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Introduction and Terms of Reference

The core and founding value of the Garda Siochana is to police with the consent and support
of the community. This is reflected in the words of its firds Commissoner, Michag Joseph
Staines, who dated that “The Garda Siochdna will succeed not by force of arms or numbers,
but on their mord authority as servants of the people’ (Quoted in Garda Siochéna, 1993.
p.3). The emergence of Neighbourhood Waich and Community Alert in the mid-1980s
represents a continuity in terms of policing with the consent of the community through the
crestion of new structures to support the Garda Siochanaiin policing the community.

The continuing priority accorded by the Garda Siochéna to its reations with the community
is evident in its five year Corporate Strategy Policy Document (Garda Siochana, 1993). In
that document, it describes its misson in terms of working “with community support ... to
encourage and advise the community on how best to protect their persons and property from
cimind behaviour” (Ibid, p.6). The mehods for implementing this misson gsatement
indude “maintaining didogue with the community & large about mechanisms which reduce
crime exposure and develop community-based crime prevention programmes’ (lbid, p.7) as
well as “progressing the implementation of Community Policing in urban and rurd aress’
(Ibid, p.9). Clearly therefore Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert ae pat of a
broader aspiration to make the Garda Siochana more responsve to the needs of the
community and develop a partnership approach to the prevention and detection of crime.

In 1998 there were nearly 3,500 Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert schemes
throughout the country. Neighbourhood Watch made up about two thirds of these schemes
and Community Alert one third. Just over hdf of al households in the country are in one or
other scheme.

This report is the fird national evaduation of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert
and comes 14 years after the schemes were introduced in 1984. The terms of reference for
the evaluation are set out in Table 1.

Table 1 Terms of Reference

Overall Purpose
to cary out an in-depth evduation of the schemes as regards overdl effectiveness and
vaue for money.

Specific Purposes

- to assess the degree to which schemes are active in dl parts of the country and in
different socio-economic groupings,
to asess the level of awareness, experience and satifaction with the schemes of the
generd public, NW scheme co-ordinators, CA committees, community Gardai and other
Gadai;
to assess the impact of the schemes on people's behaviour (eg. acting on crime
prevention advice, providing care for the ederly) and on their perception of crime and
security;
to asess the impact of the schemes on crime levels and crime displacement and on
crimind intelligence received by the Garda Siochéna;
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to edimate resource requirements of the schemes and implications for generd policing
duties,

to identify practices which work well;

to deveop a profile of scheme co-ordinators / committees and liason Gardai and their
needs,

to develop a framework for monitoring and eva uating schemes,

to develop guidelines for the successful operation of schemes;

to review the effectiveness of Garda promotional meaterid; and

to make recommendations aimed at improving the effectiveness of schemes.

In order to meet these terms of reference, the report brings together a wide range of data
sources and caefully andyses them to determine the impact and effectiveness of these
schemes. The following are the key data sources used in the evauation:

1. documents relaing to the setting up of schemes, the number and cost of schemes as wel
as previous evauations of schemes both in Irdland and € sawhere.

2. ndiond survey of the generd population in scheme and non-scheme aress to ascertain if
there are differences between them in terms of the perception and fear of crime, the sense
of sdfety, the levd of victimisation, the adoption of security precautions and relations
with the Garda Siochéna

3. nationa survey of dl schemes to determine the socio-economic characterigtics of scheme
aeas and ther organisers, the operation and activities of schemes, contact with and
support from the Garda Siochana, and the perceived effectiveness of schemes.

4. nationd survey of the Gada Siochana focusng paticularly on ther attitudes to
community policing initigtives, the activities of Liaison Gardai, and their perception of
the effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert.

5. cae dudies of sx Neghbourhood Waich and sx Community Alert schemes in different
parts of the country to observe at first hand their operation and impact and to complement
the more quantitatively oriented national surveys.

6. conaultations with the Community Reations Section of the Garda Siochana, the
Department of Judtice, Equdity and Law Reform, a sdection of the Gardas Crime
Prevention Officers throughout the country as wdl as membes of the Dublin
Neghbourhood Watch Representative Committee and Muintir na Tire.

The overdl methodology was informed by the principle that extendve, nation-wide
consultation should be held with dl the key dtakeholders involved in schemes notably
scheme organisers, the Garda Siochdna and the generd public. In particular, we felt it was
crucidly important to know if persons living in scheme areas were experiencing any benefits
- paticularly benefits associated with the core objectives of the schemes - which were not
enjoyed by those living outsde the scheme aees. This, as we shdl see is crucid to
determining the impact of the schemes.

We present our andyses of the different data sources in six chapters. Chapter One describes
the context which led to the setting up of Neghbourhood Watch and Community Alert
incdluding an andyss of ther growth, disribution and cos; the chepter aso assesses the
results of previous evauaions of smilar schemes.  Chapter Two provides a detaled
decription of the schemes and how their impact is perceived by those directly involved in
running them. Chapter Three describes the attitudes and experiences of the Garda Siochéna
to these schemes and their assessment of impact and effectiveness.  Chapter Four presents the
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results of our twelve case sudies and complements the preceding chapters by raiang issues
which are centrd to the operation and future development of the schemes. Chapter Five
compares a nationdly representative sample of people living in scheme and nonscheme
aress using a number of key impact indicators and provides the basis for assessng the overal
effectiveness of the schemes. Findly, Chapter Six draws together the main conclusons of
the study and, on the strength of these, we make our recommendations for the future.
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Chapter One

Context
11 Introduction

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert were introduced into Irdand in 1984 as crime
prevention programmes in urban and rurd aress respectively. Their introduction was shaped
by two mgor concerns.  The firg was the escdding leve of crime paticularly in the firg
haf of the 1980s and public and private concerns about safety and security. The second
was concern about relations between the public and the police and fears within the Garda
Siochana that their presence was becoming unacceptable in certain parts of Dublin and other
large urban areass. We now discuss both of these factors (section 1.2 and 1.3) before
proceeding to describe the operation (1.4), distribution (1.5) and cost (1.6) of the schemes as
well as current proposas for their development (1.7). The chapter adso reviews previous
evauations of these and smilar schemes and draws lessons for the present study (1.8).

1.2 The Crime Context

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert were introduced after more than 20 years of
uninterrupted growth in the number of indictable crimes in Irdand between 1961 and 1983.
This growth is summarised in Table 1.2.1 and shows the totd number of indictable crimes at
five yearly intervals between 1961 and 1996. This shows a pattern of continuous incresse
until the early 1980s with a peak of 102,387 crimes recorded in 1983; there followed a period
of decline and dabilisation before the level of crime began to rise again in the firg hdf of the
1990s but this has started to fal again in 1996 and 1997.

Table 1.2.1 Total Number of Indictable Crimes Recor ded by the Garda Siochana and
the Detection Rate for those Crimes (%) At Five Yearly Intervals, 1961 - 1996

1961 1966 1971 1976 1981 1983 1986 1991 1996
14,818 | 19,029 | 37,781 | 54,382 | 89,400 | 102,387 | 86,574 | 94,406 | 100,785
66% 66% 46% 41% 37% 33% 32% 34% 41%

Source: Annual Reports of the Garda Siochana.

It may be useful to note in this context that the crime rate in Irdand, notwithstanding the
generdly upward trend over the past 35 years, is gill consgently below that of Northern
Irdland. According to one study, the recorded crime rate in Northern Irdland tends to be
about 60% higher than the Republic of Irdand and this is a pattern which pre-dates the thirty
year troubles between 1969 and 1998 (see Brewer, Lockhart and Rodgers, 1995, p.142). In
turn, it is dso worth noting that the crime rate in Northern Irdand is low by internaiond
gandards and it had the lowest overdl risk of victimisation among 14 participating countries
in the 1989 Internationa Crime Survey (Van Dijk, Mayhew, and Killias, 1990).

The risng levd of crime in Irdand was ds0 associated with pardld decline in the detection
rate. Table 1.2.1 summarises the detection rate for dl crimes a five yearly intervas over a
thirty five year period between 1961 and 1996. This reveds that the detection rate declined
continuoudy over a 25-year period beginning in 1961; in 1986 the detection rate was less
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than haf of what it was in 1961. However the detection rate has increased in each successve
year between 1990 and 1997.

The officd datidics - of rigng crime and fdling detection raies - pointed to growing
crimindity and an gpparertly decreasing capecity of the Garda Siochdna to ded with it in the
20 years between 1966 and 1986. Public and private fears about crime aso grew during this
period dthough, curioudy, these fears tended to be unrdated to officia datistics on crime.
Studies in Irdand (O’ Conndl and Whdan, 1996; O Conndl, Invernizzi and Fuller, 1998)
and dsewhere (Bohm, 1987; Roberts, 1992) have shown that fears about crime among the
generd public are quite independent of officid crime datisics. However they are related to
media exposure to stories about crime and these stories - which tended to increase in Irdland
during this period (Kerrigan and Shaw, 1985) - show a bias towards crimes which were
serious and violent.  One study has shown that the proportion of older people in Irdland who
perceived crime as a problem grew between 1987 and 1993 (cited in Task Force on Security
for the Elderly, 1996, p.8) while other sudies of the dderly in Irdand indicated that media
reports of crime were increasing ther fears of victimisation (O Connor, 1984; Grimes, e d,
1990). All of these circumstances conspired to bring the issue of law and order to the top of
the political agenda and created a readiness to consder dternative policing drategies such as
Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert.

The case for introducing schemes such as Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert was
adso aded by the belief that it could help to reduce crimes againgt property. Crime in Irdand,
as recorded by the Garda Siochana, is classfied into four groups as summarised in Table
122. This reveds that virtudly dl crimes fdl into two of these groups - both involving
property - in a pattern which is extremely stable from year to year.  In other words, most
crime is agang property rather than againgt people dthough, of course, the victims of crime
againg property are aways people.  One group of researchers who have analysed crime
trends in Irdand, north and south, snce 1945 have observed: “Perhaps the most remarkable
feature of the crime profile by mgor groups of offence is the very low number of offences of
violence againg people.  Typicaly in England and Wales this group makes up around 6 per
cent of notifiable offences compared to an average of 25 per cent in the Republic snce
1976” (Brewer, Lockhart and Rodgers, 1996, p.144).

Table1.2.2 Average Composition of Recorded Crimein Ireland, 1996

(N=100,785)

Group Description % Crimes
Group | Offences against the person 2
Group 11 Offences againgt property with violence 43
Group |11 Larcenies, et cetera 55
Group IV Other indictable offences 0
Total All Crimes 100

Source: Annual Report of An Garda Siochana, 1996.

The overwhdming concentration of crimind activity on property has implications for crime
prevention since measures which make property more secure againgt crimina atack will help
to reduce crime. This ingght was not lost on the creators of Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert since, as we explain in the next section, one of its core objectives is to
improve the security of property against crimind attack.
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There is no doubt that, in introducing Neighbourhood Waich and Community Alert, the
Gada Siochéna were grongly influenced by the rigng trend in crime which ther datistics
revedled. Even if these gatigtics tend to underestimete the true level of crime in the society -
patly due to under-reporting by the generd public and partly due to Garda recording only
the most serious offence in any given crimina incident (see Breen and Rottman, 1985;
O'Mahony, 1996; O'Dwyer, 1996; Mirrlees-Black, Mayhew and Percy, 1996) - the scde of
the increase was such as to cal for some new gpproaches to the problem.

It is dso worth noting in this context that crime in Irdand is heavily concentrated in Dublin.
On average, Dublin accounts for about a third of the population of Iredland (depending on
how its boundaries are defined) but accounts for between 50% and 60% of al crime recorded
by the Garda Siochana. Expressed in terms of rates, the number of crimes per 1,000
population in Irdand in 1996 was 28 compared to 56 in the Dublin Metropolitan Area and 12
in the Western Region.  In 1994, the ESRI estimated that 23% of people living in Dublin had
been a victim of crime in the previous three years compared to 21% in other urban areas and
14% in Irdand generdly (Murphy and Whelan, 1995; see dso O'Conndl and Whean,
1994). Clearly therefore Dublin-based Neighbourhood Watch schemes operate in a very
different context to rurd-based Community Alert schemes and this needs to be taken into
acocount in evauating their impact and effectiveness.

1.3  Community Involvement in Policing

The introduction of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert in 1984 dso arose out of
concerns about relations between the public and the police and fears within the Garda
Siochéna that their presence was becoming unacceptable in certain parts of Dublin and other
large urban areas. At that time, the Garda Siochana like other police forces had replaced foot
patrols with patrol cars and adopted other “high technology responses’ to crime abeit with
little obvious benefit in terms of reduced crime. Indeed the Stuaion gppeared to be getting
worse, paticularly in severdy disadvantaged communities in Dublin.  In 1983, for example,
a vigilante group caled Concerned Parents Againg Drugs was formed and had a strong
presence in many of the mogt disadvantaged communities in Dublin.  Its misson was to stop
drug pushing and to fulfil the role which, as they perceived it, the Gardai were failing to do
(Bennett, 1988).

In 1983, the Commissioner of the Garda Siochana, Lawrence Wren, acknowledged that
relations between the public and the police were far from ided. He pointed out that “in some
large urban centres it is becoming cdear that the Garda need to start building bridges back to
the community unless we are to find oursaves in trouble’ (Wren, 1983, p.5). In July of tha
year, DAl Eireann established a Sdect Committee on Crime, Lawlessness and Vanddism
and in March 1984 this committee recommended “an early introduction of Neighbourhood
Watch on a nationwide bass’ (Sdect Committee on Crime, Lawlessness and Vandalism,
1984, p.27). This recommendation was endorsed by the then Minister for Justice, Michael
Noonan, in May 1984. In his address to the Dél a tha time, the Minister dso emphasised
the importance of getting the community “more cdosdy involved with the policg’ through
measures such as more Gardai on the beat (Garda Review 1, 1984, p.16).
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The man driving force behind the introduction of Neighbourhood Watch was the Garda
Siochéng; in rurd areas, Community Alert was introduced as a joint effort between the Garda
Siochana and Muintir na Tire. Senior Gardai vidted the US to examine how smilar schemes
had been implemented there where the concept had been invented in the mid-1960s as a
community-based crime prevention initiative (Tarpey, 1987, Chapter Three). Much later, in
1982 Neighbourhood Watch was introduced into the United Kingdom (Carnell, 1994).

It is worth emphassng in this context tha community involvement in policdng - as
exemplified by Neighbourhood Weatch and Community Alert - is not the same as community
policng.  The term community policing is widdy used and, as with any term involving the
word community, it has many differing meaenings. In its mogt radicd sense, community
policing involves both police consultation with, and accountability to, the community served
(See Scarman, 1982). Nether Neighbourhood Watch nor Community Alert imply a radicd
commitment to consultation or accountability by the Garda Siochana. Neighbourhood Watch
and Community Alet ae essentidly ways of improving co-operation between police and
community in the prevention and detection of crime. Such a view is dealy explidat in the
documentetion prepared by the Gada Siochdna for dissemination to the public:
“Neighbourhood Watch is a crime prevention programme which seeks to enlist the active
paticipaion of the community in co-operation with the Garda Siochéna, by observing and
reporting crimind activity. The underlying principa objective is to waich over eech others
property and personal well-beng - BEING GOOD AND CARING NEIGHBOURS' (Garda
Siochana 1, undated, p.14).

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alet are informed, inter dia, by a “Stuationd
goproach” to crime which essentidly beieves tha criminds choose to commit crimes -
paticularly crimes agangt propety - in Stuaions where the rewards are high and the risks
are low (Hough, Clarke and Mayhew, 1980). This approach emphasises the importance of
reducing opportunities for crime and is less concerned with addressng its underlying causes
(Nee and Taylor, 1988, p.153; Newman, 1972). An important implication of this gpproach is
that structures are needed within each community to enable resdents teke responshbility for
crime prevention and to work more co-operatively with the police (Husain, 1990). Once
these gructures are in place and are being implemented by the community, it is expected that
prospective criminds will be deterred because resdents are more vigilant, their property is
better protected and offences are properly and promptly reported. It is dso expected that the
overdl effect of this will be to reduce the opportunity for crime while increesing the risk of
detection when crime occurs (Clarke 1992). The thinking behind crime prevention schemes
adso suggests that secondary benefits will be created for those involved such as increased
contact and interaction within the neighbourhood and improved community spirit and this, in
turn, is expected to reduce the fear of victimisation. There is dso an expectation that schemes
will improve rdationships between the community and the police (Brown 1992; Tarpey,
1987).

These different condderations can be found in various documents and publicity materids
about Neighbourhood Watch (Garda Siochéna 1; Garda Siochana 2; Garda Siochdna 3) and
Community Alert (Muintir na Tire 1; Muintir na Tire 2; Community Alet News, 1992-1996;
Quigley, 1995). For the purpose of this evauation, we have summarised them schematicdly
in Table 1.31 and, with the approva of the Community Redations Section a Garda
Headquarters, we describe them as the aims and objectives of the schemes. A core task of
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the evduation therefore is to assess the extent to which these ams and objectives are being
achieved by the different schemes throughout Ireland.

Table1.3.1 Aimsand Objectives of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert
Reducing crimein your area
Preventing crime in your area
Involving the community in crime prevention
Making people fed lessisolated
Improving the flow of information from the community to the Garda
Raisng awareness of crimein your area
Increasing home security
Being asdf-help group
Making people fed safer
Rasng awvareness of vulnerable people within the scheme area
Supporting the victims of crime
Encouraging people to put identifying marks on their property
Displaying scheme dtickers
Improving the qudity of life

1.4  Operation of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert in Ireland

1.4.1 Neghbourhood Watch

The firsd Neighbourhood Watch scheme in Irdand was piloted in the Finglas area of Dublin
during 1984 (Select Committee on Crime, Lawlessness and Vanddism, 1984, p.4; Garda
Review 2, 1984; Tarpey, 1987, p.32). Initid results of the scheme, as reported in the Garda
Review, indicated that the main benefits were in the form of better relations between the
police and the community and a greater willingness by people - traditiondly suspicious of
“infforming” - to contact the Gardai about suspicious happenings (Garda Review 2, 1984). In
November 1994, the newly-appointed Chief Superintendent in the Community Reations
Office, Tom O'Rellly, announced that “the experimenta phase of Neighbourhood Watch is
completed and 1985 will see the nation-wide introduction of the scheme’ (Garda Review 3,
1984, p.7). A template for setting up and running Neighbourhood Watch schemes was drawn
up by the Community Relations Office of the Garda Sochdna (Garda Siochana 1). The main
elements of this template are summarised in the Appendix to this chapter.

Within the Garda Siochana, each scheme is supported by a Garda Liaison Officer who keeps
in regular contact with the scheme's Area Co-ordinator. Each of the 25 Garda Divisions has
a Community Relations Inspector as well as a Crime Prevention Officer (mainly Sergeants)
whose functions include supporting individua schemes through providing advice and
literature. Each Garda Divison - with the exception of Dublin - has a Garda Inspector to
oversee dl crime prevention programmes. The Community Reations Section is responshble
for producing literature on Neighbourhood Waich as wel as various aspects of crime
prevention, incuding home and personal security.  The Community Redations Section aso
maintains a computerised data base of dl schemes - both Neighbourhood and Community
Alet - which contains details on the schemes name and location, number of households and
the names of Co-ordinators and Garda Liason Officers. Completed forms on each
Neighbourhood Watch scheme (NW1, NW2, NW3, NW4) - including subsequent changes -
ae sent on a quately bass by the Garda Liason Officer to the Community Relations
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Section in order to keep the data base yp to date; a Smilar but less Sructured arrangement is
mantained for Community Alet Schemes The Community Relations Section aso
organisess an anua Chubb Irdand Awards competition - sponsored by Chubb Ireland
Limited - for the best Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert schemes in the country;
in addition, it organises an art competition in schools on the theme of crime prevention.

Structures to alow Co-ordinators from different schemes to meet vary congderably from one
Gada Didrict to another. At Garda Didrict and Sub-Didrict leve, meetings of Co-
ordinators often depend upon the initiative of the Garda Liaison Officer. In Dublin, a
representative structure has emerged - cdled Dublin Neighbourhood Waich Representative
Committee - which comprises a representative Co-ordinator from each Garda Didtrict in the
Dublin Metropolitan Area (DMA) and an gppointee of the Garda Commissoner for the
DMA. A dgmila dructure - cdled Cork City Neghbourhood Watch Association - has
evolved in Cork.

1.4.2 Community Alert

The initigtive to st up Community Alert came from Muintir na Tire following a series of
violent atacks on edely people in rurd Irdand during 1984.  Other rurd-based
organisations - Irish Farmers Association, Irish Creamery Milk Suppliers Association, Macra
na Ferme, Irish Countrywomen’'s Association, Foroige - dso cdled for action. The initigtive
of Muintir na Tire met with a ready response from the Minister for Jusice and the Garda
Siochana

Muintir na Tire - which literdly means people or community of the country - was founded in
1937 in Tipperary town by Canon John Hayes (1889 - 1957). It was and Hill is a community
development movement. The organisation was based on Catholic socid teaching with a
grong emphasis on sdf-help and a bdief, based on the principle of subsidiarity, that the State
should only intervene to help where the people cannot help themsdves. This explains why,
until 1965, Muintir na Tire refused to apply for, or accept, any support from the State.
Throughout rurd Irdand, Muintir na Tire pioneered the building of community hdls and
centres and was associated with rurd eectrification and group water schemes. The
membership of Muintir na Tire is made up of 117 Community Councils which are mainly
parish-based and more than hadf of them (58%) are concentrated in the Munster counties
(O’ Connor, 1988; Devereux, 1988).

Community Alert is now one of the core activities of Muintir na Tire with 341 schemes
affiliated to it in 1998, equivdent to 30% d adl Community Alert Schemes (see Table 1.4.1).
These ae “associae members’, unlike Community Councils which are “full members’. The
affiligtion fee is IRES.00 and it entitles the scheme to use Muintir na Tires Charity
Exemption Number. It should be emphasised however that Muintir na Tire offers support to
dl Community Alert schemes irrespective of dfiliation. Table 1.4.1 reveds that Community
Alert schemes which are dffiliated to Muintir na Tire are strongly concentrated in three Garda
Regions Northern (39%), South Eastern (38%) and Southern (36%).
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Table1.4.1 Classfication of Community Alert Schemes by Garda Region
and by Affiliation to Muintir na Tire, 1998

Categories Garda Regions Total
D E N SE S wW
Affiliated N 0 53 62 91 88 47 341
0 25 39 38 36 16 30

%

Non-Affiliated N 0 155 95 149 | 154 | 247 | 800
0 75 61 62 64 84 70
%

Total N 0 208 | 157 | 240 | 242 | 294 | 1,141
% 0 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

D= Dublin Metropolitan Area; E= Eastern Region; N= Northern Region; SE= South Eastern Region;

S= Southern Region; W= Western Region.

Source: Muintir na Tire, Canon Hayes House, Tipperary, 1998. Note that the number of Community Alert
schemes recorded by Muintir na Tire in early 1998 (1,141) is considerably higher than the number of
Community Alert schemes recorded in the Community Relations data base at Garda Headquarters in 1997
(989). Unless otherwise specified, we have tended to use the higher figure of Muintir naTire.

Muintir na Tire offers support to Community Alert schemes through its Development
Officers whose work is funded by the Depatment of Hedth and Children and the
Department of Judtice, Equdity and Law Reform. Their main activities include mestings (es
summarised in Table 1.4.2), the provison of information on grants and other entitlements,
giving taks and radio interviews, and liasing with a wide range of voluntary and Statutory
bodies, including the Gardai; in 1997 / 1998 they dso ditributed a newdetter.

Table1.4.2 Number of Meetings Attended by Development Officer s of
Muintir naTirein 1997/ 1998 Season

Garda Formal I nformal

Region M eetings M eetings
Northern 124 157
Western 115 190
Eastern 112 150
Southern 89 180
South Eastern 44 86
Total 484 763

Source: Muintir naTire, Canon Hayes House, Tipperary, 1998.

The template for setting up and running Community Alet schemes is broadly smilar to
Neighbourhood Watch schemes and is summarised in the Appendix to this chepter. All the
documentation for the scheme is prepared by Muintir na Tire and approved by the
Community Reations Section a Gada Headquarters and bears the logo of both
organisations, dnce 1992 the cog of producing the documentation is met through
gponsorship from PMPA Insurance (see Muintir na Tire 1; Muintir na Tire 2; Community
Alert News, 1992-1996; Quigley, 1995).

The man aess of difference between the templates for Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alet are that Community Alert is based on a committee rather than co-
ordinators and does not require a survey of dl households in the aea.  Community Alert
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schemes receive support from Muintir na Tires Deveopment Officers and ther overdl
orientation seems to have a more pronounced focus on the ederly, particularly older people
living done who might be vulneradble. In some counties, Community Alert committees have
met together to form an associaion - such as Offay Alet or the Laois Federation of
Community Alert Schemes - for mutua support and the sharing of information.

15 Growth and Distribution of Schemes

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert have expanded consderably over the 13 years
between 1984 and 1997. Expandon done is no indication of success however; if it was, as
McCullagh (1996, p.165) has commented, the schemes have been a success.

Table 1.5.1 summarises the number of schemes and their year of establishment as recorded in
the Garda Siochdnd's data base. This shows that there were 2,320 Neighbourhood Watch
and 989 Community Alert schemes a the end of 1997. On average, Neighbourhood Watch
established 158 new schemes each year which is three times the rate of expanson of
Community Alert which established 54 schemes each year.

