterence suggests that the saturation of a crime prevention measure could have a detrimental effect on legitimate activity. The idea of perverse incentives describes how certain crime prevention measures or policies may distort markets in a manner that produce undesirable outcomes. Grabonsky (1996) uses the term “moral hazard” under this category, which refers to the inclination of persons who are insured against a risk to engage in a greater degree of risk-taking activity. The evidence suggests several possible problems; for example, the demolition and relocation of residents may cause other crime problems that didn’t exist before producing an escalation effect. Another would be that the crime problems multiply in multiple areas instead of just the one that existed before, producing an undesirable outcome and an escalation effect. 



According to Brantingham and Brantingham (1990), the first step in situational crime prevention is crime analysis. This type of analysis involves “the qualitative and quantitative study of crime and law enforcement information in combination with socio-demographic and spatial factors…” (Boba, 2001). Several studies have used geographic information systems (GIS), a tool used for crime analysis, to study such factors in association with situational crime preventive strategies aimed at public housing. 

One particular study looked at the effects of problem-oriented policing programs on serious crime problems across six public housing sites in New Jersey, five of which were ranked in the cities top 10 drug markets. The profile of these sites revealed that three were high-rise developments and three were low-rise; the smallest housing site consisted of 239 units whereas the largest consisted of 645 units. During the scanning phase of the program, each site team member identified problem places on a map of his or her site. Each map was subdivided into smaller units of public space that were classified as walkways, playgrounds, parking lots, rest areas, building entrances, or community centers. These problems were further distinguished between those that occurred outdoors or in individual apartments. The analysis of these maps revealed that building entrances and walkways were the common areas that were having the most problems. They were then used to implement changes to the physical and/or social context where serious crime was occurring. Furthermore, ten households generating the largest numbers of serious crime calls at each site were identified on the map, defined as “nuisance apartments,” and targeted for intervention. Overall, they found that the programs resulted in a reduction in calls for service concerning robberies, assaults, domestic assaults, burglary, and vehicle crimes (auto thefts). However, these programs were unable to produce any type of reduction with respect to drug dealing and public disorder calls (nuisance and suspicious persons) (Mazzerole, Ready, Terril, & Waring, 2000). 

Another study was conducted on the Lockwood Gardens public housing development in East Oakland, California using place-specific crime prevention. This particular approach builds upon both situational crime prevention and CPTED principles (Feins, Epstein, & Widom, 1997).  This particular public housing area consisted of 371 units that had been severely distressed by drug activity accompanied by intimidation, harassment, burglary, and theft. Through crime analysis, several problem areas including an open-air drug market, a liquor store, a car wash, a check-cashing operation, and several vacant buildings were identified.  After these problem areas were identified and mapped, they were discussed with local residents to develop a more active and comprehensive crime strategy that combined design changes, security patrols, and management changes. The results included improved site lighting, the addition of perimeter fencing and security gates, the repair of building exteriors, and new landscaping. In addition, changes in management were implemented including community policing, sworn in private security, and controlled access to the development. The analysis of the pre- and post-crime data revealed that total Part I crimes had decreased substantially by 46.5% in 1994 from the 1991 level before the security and physical design changes were initiated. 

The study of public housing developments that normatively contain concentrated single-families and crime problems, has not received the attention it deserves within the criminological literature. However, certain approaches such as situational crime prevention combined with crime mapping have provided new ways of understanding and looking at crime in public housing environments. The next section will attempt to build upon the previous research by looking at several specific questions. 

Research Questions 

The purpose of this analysis is to determine whether this public housing development effects crime in the area surrounding it. The following questions layout the key objectives of this study: 1) Is there a change in crime in the West End area before and after the Charlotte Court housing development was fenced in? 2) Is there a change in specific types of crimes in the West End area before and after the Charlotte Court housing development was fenced in? 3) Are there differences in the amount of crime in the area directly around Charlotte Court and the area farther out?

Is there a change in crime in the West End area before and after the Charlotte Court housing development was fenced in?

Based on situational crime prevention and other criminological literature, when a massive project such as this occurs, one might expect a decrease in the number of crimes specifically in the post period. However, this depends greatly on where former residents actually relocated to and the actual number of residents in question. Some housing projects are extremely large in terms of population, particularly high-rise establishments, while others consist of scattered site housing, low rise or single-family homes, and contain a much smaller population.