Table 1.5.1 Number of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Watch
Schemes Established in Each Year, 1985-1997

Y ear Neighbour hood Community
Watch Alert
N N
1985 60 5
1986 159 9
1987 160 8
1988 178 19
1989 124 36
1990 140 54
1991 217 101
1992 262 92
1993 206 105
1994 155 76
1995 117 31
1996 187 128
1997 93 40
Sub-Total 2,059 704
Year not known 259 275
Total 2,318 989
Average per year (1) 158 54

Source: Community Relations Data Base, Garda Headquarters.

(1) Based on the number of schemes (2,059 in Neighbourhood Watch and 704 in Community Alert) for which
the year of establishment is known and excluding 1984 when only one scheme was established. Source: Mulintir
na Tire, Canon Hayes House, Tipperary, 1998. Note that the number of Community Alert schemes recorded by
Muintir na Tire in early 1998 (1,141) is considerably higher than the number of Community Alert schemes
recorded in the Community Relations data base at Garda Headquarters in 1997 (989). Unless otherwise
specified, we have tended to use the higher figure of Muintir naTire.

Page 19



Police and Community: An Evaluation of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

The geographicd digtribution of schemes by Garda Region is summarised in Table 1.5.2. In
order to dtandardise the data to teke account of regiona variations in population and
households, we cdculated the number of schemes per 1000 households in each region. The
globa picture to emerge from this is that there are two Neighbourhood Watch schemes per
1,000 households compared to one Community Alert scheme per 1,000 households. In other
words, Neighbourhood Watch covers twice as many households as Community Alert.
Combining both schemes together reveds that there is an average of three schemes per 1,000
households throughout the country. This average is condstent across regions with the
exception of the Northern Region which has an average of two schemes per 1,000
households.

Table 1.5.2 Regional Distribution of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert
Schemes and Other Variablesin 1996/ 1997

Categories Garda Regions Total
D E N SE S w

1. NW Schemes 1,100 | 360 47 205 | 481 | 125 | 2,318
2. CA Schemes 0 208 | 157 | 240 | 242 | 294 | 1,141
3. NW+CA Schemes 1,100 | 568 | 204 | 445 | 723 | 419 | 3,459
4. Households per NW Scheme 189 | 123 | 302 | 126 | 112 | 159 | 158
5. Households per CA Scheme 0 178 | 239 | 208 | 271 | 220 | 222
6. Total No. Households (,000) 336 | 193 | 100 | 142 | 226 | 139 | 1,136

7. Total NW per 1000 households 3.3 1.9 0.5 14 21 0.9 2.0

8. Total CA per 1000 households 0 11 16 1.7 11 21 1.0

9. NW+CA per 1000 households 3.3 29 2.0 3.1 3.2 3.0 3.0

10. % Householdsin NW 62% | 23% | 15% | 18% | 24% | 14% | 32%
11. % Householdsin CA 0 20% | 38% | 35% | 30% | 46% | 22%
12. % Householdsin NW+CA 62% | 43% | 53% | 53% | 54% | 60% | 54%
13. Crimerate 564 | 199 | 101 | 155 | 214 | 11.8 | 359
14. Detection rate 37% | 48% | 48% | 49% | 43% | 48% | 41%

D= Dublin Metropolitan Area; E= Eastern Region; N= Northern Region; SE= South Eastern Region;

S= Southern Region; W= Western Region.

1, 4, 5. Source: Garda Community Relations data base.

2. Source: Muintir naTire, 1988, p.4.

6. The number of households is estimated on the basis that the average number of persons per household is 3.1
(Census 96, 1997b, Volume 3, p.11). The population figures for each region are taken from the 1996 Annual
Report of the Garda Siochana, pp.1-13.

10, 11. Estimated by multiplying the average number of households in each scheme by the number of schemes
per 1,000 households, expressed as a percentage of the total number of households.

12. The % of households in both schemes is estimated by adding the percent of households in Neighbourhood
Watch schemes and the percent of households in Community Alert schemes.

13. The crime rate is defined as the number of crimes per 1,000 population and is taken from the 1996 Annual
Report of the Garda Siochana, pp.1-13.

14. The detection rate is defined as the percent of recorded crimes which are detected and is taken from the
1996 Annual Report of the Garda Siochana, pp.1-13.

Table 1.5.2 aso describes the average sze of scheme. This refers to the number of members
in a scheme and is not an unambiguous concept since it may mean litle more than a
household’'s origind gpprova for setting up the scheme.  Bearing this limitation in mind, the
daa in Table 152 reveds that the average Neghbourhood Watch scheme has 158
households, this average is very voldile however with schemes in the Northern Region
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averaging 302 households and schemes in the Southern Region averaging 112 households.
The average Community Alert scheme has 222 households and this is reasonably uniform
throughout the country. Many Community Alert schemes are linked to dl or pat of the
parish in which they are located; however it is not possble to estimate how many parishes
have a Community Alet scheme the gpproximate number of Catholic parishes in Irdand in
1997 was 2,350 (Irish Catholic Directory, 1997, pp.418-428).

We edimate in Table 1.5.1 that about one third (32%) of dl households in Irdand are in a
Neighbourhood Watch scheme this is equivdent to 58% of al urban households. In the
Dublin Metropolitan Area, about two thirds (62%) of dl households are in a Neighbourhood
Waich Scheme. We ds0 edimate that about a fifth (22%) of dl households are in a
Community Alert scheme; this is equivalent to 42% of dl rurd households. In the Western
Region, nearly hdf (46%) of households are in a Community Alet scheme. Overdl, we
cdculate that more than hadf (54%) of dl households in Irdand are in one or other scheme,
with the Dublin (62%) and Wesern (60%) Regions having the strongest concentration of
households in schemes.

16  Cos of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

The cost of running Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert comprises three man

components as follows:

1. the cod to the Garda Siochanain terms of personnd and overheads

2. the cost of support materids such as ledflets, dickers, dgns, videos, competitions and
other publicity materids.

3. the cogt of development supports - which applies to Community Alert only - incurred by
Muintir naTire in developing the schemes,

In addition to these cods, dl of the schemes depend for their vitdity on the inputs of unpaid

volunteers through co-ordinators and committees; some schemes dso benefit from FAS's

Community Employment programme. We have treated these as free inputs not because they

ae not vauable but because vauing it in terms of ther opportunity cost would be an

extremdy difficult exercise and maybe not very ussful.

Before proceeding to estimate separatdy the costs of Neighbourhood Watch and Community
Alert, we estimate here the global cost of the Garda input to the schemes. We then gpportion
this to Neighbourhood Waich and Community Alert according to their respective szes, as
shown above, Neighbourhood Watch comprises 67% of al schemes and Community Alert
comprises the remaining 33%.

The estimated input by the Garda Siochéna to these schemes is summarised in Table 1.6.1.
The edimae covers the average cost of Garda time (including PRSI, overtime and pension)
and takes into account the overhead costs associated with each dation such as heat, light,
phones, travel, e cetera We focus only on the inputs of the three man categories of
personnel - Liaison Gardai, Crime Prevention Officers, and gaff in the Community Relations
Section - dthough other ranks will dso be involved from time to time. Thus our estimates
are only intended to beindicative of the broad scae of Gardainput to the schemes.

In globa terms, the edtimated cost to the Garda Siochdna of Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert in 1997 was IRE3.8 million. This is equivalent to less than 1% of the tota
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cog of the Gada Siochana in that year (IREA97 million). In redive terms therefore,
Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alet are extremdy smdl items of expenditure
Almog dl of the cost of the Garda input is generated by the Liaison Gardai (88%) and the
Crime Prevention Officers (12%) which is to be expected in a community-based initiative
such asthis.

Table 1.6.1 Estimated Cost of Input by the Garda Siochana
to Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert in 1997

Category N IRE %
1. Liaison Gardai 1,447 3,395,469 88
Garda rank 1,267 2,927,910 76
Sergeant rank 180 467,559 12
2. Crime Prevention Officers 26 450,240 12
3. Community Relations Section 4 5,654 0.2
Total 1,477 3,851,363 100

1. The number of Liaison Gardai, according to a survey of all Crime Prevention Officers which we carried out
for this study is 1,447 comprising 1,267 at the rank of Garda and 180 at the rank of Sergeant. The proportion of
working time spent by Liaison Gardai on supporting Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert, according to
our survey of the Gardai involved in this work, averages 12 hours per month, equivalent to 7.5% of their time
(see Chapter Three, Table 3.4.2). The gross annual average salary of a Garda, including PRSI, overtime,
pension, and overheads was estimated by the Garda Siochana' s Organisational Development Unit in May 1998
to be IRE30,812. The corresponding salary for a Sergeant is |IR£34,634.

2. The number of Crime Prevention Officers, according to the Community Relations Section of the Garda
Siochana, is 26. The proportion of working time spent by Crime Prevention Officers on supporting
Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert, according to the Community Relations Section of the Garda
Siochana, averages 50%. The gross annual salary of a Crime Prevention Officer, calculated at Sergeant grade,
isIRE34,634.

3. The number of persons in the Community Relations Section who support Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert activities is four: two Garda Sergeants, one Garda and a Clerical Assistant. These staff, who
form the Community Relations Office, liaise with groups, communities and the general public on all aspects of
crime prevention policy and practice. The proportion of working time spent by them on Neighbourhood Watch
and Community Alert, in their own estimation, averages 5%. The annual salary of the Clerical Assistant is
IRE13,000.

1.6.1 Cost of Neighbourhood Watch

The cost of Neighbourhood Watch has two main components. The first is the cost of the
input by the Garda Siochana. We estimate that this is IRE2,580,413. This is 67% of the cost
of the totd Garda input to al schemes snce 67% of al schemes are in Neighbourhood
Waich. The second component is the cost of support materids such as ledflets, stickers,
videos, reference manua, competitions. These are estimated to be IRE41,000 and are amost
entirely supported by subventions from the private sector.

The esimated annuad average cost of running Neighbourhood Watch in 1997, according to
Table 1.6.2, was IRE2.6 million. This is equivdent to IREL136 per scheme. The Garda
input accounts for 98% of al cods.
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Table1.6.2 Estimated Annual Average Amount of Subventions
to Neighbourhood Watch in 1997

Category IRE %
1. Cost of Gardainput 2,580,413 98
2. Cogt of support materias 41,000 2
Total 2,621,413 100
3. Cost per scheme 1,136 -

1. The cost of the Gardainput is estimated at 67% of the total cost of the Gardainput to all schemes.

2. The three commercial sponsors of Neighbourhood Watch are AMEV Insurance, Chubb Ireland Limited and
Noonan Cleaners. AMEV Insurance sponsored all the costs (IR£35,000) of producing a video, a reference
manual, a primary schools colouring competition, a poster competition, and a Christmas card competition; they
also sponsored half the costs of producing aleaflet (IRE2,500), the other half being covered by the Community
Relations Section of the Garda Siochéna (IRE£2,500). The estimated annual subvention from AMEV Insurance
in 1997 was IR£37,500. Chubb Ireland Limited sponsor an annual competition for both Neighbourhood Watch
and Community Alert. However since there have been no awards granted for this competition in 1996 and
1997, we estimate their subvention for those years to be zero. Noonan Cleaners sponsor the cost of hiring a
conference venue for the annual general meeting of the Dublin Neighbourhood Watch Representative
Committee at an annual average cost of IR£3,500.

3. The number of Neighbourhood Watch schemes is estimated to be 2,318.

1.6.2 Cog of Community Alert

The cost of Community Alert has three main components. The firg is the cost of the input
by the Garda Siochdna. We etimate that this is IREL3 million. This is 33% of the cost of
the tota Garda input to dl schemes since 33% of dl schemes are in Community Alert. The
second component is the cost of support materids such as ledflets, stickers, videos, reference
manua, competitions. These are estimated to be IRE25,000 and are entirely supported by
subventions from the private sector.  The third component is the cost of deveopment
supports supplied by Muintir na Tire and these were IRE156,000 in 1997.

The edimated annud average cost of running Community Alert in 1997, according to Table
16.3, was IRELS5 million. This is equivdent to IREL273 per scheme. The Garda input
accounts for 88% of dl costs.

Table 1.6.3 Estimated Annual Average Cost of Community Alert in 1997

Category IRE %
1. Cost of Gardainput 1,270,950 88
2. Cost of support materias 25,000 2
3. Cost of development supports 156,000 10
Total 1,451,950 100
4. Cost per scheme 1,273 -

1. The cost of the Gardainput is estimated at 33% of the total cost of the Gardainput to all schemes.

2. These have been funded by PMPA Insurance for a number of years although the exact amount of the
subvention has never been disclosed; thisis Muintir naTire' s estimate of the annual cost.

3. The cost of development supports isincurred by Muintir na Tire and has two elements. The first is Muintir
na Tire's head office staff (including overheads) which are estimated to be IRE51,000, equivalent to 60% of its
annual expenditure for 1997 (IR£85,000). The second is Muintir na Tire's Development Officers (including
travel expenses) which are estimated to be IR£105,000; these were funded in 1997 by grants from the
Department of Health and Children (IRE£40,000) and the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform
(IR£65,000). All of the data on development supports was supplied directly by Muintir na Tire, Canon Hayes
House, Tipperary.

4. The number of Community Alert schemesis estimated to be 1,141.
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It is interesting to note that the average cost of a Community Alert scheme is 12% higher
than the cost of a Neighbourhood Watch scheme.  All of this variation is dtributable to the
fact that Community Alert have development supports in place through Muintir na Tire while
Neighbourhood Watch does not.

1.7  Development Proposalsfor Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

1.7.1 Development Proposalsfor Neighbourhood Watch

In November 1997, Dublin Neighbourhood Watch Representative Committee, in association
with the Community Reations Section of the Garda Siochana, proposed a new nationa
support  structure for Neighbourhood Watch cdled The National Neighbourhood Watch
Council (NNWC). This proposa was prepared following extensve consultations with
schemesin dl six regions of the Garda Siochana.

The ams and objectives of the proposed National Neighbourhood Watch Council are
summarised as follows: “The Nationd Neighbourhood Watch Council will be established to
govern dl matters relaing to the promotion and development of Neighbourhood Watch. It
will aso grve the interests of Neighbourhood Watch members. It will be responsible for the
collation and dissemination of best practices throughout the country. The NNWC will be
responsible for the co-ordination of al Neighbourhood Watch policies and the promotion of
Neighbourhood Watch on a dructured basis’ (Neighbourhood Watch Review Committee,
1997, p.7). The proposed Nationd Neighbourhood Watch Council would comprise a
representative of Co-ordinators from each of the six Garda Regions, two representatives fom
the Garda Siochéna, a representative from Community Alert and a chief executive.

The support structure proposed by the Neighbourhood Watch Review Committee is not
dissmilar to the role which Muintir na Tire plays in supporting Community Alert. There are
however some differences.  Firs, the remit of the proposed National Neighbourhood Watch
Council would be dedicated totdly to Neighbourhood Watch; Muintir na Tire is a much older
organisation with a 60 year higory of involvement in community development in Irdand and
regards Community Alert as only one - dbeit the mogt important - of its community
development activities. Second, Muintir na Tire does not represent - nor does it clam to
represent - Community Alert schemes whereas the proposed Nationad Neighbourhood Watch
Council will have a representative function. Third, the proposed National Neighbourhood
Waeatch Council envisages a daffing complement comprisng a chief executive and a
secretary; Muintir na Tire has four headquarters daff and five development officers whose
function is to support the establishment and growth of Community Alert schemes in each of
the five Gada Regions outsde Dublin. In the medium term, the proposed Nationd
Neghbourhood Watch Council would consder the option of employing development
officers.  Fourth, the proposed Nationd Neghbourhood Waich Council would be a
representative structure drawing elected Co-ordinators from each of the six Garda Regions,
this is quite different from Muintir na Tire whose Board does not contain any representatives
from Community Alert schemes.

The annud cogt of the proposed National Neighbourhood Watch Council, as summarised in
Table 1.7.1, would be IRE226,000; the cost during the first year, due to start-up costs, would
be IR£296,000. The annud cost of Muintir na Tire's support for Community Alert in 1997,
as summarised in Table 1.6.3 above, was IRE181,000; however this would rise to
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IRE387,000 per annum if its proposds for the development of Community Alert were
implemented (see Table 1.7.2 below).

Table1.7.1 Egimated Annual and Start-up Cost of the
Proposed National Neighbourhood Watch Council, 1997 Prices

Category IRE
Staff Codts (civilian chief executive plus secretary) 60,000
Establishment codts (rent& rates, heat& light, repairs& renewas) 22,000
Advertising and Competitions to promote Neighbourhood Watch 61,000
Education and Training for Co-ordinators 23,000
Travel and subsstence associated with education and training 12,000
Other (printing& stationery, phone, insurance) 48,000
Sub-Total for annual running costs 226,000
Capita equipment (computers, phones, faxes, furniture& fittings) 30,000
Research and development costs 40,000
Sub-Total for start-up costs 70,000
Total (1) 296,000

Source: Neighbourhood Watch Review Committee, 1997, pp.16-17.
(1) It is hoped to source this income through a government grant (IRE320,000) and private sponsorship
(IR£60,000).

1.7.2 Development Proposalsfor Community Alert

In order to secure the future development of Community Alert, Muintir na Tire estimate that
one Deveopment Officer for every two counties is required plus an adminigrator and a
rescarcher (see Muintir na Tire, 1988, p.14). The budget required for this and for publicity
materids is summarised in Table 1.7.2.  This indicaes an annua funding requirement of
IRE387,400 which is more than double the existing budget. There are three main reasons
why the proposed budget is double the existing budget: fird, it is proposed to increase the
number of Development Officers from 5 to 13; second, travel expenses are directly related to
the number of Deveopment Officers since high mileage costs are an indispensdble part of
support costs in rurd Irdand; third, the sdaries for Development Officers are cdculated on
the basis of IRE20,000 per anum which is substantialy in excess of the sdary of 1RE12,000
per annum paid to Development Officersin 1997 and 1998.

Table 1.7.2 Estimated Cost of Proposed Muintir na Tire's Proposalsfor the
Development of Community Alert. Based on 1998 Prices.

Category IRE
13 Development Officers @ IR£20,000 each per annum 260,000
1 Adminigtrator @ IR£20,000 each per annum 20,000
1 Adminigtrator @ IR£20,000 each per annum 20,000
Travel expensesfor 208,000 miles @ IR£0.30 per mile (1) 62,400
Sub-Total for staff and overheads 362,400
Codt of ledflets, stickers and video 25,000
Sub-Total for leaflets, stickers and video 25,000
Total 387,400

Source: Muintir naTire, Canon Hayes House, Tipperary.
(1) The number of miles is calculated on the assumption that each Development Officer travels 400 miles per
week over aperiod of 40 weeks (400x40x13=208,000).
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We have not heard of any proposds - anadagous to those advanced for a Nationd
Neighbourhood Waich Representative Committee - for a nationaly representative body for
dl Community Alet schemes. In Chapter Six below, we comment on the development
proposals of both Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert in the light of our assessment
of their impact and effectiveness.

1.8  Evaluationsof Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

Neighbourhood Watch was piloted in one area for about a year before it was introduced in
Irdand in 1984, dthough there was no systematic evduation of that pilot. Community Alert
was aso introduced in the same year without any piloting or evauation. Since then, three
evaudions have been caried, dl based on a smdl number of schemes. The firg was
undertaken in 1987 and was based on two Neighbourhood Watch schemes in Dublin, one in
Finglas and one in Foxrock (Tarpey, 1987). The second was undertaken in 1995 and was
based on 15 rurd Community Alert schemes (Community Redations Section, 1995). The
third was undertaken in one Neghbourhood Watch scheme in the Glasnevin / Drumcondra
area of Dublin (Beakey, 1997). We now examine these eval uations.

Tarpey’'s study compared the impact of Neighbourhood Watch in the working class area of

Finglas and the upper middle class area of Foxrock (1987). Both aress are Smilar in sze

with about 100 houses each, most of the houses are owner-occupied and have wdl-

edablished resdents associations. However the two areas differed in their implementation of
the scheme asfollows:

1. Paticipation in the scheme was higher in Foxrock (83% of residents) compared to
Finglas (54% of residents).

2. Foxrock had three times as many Street Co-ordinators as Finglas (9 compared to 3).

3. A higher proportion of households in Foxrock received an information pack on crime
prevention (94% compared to 73%) and a higher proportion of Foxrock residents
introduced security improvements as a result of this information (44% compared to 35%).

4. Foxrock resdents were more likey to display gickers than Finglas residents (88%
compared to 36%).

In general, Foxrock resdents were more enthusagtic about the benefits of the scheme
compared to Finglas residents as indeed were the Gardai serving in those areas. In Foxrock,
the most frequently mentioned benefit was a greater sense of security (cited by 70%) while in
Finglas the mogt frequently mentioned benefit was reducing the opportunity for crime (cited
by 47%). The survey dso reported a perception - shared by 57% of Foxrock residents and
51% of Finglas reddents - that reations between the Gardai and the community hed
improved since the introduction of Neighbourhood Watch (Ibid, p.148). At the same time,
Finglas residents were much more likely to be dissatisfied (33%) with the Gardai’s response
to cdls for help than Foxrock resdents (8%). Evidence on the extent of victimisation among
resdents - before and after the introduction of Neghbourhood Waich - proved to be
inconclusve because the main change was in the compodtion rather than in the overdl sze
of victim crimes. Clearly therefore, as Tarpey points out, “one cannot be conclusve and
date that crime has been reduced since the launch of Neighbourhood Watch in the two
locdities under study” (Tarpey, 1987, p.219). It would appear from this sudy that
Neighbourhood Watch tends to more effective in middle class areas in terms of heping to
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improve the sense of security and community and improving reaions between the
community and the Gardai.

In 1995, an evduation of 15 Community Alert schemes was caried out in three Garda
Divisons. Roscommon/Gaway East, Cork West and Wexford. The evauation was carried
out by the Community Reations Section of the Garda Siochana a the behest of the
Depatment of Justice. The sudy involved a 17-item questionnaire which was sent to: (1) the
Liason Gada in eech scheme and (2) the Muintir na Tire representative in each scheme.
The quedtionnaire sent to the Liaison Garda contained one additiond question deding with
the number of crimes committed - atacks on the ederly, burglary, other crimes - in the three
years before and the three years after the scheme was established.

The results of the survey showed that dl but one of the fifteen schemes were 4ill operationd
and, on average, held between two and four meetings annudly. However the main focus of
the report involved comparing changes in the three categories of crime before and after the
introduction of Community Alet.  Only aggregate figures are presented so tha it is
impossible to establish the degree of variation from one scheme to ancther; this is a curious
omission in a report whose raison d ére is to identify which schemes are most effective. The
results for each of the three categories of crime in the 15 scheme areas combined are
summarised in Table 1.8.1 dong with some nationd data, al taken from the report. This
reveds that each category of crime decreased in the scheme areas dthough the decline in
atacks on the dderly is negligible (from saven to sx). Of particular Sgnificance is the fact
that nationdly the number of attacks on the ederly declined by 84%. This leads one to the
concluson - when account is taken of the fact that the naiond figure includes both scheme
and non-scheme areas - and the fact that the decline in attacks on the ederly in the sample
schemes was negligible - that the nationa decline in attacks on the ederly cannot, on the
bass of the evidence presented, be attributed to Community Alert. Accordingly, the report’s
reference to the “success’ (Community Relations Section, 1995, p.7) of Community Alert in
reducing attacks on the ederly is not supported by the evidence presented. Moreover the
findings of this report have been used in a variety of settings to prove - abet without
foundation - that Community Alert is effective in reducing dtacks on the edely; for
example it was used a a European Police Conference (Behan, 1994), an International Police
Conference (Quigley, 1995), in the report of the Task Force on Security for the Elderly
(1996), in an officid discusson paper on crime (Depatment of Justice, 1997), and in radio
programmes.

Table1.8.1 Impact of Community Alert on
Selected Categories of Crime Compared to National Data

Community Based on 15 Community Alert Schemesin Based on

Alert Roscommon/Galway East; Cork West; Wexford National Data

Before & After Elderly Attacks* Burglary Other Crimes Elderly Attacks*
N N N N

1. Before Scheme 7 140 101 432 (1)
2. After Scheme 6 105 81 69 (2)
Change N -1 -35 -20 -363
Change % -17 -25 -21 -84

Source: Community Relations Section of the Garda Siochéna, 1995.
*Elderly attacks were defined as attacks on persons over the age of 65 in their own home.
(1) Based on 1984 data. (2) Based on 1994 data.
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In 1997, a third evduation, this time involving Neighbourhood Watch, was carried out in the
Glanevin / Drumcondra area of Dublin (Beskey, 1997). The andyds was based on
completed questionnaires from a sample of households in the scheme. A number of persond
interviews were taken with persons in the scheme, including the locd Liaison Gardai. The
sudy found that 74% of respondents had reported some suspicious activity in the scheme
aea. Ove 78% had heard of property marking but only 44% had actudly done anything
about it. Of those interviewed, 64% felt that the crime rate had been reduced in the scheme
area since the establishment of the scheme and 54% said that the area was now safer to reside
in.  Sixty percent fet that crime was dill a problem in the area. The atitude of those
interviewed was adso podtive in redion to crime prevention measures advocated by the
scheme.

Beakey's evauation dso examined datistics on crime recorded by the Garda Siochana before
and dfter the introduction of the scheme. This reveded that burglaries increased initidly
after the scheme was set up but decreased dgnificantly during the its second year. Larcenies
from unatended vehicles increased continuoudy with no discernible impact following the
introduction of the scheme. Interestingly, Beskey (1997) suggests that the increase in the
number of recorded larcenies may be due to improved reporting to the Gardai dthough this
would be very difficult to prove.

Our review of the three evaudaions which have been caried out in Irdand - two on
Neighbourhood Watch and one on Community Alert - suggests that the nain impacts of the
scheme ae primaily in terms of changing fedings and attitudes. In generd, the schemes
help people to fed more secure and pat of a community, but they dso have the effect of
promoting podtive atitudes towards the Gardai. In the case of Neighbourhood Watch, these
benefits seem to be fdt most srongly in more middle class areas where redions with the
Gardai are dready good and where there may aready be a strong sense of security. None of
the studies were able to show that the overdl level of crime in the area had declined as a
result of the schemes.

Outsde Irdand, there have been numerous evaudtions in other countries of schemes like
Neighbourhood Waich and Community Alert which use a vaiety of quantitative and
quditaive methods ~ All of them face smilar methodologicd difficulties but dl of them
come up with broadly smilar results These results indicate that the man areas of impact
tend to be an improved sense of security and community as well as improved relations with
police; it is very rare to find indisputable evidence in these studies which links the schemes to
an overdl reduction in the level of crime. As one commentator observed following a review
of nearly 60 such sudies in Britain and the US: “it 8 dmost impossble to arive a an overdl
concluson aout the effectiveness of NW [Neghbourhood Watch] in preventing crime’
(Bennett, 1990, p.45). In other words, globa statements that these schemes are effective or
ineffective cannot be sugtained by the research evidence. The reasons for this are due not
soldy to the fact that different studies produce different results but because many of the
sudies have serious methodologicd flaws.

The following ae some of the man flaws that have &fflicted previous research on these

schemes.

1. Many of the sudies - possbly because they were carried out by police - have assessed the
impact of schemes on crime by using police recorded crime only which, as we have seen
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above, is an incomplete indicator of crime unless supplemented by crime victimisation
data

2. Many of the studies were based on smdl geogrephica aress which had rdativdy smdl
numbers of crime to begin with. We dso found this in our own case dudies of
Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert as described in Chapter Four below. These
smdl numbers make it virtudly impossble to draw any generd conclusons about impact
of the schemes on crime.

3. Many of the studies assessed scheme impact by comparing the dtuation before and after
the introduction of the schemes. This is sengble as far as it goes but it does not go far
enough. In order to draw conclusons about impact from before-and-after comparisons, it
IS necessary to show - by using matched or randomly sdected areas where schemes have
not been operating - that the impact occurred only where the schemes have been in place.
None of the studies have gone to this length so that the impact attributed to the schemes
isin fact assumed rather than proven.

4. Many of the studies provide vague or ncomplete descriptions of the schemes which were
being evauated. In some cases, the schemes were operating in parale with other police
and community-based initiatives and the evauation was not adways sufficiently clear
about what exactly was being eval uated.

In this evduation, we have been mindful of these pitfdls and, within the resources available,
have endeavoured to avoid them. A centrd plank of the evauation, as described in Chapter
Five, involves comparing a nationdly representative sample of people living in scheme and
non-scheme areas and controlling for the effects of a range of demographic and socio-
economic vaidbles We assume a basc smilaity between dl Neghbourhood Watch
schemes and adl Community Alet schemes dthough we know that there is consderable
variation between them; this needs to be borne in mind when reading the results. We aso
detal the experiences of Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators and Community Alert
Committees in Chapter Two and examine the factors associated with differentid impact. We
believe that the impact of these schemes is influenced by the atitudes and behaviour of the
Garda Siochana and we put this belief to the test using the survey results of a large sample of
Gardai in Chapter Three.

Our review of the literature has indicated that multiple data sources should be used as much
as posshle.  Officid crime datistics have numerous limitations and should raredly be used
done. In this sudy, we have tended to use officid crime datidtics only as away of showing
ther limits from the point of view of evaudion. Insead, we have rdied on extensve
interviews with the co-ordinators, committees and Gardai involved in the schemes and have
supplemented these with case studies and a survey of the generd population. In this way, we
have created a broad data base which will alow us to make prudent but assured judgements
about the overdl impacts of both Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert.

19 Summary and Concluson

This chepter has set the scene for the evauation of Neghbourhood Watch and Community
Alert by describing various aspect of the schemes and their operation. We now present the
key findings of the chapter in summary form.
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We have seen that Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert were introduced in 1984 in
the context of a rapid incresse in the number of officialy recorded crimes and amidst
growing fears about crime and victimisation. A subgantid proportion of crime a tha time -
as in the 1990s - was generated by drug use and there was growing concern in the Garda
Siochana about its deteriorating relations with the public, particularly in more disadvantaged
urban communities. In rurd areas there was darm a the growing number of atacks on the
elderly.

In March 1984, the Dal Sdect Committee on Crime, Lawlessness and Vanddism
recommended “an early introduction of Neighbourhood Watch on a nation-wide bass’ and
this was endorsed by the then Minigter for Justicee.  The Community Relaions Section of the
Garda Siochdna were dso enthusiastic supporters of the initistive having observed at firg
hand the operation of such schemes in the United States where they had been operating since
the 1960s. Neighbourhood Watch schemes were only introduced in Britain in the early
1980s.

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert - like smilar schemes dsawhere - are informed
by a theoreticd gpproach which bdieves that criminds choose to commit crimes -
paticulaly crimes agangt property - in Stuations where the rewards are high and the risks
are low. Accordingly, this approach emphasises the importance of reducing opportunities for
crime and is less concerned with addressing its underlying causes.

Neighbourhood Wach and Community Alert have broadly smilar sructures involving a
joint initiative by the community and the Garda Siochana to raise awareness of the need for
grester security in the home, more vigilance for suspicious activities and improved reporting
of information to the Gardai. Each scheme is publicised through legflets, stickers and signs,
and meetings are held & which Gardai usudly give an update on crime trends in the area. A
cucid difference between Neghbourhood Watch and Community Alert is tha many
individud schemes in Community Alert are supported by Muintir na Tire through its five
development officers. However there are well-developed proposals to develop a somewhat
smilar support structure for Neighbourhood Watch.
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Our etimate is that the cost to the Garda Siochana of running the schemes in 1997 was
IRE3.8 million which is less than 1% of its totd budget in that year. The estimated annud
cost of running each Neighbourhood Watch scheme in 1997 (IR£1,136) was less than the
cog of running each Community Alet scheme (IREL273) due to the employment of
development officers to support the Community Alert schemes.

Between 1985 and 1997, an average of 158 new Neighbourhood Waich schemes was
edablished each year; this is three times the rae of expanson of Community Alert which
established 54 schemes per year over the same period. Overal, we cdculate that more than
haf (54%) of al households are in one or other scheme, with the Dublin (62%) and Western
(60%) Regions having the strongest concentration of households in schemes.

We reviewed three evauations which have been caried out in Irdand - two on
Neighbourhood Watch and one on Community Alert - and these suggest that the main
impacts of the schemes are primarily in terms of helping people to fed more secure and part
of a community ad promoting pogtive attitudes towards the Gardai. None of the Irish
dudies were able to show that the overdl leve of crime in the area had declined as a result of
the schemes. Our review of dudies from esewhere indicates that globad dtatements which
cdam tha these sthemes ae dther effective or ineffective cannot be sustained by the
ressarch evidence. As one commentator observed following a review of nearly 60 such
dudies in Britain and the US, “it is dmost impossible to arrive a an overdl @oncusion about
the effectiveness of NW [Neighbourhood Watch] in preventing crime’ (Bennett, 1990, p.45).
The reasons for this are due not soldy to the fact that different studies produce different
results but because many of the studies have serious methodologicd flaws.

Againg this background, we proceed to assess the impact of Neghbourhood Watch and
Community Alert. We begin by reporting on the results of our survey of scheme organisers
in Chapter Two followed by our survey of Gardai in Chapter Three. This is supplemented by
12 case studies which are detailed in Chapter Four. Our assessment of impact, based on a
nationa survey of scheme participants and nonparticipants, is presented in Chapter Five.
On the drength of this andyss, we draw aur conclusons and make our recommendations in
Chapter Six.
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Appendix to Chapter One

Al.1 Templatefor Neighbourhood Watch

1.

0.

10.

11.
12.

If the initiative for the scheme comes from the community, the Didrict Officer
[Superintendent] should arange a meeting with interested persons. The Didtrict Officer
or his deputy should attend this meeting; others such as the Juvenile Liason Officer, an
I nspector, Sergeant and one or two Gardai could also attend.

If the initigtive for the scheme does not come from the community, the Didtrict Officer
should contact officids in the resdents associaion or other community organisaion to
arange a medting of interested persons. As above, the Didrict Officer or his deputy
should attend this meseting;, others such as the Juvenile Liaison Officer, an Inspector,
Sergeant and one or two Gardai could aso atend.

The agenda for the meeting should include a presentation by the Didtrict Officer on crime
trends and ways in which resdents could help the Gardai through the scheme. A full
discusson of the principles of Neighbourhood Watch should teke place. The Didrict
Officer or his deputy should atend this meeting; others such as the Juvenile Liaison
Officer, an Ingpector, Sergeant and one or two Gardai could also attend.

If those present agree to st up a scheme, they must carry out a survey of al households
in the community to determine the level of support. The Didrict Officer supplies the
standard one-page questionnaire which is digtributed to each household and collected by
the committee. If there is sufficient support for the scheme - which should be a least
50% of al households - the Digrict Officer supports the scheme subject to the approva
of his Divisond Officer.

The committee appoints its officers - none of which can be a member of the Garda
Siochéna - particularly the Area Co-ordinator and the Street Co-ordinators.

The scheme is launched a a public meeting where the gppointment of Co-ordinators is
findised. The principles of Neighbourhood Waich are explaned in full. The Didrict
Officer or his deputy should attend this meeting; others such as the Juvenile Liaison
Officer, an Inspector, Sergeant and one or two Gardai could aso attend. The Garda or
Sergeant nominated to be the Liaison Gardafor the scheme will dso attend.

Ealy on in the scheme, a meeting should be aranged for the co-ordinators and training
given to them on their duties as well as on how to describe vehicles and people, what are
SUSpICious circumstances, et cetera.

The Liason Gada for the scheme will mantan weekly contact with the committee
through its secretary and the Area Co-ordinator.

The committee, through its co-ordinators will implement projects such as the property
marking scheme, victim support, school poster competition, or produce a newdetter.

Each resdent who joins will be given an information pack on the scheme and a Garda
contact number if they wish to report something.

Signs and stickers to denote the scheme are displayed in the area.

The Didrict Officer will meet with the committee on aregular basis.

Al1.2 Templatefor Community Alert

1.

The initiative to set up a scheme may come from the community, Muintir na Tire or the
Gadai. The firg gep involves cdling a public meeting. In addition to the public, this
meeting will be attended by the Gardai, typicaly the Superintendent or Sergeant and the
Crime Prevention Officer. In generd, the meeting will dso be atended by one of the
Deved opment Officers from Muintir naTire.
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. The scheme is explaned and, if there is agreement to setting up a scheme, a committee is
gppointed including officers to the pogtions of Chairperson, Secretary, Treasurer and
Public Relations.

. The main remit of the committee, which is expected to meet monthly, is to draw up a lig
of people in the community who are a risk, typicaly edely persons living done. Many
committees work from a list which has been prepared by ether the Hedth Board or the
Garda Siochdna.  The committee will aso select the most appropriate and acceptable
neighbours to vidt the persons who are listed as vulnerable.  Persons at risk will be
visted regularly and given advice on security as wel as contact phone numbers in case of
emergency. In some aress, the Gardai dso have a policy of vigting dl vulnerable derly
persons on aregular basis.

. The committee may arange for the purchase of Community Alert Sgns by organisng
fund-rasng events. It must dso goply for and obtain planning permisson from the
Locd Authority to erect these Sgns.

. The committee may take an active role in goplying for grants to improve the home
security of vulnerable older people. These grants are avalable under the Scheme of
Community Support for Older People through the Department of Socid, Community and
Family Affars. In 1996, the budget for this scheme was IRE25 million and was
distributed between 14,944 beneficiaries; in 1997, the budget was increased to IRES
million.  Muintir na Tire has been active in hdping Community Alert Committees to
access these funds.

. The committee may carry out sudies of the ederly to determine their needs in areas such
as hedlth, housing, income support, socid services, meds-on-whedls, et cetera,

. The committee may use the parish bulletin, the locd newspaper or publish a separate
newdetter to disseminate information about the scheme and its activities.

. The committee should hold an annual general meseting to review progress.
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Chapter Two

Per spectives of Scheme Organisers

21 I ntroduction

This chapter describes Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert from the perspective of
scheme organisers.  Our description is based on a postal survey of scheme organisers
throughout the country. In Neighbourhood Watch, the scheme organiser is cdled the area
co-ordinator who, together with the street co-ordinators form the overal committee for the
scheme; in Community Alert, the scheme organiser is the charperson of the committee (see
Chapter One for amore detailed description of the organisation of each scheme).

The dze of the survey rdaive to the tota population of Neghbourhood Watch and
Community Alert schemes is summarised in Table 21.1. This reveds tha 827 schemes
participated in the survey, equivaent to 24% of the totd. The response rate from Community
Alert organisers (33%) was condderably higher than from Neighbourhood Watch organisers
(20%) and may be the result of a public avareness campaign conducted by Muintir na Tire to
encourage the participation of Community Alert schemes in the evduation. We beieve that
the response rate may have been adversdy affected by gaps in the data base for these
schemes which is maintained by the Community Reaions Section of the Garda Siochana
which resulted in some questionnaires being sent to addresses where the person had ceased to
be a scheme organiser. We aso believe tha the response rate may be a reflection of apathy
and inactivity in many schemes snce the results of our nationd survey of scheme
participants and non-participants reveded that two thirds of dl schemes, in the opinion of
scheme participants, were inactive (see Chapter Five, Table 5.3.9 below). Accordingly, the
survey results probably reflect the redity of the more active and energetic schemes and may
be representative of little more than athird of al schemes.

Table2.1.1 Characteristics of the Sample of Scheme Organisers

Category NW CA Total
Number of schemesin Irdland 2,318 1,141 3,459
Number of schemesin sample 455 372 827
Response Rate (%) 20 33 24

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). Note that the number of Community Alert schemes recorded by Muintir na Tirein
early 1998 (1,141) is considerably higher than the number of Community Alert schemes recorded in the
Community Relations data base at Garda Headquarters in 1997 (989). Unless otherwise specified, we have
tended to use the higher figure of Muintir na Tire. NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

It is worth pointing out that the response rate to postd surveys is highly volatile and can vary
from as low as 5% to as high as 40% depending on factors such as the length of the
guestionnaire, the topic, the characteristics of respondents, the correctness of addresses, the
availability of an incentive for completing the questionnaire, the time of year the survey is
carried out - to name some of the more dgnificant factors. In view of these consderaions, a
response rate of 24% is acceptable and an absolute number of 827 completed questionnaires
provides asolid bass for drawing a profile of scheme organisers.
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Our andysis of the data begins with a description of the characterigtics of scheme organisers
(2.2), scheme aress (section 2.3) and the schemes themsdves (section 2.4). This is followed
by a desription of scheme activities (section 25) and scheme meetings (section 2.6).
Relations between schemes and Gardai are andlysed (section 2.7) and assessed (2.8) as are
linkages between schemes and other bodies (section 2.9). The vitdity and effectiveness  of
schemes are assessed by scheme organisers in sections 2.10 and 2.11 respectively.  Findly,
the summary and conclusion to the chapter is presented in section 2.12.

2.2  Characteristics of Scheme Organisers

The characterigtics of scheme organisers are summarised in Table 2.2.1.  The picture which
emerges is tha scheme organisers are older than the adult population generdly. Two out of
every three scheme organisers are men and a much higher proportion are married compared
to the adult population in Irdand. Mot live with another person in the house, have been
living in the same area for over ten years and have been an organiser in the scheme for three
years or more. Scheme organisers differ from the rest of the adult population in Irdand in
that they are more likely to own their own home, to be middle class and to be involved in
ether the world of pad work or retired; very few ae unemployed. This profile is
remarkably consstent across both Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert.

Table2.21 Characteristics of Scheme Organisers (%)

Category NW CA Total

Aged 35 years and over 9 92 93
Men 68 70 69
Married or ever married 91 83 88
Living with others 91 89 90
Living in same area for more than 10 years 73 85 78
Home owner 95 97 96
Employed 44 52 48
Retired 31 17 24
Middle class (ABC1) 68 58 63
Scheme organiser for three years or more 88 80 84
Total (%)* - - -

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

*The totals are not cumulative because they are not additive.

2.3 Characteristics of Scheme Areas

2.3.1 Extent of Home Ownership in SchemeArea

Scheme aress are not unlike scheme organisers in the extent of home ownership. Table 2.3.1
indicates that the vast mgority (94%) of scheme areas are described by their organisers as
mainly owner occupied. However it is difficult to be sure from this if the private and locd
authority sectors are under-represented since aress that are “mainly owner occupied” may
as0 include housing from these other sectors.
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Table2.3.1 Extent of Home Ownership in Scheme Areas (%)
Category NW CA Total
Mainly owner occupied 92 97 94
Mainly private rented 1 1 1
Mainly loca authority rented 7 2 5
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.3.2 Schemesby Urban-Rural Characteristics

As might be expected, scheme organisers for Neighbourhood Watch described their aress as
urban while those for Community Alert described them as rura (Table 2.3.2). Mogt of the
Community Alert schemes (73%) are in areas described as “rurd” rather than “villages’ or
“remote rurd”.

Table2.3.2 Urban-Rural Characteristics of Scheme Areas (%)
Category NW CA Total
Dublin (inner dity) 3 0 1
Dublin (inner suburb) 14 0 8
Dublin (outer suburb) 31 0 17
Large towns (over 10,000 people) 35 0 19
Smadll towns (under 10,000 people) 11 6 9
Village 6 17 11
Rurd 0 73 33
Remote rurd (about 40 miles from atown) 0 4 2
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of all (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.3.3 Extent of Community Organisationsin Scheme Area

Table 2.3.3 indicates that the mgority (69%) of scheme areas have a resdents association or
community council and seven out of ten of these tend to be active. Neighbourhood Watch
aeas ae more likdy to have a reddents association or community organisaion than

Community Alert aress.

Table2.3.3 Extent of Community Organisationsin Scheme Areas (%)

Category NW CA Total
Area has resdents/ community association 79 57 69
itisvery active 30 30 30
itisactive 41 49 44
it is not very active 23 17 21
it isnot active at all 6 4 5
Area has no resdents/ community association 21 43 31
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.
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2.3.4 Perception of Crimein Scheme Area

Table 2.3.4 reveds tha the vast mgority of scheme organisers believe that crime is a minor
problem (62%) in their area or not a problem a al (29%). Within this context, the crime
problem is seen as even more minor in Community Alert areas than in Neighbourhood Watch
aeas and this is conggtent with the objective digtribution of recorded crime between urban
and rurd arees. We are in no postion to judge from this data if the perception of crime is
relaed to scheme membership - or if the perception of crime was different prior to the
edablishment of the scheme - dthough we present some relevant data on this issue in
Chapter Five (section 5.4).

Table2.34 Perception of Crimein SchemeArea (%)

Category NW CA Total
Serious problem 13 3 9
Minor problem 69 53 62
Not a problem 18 44 29
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.3.5 Common Problemsin Scheme Area

Table 2.3.5 summarises the type of problems which, in the opinion of scheme organisers, are
farly common or very common in ther area.  This reveds that the three main problems are
rubbish and litter lying about (40%), teenagers hanging around sreets (39%) and under age
drinking (39%). In every case, scheme organisers from Neighbourhood Watch areas
mentioned problems more frequently than organisersin Community Alert Aress.

Table2.3.5 Common Problemsin Scheme Area (%)

Very Common or Fairly Common Problems NW CA Total
Rubbish and litter lying about 44 36 40
Teenagers hanging around streets 50 24 39
Under age drinking 42 36 39
People loitering / strange cars 21 13 18
Annoying neighbours 24 9 17
Drug use 22 8 16
Greffiti on walls or buildings 23 3 14
People being drunk in public 16 4 11
Nuisance telephone calls 7 12 9
Homes and gardensin bad condition 7 5 6
Total (%)* - - -

Based on a postal survey of all (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

*The totals are not cumullative because they are not additive.

2.3.6 Summary
The anaydss in this section has shown the heavy concentration of schemes in areas with a
high levd of home ownership. Seven out of ten scheme aeas dso have a community
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organisation such as a reddents associaion or community associaion - paticulaly in
Neighbourhood Watch areas - and these tend to be active. Crime is not a problem in the
scheme aess, according to the organisers dthough four in ten of them - paticulaly in
Neighbourhood Watch areas - indicated tha there were problems with rubbish, loitering
teenagers and under age drinking.

24 Characteristics of Schemes

24.1 Schemesin Continuous Existence

It is well known that some schemes are more active than others and some of the less active
ones can fdl into abeyance over the years and have to be relaunched as a way of
regenerating enthusasm and commitment. In order to capture this, we asked organisers if
their scheme had a continuous exisence since its origind launch date. The results in Table
2.4.1 show that most schemes in the sample (86%) have never been re-launched. This may
be due to the fact that the schemes in our sample are the more active ones in the population
athough it may adso mean that schemes continue to exist but a alow leved of activity.

Table2.4.1 Hasthe Scheme had a Continuous Existence sinceits
Original Launch Date? (%)

Category NW CA Total
Scheme has had a continuous existence 82 91 86
Scheme has not had a continuous existence 15 8 12
Don’'t know 3 1 2
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.4.2 Sourceof Initiative for Scheme

Table 2.4.2 shows that gpproximately seven out of ten schemes, in the opinion of organisers,
were st up a the initiative of the community while about a quarter were set up on the
initiative of the Gardai. In generd, Neghbourhood Watch schemes seem more likely to be
st up on the initistive of the community while Community Alert schemes seem more likdy
to be s&t up on the initiative of the Gardai. Muintir na Tire were responsible for setting up
5% of the Community Alert schemesin the sample.
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Table2.4.2 Sourceof Initiative for Establishing the Scheme (%)

Category NW CA Total
Locd Gardai 21 33 27
Scheme organiser or predecessor 34 20 28
Loca community 17 23 20
Residents Association / Community Council 23 10 16
ICA 0 3 2
Muintir naTire 0 5 2
Other 2 4 3
Don’t know 3 2 2
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

24.3 Sizeof Scheme

The sze of a scheme refers to the number of members. However the concept of membership
is often loosdy defined and may indicae little more than a household's origind approva for
sting up the scheme. Moreover the membership lis may not be updated regularly.
Accordingly, the number of members in a scheme should be trested as no more than an
edimate. Our andysis in Chapter One revealed that, on average, each Neighbourhood Watch
scheme comprises 158 households and each Community Alet scheme comprises 222
houscholds, it aso showed that al schemes varied consderably around this average. The
data in Table 24.3 aso show wide varidion in the Sze of schemes to such an extent that
edimating the average would be meaningless. Of particular note is the fact that more than
hadf of dl the schemes have less than 100 households which suggests that a higher response
rate was recaved from smaler schemes. In turn, this may be due to the fact tha smdler
schemes may be more active which, as suggested above, seems to be a characterigtic of this
sample.

Table2.4.3 Number of Householdsin Schemes* (%)

Category NW CA Total
Lessthan 50 31 43 36
From 50 to 100 23 17 21
Between 101 and 200 22 16 19
Between 201 and 300 11 11 10
More than 300 13 13 14
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

*On average, each scheme comprises 95% of all householdsin its area.

244 Summary

Our andyss in this section suggests that the vast mgority of schemes in the sample (86%)
have continued to operate since they were origindly launched. According to scheme
organisers, three quarters of the schemes were launched a the initiative of the community;
the remainder at the inititive of the Gardai. The schemes in this sample seem to be smdler
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than the edimated average in Irdand and we surmise that this may be due to the fact that
smaller schemes are dso those which are more active.

25 Main Activities of the Schemes
The main activities of schemes are summarised in Table 2.5.1.

Table251 Main Activitiesof Schemes (%)

Category NW CA Total

Report incidents to the Gardai 81 86 83
Watch each others property 82 80 81
NW / CA ickersdigplayed at home 79 71 75
Erect signsin the streets/ roads 62 89 74
Record suspicious incidents 61 65 63
Keep details of members names and addresses 50 68 58
Vigt/ help / contact ederly within the scheme 46 72 57
Move paper / milk / check on property during holidays 54 31 44
Discount purchase of locks/ darms/ insurance, etc 25 65 43
Increased door security such as door chains 37 55 45
Fund-raisng activities for the scheme 19 58 36
Circulate informeation through church magazine 22 43 32
Move whedlie bins/ dustbins during holidays 38 20 30
Help Gardai look for stolen vehicles/ suspicious persons 29 30 30
Support victims of crime within the scheme 29 28 28
Purchase or borrow engraving / etching kit 31 19 26
Produce a newdetter for the scheme 29 15 22
Scheme-based socid activities/ outings 14 13 14
Circulate information through free newspapers 12 11 12
Total (%)* - - -

Based on a postal survey of all (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

*The totals are not cumulative because they are not additive.