Another important addendum to this question is that several months, specifically those between the pre- and post-period, were eliminated for certain reasons. First, the West End community and the routine situational contexts associated with it were not in their normative state during this time but rather in a state of disruption. Although assistance was provided from social service agencies and the Lexington-Fayette Urban County Housing Authority, many residents were experiencing a shift from their normal daily functioning. Some had to receive transportation to explore new areas to move that would be suitable for them while others were able to do so at their own discretion. Second, young teenagers and adults who frequented the area and used Charlotte Court as a hangout spot were no longer able to do so in full capacity. These types of sporadic changes in situational contexts often create changes in both the time and place people usually interact with each other, therefore, one would also expect changes in criminal activity as well.  Nonetheless, the changes in crime, if any, will be determined by comparing overall crime counts of Lexington and West End pre- and post-period without these transition months, which will be discussed in a later section.

Is there a change in specific types of crimes in the West End area after the Charlotte Court housing development was fenced in?

In other words, did the types of crime being committed due to the changed environmental dynamics of the West End area? This is one of the underlying questions that will be addressed in within the discussion of this question. The demolition of Charlotte Court may have removed the bulk of the crime specifically in this area and even some immediate areas that surround it, however it is possible for criminal activity to manifest or take on other forms when certain preventive measures are instituted. Situational crime prevention asserts that even though certain environmental situations may change crime adapts as well. Thus, certain offenders may change their modus operandi from one crime type to another.  For example, an offender may change from committing a string of robberies to auto thefts. On the other hand, it is plausible that some offenders who still live in the West End area have become discouraged and totally desisted from committing any further crimes. This may also be the case for the displacement/diffusion of benefits argument where offenders who have relocated to new areas were removed from their previous criminogenic culture, gained new job opportunities and found constructive outlets in their new communities. In any event, even though total crime may not go down the types of crime being committed may change, which is the reasoning for examining crime types in both the pre- and post-period.

Are there differences in the amount of crime in the area directly around Charlotte Court and the area farther out?

This question involves designating buffer regions around the now demolished Charlotte Court public housing area in order to determine the impact this may have had on crime overall and crime types in areas closer or farther away. According to “hot spots” research, the displacement of crime by interventions that focus on concentrated crime activity typically extends two to three blocks outside of the original “hot spot” area, these extensions are known as “catchment areas.” The same idea applies to this study where half-mile buffer zones similar to this concept will be used to determine displacement or diffusion. By analyzing crime using these buffer regions, I can compare each buffer region pre and post period. This comparison will indicate if changes occurred, to what degree, and by what crime type. I would hypothesize based on what we know about crime, offenders, and place that a certain amount of crime will extend out into the outer buffer region in the post period because of the shift of residents and changed environmental and structural dynamics of the West End area. In addition, I would continue that an increase in other crime types will emerge in the post period that are different from those in the pre period. Although these buffer regions are arbitrary, they provide a different perspective to look at crime in general and in the West End area in particular.

Data and Methodology


These research questions serve as a guide when formulating data manipulation and analysis. This descriptive analysis will describe the different areas involved in the groundwork of this study including the data (e.g., types of crime, geocoding, etc) and an outline of both the West End and Charlotte Court area. Next, I will discuss the findings and compare the differences, if any, between West End and the city of Lexington. This section will include a discussion from both a statistical and spatial analysis perspective.

Data


The data used here consist of are calls for service in which a report was taken for aggravated assault, homicide, robbery, burglary, auto theft, and larceny from auto. The original database consisted of a total of 55,692 calls for service obtained from the Lexington Fayette-Urban County Division of Police.


The first step involved determining the streets located in the West End area. 

To do this I selected the block groups that best represented the area. Then, I selected the streets within that area. Because the Lexington data address variable would take significant cleaning, I decided to select only the data occurring on the West End streets for cleaning and subsequent mapping. By selecting the incidents on specific streets I was able to cut down the number of cases to clean; however, because streets can run the length of the city there were still incidents in the database that did not occur in the West End Area. This issue was resolved by geocoding these data and identifying through the GIS which incidents fell in the West End are. However, during this process, I noticed that a large number of cases did not have address numbers that corresponded with the street or they had “0” for the address number. In a discussion with the data provides it was explained that the specific location of the crime was not known and that it occurred somewhere on that street. Since I could not distinguish where exactly on the streets these cases occurred I was forced to discard 804 cases.    