This reveds that about three quarters of al schemes do certain core activities such as
reporting incidents to the Gardai, watching each other’s property, displaying stickers a home
and erecting scheme 9gns in the aea About two thirds of dl schemes disseminate
information about the scheme through the church magazine (32%), their own newdetter
(22%) or through free newspapers (12%). More than haf aso record suspicious incidents,
keep members names and addresses and keep in contact with the ederly. Some activities are
more popular in Community Alert such as erecting d9gns and rasng the funds to do o as
well as visting the ederly and discount purchasng of locks, darms and insurance. Although
some of the scheme activities are occasond (such as erecting signs and displaying stickers),
many seem to be continuous (such as reporting incidents to the Gardai, watching each other’s
property, vigting the ederly, disseminating information) and this suggedsts that these schemes
ae quite active. The data in Table 25.1 dso reveds tha the activities are in line with the
origina objectives of the schemes as described in Chapter One.
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2.6 Scheme Meetings

This section describes various aspects of scheme meetings. Two types of meetings are
diginguished: meetings of scheme members (which incdudes everyone in the community
who has agreed to paticipate in the scheme) and meetings of scheme organisers (which
comprise the area and dSreet co-ordinators in Neighbourhood Watch areas and the loca
committee in Community Alert areas). We look at the frequency of these meetings as wdl as
the attendance of Gardai at them.

2.6.1 Meetingsof Scheme Members

Table 2.6.1 indicates the number of times scheme members meet each year. This reveds a
wide variaion between schemes and significant differences between Neighbourhood Watch
and Community Alert.  In globd terms, around a fifth of schemes never meat but a amilar
proportion meet six times a year or more. Community Alert schemes tend to meet more
frequently than Neighbourhood Waich schemes, indeed Neighbourhood Watch schemes are
three times more likely to never meet than Community Alert schemes (27% compared to 8%)
but are only hdf as likdy to meet six times a year or more (15% compared to 33%). We do
not know how many scheme members attend these mestings.

Table2.6.1 Number of Meetings of Scheme Members Each Year (%)
Category NW CA Total

Never 27 8 18

Once 24 12 19

Two or three times 20 23 21

Four or five times 14 24 19

Six times or more 15 33 23
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a

response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.6.2 Meetings of Scheme Organisers

Table 2.6.2 reveds that two out of every three scheme organisers never have meetings which
are separate from the mesdtings of dl scheme members.  This is paticularly the case with
Community Alet where the committee rady meets sepaady from meetings of Al
members. In the case of Neighbourhood Watch, the area and street co-ordinators meet
sepaady in only hdf the schemes. The frequency of these meetings varies but is usudly
around 24 times a year. Thus it would appear that meetings of al the members - as distinct
from mesetings of scheme organisers - is accorded much greater importance in both types of
schemes but especidly in Community Alert schemes.
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Table2.6.2 Frequency of Meetings of Scheme Organisers Each Year (%)

Category NW CA Total
None 48 86 65
Monthly 11 3 7
About every 3-6 months 21 5 14
Every sx monthsor less 20 6 14
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.6.3 Summary

As dsawhere in this chapter, we find that schemes differ consderably from each other in the
pattern of their meetings. About a fifth of schemes never have meetings of members while a
amilar proportion meet about Sx times a year. Two thirds of scheme organisers never have
sepade medtings from the meeting of dl the members. Community Alet schemes meet
more frequently than Neighbourhood Waich schemes dthough we do not know how many
attend these meetings. In this sensg, it is difficult to spesk of a sandard scheme, at least from
the perspective of meetings and there is no datigsicad norm regarding the frequency of
meetings. This needs to be borne in mind when assessng the overal impact of the schemes
gnce the variation between them in different locdlities leads one to wonder if Neighbourhood
Watch and Community Alert are so diverse in ther locd manifestations thet their impact is
likely to reflect the locd manifestation of each rather than the scheme as a whole. This is an
issue to which we shdl return in Chapter Five.

2.7 Relations between Schemes and Gardai

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert are designed to build a bridge between the
Gada and the community. Accordingly, rdaions between the schemes and the Gardai are
crucidly important in measuring their success.  This section describes various aspects of
how the schemes and Gardai relate to each other including whether the scheme organiser
knows the Liaison Garda by name, Gardai atendance a scheme meetings, and the types of
communication received from the Gardai in the past year. We now describe these contacts,
leaving the evaluation of them to the next section.

2.7.1 Knowing the Garda by Name

The vast mgority of the scheme organisers (89%) know the name of the Garda assgned to
their scheme, according to Table 2.7.1. This is a good indication that the Gardai are involved
in the schemes and that scheme organisers are able to “put a face and a name’ on the force,
aswas origindly intended by the schemes.

Table2.7.1 Do you know the name of the Garda assigned to your scheme? (%)

Category NW CA Total
Yes 87 92 89
No 13 8 11
Total (%) 100 100 100
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Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.7.2 When last Heard from Garda assigned to Scheme

The data in Table 2.7.2 shows that Gardai maintain a substantiad amount of contact with the
scheme organisers. Four out of ten Gardai were in contact with scheme organisers during the
past week, two out of ten in the past month and a further two ou of ten in the past three
months. Only a minority (5%) had not heard from the Liaison Garda within the past year. It
is dso dear from Table 2.7.2 that Gardai maintan more frequent contact with scheme
organisers in Community Alert than in Neighbourhood Watch.

Table2.7.2 When did you last hear from the Garda assigned to your scheme? (%)

Category NW CA Total
Last week 32 47 39
Last month 20 25 22
Last three months 21 14 18
Last year 14 9 12
More than ayear ago 8 3 5
Never 2 1 2
Don’t know 3 1 2
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.7.3 Garda Attendance at Scheme Meetings

Table 2.7.3 reveds that Gardai are regular attenders a meetings of scheme members. More
than three quarters of scheme mesetings (78%) ae adways or usudly atended by a Garda.
They ae more frequent attenders of Community Alet meetings than at Neighbourhood
Waich meetings. This may be due to the fact that Gardai in a least some Neighbourhood
Watch areas - paticularly in the larger urban areas - may have other competing obligetions
which make it difficult to attend scheme meetings. Conversdy, the lower atendance of
Gadai a Neighbourhood Watch meetings may itself contribute to the reduced frequency of
mesetings in these schemes because their aisence may give the impresson tha the mesting is
not very important. In any case, given that the levd of crime and the risk of victimisation is
considerably higher in larger urban areas compared to rura aress, the reduced attendance of
Gadai a Neghbourhood Watch meetings appears to be inconsstent with supporting
community involvement in crime prevention.
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Table2.7.3 Frequency of Attendance of Gardai at
M eetings of Scheme MembersEach Year (%)

Category NW CA Total
Always 49 58 53
Usudly 23 24 23
Occasiordly 15 12 14
Rardy 5 3 5
Never 6 2 4
Don’'t know 2 1 1
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

Garda dtendance a meetings of scheme organisars is less frequent than a meetings of
scheme members.  Indeed, as Table 2.7.4 shows, about one third (30%) of the scheme
organisers never meet the Gardai separately. There is a huge varidion in the frequency of
meetings between scheme organisers and Gardai: some organisers (20%) meet the Gardai Six
times ayear or more while other organisers (26%) meet them only once or twice.

Table2.7.4 Number of Meetings of Scheme Organisers With Gardai Each Year (%)

Category NW CA Total
Never 31 29 30
Once or twice 29 21 26
Threeg, four or fivetimes 21 27 24
Six times or more 19 23 20
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of all (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.7.4 Communicationsfrom the Gardai

One of the key roles of the Gardai assigned to schemes is to make presentations at meetings
of members. Table 2.7.5 shows that nearly three quarters (72%) of the schemes have had
such a presentation in the past year. An even higher proportion (79%) have received
literature from the Gardai. Once more we see that Community Alert seems to receive a
better service from the Gardai in terms of literature and presentations than Neighbourhood
Wetch.

Table2.7.5 Typesof Communication from Gardai to Schemein Past Year (%)

Category NW CA Total
Literature 79 79 79
Presentations 66 80 72
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of all (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.
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2.7.5 Summary

The results presented in this section show a high level of contact between scheme organisers
and Gardai. Most scheme organisers - about nine out of ten - know their Liaison Garda by
name and six out of ten have heard from the Liaison Garda at least once in the previous three
months. Gardai are regular attenders at scheme meetings - particularly meetings of members
as diginct from meetings of scheme organisars - and usudly make a presentation at those
meetings. Gardai seem to stay in more regular contact with Community Alert schemes than
with Neighbourhood Waich schemes. Our andyss in Chapter Three suggedts that this may
be due to the fact that Neighbourhood Watch Gardai tend to have a larger number of schemes
than Community Alet Gardai and, even though the former spend dightly more time on
schemes than the latter, the overdl effect seems to be a lessr Garda input per scheme for
Neighbourhood Watch than for Community Alert.

2.8  Assessing Garda I nput to the Schemes

In this section we assess the Garda input to the schemes using a number of indicators. We
asked scheme organisers about the Garda response to information provided and their
asessment of presentations made by Gardai & scheme meetings. We dso asked scheme
organisers to evduae the Garda commitment to the schemes a loca and nationd levd,
whether the schemes could be, or should be, run without the Gardai and whether they are
stisfied with the overdl input of the Gardai to the scheme.  Findly, in this section we dso
asked if there were ways in which the Gardainput to the schemes could be improved.

2.8.1 GardaResponseto Information on Suspicious Activities

As indicated above (Table 2.5.1), most scheme organisers (83%) provided information on
suspicious activities to the Gardai within the past twelve months. Mogt of these (86%) got
the impression that the Gardai found this information useful, as Table 281 reveds. Just
over haf (58%) of the scheme organisers received direct feedback from the Gardai on the
information supplied, as Table 2.8.2 indicates, and most (76%) were satisfied with that feed
back. Agan we notice that feedback was more likely to be given to scheme organisers in
Community Alert than in Neighbourhood Watch. Mog of these were satisfied with the
feedback. In nine out of ten cases where there was no feedback, scheme organisers indicated
that they would like to receive such feedback in the future. Interestingly, a higher proportion
of scheme organisers in Neighbourhood Waich aress indicated that they would welcome
more feedback from the Gardai.

Table2.8.1 Gardai Gave lmpression that Information was Useful (%)

Category NW CA Total
Usful 84 90 86
Not particularly ussful 12 9 11
Weaste of time 4 1 3
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.
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Table2.8.2 Satisfaction with Feedback Received from Gardai (%)

Category NW CA Total
Feedback received 53 65 58
satisfied 70 85 76
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 17 11 15
dissatisfied 13 4 9
No feedback received and 47 35 42
would have liked feedback 92 84 89
would not have liked feedback 7 16 11
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.8.2 Usefulness of Garda Presentations at Scheme Meetings

We have dready seen tha Gardai are regular attenders a scheme meetings and typicdly
make a presentation a those meetings. Table 2.8.3 shows tha virtudly dl (97%) of the
scheme organisers found the Garda presentations at scheme mestings to be useful or very
useful. This suggests that scheme organisers regard the Garda input to these meetings as
very important. This is dso confirmed by our case studies which showed that the Garda
presentation was the centre-piece of most scheme mesetings (see Chapter Four). Scheme
organisr's  in - Neighbourhood Weatch and Community Alet equaly appreciated the
presentations made by the Gardai.

Table2.8.3 Usefulness of Presentation by Gardai to Schemein Past Year (%)
Category NW CA Total
Presentation was very useful 66 76 71
Presentation was useful 29 23 26
Presentation was not useful 5 1 3
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.8.3 AreGardai Committed to the Schemes?

The behaviour of Gardai towards the schemes creates an impresson about their overal
commitment to the schemes. We bdieve that schemes organisers are well placed to read the
sgnds communicated by the behaviour of Gardai - both locadly and nationdly - towards the
schemes.  Accordingly, we firg asked them for ther impresson of the locd Garda
commitment to the schemes. Ther responses, which are summarised in Table 2.8.4, reved
that nearly eight out of ten (79%) beieve that the locad Gardai are committed or very
committed to the schemes. This is a strong endorsement of the Garda’s work with the
schemes. However there is a driking difference in Neighbourhood Watch and Community
Alet in this regard: more than hdf (53%) the Community Alert organisers believe the Gardai
ae “very committed” compared to only a quater (23%) of Neghbourhood Watch
organisers.  As dready suggested, this probably reflects the fact that Gardai in Community
Alert areas attend more scheme meetings and give more feedback on information supplied by
scheme organisers.
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Table2.84 AreGardai Committed to the Schemesat Local Level? (%)

Category NW CA Total
Very committed 23 53 43
Committed 46 30 36
Unsure 26 10 14
Not committed / Definitely not committed 5 7 7
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

We asked a dmilar question about the commitment of Gardai to the schemes a nationd
level. The responses, which are summarised in Table 2.8.5 reveds that the magority (72%) of
scheme organisers believe that there is a nationa commitment to Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert. However scheme organisers are less convinced about Garda commitment
a nationd leve than they are a locd levd and those in Neighbourhood Watch are less
convinced than those in Community Alert. Scheme organisers believe therefore that the
commitment of the locd Gardai to ther schemes is not dways matched by a smilar
commitment at nationd level. This suggests, in turn, that the way in which the schemes are
projected nationdly is an important factor in shaping how people respond to them,
particularly the response of scheme organisers who, by definition, are the most committed to
them.

Table2.85 AreGardai Committed to the Schemesat National Level? (%)

Category NW CA Total
Very committed 23 36 29
Committed 46 41 43
Unsure 26 19 23
Not committed / Definitely not committed 5 4 5
Total (%) 100 100 100
Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a

response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.8.4 Could Schemesbe Run without the Gardai and Should They?

Table 2.8.6 reveds that, in the opinion of most scheme organisers (80%), Neighbourhood
Watch and Community Alert could not be run without the input of the Gardai. Interegtingly -
in view of the lesser input which Gardai seem to make in Neighbourhood Watch schemes - it
is these scheme organisers who believe mogt strongly that its schemes could not be run
without the input of the Gardai. Moreover, virtudly al scheme organisers (97%) believe that
these schemes should not be run without an input from the Gardai. This dearly suggests that
the schemes are perceived as an extenson of the Gardai's work into the community rather
than something separate from the Gardai.
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Table2.8.6 Could or Should the Schemes by Run Without the Gardai? (%)

Category NW CA Total
Schemes could not be run without Gardal 86 74 80
Schemes should not be run without Gardai 96 97 96
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.8.5 Satisfaction with the Garda Serviceto the Scheme

Scheme organisers expressed a high levd of satisfaction with the input of Gardai to their
scheme. Table 2.8.7 shows that more than eight out of ten (83%) of the scheme organisers
were stisfied with the service supplied by ther Liaison Garda.  Community Alert organisers
expressed a higher leve of satisfaction than their Neighbourhood Watch counterparts which
is conagent with the lesser input which Gardai seem to make to Neighbourhood Watch
schemes.

Table2.8.7 Satisfaction with Garda Serviceto Scheme (%)

Category NW CA Total
Very satiffied 53 71 61
Sdtidfied 25 18 22
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 13 7 10
Disstisfied / Very disstisfied 9 4 7
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

2.8.6 Sourcesof Garda Help to Improve Schemes

Scheme organisers were asked about various forms of asssance from the Gardai which
would be usgful in improving their scheme. Table 2.8.8 shows widespread support among
scheme organisars for a greeter role by Gardai in assisting these schemes.

Table2.8.8 Typesof Useful Assistance from Gardai to Help Schemes (%)

Category NW CA Total
Feedback on reports of suspicious activities 79 68 74
Locd crime datigtics 68 50 59
Instruction manua 55 58 56
Videos 50 56 53
Traning 54 49 52
Resource pack 51 52 51
Improvements in establishing schemes 44 42 43
Improvementsin maintaining schemes 51 50 50
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a

response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.
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Improved feedback on reports of suspicious activities is a top priority for dl scheme
organisrs.  In addition, more than haf expressed the view that an indruction manud, a
resource pack, a video as well as training would be of help to the schemes. It is clear from
this that the mgority of scheme organisers - both in Neighbourhood Watch and Community
Alert - would like to see a greater input from the Gardai in supporting these schemes.

287 Summary

This section used a wide range of indicators to assess the Garda input into Neighbourhood
Wach and Community Alet. Overdl, the scheme organisers in the sample were very
positive about the contribution of the Gardai to their scheme. Mogt scheme organisers have
supplied information on suspicious activities to the Gardai and the Gardai seem to have
found this useful. Garda feedback is invariably appreciated by scheme organisers but in four
out of ten @ses no feedback was given; al scheme organisers would gppreciate feedback on
the information which they provide Garda presentations are often the centre piece of
scheme meetings and these are seen by most scheme organisers as useful.  Scheme organisers
believe that the Gardai are committed to Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert,
paticularly a locd level but are less sure about the nationa commitment. The centra role of
the Gardai in supporting the schemes is underlined by the bdief - shared by the vast mgority
of scheme organisers - that the schemes could not, and should not, be run without the Gardai.
In this regard, eight out of ten scheme organisers - paticulaly those in Community Alert
areas - expresed satidfaction with the Garda input to the schemes.  Findly, there is
widespread support for a more active role by the Gardai in supporting schemes through
improved information about crime and more feedback on suspicious activities as well as
more resource materials such as an instruction manud, video and training.

The picture emerging from this section is of Gardai and the community working closdy
together to support the schemes.  We have adready suggested that the schemes in this sample
ae, dmog by definition, likey to the more active ones and there is little doubt this is
attributable to the joint efforts of Gardai and the scheme organisers.  In the previous section it
was noted that the Garda input to Neighbourhood Watch seemed to be less than to
Community Alert and this is reflected in a dightly lower satisfaction rate for Gardai among
Neighbourhood Watch organisers. It is not possble to infer from this adone that
Neighbourhood Watch schemes are less active than Community Alert schemes dthough the
ggnificantly lower response rate from Neighbourhood Watch schemes in this study suggests
that these schemes may indeed be less active.  This is something that merits further reflection
in the light of the overdl results of the study.

2.9 Linkagesof Schemeswith other Bodies

Table 2.9.1 indicates that more than one scheme in three (39%) has links with other schemes.
Community Alert schemes (47%) have more contact and links with other schemes compared
to Neghbourhood Watch schemes (32%). Both sets of schemes dso have links with
networks of schemes in about four out of ten (41%) cases, a Smilar proportion of schemes
adso have links with local authorities dthough the nature of those links was not disclosed. It
is paticulaly interesting to note that two thirds (68%) of al Community Alet schemes in
the sample - equivaent to 254 schemes - are registered with Muintir na Tire; in Chapter One,
we saw that 341 Community Alet schemes are dfiligted to  Muintir na Tire which means
that three quarters of these are in the sample and this in turn is a tribute to the efforts of
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Muintir na Tire to encourage a high response rate to the survey. Table 2.9.1 dso reveds that
al of the Community Alert schemes dfilisted to Muintir na Tire know the name of ther

development officer.
Table2.9.1 Doesyour scheme have linkswith other schemesor bodies? (%)
Category NW CA Total
Linkswith other schemes 32 47 39
Linkswith alocd or regiond network 39 43 41
Linkswith the locad authority 34 44 38
Affiliated to Muintir na Tire NA 68 NA
Know Muintir na Tire Development Officer NA 70 NA
Total (%)* - - -

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; NA= Not applicable.

*The totals are not cumulative because they are not additive.

All schemes are dso linked indirectly to their commercid sponsors who subsidise the cost of
literature, videos and competitions. As explained in Chapter One, the main commercid
goonsors  of Neighbourhood Watch are AMEV and Chubb Alams while the main
commercid sponsors of Community Alert are PMPA and Chubb Alarms. In view of thiswe
asked scheme organisers if they knew the names of the commercial sponsors for each set of
schemes.  The reaults, which are summarised in Table 2.9.2, show that around a third knew
the names of the sponsors.  Given, as we have suggested throughout his chapter, that these
schemes are likely to be among the more active and aware, the reatively low proportion of
scheme organisers who know the names of commercia sponsorsis alittle surprising.

Table2.9.2 Do you know the commercial sponsors of your scheme? (%)

Category NW CA Total
Know commercid sponsors of scheme 34 36 35
Do not know commercia sponsors of scheme 66 64 65
Total (%)* - - -

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

*The totals are not cumulative because they are not additive.

210 Assessing Vitality of Scheme

Some of the information aready presented in this chapter - particularly on the characterigtics
of scheme meetings and contacts between schemes and Gardali - give an indication of the
vitdity of schemes and, in generd, the results were quite positivee We dso measured
vitdity by asking scheme organisers to rate their own interest, enthusasm and knowledge for
the scheme as wel as that of their committee and community. The results are summarised in
Table 210.1 and shows that interest, enthusasm and knowledge is rated highest among
scheme organisers, lowest among the community with the scheme committees holding an
intermediate podtion. More than hdf (54%) of the scheme organisers rate themsdves as
having a high levd of enthusaam for the schemes and this is condderably higher among
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Community Alert (61%) than among Neighbourhood Watch (49%). About a third (35%) of
the committees are rated as having a high level of enthusasm for the schemes compared to a
fifth (22%) of the communities  Clearly the levd of enthusasn among the scheme
organisers is quite high but possbly no higher than would be expected in farly active
schemes.

Table2.10.1 How do you ratetheinterest, enthusiasm and knowledge for the scheme?

Category NW CA Total
H M L H M L H M L
Scheme organiser 49 41 10 61 37 2 54 39 7
Scheme committees 27 47 26 45 44 11 35 46 19
Community 19 49 32 27 50 23 22 50 28
Total (%)* - - - - - - - - -

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes).

NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; H= High; M= Medium; L= Low

*Thetotals are not cumulative because they are not additive.

211 Assessing Effectiveness of Scheme

The data in 211.1 shows that around nine out of ten scheme organisers believe that the
schemes are very dffective in the following arees feding sofer and less isolaed, greater
home security as wdl as increased awareness of vulnerable people in the community,
reducing and preventing crime, and display of stickers. In generd, beief in the effectiveness
of the schemes is higher among Community Alet than among Neghbourhood Watch
particulally on issues such as reducing fear and isolation and promoting awareness of
vulnerable people. This result is consstent with other sudies which show a drong bdief in
the efficacy of Neghbourhood Wach and Community Alert both among the generd
population and among those living in scheme areas (Murphy and Whelan, 1995a, p.15) as
well as among advocates of the schemes (see for example, Behan, 1994; Quigley, 1995;
Muintir na Tire, 1988).
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Table2.11.1 How do you ratethe effectiveness of the schemein terms of each of its
objectives? (%)

Effective or very effective in NW CA Total
achieving this objective

Feding safer 85 9 98
Home security 91 9 93
Crime awareness 90 94 92
Fed lessisolated 87 96 91
Reducing crime 89 92 90
Digplay stickers 93 86 90
Preventing crime 86 91 89
Informing Gardai 87 93 89
Aware of vulnerable 83 95 88
Community involved 81 88 84
Improve qudity of life 79 88 83
Marking property 76 68 73
Sdf-hdp 52 66 59
Heping crime victims 53 59 56
Total (%)* - - -

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of all schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

*The totals are not cumulative because they are not additive.

Bdief in the effectiveness of the schemes is not the same as being effective however. As our
andyss in Chapter Five shows, scheme participants do not fed noticeably safer than non
scheme participants and even when they take home security precautions these are often taken
a thar own initigtive rather than a the prompting of the scheme.  This is worth recaling
here in order to place beliefs about effectiveness in the larger and firmer picture of measured
objective differences between scheme participants and non-participants.

212 Summary and Conclusion

This chapter described the operation of Neghbourhood Waich and Community Alert from
the perspective of 827 scheme organisers. The chapter is based on a posta survey of dl
schemes which yielded a response rate of 24%. When dl the factors affecting postd surveys
are taken into account, this is an acceptable response rate and the absolute number of 827
completed questionnaires provides a solid bass for describing some of the core
characteristics of scheme organisers and their schemes, even if these are the more active
ones.

2.12.1 Main Results

Our survey showed that scheme organisers tend to be older and are more likely to be married
than the adult population generdly. Two out of every three scheme organisers are men and
have been living in ther area for over ten years. Scheme organisers differ from the rest of
the adult populaion in Irdand in tat they are much more likey to own their own homes, to
be middie class and to be involved in either the world of paid work or retired; very few are
unemployed. Schemes themsalves tend to be located in areas of high home ownership.
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Most schemes, according to the organisers, are active and have continued to be active since
they were fird launched. Three quartters were launched a the initiative of the community;
the remainder a the initiative of the Gardai. We estimate that the schemes in our sample are
sndler than the average scheme in Irdand and surmise that this may be due to the fact that
smaller schemes may be the more active ones.

Seven out of ten scheme areas have an active community organisation such as a resdents
group or community association. Crime is not perceived as a problem in the scheme aress.
Nuisances such as rubbish, loitering teenagers and under age drinking are seen as problems
by about four out of ten scheme organisers, particularly in Neighbourhood Waich aress.

Most schemes do the same basic activities. Some of these are occasona (such as erecting
ggns and displaying sickers) but others are continuous (such as reporting incidents to the
Gadai, watching each othe’s property, visting the dderly, disseminating information). Our
urvey presented a podtive picture of the schemes links with the community by showing
that two thirds of them disseminated information about the scheme through the church
magazine (32%), their own newdetter (22%) or through free newspapers (12%).

The frequency of mesetings is a matter of consderable variation between schemes. About a
fifth of schemes never have generd meetings of members while a smilar proportion meet
about Sx times a year. Two thirds of scheme organisers never have separate meetings from
the meding of adl membes Community Alet schemes meest more frequently than
Neighbourhood Watch schemes dthough we do not know how many attend these meetings.