At this point, the new database was created, however, containing only those incidents geocoded to the streets in the West End Area. After running crosstabs of the new data, I noticed there were no data for September and October of 2000. Further investigation revealed that both of these months contained all “0’ addresses, which as mentioned previously could not be geocoded. This problem shortened the post period to 22 months instead of the original 2-year period I wanted to examine originally. So, in order to continue this study I discarded September and October from the pre period to make both periods the same (22 months) and to account for any seasonal effects. The resulting database contained 1,547 incidents. 

The Lexington data used for comparison was calculated using all cases (minus (4 transition months) and minus West End and Charlotte Court cases. The resulting database contained 38,690 incidents. 

Before I geocoded, I used the original databases again (38,690 cases) including the “0” addresses selecting the same exact Part I crimes and the same pre- and post-periods. Then, I ran crosstabs in SPSS to get a general sense of each particular crime type and crime overall in Lexington. Additionally, I conducted a similar analysis on the pre- and post-time periods of West End with the new database to identify if there were similar changes in crime. It is important to note that when running the analysis on the new database that contains all West End calls for service and when identifying pre- and post-period themes in Arcview, I had to select out the cases pertaining to Charlotte Court and the streets specifically in that area. These streets were Charlotte Ct, Haskins Dr, and White St. 

The database was geocoded with all related streets and reported crime types in Arcview 3.2. The last attempt was successful with a geocoding rate of 92 percent (1612 cases) with 4 percent (62 cases) that were partially matched and 4 percent (65 cases) unmatched. The partial matches were due to street number errors that were not in exact range of the source database, but were close enough to be matched manually. The unmatched cases were due to street number errors that did not match for reasons unknown. It may have been that the ranges of the source database did not contain the correct ranges and was not matching them correctly, but it is still unclear at this point what the problem was. From this point, I was able to move forward with making actual maps containing pre- and post-comparisons that will be discussed further in the results section.

Time Period

The various calls for services of interest in this study include the following reported Part I crimes: homicide, auto theft, larceny from auto, burglary, robbery, and aggravated assault. The pre-Charlotte Court period includes the months of March 1997 through February 28, 1999 while the post-Charlotte Court period includes September 1, 1999 through August 31, 2000. These periods were selected based on the date Charlotte Court was officially closed down and dates the residents were moving out. The transition months which lie in between the pre and post periods (March 1999 through August 1999) were excluded because this was the entire time period where residents (from first to last) of the Charlotte Court housing development were in the process of relocating. With respect to crime mapping and the statistical analysis it was essential to take out these transition months to eliminate the possibilities of any other influences on the selected crime types that might have occurred during this time period. In addition, these particular months were eliminated because the West End community and the routine situational contexts associated with it were not in their normative state during this time, but rather in

a state of disruption. 

Study Area


The area of West End was determined by block groups and knowledge of the area. It was spatially constructed by identifying the Charlotte Court housing development area and then outlining approximately a one-mile radius around it. At the northern border (Figure 1) lies New Circle Rd that is similar to I-495 in Maryland. This road circles around the city of Lexington and encompasses the heart of the city.  At the eastern border lies Russell Cave Road and an imaginary boundary for the western border because there was not a major street to define this side. At the southern tip lie several streets, mainly North Broadway, Saunier Avenue, and Patterson Drive.  It should be noted that several of the streets that make up each border, specifically the southern border, are not full streets meaning that they stretch farther beyond then what this particular map shows. 

Charlotte Court Area


The Charlotte Court area (Figure 1) is highlighted between the V shaped section on the map and enclosed by two major streets including Georgetown St on the left and Newtown Pike/Road on the right. Both of these streets would be considered the western and eastern borders of Charlotte Court, respectively. The street separating the Charlotte
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Court housing development in two is White Street that no longer exists because of reconstruction plans. At the northern border lies New Circle Road and at the southern border lies Ash Street, which as you follow down becomes West Loudon Ave. Most of the immediate streets or areas of interest lie to the left of Georgetown Street from Ash street on north including Glen Arvin Rd, Douglas St, Roosevelt Blvd, Greenwood Avenue, and Price Road. The large polygon above the Charlotte Court housing development is Douglas Park, which is a major area of activity for people who lived in Charlotte Court and the West End area.