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert are designed to build a bridge between the
Gadai and the community and scheme organisers bedieve that they are effective in this
regard. Most scheme organisers - about nine out of ten - know thelr Liaison Garda by name
and sx out of ten have heard from the Liason Garda a least once in the previous three
months. Gardal are regular attenders at scheme meetings - particularlly mesetings of members
as didinct from meetings of scheme organisers - and usualy make a presentation at those
meetings. However it is important to record that Gardai seem to stay in more regular contact
with Community Alert schemes than with Neighbourhood Watch schemes. We do not know
if this reflects a lack of commitment by the Gardai or by the schemes. However it may affect
the overdl vitdity of the schemes as well as relations between the schemes and the Gardai.

The Garda input to the schemes was highly rated by the scheme organisers in the sample
dthough some weeknesses were dso identified. Most scheme organisers have supplied
information on suspicious activities to the Gardai and fed appreciated for doing s0. Garda
feedback is invariably appreciated by scheme organisers but no feedback was given in four
out of ten cases. The Garda presentation is often the centre piece of scheme meetings and is
seen by mogt scheme organisers as useful.  Scheme organisers believe that the Gardai are
committed to Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert, paticulaly a locd level but are
less sure aout the nationd commitment. The centrd role of the Gardai in  supporting the
schemes is underlined by the belief - shared by the vast mgority of scheme organisers - that
the schemes could not, and should not, be run without the Gardai. In this regard, eight out of
ten scheme organisars - paticulaly those in Community Alert areas - expressed satisfaction
with the Garda input to the schemes. At the same time there was adso widespread support for
a more active role by the Gardai in supporting schemes through improved information about
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crime and more feedback on suspicious activities as wel as more resource materids such as
an indruction manud, video and training.

Our survey dso reveded tha two out of every three schemes tend to operate in reldive
isolation without contacting other schemes or networks of schemes, Neighbourhood Watch
schemes tend to have even less contact than Community Alert schemes.  About 350
Community Alert schemes are dfilisted to Muintir na Tire and it gppears tha about two
thirds of these participated in the postal survey.

We have suggested throughout this chapter that the schemes in our sample are probably the
more active ones, our andysis of scheme meetings and contacts between schemes and Gardai
would seem to suggest this. Scheme organisers too have a high levd of interest and
enthusaan for the scheme. They ae dso drong beievers in the effectiveness of the
schemes paticularly in areas such as home security, display of gickers, cregting awareness
of vulnerable people in the community, and hedping people to fed less isolaed and more
sae.  In gened, bdief in the effectiveness of the schemes is much higher among
Community Alert than among Neighbourhood Watch particularly on issues such as reducing
fear, isolaion and insecurity in the home. Bdief in the effectiveness of the schemes is not
the same as actual effectiveness however.

These results raise three core issues about Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert. The
first concerns targeting of the schemes. The second concerns the purpose of schemes and the
third concerns differences in the Garda input to Neighbourhood Watch and Community
Alert. Each of these will now be addressed in turn.

2.12.2 Targeting of Schemes

The introduction of Neighbourhood Weatch and Community Alet in the mid-1980s was
prompted, inter dia, by two rdaivey diffeent ssts of problems. Community Alet was
introduced as a way of countering the fear experienced by many dderly people in isolated
rural areas following a spate of violent atacks a that time. The scheme has remained
relatively close to this founding ethos and, like many community organisaions in rurd
Irdland, it tends to be run by men who are ether farmers or professonas. These scheme
organisars are strongly committed to Community Alert and are well supported in that by the
Gardai. The situation with regard to Neighbourhood Watch however is quite different.

In urban areas, Neighbourhood Watch was seen as a way for the Gardai to build bridges
back into disadvantaged urban communities where drug use and related crime were causing
growing dienation between the Gadai and the community. We now know that
Neighbourhood Waich was never introduced into those aress - and is Hill regarded with
suspicion if not digma in many of these communities - and the problems of drugs and drug-
relaed crime have, if anything, got worse since then. Instead, Neighbourhood Watch found
richer soil in middie class areas which had a pre-exiting community infradructure and a
leadership capacity among predominantly middle class scheme organisers, even in aress
where there is a higher proportion of local authority resdents. As we have seen, crime is not
usudly a serious problem in these areas dthough there are nuisances, as perceived by
schemes organisers, such as rubbish, teenagers hanging around and under-age drinking.

None of this implies a criticism of Neighbourhood Waich but it is a reminder that the scheme
was desgned as a solution to a very different and possibly more serious set of problems than
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the ones confronting the typical Neighbourhood Watch area.  This raises two related issues.

Firg, what is to be done about community policing in the most disadvantaged urban aress
where Neighbourhood Watch is clearly not an appropricte solution? The answer to that
guestion is outside the remit of this study but is no less important because of that. We assert
only that any form of community policing in these areas must be built on solid principles of
community development such as patnership, paticipaion, community enhancement and
cgpecity building.  Second, how might Neighbourhood Watch - and Community Alert - be
developed further in those areas where it dready has a strong foothold so that it can become
a more effective ingrument of community policing for those areas? We know that these
schemes ae most auited to stable communities with good community infrastructure and
leadership where crime per se is not a serious problem; it is less clear what exactly their brief

should be. That is the issue which we now address.

2.12.3 Purpose of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert, as we saw in Chapter One, has many
objectives. This has the advantage of cresating a broad agenda of action which can be tailored
by each scheme according to local circumstances. However it can dso be a dangerous
garting point since the core problem which the schemes are designed to address is left vague
and undefined. For example, we know that the firs two objectives of the schemes are to
reduce and prevent crime but we aso know from our posta survey of scheme organisers that
crime is not perceved as a serious problem in scheme areas. We aso know this from our
national survey of the population described in Chapter Five. This therefore raises a doubt as
to whether it is gppropriate to formulate the purpose of Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert in terms of these objectives.

The data presented in this chapter suggests that what most scheme organisers want from
these schemes is befter contact and communication with the Gardai. We have seen that
Gardal are good attenders at scheme meetings and their presentations at those meetings were
seen as useful. Mogt scheme organisers have aso reported suspicious activities to the Gardal
and are dways appreciative of feedback when it is given; in four out of ten cases, however
there is no feedback and virtudly every scheme organiser would like this rectified. Scheme
organisers were adso clear in cdling for a greater Garda input to the schemes in the form of
more information on crime daidics and suspicious activities as wdl as more resource
materids such as an ingruction manud, avideo and training.

These pieces of evidence suggest that scheme organisers have a view of community policing
which requires a greater willingness by the Gardai to share information and to be more open
and supportive. In this regard, the views of scheme organisers are probably not very
different to those which people generdly have about State services. In dl areas of public
svice ddivery there is a growing expectation that the service will be as open and
accountable as possible - within the limits of operationd effectiveness, client confidentidity,
and resources - and will take account of the needs of the client and customer.

We know from its five year Corporate Strategy Policy Document (Garda Siochana, 1993)
that community policing is a core dement in the Garda Siochana's vison of its work. In tha
document, it describes its misson in terms of working “with community support ... to
encourage and advise the community on how best to protect their persons and property from
cimind behaviour” (Ibid, p.6). The methods for implementing this misson d<atement
incude “maintaining didogue with the community & large about mechanisms which reduce

Page 55



Police and Community: An Evaluation of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

crime exposure and develop community-based crime prevention programmes’ (lbid, p.7) as
wel as “progressng the implementation of Community Policing in urban and rurd arees’
(Ibid, p.9).

We dso know that the Department of Justice, Equdity and Law Reform has expressed a
commitment to community involvement in tackling crime through its Discusson Peper -
Tackling Crime - published in May 1997 (Depatment of Justice, Equdity and Law Reform,
1997). This commitment is based on respect for locad knowledge and experience and an
awareness of the need for partnership between the Gardai and the community. According to
the Discusson Peper, “probably the most vauable product of effective consultation and
involvement is that it creates a sense that, with broadly-based co-operation, something can
actudly be done about crime. The battle againg crime will remain an uphill druggle for as
long as it is seen as the task only of Gardai, Courts and Prisons - ‘someone se's job’”
(Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform, 1997, p.141).

We see a need to aticulate this vison more clearly in the context of Neighbourhood Waich
and Community Alert so that these schemes become part of a broader strategy of making the
Garda Siochdna more responsive to the needs of the community and ensuring a partnership
goproach to the prevention and detection of crime. As things stand at present, it is our
impression, despite the papable goodwill and effort which the Gardai show towards the
schemes, that there is a tendency to place responshility for this partnership on the
community rather than on the Gardai. Clearly the sKkills and resources of both parties in this
arangement are quite unequal and it is our view tha the Gardai could be - and should be -
more proactive in building a patnership with the communities it sarves.  We bdieve tha
there is scope for the Gardai to teke the initiative in creating a more vibrant partnership with
the community and to show a more explicit sense of obligation to the locd community
regarding its right to be kept informed - and to be heard - about al aspects of crime and
sdfety in thar area This vison of community policing is dready embryonic within the
schemes but it has never been developed or resourced effectively; itstime may now be due.

2.12.4 Differences between Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert have the same broad objectives but dightly
different locd dructures, as explained in Chepter One. In addition, Community Alert
schemes have the benefit of a national support dructure through Muintir na Tireés five
development officers. As explained in Chapter One, there are proposals to develop a nationa
representative support structure for al Neighbourhood Watch schemes.

Agang this background it is interesting to note some sgnificant differences between the two
sets of schemes as a result of our survey. For example, we found that Gardai made less
contact with scheme organisers in Neighbourhood Waich aress, they were less frequent
attenders a Neighbourhood Watch meetings, they made fewer presentations a those
meetings, and they gave less feedback to scheme organisers who had supplied information on
uspicious activities.  In view of this it is not wholly surprising that Neighbourhood Watch
organisers were less postive about the input of the Gardai to their scheme than their
Community Alert counterparts. Neighbourhood Watch schemes were dso less active in terms
of the frequency of their meetings and this may account for the sgnificantly lower response
rate from Neighbourhood Watch schemes in this study. It is not possible to infer from this
aone that Neighbourhood Watch schemes are less active because of the lower level of Garda
input but it would merit further invedtigation. Moreover it is congdent with the findings
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reported in Chapter Three that Neighbourhood Watch Gardai tend to be assigned a larger
number of schemes than Community Alert Gardai and, even though the former spend longer
hours on schemes, the overdl input per scheme seems to less in Neighbourhood Watch than
Community Alert.

The sydemdic differences in attitudes and perceptions of schemes organisers in
Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert are aso found among Gardai assigned to those
schemes. In both cases it is difficult to know if the differences are ttributable to the schemes
themsdves or to the different crime, policing and community contexts which prevail in urban
and rurd Irdand. Whichever is the case, it would be worth examining this matter further to
determine if different support arrangements are appropriate for Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert. Accordingly, we see a need for the Garda Siochana to look more closdy
a how the force supports Neighbourhood Watch and to examine its commitment to these
schemesin the light of amore fully developed mode of community policing.
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Chapter Three

Per spectives of Gardai

31 I ntroduction

This chapter describes Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert from the perspective of
the Garda Siochana. It is based on a posta survey of 1,400 Gardai which yielded 734
completed questionnaires, this is a response rate of 52% and is equivaent to about 7% of the
entire force.  Accordingly, this is a strong sample in terms of response rate and absolute
numbers and provides a solid bass for undestanding the Garda perspective on
Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert.

We begin the anadyss by describing the compogtion of the sample (section 3.2) and its
characteristics (section 3.3). The Garda input to Neghbourhood Watch and Community
Alet is described in section 34.  We then report on how the Gardai perceive the
effectiveness of these schemes (section 3.5), ther assessment of the role of Muintir na Tire
(section 36) and ther overdl atitudes to the schemes (section 3.7). We dso explore
individua and corporate dtitudes to community policing within the Garda Siochana (section
3.8). Findly, the man findings and conclusons to emerge from the chepter are drawn
together in section 3.9.

3.2  Compostion of the Sample

The dze and compogtion of the sample ae summarised in Table 3.21. The sample
diginguishes between two basic categories of Gardai: Liaison Gardai and Non-Liaison
Gardal. Liaison Gardai are defined as those who have ever liased with a Neighbourhood
Waetch or Community Alert scheme or been involved in community reaions work (which
comprise 60% of the tota) while Non-Liaison Gardai are defined as those who have never
been involved with schemes or with community relations work (which comprise 40% of the
totd). The sample dso didinguishes between Lidason Gadai who lidse with
Neighbourhood Watch (23%), those who liaise with Community Alert (29%) and those who
liase with neither but are, or have been, involved in community relaions work (14%); our
sample included a smdl number of Liason Gardai (63) who liaised with both schemes and
we recoded these into Neighbourhood Watch or Community Alert according to the largest
number of schemeswith which they liaised.

Page 58



Police and Community: An Evaluation of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

Table3.2.1 Characteristics of the Sample of Garda Siochana (%)

Category Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All

NW | CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total

Number of Gardai sampled - - - 700 | 700 | 1,400
No of completed questionnaires 169 | 174 | 101 | 444 | 290 | 734
Response rate (%) - - - 63 41 52
% questionnaires in each category 23 23 14 60 40 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardal
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

NW= Gardai (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes, CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardal.

We propose to use this classfication of the sample throughout the chapter in order to see if
Gardai in these different postions have different atitudes to the schemes and to community
policing in generad. We now look a other characterigtics of the sample by describing the
age, sex, rank, region and years of service of the Gardai in each category.

3.3  Characteristics of the Sample

Table 3.3.1 summarises the main characteristics of Gardai in each category of the sample
This reveds that Liason Gadai ae dightly older than Non-Liason Gardai and this is
accounted for by the fact that Gardai liaisng with Community Alet schemes are markedly
older than Gardai liasing with Neighbourhood Watch schemes. Nine out of ten Gardai in the
sample are men but there is a higher proportion of women Gardai involved in Neighbourhood
Watch than Community Alet. Eight out of ten members in the sample are Garda rank,
smilar to the proportion in the entire force. Gardal liaisng with Community Alert are more
likdy to be sergeants than Gardai liasng with Neighbourhood Watch.  The Dublin
Metropolitan Area, while having the highest proportion of Gardai (23%) in the sample, is
ggnificantly under-represented by comparison with the proportion of the force in this region
(37%). All other regions have a higher proportion of Gardai in the sample than their
corresponding proportion in the force; neverthdess the sample contains a good regiond
dispersd of Gardai throughout the country. Liaison Gardai tend to have dightly more years
of service than Non-Liaison Gardai while Community Alert Gardai tend to have considerably
more years of service than Neighbourhood Watch Gardai.
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Table3.3.1 Main Characteristics of the Sample of Garda Siochana (%)

Category Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All
NW | CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total

Aged thirty five and over 65 80 71 72 65 69
Men 92 98 91 94 89 92
Rank of Garda 90 79 67 81 77 79
Rank of Sergeant 9 20 31 18 22 20
Dublin (DMA) Region 25 1 33 17 31 23
Average per each other Region 19 19 13 17 14 19
Ten years service and over 71 88 80 80 73 77
Total (%)* - - - - - -

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardal
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

NW= Gardai (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes, CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardal.

*The totals are not cumulative because they are not additive.

34  Gardalnput to Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

This section describes the Garda input to Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alet - as
reported by Liaison Gardai - in terms of number of schemes assgned, number of hours spent
on scheme activities per month, activities involved in liasng with schemes as wdl as other
community activities of the Gardai which are not directly related to the schemes.

3.4.1 Number of Schemes Assgned to Each Garda

Table 3.4.1 summarises the number of schemes assgned to each Garda.  From this it emerges
that Neighbourhood Waich Gardai tend to be assgned more schemes than Community Alert
Gardai. A fifth (20%) of Neighbourhood Watch Gardai have responsbility for four or more
schemes compared to one twentieth (5%) of Community Alert Gardai; smilarly, sx out of
ten (62%) Community Alet Gardai have responshility for one scheme each compared to
five out of ten (48%) Neighbourhood Watch Gardai.

Table3.4.1 Number of Schemes Assigned to Each Garda (%)

Category NW CA
One 48 62
Two 13 22
Three 5 8
Four or more 20 5
Not stated 14 3
Total (%) 100 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardal
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

NW= Gardai (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes; CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes.
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3.4.2 Number of Hours Spent on Scheme Activitiesin Past Month

Table 3.4.2 summarises the number of hours spent by Gardai on schemes in the past month;
gnce the data was collected in February and March 1998, the “past month” refers to
December 1997 and January 1998. The quedtionnaire invited Gardai to estimate the tota
amount of time spent on a range of scheme-rdated activities. This is not the mog rdigble
method for estimating how time is spent - time sheets completed on a dally or weekly bass
would be much more rdiable - but is used here only as an gpproximate estimate of how much
time is spent on the schemes. It is dso noteworthy that the “means’ or “averages’ in Table
3.4.2 are based on a didribution that varies widely and this suggests caution in extrapolating
from the data.

Table3.4.2 Didribution of Garda Hours Between Scheme Activities (%)

Category NW (Hours) CA (Hours) Total (Hours)
M ean % Mean % M ean %
Vigting dderly 3.6 28 5.0 45 4.3 36
Mesting scheme organisers 3.3 26 35 31 34 28
Correspondence re scheme 14 11 0.9 8 12 10
Promotions 1.2 9 0.6 5 0.9 8
Didributing lesflets 0.7 6 0.3 3 0.5 4
Other 2.6 20 0.9 8 1.7 14
Total (%) 12.8 100 11.2 100 12.0 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardal.

NW= Gardal (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes, CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes.

Neighbourhood Watch Gardai spend dightly longer on scheme activities (12.8 hours per
month, equivaent to 8% of their time) compared to Community Alert Gardai (11.2 hours per
month, equivaent to 7% of their time) and this is probably related to the fact, as reveded in
the previous sub-section, that Neighbourhood Watch Gardai tend to have a larger number of
schemes than Community Alert schemes.  This in tun may hdp to explan the finding,
reported in Chapter Two, that the overall Garda input per scheme - as percelved by scheme
organisers - tends to be lessin Neighbourhood Watch than in Community Alert.

3.4.3 Attendance at Scheme M eetings

Table 34.3 summarises the frequency of attending dl scheme meetings by Gardai. This
reveds tha most Gadal dways or usudly atend dl scheme medings Community Alert
Gadai are more likely than Neighbourhood Watch Gardai to attend scheme meetings
“dways’. This should be seen in the context, reveded in Chapter Two, that Community
Alert schemes hold more meetings than Neighbourhood Watch schemes.
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Table3.4.3 Frequency of Attending All Scheme M eetings (%)

Category NW CA
Always 36 57
Usudly 44 30
Occasondly 9 10
Rarely 5 1
Never 6 1
Don’t know 0 1
Total (%) 100 | 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

NW= Gardai (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes, CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes.

3.4.4 Involvement in Other Community Activity

Table 34.4 desribes the involvement of Gardai in other community activity; for those
Gada assgned to Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert, this involves activities -
most notably sports clubs, youth clubs and schools - which are unrdated to these schemes.
The picture which emerges shows that Liason Gardai tend to be sgnificantly more involved
in community activities (63%) compared to Non-Liaison Gardai (35%). Community Alert
Gadai ae the mog involved in community activities (69%) followed cdosdy by
Neighbourhood Watch Gardai (62%).

Table3.4.4 Gardalnvolvement in Other Community Activity (%)

Category Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All
NW | CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total
Gardai involved 62 69 56 63 35 52
Gardai not involved 38 31 44 37 65 48
Total (%) 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardal
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

NW= Gardai (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes, CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardal.

35 Garda Assessment of Scheme Effectiveness

We now presert the Garda assessment of the effectiveness of Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert. We firg asked them to rate the effectiveness of the schemes in achieving
each of their objectives and then asked about the benefits to the Gardai in terms of improved
information on suspicious or crimind activities We present the realts in each of the
following sub-sections.

Table 35.1 summarises the views of Gardai on the effectiveness of schemes in achieving
their objectives. The results show that Gardai believe srongly in the effectiveness of these
schemes. Between eight and nine out of ten beieve that the schemes ae effective in
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achieving ther core objectives such as feding less isolated (89%), improved home security
(88%), increased awareness of crime and of vulnerable people (87%), feding safer (86%) as
well a more community involvement in the prevention of crime (80%). A smilar levd of
belief in the effectiveness of the schemes was displayed by scheme organisers (see Chapter
Two). There is reativey little varigion between Gardai in the different categories dthough
Community Alet Gardai are more convinced about the effectiveness of the schemes than
Neighbourhood Watch Gardai.

Table3.5.1 Effectivenessof Schemesin Achieving Their Objectives (%)

Schemes Effective or Very Effective Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All
in Achieving These Objectives NW | CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total
Fed lessisolated 88 96 91 92 84 89
Home security 89 92 87 90 86 88
Aware of vulnerable 87 92 85 88 85 87
Crime awareness 87 94 80 88 85 87
Feding safer 83 94 84 90 81 86
Community involved 84 89 85 86 81 80
Preventing crime 83 85 81 83 75 80
Display stickers 82 77 86 80 76 79
Reducing crime 79 82 80 80 74 78
Informing Gardai 83 70 78 81 72 78
Marking property 76 70 67 72 66 69
Improve qudity of life 68 80 60 71 56 65
SHf-hdp 47 57 56 53 50 52
Helping crime victims 57 61 52 57 44 52
Total (%)* - - - - - -

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardal.

NW= Gardai (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes, CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardai. *Thetotals are not cumulative because they are not additive.

3.5.2 Impact of Schemeson Quantity of Garda Information

Table 35.2 summarises the views of Gardai on information produced by the schemes. About
gx out of ten Gadai beieve that schemes increese “by a little’ ther informaion on
suspicious activities while a third believe that it increases “by a lot”; very few Gardai (6%)
believe that schemes produce no increase in Garda information. Liaison and Non-Liason
Gadai are very smilar in ther views on this matter.
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Table3.5.2 Do SchemesIncrease Garda I nformation on Suspicious Activities? (%)

Do schemesincrease Garda Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All
information on suspicious activities? NW | CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total
A lot 38 42 38 39 26 34
A little 55 52 59 55 66 59
None 6 9 3 5 6 6
Don’t know 1 0 0 1 2 1
Total (%) 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardal.

NW= Gardai (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes; CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardai.

3.5.3 Impact of Schemeson Quality of Garda I nformation

Table 35.3 summarises the views of Gardai on the qudity of information produced by the
schemes. The pattern of response is very smilar to the previous sub-section and shows that
gx out of ten Gardai believe that the information yidded by schemes is useful while one
third believes that it is not paticularly useful. Liaison and Non-Liason Gardai share smilar
views in this regard. It is worth noting that “information” and “intdligence’ ae quite
different from the perspective of Gardai and, as our case dtudies reveded, schemes rarey
produce “intelligence” which would lead to a conviction in court (see Chapter Four).

Table3.5.3 Quality of Garda Information Produced by Schemes (%)

Quality of Information on Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All
Suspicious Activities NW | CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total
Ussful 67 66 62 66 57 62
Not particularly useful 29 32 35 32 38 34
Usdess 4 2 3 3 5 4
Total (%) 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

NW= Gardal (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes, CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardai.

3.6 Garda Assessment of Muintir na Tire Role

As dready indicated, Muintir na Tire has a specid role in promoting and developing
Community Alert schemes through its five devdopment officers. In this section, we present
the views of those Gardai who are involved with Community Alert schemes on Muirtir na
Tire srole in establishing and supporting those schemes.

3.6.1 Assessing Muintir naTire'sRolein Establishing Schemes
Table 3.6.1 summarises the views of Community Alert Gardai on the present role of Muintir
na Tire in edablishing schemes.  This reveds that sx out of ten Gardai see Muintir na Tire as
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playing a hepful role in establishing schemes.  If the “don’'t knows’ are excluded, this rises
to saven out of ten.

Table3.6.1 Roleof Muintir naTirein Establishing Schemes (%)

Helpful or Irrelevant? CA
Moastly hepful 34
Hepful 25
Modly irrdevant 24
Don't know 17
Total (%) 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with Community Alert schemes.

We aso asked Community Alert Gardai about the role which they would see for Muintir na
Tire in the future regarding the setting up of schemes. Ther responses, as summarised in
Table 3.6.2, shows that Sx out of ten Gardai would like Muintir na Tire to play an increased
role in establishing schemes.  Only one in ten Gardai would like Muintir na Tire to play a
reduced role or norole at al.

Table3.6.2 FutureRole Envisaged for Muintir na Tirein Establishing Schemes (%)

Helpful or Irrelevant? CA
Increased role 58
Unchanged role 33
Reduced role 3
Norole 6
Total (%) 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardal
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai. CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes.

3.6.2 Assessing Muintir naTire'sRolein Supporting Schemes

Table 3.6.3 summarises the views of Community Alert Gardai on the present role of Muintir
na Tire in supporting schemes.  The picture is Smilar to the previous sub-section with Sx out
of ten seeing their role as helpful. If the “don’'t knows’ are excluded, this rises to seven out
of ten.

Table3.6.3 Roleof Muintir naTirein Supporting Schemes (%)

Helpful or Irrelevant? CA
Modtly hepful 28
Hepful 31
Modly irrdevant 26
Don't know 15
Total (%) 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.
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CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with Community Alert schemes.

In line with this more than Sx out of ten Community Alet Gardai would like to see an
increased role for Muintir na Tire in supporting schemes.  Three in ten would like to see its
present role continued unchanged.

Table3.6.4 FutureRole Envisaged for Muintir na Tirein Supporting Schemes (%)

Helpful or Irrelevant? CA
Increased role 65
Unchanged role 29
Reduced role 1
Norole 6
Total (%) 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardal
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with Community Alert schemes.

3.6.3 Comparative Effectiveness of Schemes Assisted by Muintir naTire

Gardai were dso asked if, in ther experience, Community Alert schemes which had the
involvement of Muintir na Tire were more effective than Community Alert schemes which
had no such involvement. Their answers, which are summarised in Table 3.6.5, indicate that
schemes tend to be more effective if they have an involvement from Muintir na Tire in fact,
gx out of ten Gardai believe that Community Alert schemes are more effective if they have
Muintir naTire involvement.

Table3.6.5 Effectivenessof Schemes Assisted by Muintir na Tire Compared to Other

Schemes (%)
Helpful or Irrdevant? CA
More effective 58
Aseffective 37
Less effective 5
Total (%) 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardal
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with Community Alert schemes.

3.6.4 Summary

This section has shown that six out of ten Gardai see Muintir na Tire as playing a helpful role
in establishing and supporting schemes and would like to see this role increased in the future.
A smilar proportion believe tha Community Alert schemes are more effective if they have
Muintir na Tire involvement.

3.7  GardaAttitudesto Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

This section uses two core indicators of attitude to the schemes. The first is whether the
Gada's attitude is podtive, negative or indifferent. The second measures the Garda's
responses to a st of typica statements about the schemes. We dso ask Gardai about their
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dtitudes to civilian patrolling within scheme areas.  We present the results in each of the
following sub-sections.

3.7.1 General Digposition Towards Schemes

Table 3.7.1 summarises the generd disposition of Gardai to the schemes. This shows tha
there is a pogtive attitude to the schemes among three quarters of the force. The postive
atitude is stronger among Liaison Gardai (80%) than Non-Liaison Gardai (64%). It is dso
higher among Community Alet Gardai (85%) than among Neighbourhood Watch Gardai
(76%). It is noteworthy however that a third (34%) of NonLiason Gardai appear to
indifferent to the schemes.

Table3.7.1 What isyour Attitudeto the Schemes? (%)

Attitudeto Schemes Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All
NW CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total
Pogitive atitude to schemes 76 85 78 80 64 74
Indifferent attitude to schemes 23 13 19 18 34 24
Negative attitude to schemes 1 2 3 2 2 2
Total (%) 100 100 | 100 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardal.

NW= Gardal (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes; CA= Gardal (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but ae, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardai.

3.7.2 Garda Attitudes Towards Schemes

Garda attitudes to the schemes were dso measured by presenting them with 12 attitude
datements and inviting them to agree or disagree on a scae from one to five. The responses
were factor andysed and this produced two core attitudes as summarised in Table 3.7.2 (see
Table A3.1 in the gopendix to this chepter for the level of agreement with each atitude
datement and Table A3.2 for the factor loadings associated with each attitude statement).
This andyds is based on the assumption that an dtitude is a multi-dimensond entity
involving a cluster of beliefs. These clusters are represented by the 12 attitude Statements
and the purpose of factor andyss is to measure the degree of datitica association between
the 12 attitude statements and the underlying attitude. The degree of association is measured
by the sze of the factor loading which varies from plus to minus one; the closer the factor
loading to plus or minus one on each dtitude statement, the stronger its Satisticdl association
with the underlying attitude factor. Once the level of datistical association for eech attitude
gatement has been established, the percent supporting each “attitude cluster” is caculated by
averaging the support for each individud datement in that “attitude cluser”. This is done in
Table 3.7.2 and reveds tha three quarters of dl Gardai are positive about community-based
policing schemes. In practice, this means that these Gardai believe the schemes are a good
idea and require more manpower a loca leved; they dso believe that the community has to
take more responghility for policing and that young people would not commit crime if they
had something better to do. This dtitude cluster indicates both a commitment to community
policing schemes and an implication that it is not being fully implemented in practice A
much smdler proportion of Gardai (18%) seem to be opposed to community-based policing
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schemes essentially because they see crime detection and prevention as the business of the
Gardai and not the community.

Table3.7.2 General Attitude of Gardai to Schemes (%)

Category Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All
NW | CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total
Pro community-based policing schemes 75 76 78 75 71 74
Anti community-based policing schemes 19 14 16 16 20 18
Total (%)* - - - - - -

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

NW= Gardai (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes;, CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardai. * The totals are not cumulative because they are not additive.

3.7.3 Attitudeto Civilian Patrolling by Schemes

Table 3.7.3 summarises the dtitudes of Gardai to civilian patrolling by schemes. This shows
that approximately six out of every ten Gardai - both Liaison and Non-Liaison - are definitely
opposed to civilian patrolling by schemes. About a third of the tota would consider it under
certain crcumdances - with the consent of, or after traning by, the Gardai - but
Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert Gardai are least enthusiastic about this.

Table3.7.3 GardaAttitudesto Civilian Patrolling by Schemes

Should NW and CA residents Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All
patrol their area? NW CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total
Definitely not 60 62 59 61 54 58
Y es, with the consent of the Gardai 13 15 18 15 17 16
Perhaps, after training by the Gardai 17 16 21 18 23 20
Y es, should be aroutine activity 10 7 2 7 6 6
Total (%) 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

NW= Gardai (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes; CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardai.

We dso asked this question of scheme organisers and the results are summarised in Table
3.7.4. This shows that they too share very smilar views to the Gardai in being opposed to
civilian patrolsin their area.
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Table3.7.4 Attitudesof Scheme Organisersto Civilian Patrolling by Schemes (%)

Should NW and CA residents patrol their NW CA Total
area?

Definitdy not 57 54 56
Y es, with the consent of the Gardai 14 19 16
Perhaps, after training by the Gardai 23 24 23
Y es, should be aroutine activity 6 3 5
Total (%) 100 100 100

Based on a postal survey of al (3,459) scheme organisers in November and December 1997 which yielded a
response from 827 schemes (24% of al schemes): 455 of these were NW (20% of such schemes) and 372 were
CA (33% of such schemes). NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

3.7.4 Summary

Our andyss in this section has shown that there is a widespread pogtive titude to the
schemes among a least three quarters of the sample with higher support among Community
Alet Gardai (85%) than among Neighbourhood Watch Gardai (76%). Our andyss dso
found, following a factor andysis of 12 atitude dtatements, that three quarters of al Gardai
are in favour of community-based policing schemes, they believe the schemes are a good
idea and require more manpower a loca level but they dso believe tha the community has
to take more respongbility for policing and that young people would not commit crime if
they had something better to do. This atitude cluster indicates both a commitment to
community-based policing schemes and an implication thet it is not being fully implemented
in practice.  Approximately sx out of every ten Gardai - both Liaison and NortLiaison - are
definitdy opposed to civilian patralling by schemes while a third would consder it if it was
done with the consent of, or after training by, the Gardai; scheme organisers have very
gmilar views on thisissue.

3.8  GardaAttitudesto Community Policing

We know from our review of literature in Chapter One that the success of community
policing is determined in part by the attitudes of Gardai to this type of work and its status vis
a vis other types of police work. In view of this we asked Gardai to rate a number of different
police activities from the perspective of ther own understanding of policing as well as their
relaive importance within the Garda Siochana generdly. We aso asked about the impact of
community policing on a Garda's promotional prospects. The results of these inquiries are
summarised in the following subsections.

3.8.1 Individual and “Corporate’ Attitudesto Different Police Activities

Table 3.8.1 summarises the views of Gardai on the rdative importance which they attribute
as individuds to different police activities This shows thet virtudly dl Gadai believe that
the most important police activities are the detection and prevention of crime (98%) followed
closely by public order policing (96%). Community policing is a priority for nine out of ten
Gardai and is seen as more important than traffic policing. There is a driking condstency
and uniformity among Gadai in terms of the rddive importance of different police
activities.
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Table3.8.1 Importance of Different Police Activities as Seen by Gardai (%)

Important or Very Important Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All
Police Activities NW CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total
Detection of crime 99 99 98 99 98 98
Prevention of crime 99 98 99 99 98 98
Public order policing 98 96 98 97 94 96
Community policing 90 91 92 91 85 89
Treffic policing 88 88 88 88 86 87
Total (%)* - - - - - -

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

NW= Gardai (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes, CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardai. * The totals are not cumulative because they are not additive.

Each Garda was aso asked to edimate how these different activities were perceved
corporately within the force, teking into account their understanding of Garda Siochana
policy. The results, which are summarised in Table 3.8.2, show a driking contrast between
the policing priorities of individud Gardai and ther perception of corporate policing
priorities within the Garda Siochana Overdl, individud Gardai believe that the force as a
corporate entity gives much less priority to community policing relaive to other policing
activities than they do themsdves as individuad Gadai. Gada beieve that community
policing has the lowest corporate priority within the force and is separated by a wide gep in
importance from other policing activities. Indeed the perception of Gardal is that the force
gves dightly grester corporate priority to traffic policing over public order policing and
crime prevention and much grester priority over community policing. This does not imply
that the perceptions of Gardai are correct regarding the corporate priorities of the Garda
Siochana - dthough they are in a better podtion to judge than most - but it is probably an
important perception in terms of influencing their behaviour within the force.  Thus it would
gopear that individud Gardai are much more committed to the idea of community policing
than the corporate entity of the Garda Siochana for which they work.
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Table3.8.2 Importance of Different Police Activities as Seen from the Overall
Per spective of Policy in the Garda Siochana (%)

Important or Very Important Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All
Police Activities NW CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total
Detection of crime 91 95 91 93 93 93
Treffic policing 83 90 85 86 81 84
Public order policing 80 90 78 83 79 82
Prevention of crime 81 82 83 82 83 82
Community policing 61 66 65 64 69 66
Total (%)* - - - - - -

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

NW= Gardai (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes, CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardai. * The totals are not cumul ative because they are not additive.

3.8.2 Influence of Community Policing on Garda Promations

Table 3.8.3 summarises the views of Gardai on the impact of community policing on their
promotional progpects within the force. The results show two bodies of dmost equdly
divided opinion: those (43%) who bedieve tha community policing heps a Gardas
promotiona prospects and those (49%) who bdieve that it neither helps nor hinders. While
few (8%) bdieve that community policing hinders promotiona prospects, the two bodies of
opinion suggest that there is some ambiguity within the corporate culture of the Garda
Siochdna about the esteem in which community policing is hdd. This view is supported by
the findings dted in the previous sub-section which suggest tha community policing is held
in much lower corporate esteem than other policing activities.

Table3.8.3 Influence of Community Policing on Garda Promotions (%)

Does community policing help or Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All
hinder promotional prospects? NW | CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total
Helps 32 41 55 41 46 43
Hinders 10 10 4 8 8 8
Neither helps nor hinders 58 49 41 51 46 49
Total (%) 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 100

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.

NW= Gardal (169) who liaise with Neighbourhood Watch schemes, CA= Gardai (174) who liaise with
Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai (101) who liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community
Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in community relations work; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not
Liaison Gardai.

3.8.3 Summary

There is dmost complete unanimity among Gardai in the top priority which they atach to the
detection and prevention of cime and to public order policing.  However community
policing is aso a priority for nine out of ten Gardai. The priorities of individud Gardai are
not necessrily those of the corporate entity - the Garda Siochédna - to which they belong.
Indeed our results show a remarkable contrast between the policing priorities of individua
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Gardai and their perception of the force's corporate policing priorities.  Individua Gardai
believe that the force as a corporate entity gives much less priority to community policng
relative to other policing activities than they do themsdves. Gardai believe that community
policing has the lowest corporate priority within the force and is separated by a wide gep in
importance from other policing activities. The tenson between individud and corporate
policing priorities - as perceived by the Gardai in our sample - is dso mirrored in their views
about whether community policing helps or hinders one's promotional prospects within the
force: some (43%) believe that community policing helps a Garda's promotiona prospects
while others (49%) believe that it neither helps nor hinders. This result suggedts that there is
some ambiguity within the corporate culture of the Garda Siochdna about the esteem in
which community policing is held.

3.9 Summary and Conclusion

This chapter andysed Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert from the perspective of
members of the Garda Siochana. It was based on a posta survey of 1,400 Gardai which
yidlded 734 completed questionnaires, this is a response rate of 52% and is equivadent to
about 7% of the entire force. Accordingly, this is a strong sample in terms of response rete
and absolute numbers and provides a solid basis for understanding the Garda perspective on
Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert. For the purpose of the andyss, the sample
was divided into two basic categories of Gardai: Liaison Gardai and Non-Liaison Gardal.
Liason Gardai are defined as those who have ever liaised with a Neighbourhood Watch or
Community Alert scheme or been involved in community relations work (which comprise
60% of the totd sample) while Non-Liaison Gardai are defined as those who have never been
involved with schemes or with community relaions work (which comprise 40% of the tota
sample).

3.9.1 Main Results

Our andysis of the characterisics of the sample reveded that Liaison Gardai are dightly
older than Non-Liaison Gardai and this is accounted for by the fact that Gardai liasng with
Community Alet schemes are markedly older than Gardai liasing with Neghbourhood
Wach schemes. Nine out of ten Gadai in the sample are men but there is a higher
proportion of women Gardai involved in Neghbourhood Watch than Community Alert.
Eight out of ten members in the sample are Garda rank, smilar to the proportion in the entire
force. Gadal liasing with Community Alert are more likely to be sergeants than Gardai
liasng with Neighbourhood Weach. The Dublin Metropolitan Area, while having the
highest proportion of Gardai (23%) in the sample, is dgnificantly under-represented by
comparison with the proportion of the force in this region (37%). All other regions have a
higher proportion of Gardai in the sample than their corresponding proportion in the force;
neverthdess the sample contains a good regiond dispersa of Gardai throughout the country.
Liason Gardai tend to have dightly more years of service than Non-Liason Gardai while
Community Alet Gadai tend to have condderably more years of sarvice than
Neighbourhood Watch Gardai.

We andysed the Garda input to both schemes and found that that Neighbourhood Watch
Gada tend to be assigned more schemes than Community Alet Gardai dthough the
magjority in both schemes tend to be assigned between one and two schemes. Perhaps because
of this, Neighbourhood Watch Gardai spend dightly longer on scheme activities (12.8 hours
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per month, equivaent to 8% of ther time) compared to Community Alert Gardai (11.2 hours
per month, equivdent to 7% of their time). This in turn may hedp to explain the finding,
reported in Chapter Two, that the overall Garda input per scheme - as perceived by scheme
organisers - tends to be less in Neighbourhood Watch than in Community Alert. Liaison
Gadai aways or usudly attend al scheme medtings and tend to be gSgnificantly more
involved in community ectivities than Non-Liaison Gardai even when scheme activities are
excluded.

The results of our survey showed tha Gardai believe drongly in the effectiveness of the
schemes.  Between eight and nine out of ten believe tha the schemes ae effective in
achieving their core objectives such as reducing the feding of beng isolated, improving
home security, increesing awareness of crime and of vulnerable people, feding safer, and
increesing community involvement in the prevention of aime A dmilar leve of bdief in
the effectiveness of the schemes was displayed by scheme organisers (see Chapter Two)
which does not, of course, prove that the schemes are in fact effective. Gardai and scheme
organisers are dso Smilar in that those involved with Community Alert are more convinced
about the effectiveness of the schemes than those involved in Neighbourhood Watch. About
gx out of ten Gardai believe that the schemes yidd a little information and a smilar number
bdieve that thisinformation is useful.

In rurd areas, Muintir na Tire has a specid role in promoting and developing Community
Alert schemes through its five development officers. We invited Gardai to assess ther role
and six out of ten Gardai reported that Muintir na Tire is playing a hdpful role in establishing
and supporting schemes and would like to see this role increased in the future. A samilar
proportion believe that Community Alert schemes are more effective if they have Muintir na
Tire involvement.

Our measurement of Garda attitudes to the schemes found that more than three quarters had a
very podtive dtitude Gardai involved with Community Alert (85%) tended to be more
postive than Gardai involved with Neighbourhood Watch (76%). Our andysis aso found,
following a factor andyss of 12 attitude statements, that three quarters of dl Gardai are in
favour of community-based policing schemes; they believe the schemes are a good idea and
require more manpower a locd levd but they dso believe that the community has to take
more responghility for policing and that young people would not commit crime if they hed
something better to do. This dtitude cluster indicates both a commitment to community
policing and an implication that it is not being fully implemented in practice.  Approximately
gx out of every ten Gardai - both Liaison and NonLiason - are definitdly opposed to
cvilian patralling by schemes while a third would congder it if it was done with the consent
of, or after training by, the Gardai; scheme organisers have very smilar views on thisissue.

We aso messured attitudes to the broader concept of community policing and its relative
importance vis a vis other policing priorities.  The top policing priorities for virtudly dl
Gadai are the deection and prevention of crime and the maintenance of public order.
However community policing is dso a priority for nine out of ten Gardai. The priorities of
individua Gardai are not necessarily those of the corporate entity - the Garda Siochdna - to
which they beong. Indeed our results show a remarkable contrast between the policing
priorities of individud Gardai and their perception of the force's corporate policing priorities.
Individua Gardai believe that the force as a corporae entity gives much less priority to
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community policing reative to other policing activities than they do themsdves. Gardal
believe that community policing has the lowest priority within the force and is separated by a
wide ggp in importance from other policing activities. The tendon between individud and
corporate policing priorities - as perceived by the Gardai in our sample - is aso mirrored in
their views about whether community policing helps or hinders one's promotional prospects
within the force some (43%) believe that community policing hdps a Garda's promotiond
prospects while others (49%) beieve that it neither helps nor hinders.  This result suggests
that there is some ambiguity within the corporate culture of the Garda Siochana about the
esteem in which community policing is held.

These results give rise to three issues which we now condgder in more detall. The three issues
ae the sanding of community policing vis a vis other policing activities within the Garda
Siochéna, the differences between Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert, and the role
which support organisations - such as Muintir na Tire and the proposed Nationd
Neighbourhood Watch Council - could play in establishing and devel oping schemes.

3.9.2 Community Palicing and the Garda Siochana

Our andyss suggests that community policing holds an unessy and ambivdent postion
within the corporate culture of the Garda Siochdna.  Individua Gardai place community
policing near the top of ther policing priorities but perceive the force itsdlf as according it a
much lower priority. This ambivaence finds expresson in divisons of opinion between
individud Gardai on the issue of whether community policing is hepful to ther promationd
prospects. As we saw in Chapter Two, it adso finds expression in the perceptions of scheme
organisrs who believe that the Garda commitment to Neghbourhood Watch and
Community Alert is much stronger & locd than a nationd leve.

The perceptions of individud Gardai regarding the @rporate priorities of the Garda Siochana
are not necessarily correct, dthough individud Gardai are probably in a better postion to
judge the dtuation than most. However the key issue here is not whether individua Garda
perceptions of corporate policy on community policing are accurate or not. It is the
perceptions themsdves that are important and the perceived lack of corporate priority
accorded to community policing is likdy to have a sgnificant effect on Garda behaviour.
This is to be expected, if only because the promotional prospects of individud Gardai are
dependant, inter dia, upon the value which is placed on different types of police work. Our
impresson is that the corporate postion of the Garda Siochdha on community policing is
itself poorly defined - as we have dready suggested in the Chapter Two - and it is often seen
in terms of a set of projects or schemes such as Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert
rather than a drategic goproach to serving the community in a spirit of partnership. In view
of this we bdieve tha any future plans for Neghbourhood Watch and Community Alert
would need to be underpinned by a more developed corporate policy on community policing
in generd, coupled with a clearer expresson of corporate commitment to community
policing a every levd of the force Othewise there is a danger of community policing
becoming little more than a public rddions exercises many of our consultations indicated
that thisis how community policing is perceived, both insde and outside the force.

3.9.3 Differences Between Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert are quite smilar schemes but are experienced
quite differently by Gardai; as we saw in Chapter Two, they are dso experienced quite
differently by scheme organisers. Neighbourhood Watch Gardai tend to be assigned dightly
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more schemes than Community Alert Gardai dthough the mgority tend to have between one
and two schemes each. Neighbourhood Watch Gardai dso spend dightly more time on the
schemes compared to Community Alert - 8% compared to 7% - athough the perception of
scheme organisers reported in Chapter Two is that Gardai maeke a greater input to
Community Alert than Neighbourhood Watch. Although dl Gardai are postively disposed
towards both sets of schemes and are convinced of their effectiveness, Community Alert
Gardai score consstently higher on these variables than Neighbourhood Watch Gardai.

It is difficult to know if the differences between Neighbourhood Waich and Community
Alet are dtributable to the schemes themsdves or to the different crime, policing and
community contexts which prevall in urban and rurd Irdand. Whichever is the case it
would be worth examining this meatter further to determine if different arrangements are
gppropriate for Neighbourhood Watch Gardai and Community Alert Gardai. By definition, a
community policing goproach must adgpt to the vaiety of locd circumstances in which
communities find themsdves.

3.9.4 Roleof Muintir naTire

Muintir na Tire was involved in sating up Community Alet. It has five deveopment
officers in five Gada regions (excluding Dublin) who ae active in esablishing and
supporting the schemes.  Our survey of Gardai in Community Alert aress found a very
positive response to the role of Muintir na Tire in establishing and supporting these schemes
and a desire among many Gardai to see this role expanded in the future.

The role of Muintir na Tire in rdation to Community Alert draws atention to the absence of
such a support organisation in relation to Neighbourhood Weatch. We have seen in Chapter
One that proposas have been advanced, following extensve consultations, to establish such
an organisation under the name, National Neighbourhood Watch Councl. As with Muintir
na Tire, we believe that there is a srong case for such a support organisation but only if the
more fundamenta issues affecting these schemes have been fully clarified and resourced.

Neighbourhood Waich and Community Alert cordlitute a mgor community resource
involving over 3500 schemes. This resource is an opportunity and a chalenge to the Garda
Siochdna because it invites a more radica commitment to community policing than seems to
be evident a present. As we show more fully in Chapter Five, it is not possble to continue
to operate these schemes without a radica re-think of what they are expected to achieve.
These schemes do not seem to be achieving what they were originadly expected to achieve
and accordingly it is necessary to ether change the expectations, change the schemes, or
change both.
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Appendix to Chapter Three

Table A3.1 Level of Agreement (%) with Each Attitude Statement

Attitude Statement LG NLG Total
1. | have no interest in getting involved in NW and CA 35 37 36
schemes
2. NW and CA schemes are very effective in preventing 79 74 77
crime
3. NW and CA schemes are awaste of time 12 14 13
4. There is nothing that can be done to reduce crime 8 8 8
5. More Gardai and longer prison sentences are te only 63 67 65
answer to crime
6. The Gardai should do more to promote and support 72 66 70
NW and CA
7. The idea of NW and CA is good but people are too 82 82 82
gpathetic
8. Young people would not commit crime if they had 59 53 56
something better to do
9. The community has to take responsbility for policing 81 78 80
itdf
10. NW and CA requires additiona Garda manpower at 82 75 79
locd leve
11. If the Gardai do their job properly, there should be no 8 14 10
need for NW and CA schemes
12. Crime is the busness of the Gada not the 11 14 12
community
Total* - - -

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them
from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardal.

LG= Liaison Gardai (444); NLG= Not Liaison Gardai (290).

*The totals are not cumulative because they are not additive.
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Table A3.2 Factor Loadings Associated with Each Attitude Statement

Attitude Statement Factor L oadings*
Factor 1 | Factor 2 | Factor 3
1. | have no interest in getting involved in NW and CA 0.6
schemes
2. NW and CA schemes are very effective in preventing -0.5
crime
3. NW and CA schemes are awadte of time 0.8
4. There is nothing that can be done to reduce crime
5. More Gardai and longer prison sentences are the only
answer to crime
6. The Gardai should do more to promote and support -04 0.5
NW and CA
7. The idea of NW ad CA is good but people are too 0.6
apathetic
8. Young people would not commit crime if they had 0.5
something better to do
9. The community has to take respongbility for policing 0.5
itsdf
10. NW and CA requires additional Garda manpower a 0.5
locd level
11. If the Gardai do their job properly, there should be no 0.6
need for NW and CA schemes
12. Crime is the busness of the Gadai not the 0.6
community
Eigen value 2.6 14 11
Per cent of variance explained 22 12 10

*The size of the factor loading varies from varies from plus to minus one; the closer the factor loading to plus or
minus one on each attitude statement, the stronger its statistical association with the underlying attitude factor.

Based on a postal survey of a randomly selected sample of 700 Liaison Gardai and 700 Non-Liaison Gardai
carried out in February and March 1998 which resulted in 734 completed questionnaires, 444 (60%) of them

from Liaison Gardai and 290 (40%) of them from Non-Liaison Gardai.
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Chapter Four

Case Studies of Neighbour hood Watch and Community Alert

41 I ntroduction

This chapter summarises the results of twelve case sudies which we caried out on SXx
Neighbourhood Watch schemes and six Community Alert schemes. Table 41.1 summarises
the location of the case studies. The sdection of schemes was informed by our desire to look
a the divergty of schemes, paticularly in terms of their sze (i.e, those with a large and
those with a amdl number of households ) and age (i.e, those long-established and those
recently established). In the case of Neighbourhood Watch, we also made our sdlection to
reflect different geographicad and socid settings such as private and public housing edtates
within Dublin as wel as smdl towns and villages in other parts of Irdland. In the case of
Community Alert, our sdection reflected different types of rurd Irdand such as places close
to towns and places which are rdatively remote from centres of population.