Analysis 

In both Lexington and West End, the amount of crime changed from Time 1 (preperiod) to Time 2 (postperiod). As shown in Table 1, larceny from auto reported experienced the largest decrease of 85.4% in Lexington, followed by homicide reported with a 63% decrease. Auto theft, however, showed the largest increase with 85.7% followed by burglary reported and aggravated assault reported with 63.1% and 12.6%, respectively. According to the data, there was no change in robbery reported because none occurred in West End during Time 1 to make the comparison. Overall, the amount of crime changed or increased in Lexington by only 8.4%. In addition, the order of crime types changed from Time 1 to Time 2. For example, Time 1 shows that larceny from auto was ranked first in the table in number of incidences, but moved down to fourth in Time 2. Burglary moved up two spots form third in Time 1 to first in Time 2. Auto theft was fourth in Time 1 but moved up to third in Time 2. It should be noted that in order to correctly calculate these figures for Lexington, those data pertaining to West End were taken out.

Table 1.

Comparison of Reported Calls for Service by Crime Type in Lexington

	Crime Type
	Time 1/Rank
	Time 2/Rank
	Percent Change

	Agg. Assault Reported
	5455/2


	6414/2


	+12.6

	Auto Theft Reported
	1952/4
	3635/3


	+85.7

	Burglary Reported
	5331/3
	8697/1


	+63.1



	Robbery Reported
	0/6


	529/5


	none

	Homicide Reported
	46/5


	17/6
	-63.0

	LFA Reported
	5781/1
	843/4


	-85.4

	Total


	18565
	20125
	+8.4


In comparison, Table 2 shows a rather different picture of West End, the target area of this study. Overall, each crime decreased from Time 1 to Time 2. Individually, larceny from auto reported decreased the most by 40.6%, followed by burglary reported with a decrease of 28.7%. In addition, robbery reported and aggravated assault reported decreased by 22.6% and 19.5%, respectively. 

Table 2.

Comparison of Calls for Service by Crime Type in West End

	Crime Type
	Time 1/Rank
	Time 2/Rank
	Percent Change

	Agg. Assault Reported
	365/1


	294/1


	-19.5

	Auto Theft Reported
	127/4
	108/4


	-15

	Burglary Reported
	167/3
	119/2


	-28.7

	Robbery Reported
	84/5


	65/5


	-22.6

	Homicide Reported
	5/6


	6/6


	+20

	LFA Reported
	192/2
	114/3


	-40.6

	Total


	940
	706
	-24.9


The order of crime types in the West End area showed a different picture as well. The only increase was with homicide reported, however, the true difference was only one homicide more in Time 2 than in Time 1. Compared to Lexington, the order of crime types in the West End area did not change as dramatically. In fact, they seemed to stay in relatively the same position in both Time 1 and Time 2. For instance, aggravated assault reported remained first in both time periods. Others such as auto theft reported, robbery reported, and homicide reported remained fourth, fifth, and sixth, respectively, in Time 1 and Time 2. The two that changed were burglary, from third down to second in Time 2, and larceny from auto went from second to third in Time 2. These data suggest that even though less crime was committed in Time 2 versus Time 1, these various crime types maintained themselves in order of frequency. Moreover, that the new construction did not cause many offenders to change from their area of specialization such as auto theft to robbery. It appears that most probably maintained their area of specialization they had in Time 1. 

Both Table 1 and Table 2 show that the overall crime change was different for the entire of city of Lexington than for West End with respect to the pre- and post-time periods.  In Lexington, overall crime increased by 8.4%, whereas in West End crime decreased by 24.9%.  This suggests that even though crime in Lexington increased, there were differences in the change of crime in areas within certain areas of the city, such as West End. This decrease in West End seems to reinforce the essence of situational crime prevention—opportunity. Furthermore, that when implementing a crime prevention strategy like the demolition/rebuilding of Charlotte Court, both the opportunity and availability of suitable crime targets decreased concomitant with an increase in the degree of risk to which potential offenders could be exposed. Thus, the overall amount of crime changed in the direction of a decrease, but no substantial change was found in the type of crimes being committed from Time 1 to Time 2. 

Spatial Analysis: Robbery


The spatial analysis of the West End data revealed some interesting information about each of these crime types including the streets that were most plagued and remained crime prone and certain localities within this construct. Originally, I constructed crime maps for each crime type to explore the changes that occurred with respect to both pre- and post-periods, however, I found it was too difficult to discern the differences because of the many data points on several of them. Therefore, I am only going to focus on one in particular in terms of crime mapping, robbery reported, which had the largest drop and provides a clear distinction between crime in Time 1 and Time 2.