Table4.1.1 Case Studies of Neighbour hood Watch and Community Alert, 1997

Scheme No L ocations
Neighbourhood 6 | Dublin (3), Donegd (1), Cork county (1),
Watch Kildare county (1)

Community 6 | Cork county (1), Wexford county (1),

Alert Monaghan county (1) Gaway county (1),
Sigo county (1), Offaly county (1)

Total 12 -

Each case study involved meetings with dl rdevant Gardai in the digtrict (Garda, Sergeant
and Superintendent) as well as members of the Neghbourhood Watch or Community Alert
committee. In each case, we used the following broad template of themes to collect our
information:

Sze of scheme

profile of the community

Setting up and running the scheme

rel ations between committee and Gardai

relations between committee and the community

Garda atitudes to community policing

impact and benefits of the scheme

improvements needed.
We use these themes to present our composite findings on each category of scheme.

4.2 Size of Scheme

Table 4.2.1 summarises the number of households in each of the 12 schemes. Two festures
are worth noting. Fird, the average size of Community Alert scheme (231 households) is
dightly higher than the average size of Neighbourhood Watch Scheme (211 households).
This is not far out of line with the nationa picture which emerges from the Garda data base
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on these schemes which shows that the average sze of Community Alet Scheme is 222
households wheress the average size of Neighbourhood Watch Schemes is 158 households
(see Chapter One).

Table4.2.1 Size of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert Schemes
in Case Study Sample, 1997

Scheme Number Neighbour hood Watch Community Alert
No of Households No of Households
Scheme One 250 350
Scheme Two 130 142
Scheme Three 17 200
Scheme Four 500 320
Scheme Five 170 312
Scheme Six 200 60
Averagein Sample 211 231

Second, there is a good ded of variaion in the sze of dl schemes and this is again reflective
of the nationd picture. This would seem to reflect the flexibility which committees enjoy in
the locd definition of community for the purposes of the scheme as wdl actud differences in
the dze of thee entities All of the Community Alet schemes were co-terminus with
Catholic parishes, by contrast, the boundaries of the Neighbourhood Watch schemes tended
to be synonymous with the remit of Resdents Associations, and these in turn are shaped by
factors such as the cdudgering of houses, the age of houses and especidly ther ownership
datus. These factors probably explain why Neighbourhood Watch schemes show greater
vaidion in Sze than Community Alert schemes.

4.3  Profileof Community

All of the schemes in our sample are based in communities which are long-established -
where the resdents have been living there for 20 years and more - and are rdaively
cohesve. The resdents in al but one d the Neighbourhood Watch schemes own their own
homes. In larger urban areas, Neighbourhood Watch resdents tend to be middle aged or
older but a greater age range is to be found in the smdler towns and villages. Community
Alet areas varied from prosperous agriculturad communities to those with reatively poor
land where tourism or fishing were dternaive sources of income. These rurd, parishbased
communities were redively diverse in terms of the age and socio-economic characteristics
of the residents.

4.4  Setting up the Scheme

Table 4.4.1 summarises the year in which the scheme was set up. This reveds that most of
the schemes were set up about five years ago.
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Table4.4.1 Year That Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert Schemes
Were Established in Case Study Sample, 1997

Scheme Number Neighbour hood Watch Community Alert
Y ear Year
Scheme One 1992 1993
Scheme Two 1989 1992
Scheme Three 1991 1994
Scheme Four 1993 1993
Scheme Five 1992 1993
Scheme Six 1990 1993
Average No. Years 5 5

Haf of dl schemes - both Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert - were set up on the
initiative of the Gardai. However hdf the Neighbourhood Watch schemes were set up in
response to particular problems such as nuisance caused by gangs of youths taking drugs and
acohol, or robbing cars and abusing resdents. This contrasts with Community Alert where
haf the schemes were set up as a result of fears that an incident might hgppen.  The levels of
cime in these Community Alet areas are extremdy amdl and the desire to keep them that
way seems to be the main motivation behind setting up the schemes. “Why st up a scheme
when there is little or no crime in the area?’ we asked one committee. “Because we want to
keep it that way” was the reply.

The size of committee ranges between three and seven people.  Neighbourhood Watch
committees tend to meet on a reasonably regular bass every one to two months. In addition,
al the Neighbourhood Watch Co-ordinators in the Dublin sample have met with other Co-
ordinators in ther Gada Sub-Divison through medings organised by the Gardal.
Community Alert committees meet only during the winter months or on an informd beds if
the need aises This is condgent with another study of 15 Community Alert schemes
conducted by the Community Redations Section of the Garda Siochdna in 1995 which found
tha “on average dl schemes hdd between 2 and 4 meetings annudly” (Community
Rdations Section, 1995, p.6). Four of the sx Community Alert schemes in our case sudy
have had some contact with Muintir na Tire through one of its Deveopment Officers. Only
one of the committeesin our sample has met with other Community Alert committees.

45 Relations Between Scheme and Gardai

The Garda Siochdna support Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert through its 25
Crime Prevention Officers - one in each Garda Divison - and its 1,447 Liaison Gardai (see
Chapter One). These supports include generd information on how to set up the scheme
assigance with the survey of households, provison of ledfletls and dickers, attending
mesetings of the committee; and responding to queries as they arise. Generdly spesking, the
Liason Garda will cal upon the Garda Crime Prevention Officer for the Garda Didrict to
hep in sdting up schemes, this typicaly involves explaining the rationadle and procedures for
the scheme and the provison of leeflets and stickers.  There is however no budget for this
work at Digtrict or Sub-Didrict leve.

All the committees described ther rdations with the Gardai as very good or excdlent. All
indicated that they passed on “information” to the Gardai dthough the Gardai see this as very
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different to the type of “intelligence’ which they would need to secure a conviction in court.
However dl but two of the areas - both in Dublin - have rdativey little information to pass
on because of the low crimerate.

One of the mog vidble and practicd expressons of Garda interest in the schemes involves
atending committee medtings.  In many indances, the meetings ae built aound a
presentation by the Liaison Garda or the Garda Crime Prevention Officer on crime and police
activity in the area or a specific topic such as safety in the home, drugs, care for the ederly,
et cetera. In view of the crucial role played by Liaison Gardai in these meetings, one of them
described the schemes as “community driven but Garda directed” and this would appear to be
very apt in each of the cases sampled.

There were some complaints by committees about their relaions with the Gardai indluding:
(1) a high turnover of Liaison Gardai (2) inadequate feedback from Gardai (3) messages left
in the station are not passed on to the Liaison Garda as requested and (4) inadequate Garda
patrol in the aea.  Similar complaints were cited in the course of 59 meetings which Muintir
na Tire organised for 546 Community Alert schemes throughput the country between January
and March 1998 (Muintir na Tire, 1998, p.11). However the largest number of complaints in
our case sudies were made by the Neghbourhood Watch committee in a locd authority
edate in the inner city of Dublin which has a srious drug-related crime problem; to the best
of our knowledge, it is rdatively unusud to find schemes in aress like this. Reddents in this
area are traditionaly distrustful of the Gardai and, according to the committee, no one would
ever condgder joining the Gardai. Resdents fed that Gardai patrol the area in order to watch
them rather than protect them. The Superintendent acknowledges that Gardai have a
credibility gap in this and smilar, aeas which they need to tackle by communicating
directly with ordinary people in the community. One Garda observed that attitudes to people
living in disadvantaged areas may be pat of the problem: “Many Gardai - particularly those
posed to Dublin for the firg time - cary prgudices with them which hinder community
policing. Gardai need to know the community in which they work and, if possble, spend
some time there after work - possbly by having a drink in the loca pub - to show their
commitment of the community”.

46  Reations Between Scheme and Community

The different procedures for establishing Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert
schemes have been described above (see Chapter One). Once etablished, membership of the
committee is usudly determined by those who atended the meeting and agree to accept a
position on the committee; given the absence of competition for these postions, a vote is not

normally necessary.

The rdaionship between the committee and the community is highly informa. About haf
the schemes - drawn equdly from Neghbourhood Watch and Community Alert - seem to
make no effort to communicate with the community. This however needs to be seen in the
context that, in the absence of serious crime, there is very little of substance to communicate.
The other hdf, in turn, are divided between those who liase with the community through a
local newdetter or parish bulletin and those who report directly to resdents within their street
or road. In one Garda Divison, the Garda Crime Prevention Officer produces a regular
newdetter with information on dl the schemes. In some aress, the ddely are vidted every
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month by the Co-ordinator of the scheme or by the Liaison Garda. Some areas use the loca
radio to highlight items relevant to the schemes.

The rdaively fragmented reationships between schemes and their communities is consstent
with the findings of a nationa survey of the populaion involving 938 interviews carried out
by the Economic and Socid Research Indtitute in April 1994 (Murphy and Whelan, 1995a).
A third (33%) of the respondents living in a Neighbourhood Waich area felt they were never
kept informed by co-ordinators of the scheme in Dublin, this proportion rose to 40% (lbid,
pp.14-15).

4.7  GardaAttitudesto Community Policing

There was consensus among the Gardai that community policing is perceived within the
force as less important than crime detection. This was cryddlised in the experience of one
Garda who sad that he received great prase for an arrest he made as a result of information
recaved through the Community Alet scheme but no credit for the fact that he had
edtablished the scheme. The perception is dso widespread that a Gardas promotiona
prospects ae hdped more by involvement in crime detection than by involvement in

community policing.

It is dso recognised however tha these attitudes are changing due in part to the fact tha
increasing numbers of Gardai have some experience of community policing a some point in
their career. In addition, dmost dl of the Superintendents indicated that a Garda's
promotiona prospects depended on having experience and competence in dl aeas of
policing, induding community policing. Moreover the relative standing of different types of
police functions seems to be less important in rurd areas since, as one Garda observed, Al

rurd policing is community policing.
4.8  Impact of Schemes

The case dudies reveded that virtudly al of the committees have a strong bdief in the
efficacy of Neghbourhood Watch and Community Alet. Gadai too beieve that the
schemes are worthwhile even if they do not dways share the same level of enthusasm as the
committees.  This result is cordagtent with other sudies which show a srong bdief in the
efficacy of Neighbourhood Waich and Community Alert both among the generd population
and among those living in scheme areas (Murphy and Whelan, 19953, p.15) as well as among
advocates of the schemes (see for example, Behan, 1994; Quigley, 1995; Muintir na Tire,
1988). It isdso consgent with our own survey findings (see Chapters Two and Three).

The five most frequently mentioned benefits of dl schemes are:

1. increased awareness of the need for crime prevention measures such as more security in
the home and displaying stickers and Signs as a deterrent to crime.

2. increased awareness of the need to look out for vulnerable older people in the
community.

3. improved contact and communication between the community and the Gardai,
particularly through the Liaison Garda who is seen to play a pivota role as both the
friendly face of the force and a named person that can be contacted by the community.

4. reduced level of crime or, in cases where there is no ¢ime, ensuring that this Stugtion is
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maintained.
5. reduced fear of being avictim of crime, particularly among the ederly living done.

Both the Gardai and committee members provided various examples of the first three
benefits. However evidence of impact on the levd of crime and the fear of being a victim of
crime was more difficult to find.

In order to test clams about the impact of schemes on the level of crime, we collated
datistics on each category of crime by Garda Sub-Didrict (the catchment area of each Garda
Station) for two years prior to the scheme and two years after the scheme. This is not a
perfect test of impact for many reasons including the fact that a scheme normaly covers only
part of a Garda Sub-Didrict. Neverthdess the resuts, which are summarised in Table A4.1,
provide no grounds for claming that the schemes are associated with a reduction in crime.
In four of the sx Neighbourhood Watch schemes, the number of crimes increased in the year
folowing its introduction while, in the case of Community Alert, the number of crimes
decreased in the year following its introduction but rose again two years after the scheme had
been introduced. This is in line with other studies which show no connection between
community policing schemes and crime levels (see Chepter One).  Moreover most studies
acknowledge that edtablishing a causd rdaionship between community policing schemes
and crime levesis extremdy difficult, if not impossble, to prove.

In the course of the case dtudies we detected a tendency to assume that the goas of the
scheme ae the same as its impacts.  This is underdandable given that no performance
monitoring system has been put in place for measuring impacts.  In consdering the impact of
schemes - particularly those which cdamed to be successful - we were also struck by the
paradox that the absence of crimind or nuisance activity can de-motivate committee
members since, as one respondent noted: “the absence of crime in the area is a threat to the
vitdity of the scheme”.

49 Conclusion

This chapter reported on the results of 12 case studies which were undertaken to show the
range of Neghbourhood Watch and Community Alert Schemes throughout the country and
the manner in which they operate. The sdection of schemes was informed by our desre to
look at their diversty, particulally in terms of ther sze (i.e, those with a large and those
with a smal number of households ) and age (i.e, those long-established and those recently
edtablished). In the case of Neighbourhood Watch, we adso made our sdection to reflect
different geographicd and socid settings such as private and public housng edtates within
Dublin as wedl as smdl towns and villages in other pats of Irdand. In the case of
Community Alert, our selection reflected different types of rura Irdland such as places close
to towns and places which are relaively remote from centres of population. We now present
the main findings to emerge from this part of the sudy.

4.9.1 Main Findings

The case dudies reveded that schemes are typicdly to be found in long-established and
cohesive communities. Neighbourhood Watch schemes tend to be located in homogeneous
communities of people who own ther own homes while Community Alert schemes tend to
be coterminous with the parish. On average, schemes tend to comprise about 200 households
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with Neighbourhood Watch showing greater variation around this average.  Committees vary
in sze from three to seven people; Neighbourhood Waich committees seem to meet on a
more regular and forma bass than Community Alert committees, dthough this is contrary to
the findings reported in Chapter Two. Committees have very good rdations with the Gardai
but many do not have any forma mechanisms for communicating with ther communities
Within the Gardai, we found that community policing is seen to have less standing than
conventional police work but this is changing as skills in community policing are becoming
more widespread and being recognised as an integra part of policing skills ~ The schemes
sem to have a podtive impact in terms of rasng awareness about crime prevention,
increesng dertness to the presence of ddely and vulnerable in the community and
maintaining good relations between the Gardai and the community. It is virtudly impossble
to detect any impact in terms of reducing crime or the fear of crime.

In addition to these findings, our case studies dso involved lengthy, openended discussions
with committees and Gardai about the nature and significance of the schemes, their impacts
and their prospects for the future. We endeavoured to find examples of good practice among
schemes but found this extremdy difficult - not because many of the schemes were not well
run - but because it was virtualy impossble to find objective, rigble and vdid indicators of
impact which we could causdly link with the running of the schemes  However our
discussons were ussful in identifying five areas of concern about the future development of
the schemes which we expressin the form of questions as follows:

1. Do these schemes have any relevance in disadvantaged urban areas where there is a high
leve of drug-related crime and where the Gardai are distrusted?

Could these schemes do more to involve young peopl€?

Is there enough activity to keep these schemes dive?

What is the best way of supporting these schemes?

Could the Gadai share more information with the schemes and with the public
genegdly?

We now discuss our answers to each of these questions.

arhwn

4.9.2 Do these schemes have any relevance in disadvantaged urban areas where there
isahigh level of drug-related crime and where the Gardai are distrusted?

The emergence of a scheme is typicaly based on two preconditions: (1) enough committed
people to form a committee and (2) a reasonably positive attitude towards the Gardal. These
conditions - with one possble exception - were found in dl the case Sudies whose
committees are run by older people who own their homes and who are postively disposed to
the Gardai. The one exception was a locd authority estate in the inner city of Dublin which
had more crime and more serious socid problems that any of other case study area and where
respect for the Gardai was tempered by a strong element of distrust.

It became clear throughout the case studies that Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert
ae wdl suited to settled home-owning communities in larger urban areas and to parish-based
communities in rurd Irdland. However it is no accident that very few of these schemes are to
be found in the mogt disadvantaged housing edates in larger urban areas where levels of
crime are probably much higher than in many scheme aeas.  This is condgent with one
other Irish sudy which found that, anong a random sample of 299 residents in Cork in 1984,
those living in areas with a high risk of crime were less willing to participate in schemes such
as Neighbourhood Watch compared to those living in areas with a low risk of crime
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(Hourihan, 1986; 1987). Studies in Britan (Hough and Mayhew, 1985) and the US
(Lavrekas and Herz, 1982) have dso found an inverse relationship between the risk of crime
and the leved of participation in crime prevention schemes.

Thus, dthough schemes such as Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert respond to the
genuine needs of communities to protect themsdaves from crime and the fear of crime, they
appear to be ill-suited to those communities where there is little support for the Gardai and
which have been adversdy affected by the epidemic of drugs and rdated crimind activities
that have blighted many disadvantaged urban communities over the past decade. In
recognition of this, the Garda Siochana introduced Operation Déchas during 1996 as part of a
drategy to win the co-operation of disadvantaged communities in its fight agangt drugs and
crime (Garda Siochéna, 1997, p.4). From this perspective therefore, Neighbourhood Watch
and Community Alert can be seen as pat of a drategy of community policing which has
been devised for areas where there is aready respect for the Gardai and where the resources
within the community are capable of setting up and running a committee.  In short, these
schemes do not seem to have been tailored to the needs of Irdand’'s most disadvantaged
urban communities.

4.9.3 Could these schemes do moreto involve young people?

The sthemes have little or no involvement with young people.  This might be expected given
that the committees - as confirmed by Chapter Two - are run by older people who have
reached a stage in life where most have bought a house and settled down. However none of
the schemes seem to have made any effort to create projects or activities that might involve
young people. A number of Gardai acknowledged that the force does not have a clear youth
policy and this may account for the fact that idess for the involvement of young people have
not been forthcoming. Some of those interviewed suggested that the schemes could become
involved in getting young people to adopt an old person whom they could vist regularly;
however no scheme seems to have tried out this idea Others suggested involving trangtion
year sudents in activities but this does not seem to have been tried either. Thus the age
profile of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert shows a marked absence of younger
people who, as is well known, are more likely to be the cause of nuisance and crime in an
aea From the perspective of community policing therefore, it would agppear that the
schemes cover only part of the target group that needs to be involved.

4.9.4 Isthereenough activity to keep these schemes alive?

The schemes produce a low levd of activity - paticularly in areas where there is not much
crime or nuisance activity - and have very few resources. The Garda input mainly comprises
the time of the Liason Garda and the Crime Prevention Officer as wel as the supply of
legflets and dickers, there are no discretionary funds to support specific initiatives.  For
example, a number of committees suggested that help in producing a newdetter would be
helpful while others suggested that meetings with other committees in the Garda Digtrict,
county, or Garda Divison would provide an opportunity to learn about the different activities
being caried out by committees We found that a number of committees have become
enthusiadticdly involved in the administration of the Scheme of Support for Older People -
which is funded by the Depatment of Socid, Community and Family Affars - partly
because of the intrindac merits of the scheme but dso because it gives the committee
something to do.

Page 85



Police and Community: An Evaluation of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

The case dudies left us with a clear impresson that many committees barely have enough to
do to keep them active and this explains why some of them - paticulaly the Community
Alert schemes - rardy meet while others only meet during the winter months. In one
ingtance, the committee which we sdected for the case study had become dormant and we
had to replace it with another case study. Thus our overal impresson is that many of the
schemes lack vitdlity, resources and activity and are heavily dependant on the input of the
Liaison Garda and the commitment of one or two individuas in the community whose dams
about its impact and effectiveness seem disproportionate to the level of activity taking place.
In view of this we were left wondering if the main benefit of some of the schemes was that
they continued to exis and their exigence done seemed to support the beief that the
community was asafer placeto livein.

495 What isthebest way of supporting these schemes?

None of the schemes could survive without the good will and support of the Gardai,
paticularly the Liaison Garda. The Liason Garda is the human face of the force and is a
foca point a committee meetings. Supports for the schemes are dso provided by the Garda
Crime Prevention Officer and, in some rurd aeas by the Devdopment Officers of Muintir
na Tiree These two sources of support are complementary, if not indeed overlapping
dthough the level of support is so thinly spread that overlapping roles do not seem to be a
problem in practicee. Both Crime Prevention and Community Development Officers offer
advice and support to individud schemes but they aso try to bring schemes together at
Didrict level to discuss common issues. This has met with mixed success in one case, a
mesting of al committees in a Garda Didtrict had to be cancelled because no one attended.

For their part, Gardai and Sergeants noted that they do not meet with other members of the
force who are involved in community policing to discuss their work.

4.9.6 Could the Gardai share more information with the schemes and with the public
generally?

Information and awareness is the man currency of the schemes  Virtudly dl of the
information supplied by schemes to the Gardai fdls short of the inteligence required to bring
successful prosecutions but is seen by the Gardai as an important way of keeping in touch
with the concerns of the community. In view of this it is noteworthy that disappointment was
expressed by some of those interviewed at the poor feedback received from Gardai on foot of
information provided by the committees and the public generdly. A number of Gardai -
including Superintendents - recognise that the public could be given more detaled
information on crime and on the work of the Gardai without jeopardisng security or
operationa matters.
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Appendix to Chapter Four
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Chapter Five

Per spectives of the General Public

51 Introduction

This chapter assesses the impact of Neighbourhood Waich and Community Alert.  This is
done by comparing the difference between scheme participants and non-participants on a
number of characterigics and experiences which are relevant to the objectives of the
schemes. The andyss, based on a nationa random sample of 1,402 people interviewed in
November 1997, focuses on key varigbles which are relevant to assessing the impact of
schemes. perception of crime as a problem, sense of persona safety, experience of
victimisation, security precautions taken, seeing and reporting suspicious activity.  In this
andydss, scheme paticipants are defined as persons who know they live in an area covered
by a scheme; non-participants are persons who are not - or are not aware of being - in an area
covered by a scheme.

The andysis in this chapter is based on the methodologica condderation that two conditions
must be satisfied in order to establish impact. The first condition - usualy referred to as the
necessary condition - is that there are systematic differences between scheme participants and
non-paticipants, paticularly regarding those variables which ae rdevant to scheme
objectives.  If there are sysemdic differences between scheme participants and non
participants, then there is prima facie evidence that the schemes may be the cause of that
difference; if there are no differences, then there can be no impact, a least not with respect to
the variables measured. The second condition - usudly referred to as the sufficient condition
- is that the differences between scheme participants and nontparticipants must be shown to
have their cause in the schemes; if this condition cannot be satisfied then it cannot be vdidly
inferred that the differences between scheme participants and non-participants is atributable
to the schemes. The key focus of this chapter is on the first condition. However, as we shdl
see, the data which we present and andyse will dlow us to draw some reasonably robust
conclusions about the overal impact of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert.

The characteristics of the sample are summarised in Table 5.1.1 and shows that 44% of
respondents are scheme participants and 56% are nonpaticipants. Given that this is a
nationaly representative sample, the proportion of respondents who are scheme participants
is less than what might be expected since more than hdf (54%) of dl households in Irdand
are in a scheme (see Chapter One).  The reason for this seems to lie in the method by which
scheme paticipants and non-paticipants were identified; each respondent had to be
subjectively aware of being in a scheme in order to be classfied as such. This was the most
effective and economical way of identifying scheme participants. This procedure has the
disadvantage of excluding people from scheme areas who may be in one but are unaware of
it and possbly unaware of any “public good’ effects which the scheme may have had on
them and ther area  However it has the advantage of including in schemes only those who
are actudly aware of being in them. On baance, we bdieve that this procedure should make
it eeser to identify scheme impacts where they exist; conversdy, if scheme impacts cannot
be identified from this sample, we may be reasonably confident that they do not exig.
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It is noteworthy that the proportion of the sample in Neighbourhood Watch (28%) is closer to
the actud proportion of households in this scheme in Irdand (32%) compared to Community
Alert (16% compared to 22%). This suggests that subjective identification with schemes is
higher in Neighbourhood Watch than Community Alert; this, in turn, may be due to the fact
that Neighbourhood Watch schemes (which, on average, comprise 158 households) are
known to be smdler than Community Alet schemes (which, on average, comprise 222
households) and cover much smaller geographical areas (see Chapter One).

Table5.1.1 Sample Characteristics of Scheme Participants and Non-Par ticipants

Total Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%) Total
NW CA Total UN RL Total

Total N 391 225 616 447 339 786 1,402

Total % 28 16 44 32 24 56 100

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.

Our anayds of this data set begins in section 5.2 with a descriptive account of some of the
key objective differences between scheme participants and non-participants such as their age,
seX, maritd datus, ad sociad cdass characteristics. We dso andyse if scheme participants
and non-participants live in areas which have a resdents associaion or a good community
goirit. Findly in this section we compare the attitudes of scheme participants and non
participants to crime and to the role of the community in crime prevention.

In assessng the impact of schemes, it is important to define the schemes as accurately as
possible, particularly from the perspective of how they are experienced by respondents. This
is done in section 5.3 which describes Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert in terms
of the following variables. does respondent know the name of any scheme co-ordinator or
committee member? when and how did the respondent last hear about the scheme? has the
respondent received any written materids from the scheme? has advice been sought or
received about crime prevention? what is the perceived level of scheme activity? This cluster
of variables will be used to describe how participants actudly experience the schemes since it
isthe impact of this experience which we are trying to measure.

The assessment of impact is carried out in sections 5.4 to 5.8 where scheme participants and
nonparticipants are compared in terms of the following variables. perception of crime as a
problem (section 5.4), sense of persond safety (section 5.5), experience of victimisation
(section 5.6), security precautions taken (section 5.7), seeing and reporting suspicious
activity (section 5.8). In section 5.9 we summarise the main conclusons to emerge from the
analyss and formulate a succinct statement of impact.