Time 1 shown in the top map in Figure 2 shows that eighteen robberies took place on Georgetown St; thirteen on W Loudon Ave; ten on N Broadway St; five on Newtown Rd; and six on W 3rd St. Time 2 shown in the bottom map of Figure 2 shows three robberies occurred on W Loudon Ave; six on N Broadway St; eight on Newtown Rd; and one on W 3rd St. Georgetown St showed the most decrease in robbery activity reported from eighteen in Time 1 to only nine in Time 2. This fact that certain streets showed a decrease in Time 2, suggests that some degree of diffusion occurred in the West End area with respect to robbery. On the other hand, robberies appear to have increased on Newtown Rd from five in Time 1 to eight in Time 2. This suggests that offenders may have moved to other targets along Newtown Rd. 
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Buffer Zone Analysis

Another spatial analysis was conducted on the West End data by spatially dividing the area into two different zones or rings as they appear on the map (Fig. 3). 
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This allows the analysis of crime in terms of spatial distance and how much the surrounding areas were effected by the demolition of the Charlotte Court housing development.


The analysis of buffer zone 1, which is approximately a half-mile radius around the Charlotte Court area, revealed some interesting findings by crime types between Time 1 and Time 2. Table 3 shows that there was a substantial decrease in robbery reported, nearly 65%, followed by a dramatic decrease in larceny from auto reported at around 46%.  In addition, aggravated assault and auto theft reported decreased 18.4%, and 26.3%, respectively. Burglary reported decreased by 12% and homicide reported stayed the same with four occurring in both pre- and post-periods. Besides the decrease for nearly every crime type between Time 1 and Time 2, there were differences in terms of ranking as well. In Time 1 aggravated assault was ranked 1st in both periods in terms of most reported crime type. However the other positions varied in both Time 1 and Time 2. For example burglary was 4th in rank in Time 1 but moved up to 2nd in Time 2. Auto theft was 2nd in Time 1 but moved down to third in Time 2. Finally, robbery was ranked 3rd in Time 1 but moved down to 4th in Time 2. Overall, the total amount of crime reported decreased by 6.5% in buffer zone 1 between these two time periods.
Table 3.

Buffer Zone 1

	Crime Type
	Time1/Rank
	Time 2/Rank
	Percent Change

	Agg. Assault Reported
	141/1
	115/1
	-18.4

	Auto Theft Reported
	57/2
	42/3
	-26.3

	Burglary Reported
	50/4
	114/2
	-12

	Robbery Reported
	54/3
	29/4
	-64.5

	Homicide Reported
	4/6
	4/6
	0

	LFA Reported
	31/5
	11/5
	-46.3

	Total
	337
	315
	-6.5



The analysis of buffer zone 2, which is approximately a one-mile radius around the Charlotte Court housing area, showed the following findings. Table 4 revealed that the highest decrease by crime type was burglary with 45%, followed by larceny with a 30.3% decrease. Robbery and aggravated assault decreased 29.4% and 22.9%, respectively, while auto theft did not change whatsoever. The table also shows a 100% increase in homicide, however the actual count only changed from one homicide to two, which is not significant. In both Time 1 and Time 2, aggravated assault remained was ranked 1st along with larceny from auto was 2nd. Auto theft was ranked 4th in time 1, however, it moved up to 3rd in Time 2, burglary moved from 3rd down to 4th, and robbery was stationary in both time periods at the 5th position. Overall, the total crime reported in buffer zone 2 decreased by 27% between time period 1 and time period 2.

Table 4. 

Buffer Zone 2

	Crime Type
	Time 1/Rank
	Time 2/Rank
	Percent Change

	Agg. Assault Reported
	166/1
	128/1
	-22.9

	Auto Theft Reported
	42/4
	42/3
	0

	Burglary Reported
	84/3
	46/4
	-45.2

	Robbery Reported
	17/5
	12/5
	-29.4

	Homicide Reported
	1/6
	2/6
	+100

	LFA Reported
	119/2
	83/2
	-30.3

	Total
	429
	313
	-27


In sum, the analysis of these buffer zones, which are indeed arbitrary, showed 

crime decreased in both zones from Time 1 to Time 2 or pre- and post- period. In buffer zone 1, crime decreased only by 6.5%, whereas in buffer zone 2, crime decreased by 27%. This suggests that buffer 2 or the area furthest away form Charlotte Court reaped the greatest benefits of this crime prevention/housing renewal initiative. On the other hand, one would usually expect a greater decrease in buffer zone 1 because this is the primary impact area. It may be possible that many of the “0” addresses that were discarded earlier on during the cleaning process were related to buffer zone 1, thereby skewing the data results in favor of a higher decrease in buffer zone 2. Another explanation for this result could be that the housing development did not necessarily effect these surrounding areas whatsoever. That there was other phenomena occurring besides the demolition and rebuilding of Charlotte Court that caused this unexpected difference. In addition, with the exception of homicide in one buffer zone and auto theft in another, there was a decrease within each crime type from Time 1 to Time 2. Of course, some decreased more than others, nonetheless, the fact that they decreased is the main takeaway point. Lastly, the order of crime types changed from Time 1 to Time 2 in both buffer zones. 

Conclusions


The purpose of this study was to investigate whether a public housing development effects crime in the area surrounding it. The Charlotte Court housing development in Lexington, KY, which was demolished in 1999, provided a unique situation to examine this issue. Although, overall crime in Lexington increased, the  overall crime in West End decreased, which suggests that not all areas within the city of Lexington had an increase in crime. In addition, the findings showed that crime type displacement did occur, however, more so for the city of Lexington than in West End specifically. The rank order for calls for service in which a report was taken in West End remained relatively the same for each type of crime in Time 1 and Time 2. Aggravated assault reported was at the top of the list in both time periods.  The spatial analysis incorporated the use of arbitrary buffer zones to investigate if the Charlotte Court public housing development had an effect on crime in the area directly surrounding it and the area farther out. In short, the analysis of these arbitrary buffer zones showed crime decreased in both zones from Time 1 to Time 2 or pre- and post- period.  Buffer zone 2 appeared to reap the greatest benefits of this housing initiative in terms of receiving less crime in Time 2. Furthermore, with the exception of homicide in one buffer zone and auto theft in another, there was a decrease within each crime type from Time 1 to Time 2. This point suggests that the demolition of Charlotte Court and the relocation of approximately 600 residents had a positive effect on crime because of the overall decrease and the decrease by crime type. Another important point is that the rank order of crime types changed from Time 1 to Time 2 in both buffer zones. Finally, using crime mapping tools, there was some evidence of “diffusion of benefits” with respect to particular street segments and in terms of the total crime picture in the West End area in both time periods. In any event, these results should be considered with caution because of several limitations. 

Limitations

There were several limitations in this study that prohibited a full and thorough analysis of the West End Area with respect to the demolished Charlotte Court public housing development. First, many addresses of the cases associated with the West End Area were inaccurately recorded and missing key elements such as the street number. This prevented these cases not only from being geocoded, but prevented the analysis from capturing a better picture of the crime situation pre- and post-Charlotte Court because I was forced to discard over a thousand cases. Second, when constructing the West End map diagram in Arcview 3.2 and selecting the one-mile radius, several streets important to this analysis were not captured in their entirety. This limitation prevented the analysis from presenting a broader picture that was intended of the crime problems that occurred in the pre- and post-periods. Third, the new construction that has been going to replace the old Charlotte Court with new homes may have had some type of effect on crime specifically in that area and West End in general. It may be possible that there has been more guardianship around the Charlotte Court area since the demolition because of expensive construction materials and machinery that require a watchful eye (i.e., police or security personnel). In addition, more guardianship might be made available to prevent trespassing and other mischievious acts from occurring in the construction area as well.  A final limitation dealt with looking at population rates and seeing how they changed from Time 1 to Time 2. I was able to determine how many residents left the area (600), however, I couldn’t determine how many people currently live there because only 1990 census data was available. Nevertheless, this research will provide some contribution to the future of crime mapping, public housing, and crime.

Future Research


There are several ways to build upon this research that will enhance and provide more insight for similar types of analyses conducted in the future. One issue that would be interesting to look at is if there was a change in certain types of crime after the reconstruction of Charlotte Court housing development. This analysis could provide a full fledged view of a housing place while it existed, while it was nonexistent, and after it was resurrected providing a pre-during-post analysis of West End. This type of analysis may also coincide with some of the recent work that has been and continues to be done on the criminal careers of places. This perspective seeks to build upon that criminal career paradigm of offenders and applies it to places to explore why some places remain crime prone areas over their life span. For example, if the new Charlotte Court housing area becomes crime ridden again, this place would be a definite candidate for this type of study and analysis. 


The most interesting question, however, would be to examine if there was a change in crime in block groups where former Charlotte Court residents relocated. By using data of where residents relocated this would provide evidence that either the people themselves were criminogenic or that it was the public housing environment that created a criminogenic environment for the people.
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