5.2  Characterigtics of Peoplein Scheme and Non-Scheme Areas

521 Age
Table 5.2.1 reveds that persons in scheme areas tend to be older than persons in non-scheme
areas. Inthe case of Neighbourhood Watch, about a third (34%) of scheme respondents are
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Table5.2.1 Age of Scheme Participants and Non-Participants

Age Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
NW CA Total UN RL Total
Fifteento twenty four 16 11 14 30 26 28
Twenty fiveto thirty four 18 14 17 21 17 20
Thirty fiveto forty nine 29 31 30 24 24 24
Fifty to Sixty four 22 26 23 14 17 15
Sixty five and over 14 18 16 11 16 13
Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.

under 35 years compared to hdf (51%) of nonscheme urban respondents. Even more
pronounced, only a quarter of Community Alert participants are under 35 years compared to
over two fifths (43%) of the non-scheme rura respondents.

5.2.2 Gender

Respondents in scheme and non-scheme areas are dmost evenly divided between men and
women, as Table 522 shows. However there is a noticesble difference between the two
schemes with women more likely to be involved in Neighbourhood Watch (54% women) and
men more likely to be involved in Community Alert (52% men).

Table5.2.2 Gender of Scheme Participants and Non-Participants

Gender Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
NW CA Total UN RL Total
Men 46 52 48 50 50 50
Women 54 48 52 50 50 50
Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.

523 Marital Status
Table 5.2.3 shows that scheme respondents are markedly more likely to be married (62%)
than non-scheme respondents (51%). There is dmost no difference between Neighbourhood

Watch and Community Alert in this regard.

Table5.2.3 Marital Status of Scheme Participants and Non-Participants

Marital Status Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
NW CA Total UN RL Total
Married 61 63 62 50 53 51
Sngle 39 37 38 50 47 49
Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.

5.24 Social Class

From the perspective of socid class, Table 5.2.4 reveds that both Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alet have an under-representation of working class groups in ther participants
(see Census 91, 1995). Neighbourhood Watch respondents are disproportionately middle
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class compared to their share in the urban population (44% compared to 31%) while
Community Alert respondents are disproportionately farmers compared to their share in the
rurd population (40% compared to 32%). However it is dso clear that both schemes draw
support from al socid classes.

Table 5.2.4 Social Class of Scheme Participants and Non-Participants

Social Class Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
NW CA Total UN RL Total
Middle class (ABC1) 44 23 36 31 20 26
Skilled working class (C2) 26 18 23 30 22 27
Other working class (DE) 27 19 24 38 26 33
Farmers (F) 3 40 17 1 32 14
Total % 100 100 100 100 100 100

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.

The mgority of the sample - both in scheme and nonscheme areas - reported that they do not
have a resdents association in ther area.  Resdents associaions are largely a phenomenon
of urban areas and this is reflected in Table 5.2.6 which shows that urban aress are four times
more likely to have a resdents association than rurd aress. However it is dso clear from the
table that Neighbourhood Waich areas are twice as likely to have a resdents association as
urban areas without a scheme; notwithstanding this, only dightly more than haf (55%) of dl
Neighbourhood Watch areas appear to have a resdents association.  Around two thirds of
residents associations tend to be active in the opinion of respondents.

Table5.2.6 Residents Association in Scheme and Non-Scheme Ar eas

Variable Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
NW CA Total UN RL Total
Resdents Association in area 55 14 40 20 5 14
Resdents Asociation is active 77 60 66 58 67 60
Total* - - - - - -

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural;
*The totals are not additive because they are not cumulative.

5.2.7 Community Spirit

Respondents were asked to assess the community spirit in ther area The results are
summarised in Table 527 and show that rura respondents give a higher rating to the
community spirit in their area compared to urban respondents. In rura aress, both scheme
and non-scheme respondents give the community pirit the same high rating. However in
urban areas, Neghbourhood Watch respondents rate the community spirit of their area higher
than those who are not in this scheme.
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Table5.2.7 Characteristics Scheme Participants and Non-Participants

Variable Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
NW CA Total UN RL Total
Community spirit isgood 67 83 73 50 84 64
Scheme improves community spirit 21 21 21 NA NA NA
Total* - - - - - -

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural; NA= Not Applicable.
*The totals are not additive because they are not cumulative.

We dso asked scheme participants if the good community spirit in their area was due to the
scheme. A fifth (21%) fdt that the scheme improved the community spirit, according to
Table 52.7. This suggests that schemes are built in communities which are dready srong
and cohesive.

5.2.8 Attitudesto Crime

In addition to exploring objective differences between scheme and nonscheme participants,
we dso examined if they had different attitudes to crime in generd and to the role of the
community - particularly through schemes such as Neighbourhood Waich and Community
Alet - in preventing crime.  Accordingly, we presented respondents with 15 attitude
gatements and invited them to agree or disagree on a scale from one to five. Their responses
were factor analysed and this produced four core attitudes as summarised in Table 5.2.8. The
data in Table 5.2.8 is the percent supporting that attitude and is caculated by averaging the
support for each individud atitude statement. (See Table A5.1 a the end of this chapter for
the levd of support for each attitude statement and Table A5.2 for the “factor loadings’
associated with each attitude tatement; a more detailed description of this method of factor
andysng attitudes is given in Chapter Three).

The reaults reved that there is very little difference between the dtitudes of scheme
participants and non-participants.  There is a high level of support for the schemes, especidly
among scheme paticipants (80%), who believe that they ae effective in preventing crime
and should be promoted more widdy. There is dso a high leve of support among scheme
participants (75%) for the view that the community has some responghbility for crime
prevention notwithstanding people's apathy. A dSzeable minority (40%) believe that the
community has no role in crime prevention since this is the business of the Gardai and the
aimind judice sysem. A 4ill smaler proportion (35%) believe that schemes bring some
benefits in terms of extra Gardai and the power to patrol and enforce the law in their area. In
interpreting these findings, it should be noted that these percentages do not sum to 100% and
that people's attitudes are not necessarily interndly consstent.  Overdl, our interpretation of
these results is that people - but especidly scheme participants - are well disposed towards
the schemes and see arole for the community in crime prevention.

Tableb.2.8 Attitudesto Schemesin Scheme and Non-Scheme Ar eas, 1997

Attitudesto schemes Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
NW CA Total UN RL Total

Factor 1. Support for schemes in 80 80 80 64 70 66

crime prevention

Factor 22 No role for community in 40 40 40 39 44 41
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crime prevention

Factor 3: Schemes bring some 35 35 35 35 35 35
benefits
Factor 4. Community respongble for 75 76 75 69 70 70

crime prevention

Total*

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.
*The totals are not additive because they are not cumulative.

529 Summary

Our andyss shows that scheme paticipants tend to be older than the non-scheme
respondents in both urban and rural aress. There is no gender difference between scheme
participants and non+participants athough we found that women were dightly more likey to
be involved in Neighbourhood Watch and men were dightly more likdy to be involved in
Community Alert. The mgority (61%) of persons who know that they live in a scheme area
ae maried and this is condgderably higher than the corresponding proportions in urban and
rurdl Irdland respectively. Scheme paticipants ae dravn from dl socid classes.
Neverthdess Neighbourhood Waich participants are disproportionatdly middle class
compared to their share in the urban population while Community Alert participants are
disproportionately farmers compared to ther share in the nationd population. The mgority
of scheme aeas do not have a resdents association athough the community spirit,
partticularly in rural aress, was felt to be very good; in urban areas, Neighbourhood Watch
respondents rated the community spirit of ther area higher than those who were not in this
scheme. However the mgority of scheme respondents fdt their good community spirit was
not atributable to the scheme. Scheme paticipants do not have very different attitudes to
cime compared to non-participants. A magority of respondents - but especidly scheme
participants - are wdl disposed towards the schemes and see a role for the community in
crime prevention.

5.3  Description of Schemes

This section uses a number of indicators to measure the extent of participants awareness and
involvement in their scheme. We do this in order to have a clearer idea of what exactly the
scheme means to people in practical terms.  For this reason, we asked participants if they
knew the names d any scheme co-ordinators or committee members, we asked when was the
last time they heard anything about the scheme and when was the lagt time they attended a
scheme medting; we dso asked when was the lagt time they receved any information or
advice from the scheme and whether the scheme is active or inactivee.  We discuss the
responses in the next few subsections and form a view on what it means to be a scheme

participant.

5.3.1 Knowing the Names of Scheme Co-ordinatorsor Committees

Table 5.3.1 reveds that only a third (36%) of Neghbourhood Watch participants know the
name of a scheme co-ordinator in ther area The proportion of Community Alert

paticipants who know the name of anty committee member is higher but ill only haf
(51%).
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Table5.3.1 Do you know the names of the scheme organisers?

Do you know the names of scheme Scheme (%)

organisers? NW CA Total
Yes 36 51 42
No 64 49 58
Total 100 100 100

Based on anational random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

5.3.2 When and How Las Heard About The Scheme

Table 5.3.2 reveds that more than a third (37%) of scheme participants have heard nothing
about their scheme for over a year and over a fifth (22%) have never heard anything. In
other words, a mgority (59%) of participants seem to be effectively out of touch with ther
scheme with no difference between Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert. At the
other end of the spectrum, a minority of participants (26%) had heard something about the
scheme within the past three months.

Table5.3.2 When did you last hear anything about the scheme?

When did you last hear anything about Scheme (%)

the scheme? NW CA Total

Within past week 7 6 7

Two weeks to a month ago 10 10 10

Two to three months ago 9 7 9

Four to twelve months ago 15 15 15

Over ayear ago 37 40 37

Never 22 22 22

Total 100 100 100
Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.

NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

We know from our case sudies and from our conversations with Muintir na Tire that
Community Alert have an annud cycle of meetings which are clusered during the winter
months (see Chapter Four). Given that the interviews were undertaken in mid-November,
the relatively smdl proportion of people who had heard of the scheme within the past year is
unlikely to be due to seasondity. In the case of both schemes therefore an inference that a
large proportion of them are not in regular contact with their communities would seem to be
judtified; thisis a pattern which we dso found in our case studies.

The manner in which respondents last heard of the scheme - and therefore excluding those
who never heard of it - is summarised in Table 5.3.3. This reveds that persona contact is the
man form of communication between schemes and ther communities, this is the pettern in
four out of ten schemes. This form of communication is preferred in Community Alert aress
where haf (51%) the respondents heard about the scheme in this way; in Neghbourhood
Watch, about a third (36%) of respondents heard about the scheme through persona contact.

Newdetters and newspapers are dso an important source of information about schemes for
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over a quarter (28%) of respondents and is particularly important for Neighbourhood Watch
participants.

Table5.3.3 How did you last hear about the scheme?

How did you last hear about the Scheme (%)
scheme? NW CA Total
In person 36 51 41
Over the phone 1 1 1
By post / letter 10 7 9
Newdetter / newspaper 32 20 28
Don’t know 21 21 21
Total 100 100 100

Based on anational random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

5.3.3 Attended Meetings

Table 5.3.4 reveds that most people (70%) have never atended a scheme meeting and this
applies equdly to Neghbourhood Watch and Community Alert. In addition, about one fifth
(18%) have not been at a scheme mesting in the past year. Community Alert participants
seem to have a poorer rate of attendance at meetings than Neighbourhood Watch participants.

Table5.3.4 When did you last attend a meeting about the scheme?

When did you last attend a meeting Scheme (%)
about the scheme? NW CA Total
Within past week 2 0 1
Two weeks to a month ago 2 4 2
Two to three months ago 2 4 3
Four to twelve months ago 3 6 4
Over ayear ago 20 11 18
Never 69 72 70
Don’t know 2 0 2
Total 100 100 100

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

5.34 Recept of Written Materials

Table 5.35 shows that the mgority of scheme participants (60%) have never received any
written materias about their scheme or a least do not ever remember recaiving it. However
the two schemes differ markedly in this regard. Nearly haf (48%) of Neighbourhood Waich
participants have received written materials about their scheme compared to just over a
quarter for Community Alert (27%).
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Table5.3.5 Have you ever recelved written materials about the scheme?

Have you ever received written Scheme (%)

materials about the scheme? NW CA Total

Yes 48 27 40

No 32 54 40

Don’t know / don’t remember 20 19 20

Total 100 100 100
Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.

NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.
5.3.5 Advice Sought and Received About Crime Prevention

Crime prevention is a core objective of the schemes and for this reason we asked respondents
if they ever received advice from the scheme on this matter. Table 5.3.6 shows that only an
extremdy smdl minority (8%) have ever sought advice on crime prevention from the
scheme. There is no difference between Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert in this
regard. However this result needs to be seen in the context of Table 5.3.7 which shows that
more than a quarter (29%) of scheme participants have received advice on crime prevention.
Neighbourhood Watch participants were more likely to receive advice, perhaps because they
were dso more likely to recalve written materid on the scheme. It is dso interesting to
observe that, as Table 5.3.8 illudrates, participants found the advice useful which they
received from their scheme,

Table5.3.6 Did you ever look for advice about
crime prevention as part of the scheme?

Did you ever look for advice about Scheme (%)

crime prevention from the scheme? NW CA Total
Yes 8 9 8
No 91 89 90
Don't know / don’t remember 1 2 2
Total 100 100 100

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

Table 5.3.7 Did you ever receive advice about
crime prevention as part of the scheme?

Did you ever receive advice about crime Scheme (%)

prevention from the scheme? NW CA Total
Yes 33 22 29
No 50 62 54
Don't know / don’t remember 17 16 17
Total 100 100 100

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who wereinterviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.
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Table5.3.8 How useful was the advice received from the scheme?

How useful was the advice received Scheme (%)
from the scheme? NW CA Total
Very usful 47 53 49
Farly useful 45 43 44
Not very useful 4 0 3
Nouseat al 2 0 1
Don't know / can’t remember 2 4 3
Total 100 100 100

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

5.3.6 Perceived Leve of Activity of Scheme

The data in Table 5.3.9 suggest that about two thirds (64%) of dl schemes may be inactive; a
substantial  proportion of participants (36%) do not know if their scheme has been active
which probably means - a least from the perspective of those participants - that for al
practicd purposes ther scheme is inactive. Both Neighbourhood Watch and Community
Alet are virtudly identical in this regard. Of the active schemes only one in ten were
considered to be very active.

Table5.3.9 How activeisthe scheme?

How active was your scheme in the past Scheme (%)
year? NW CA Total
Very active 9 10 9
Farly active 27 28 27
Not very active 17 13 16
Not active & dl 12 11 12
Don’t know 35 38 36
Total 100 100 100

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

53.7 Summary

The analyss in this section looked & the activity level in schemes from a number of different
perspectives.  Globally spesking, the analyss reveded that about two thirds of schemes
gopear to be inactive and one third active. This is exemplified by the fact that seven out of
ten participants have never datended a scheme meeting while sx out of ten have heard
nothing about the scheme or about crime prevention and do not know the name of anyone on
the scheme committee.  This is consderably higher than reported in previous research: in
April 1994, a ndiond survey of the population involving 938 interviews caried out by the
Economic and Socia Research Inditute found that a third (33%) of the respondents living in
Neighbourhood Watch areas fet they were never kept informed by the scheme co-ordinators;
in Dublin, the proportion who clamed they were never kept informed was 40% (Murphy and
Whelan, 19953, pp.14-15).
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In assessing the impact of the schemes therefore - which we do in the following sections - it
is important to remember that nearly wo thirds of them seem to exig in name only and have
litte or no connection to the community in which they are Stuated. In these ingances
therefore, we are faced with the difficulty that if impacts are identified, do we attribute them
to the characterigtics of an inactive scheme or to the characterigtics of the participants? It is to
this and related issues that we now turn.

54  Perception of Crimeasa Problem

Table 54.1 summarises the difference between and within schemes in terms of how crime is
percaived. Ovedl, the mgority of people - around three quarters of the totd, both indgde
and outsde schemes - believe tha crime is a smdl problem. Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert participants perceive crime to be a bigger problem that their urban and
rurd counterparts respectively. However this is probably not datigticdly sgnificant when
sampling error - estimated to be plus or minus 4.5% when making comparison between both
sets of schemes - is taken into account.  Accordingly, we infer from Table 5.4.1 that schemes

have no impact on participants perception of crime.

Table5.4.1 Perception of Crimeasa Problem in Scheme and Non-Scheme Areas

Iscrime a problem? Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
NW CA Total UN RL Total
Very big problem 3 1 2 5 1 3
Fairly big problem 24 9 19 20 5 13
Fairly smdl problem 51 35 45 42 27 36
Very andl problem 21 53 33 28 61 43
Don't know 1 2 1 5 6 5
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

Based on anational random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.

The types of crime which are a problem are summarised in Table 54.2 and reved tha
vanddism and burglary of houses ae the mogt frequently cited problems. Burglary of
houses is the mogt frequently cited crime (dong with vanddisam) and is cited more frequently
in urban than in rurd aress and cited more frequently ill in Neighbourhood Waich than in
Community Alert aress.
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Table5.4.2 Typeof Crimes Which Are Problems
in Scheme and Non-Scheme Ar eas, 1997

Type of crimes which are Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
problems NW CA Total UN RL Total
Burglary of houses 56 31 47 38 18 29
Vanddism 35 24 31 36 20 29
Theft of cars 26 12 21 28 3 17
Burglaries of shops/ offices 14 12 13 10 18 14
Theft from cars 14 8 12 19 5 13
Theft from people 9 2 7 7 2 5
Assault on people 8 2 6 7 1 4
Other crimes 7 10 8 8 9 8
Total* - - - - - -

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.
*The totals are not additive because they are not cumulative.

It is worth emphasising that the data here concern perceptions of crime and, as our review in
Chapter One has shown, this bears no reationship to the redity of officidly recorded
datigics.  In generd, public perceptions of crime tend to overestimate the size of the
problem, irrespective of whether or not one has been a victim of crime and many dudies
atribute this to the role of the media in shaping public perceptions (O’ Connel and Whean,
1996; O'Conndl, Invernizzi and Fuller, 1998). We have no informaion on the media
consumption habits of scheme participants and non-participants dthough we do know that
the crime rate in larger urban areas tends to be higher than in rurd aress.

55  Senseof Personal Safety

Table 55.1 summarises the difference between and within schemes in terms of the sense of
persona security. It is clear from this that the vast mgority of people fed safe - paticularly
a home and in ther locd area, both during the day and night - with virtudly no difference
between scheme and non-scheme paticipants. Overdl, when sampling error is taken into
account, there is no datisticaly sgnificant difference between scheme participants and non
participants in terms of feding safe. Accordingly, we infer that schemes do not make people
fed sAfer.
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Table5.5.1 Sense of Personal Security in Scheme and Non-Scheme Areas

Do you feel very safeor fairly safe? Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
NW CA Total UN RL Total
In my home by day 96 98 97 98 97 98
In my home by night 92 93 93 91 95 93
Walking the streets by day 91 96 93 95 96 95
Wadking the streets by night 64 78 69 72 79 75
Walking in town/city centre by day 80 88 83 86 91 88
Waking in town / city centre by night 42 65 52 49 71 58
Total* - - - -

Based on anational random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.
*The totals are not cumulative because they are not additive.

5.6  Experienceof Victimisation

Table 561 summarises the difference between and within schemes in tems of the
experience of victimisaion. In this sudy victimisaion was messured by asking the
following quesion: “Have you or any member of your household been a victim of a crime
within the past 12 months?’. The responses indicate that scheme participants have double
the levdl of victimisation of norrscheme participants (12% compared to 6%) athough, given
the sze of the sampling error, this is probably not datisticaly sgnificant.  Accordingly, the
only datidticaly reiable concluson to draw from Table 2.6.1 is that schemes have no impact
on the levd of victimisation of its paticipants. However this does not exclude the possibility
that schemes may reduce the risk of victimisation within their areas;, we have no data which
would dlow us D prove or disprove this and we know from previous research that such data
would be extremely difficult to produce (see Chapter One).

Table5.6.1 Experience of Victimisation in Scheme and Non-Scheme Areas

Been a victim of crime in Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
the past year? NW CA Total UN RL Total
Been avictim of acrime 17 4 12 10 2 6
Not been avictim of crime 83 96 88 90 98 94
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

Based on anational random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.

It is interesting to note that the level of victimisation recorded in Table 5.6.1 is congderably
higher in urban than in rurd aess and this is condgtent with previous Irish research
(Rottman and Breen, 1986; O'Conndl and Whdan, 1994; Murphy and Whelan, 1995).
However the results reported here dso suggest a higher leve of victimisation by comparison
with one sudy which found that the overdl levd of victimisstion - as measured by the
question: “Have you or any member of your household been a victim of a crime within the
past three years?’ - was 14%; in Dublin it was 23% and in other urban aress it was 21%
(Murphy and Whelan, 1995, p.6). If this data is annudised, the rate of victimisation in urban
areas would be 7% per annum which is dightly less than that reported here; this however
may not be a rdiable comparison given the posshility of forgetfulness and telescoping when
measuring previous victim crimes.
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An important objective of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert is to incresse the
reporting of crimes to the Gardai. It is ggnificant to inquire therefore if the reporting rate of
crimes to the Gardai is different between scheme participants and non-participants. Table
5.6.2 presents data on this topic. It shows that victims in scheme areas have a dightly higher
rate of reporting to the Gardai - 85% compared to 78% - but the difference is not great and
probably not ddidicdly ggnificat when sampling eror is taken into  account.
Neighbourhood Watch participants have a smilar rate of reporting to other urban dwellers
but Community Alert participants have a much higher rate of reporting than their rurd
neghbours.  This suggedts, other things being equd, tha Community Alet may be
ingrumenta in increesing the number of crimes reported to the Gardai dthough the overdl
proportion of Community Alert participants who have a victim crime to report (4%) is
extremdy smadll.

Table5.6.2 Reporting of Victimisation in Scheme and Non-Scheme Ar eas, 1997

Was the victim crime reported Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
to the Gardai? NW CA Total UN RL Total
Crime reported to Gardai 86 78 85 84 43 78
Crime reported to scheme member 18 0 17 NA NA NA
Total 100 100 100 - - -

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rura. NA= Not Applicable.

5.7  Security Precautions Taken

A key objective of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert is to encourage people to
make their homes more secure againgt crime.  Table 5.7.1 presents data on the security
precautions teken by scheme and non-scheme participants.  This reveds that scheme
participants take consggently more security precautions than nonrpaticipants.  The man
Security precautions teken include keeping an eye on the neighbours house if away, letting
neighbours know if away themsdves putting locks on windows ad doors as well as a
security chain and peephole on door. It aso emerges from Table 5.7.1 that participants in
Neighbourhood Waich teke condgently more precautions than participants in - Community
Alert and some of this difference seems to be attributable to the fact that urban residents tend
to take more security precautions than rural residents.
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Table 5.7.1 Security Precautions Taken in Scheme and Non-Scheme Areas

Security precautionstaken Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
NW CA Total UN RL Total
Keep eye on neighbours house if away 66 60 64 46 438 47
Let neighbours know if away 63 48 58 47 46 47
Put locks on windows 49 24 40 37 18 29
Put mortise locks on doors 42 23 35 26 18 22
Got security chain, peephole on door 38 24 33 20 18 19
Got autometic security light 27 25 26 15 17 16
Noted seria numbers of goods 23 17 21 11 7 9
Got dog as security 17 24 20 14 19 16
Got burglar darm ingtdled 28 6 20 16 4 11
Mark property 12 4 9 5 2 3
Photographed valued items 6 2 5 2 2 2
Total* - - - - - -

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.
*The totals are not additive because they are not cumulative.

We cannot assume that the increased security precautions taken by scheme participants
relaive to non-participants is attributable to the impact of the scheme. The survey tested this
asociaion by asking scheme respondents if their security precautions were taken as a result
of the scheme. The results are presented in Table 5.7.2 and indicate that only a smadl
minority - no more than about one in sx - knowingly took security precautions as a result of
the scheme the posshility that some participants may have taken security precautions but
were unaware that the scheme had influenced them to do so cannot be discounted but this is
highly speculative. This suggests that taking security precautions may have more to do with
the characteridtics of the paticipant than with the characteristics of the scheme
Accordingly, we are obliged to conclude that the higher levd of security precautions taken
by scheme participants - particularly those in Neighbourhood Watch - has little to do with
ther participation in the schemes. In other words, participants seem to be indicating that the
schemes have veary little influence in terms of taking security precautions.
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Table5.7.2 Security Precautions Taken in Scheme Areas as a Result of Schemes
Security precautions were taken as a Scheme (%)
result of the scheme NW CA Total
Keep eye on neighbours house if away 16 12 15
Let neighbours know if away 16 10 14
Put locks on windows 11 11
Put mortise locks on doors 12 11
Got security chain, peephole on door
Got automatic security light

Noted serid numbers of goods

Got dog as security

Got burglar darm ingdled

Mark property

Photographed valued items

Total*

Based on anational random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.
*The totals are not additive because they are not cumulative.
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5.8  Seeing and Reporting Suspicious Activity

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert endeavour to raise awareness about the risk of
crime and encourage participants to be on the look out for suspicious activity and to report it
directly to the Gardai or to someone on their scheme committee. Tables 5.8.1 and 5.8.2
summarise data which hdp us to assess the impact of this work. The data in Table 5.8.1
reved that most people - around nine out of every ten - had not seen any suspicious activities
in the previous sx months. Nevertheess there is a dight tendency for scheme participants to
e more suspicious activities compared to non-paticipants but it is not ddidicdly
sgnificant when sampling error is taken into account.

Table 5.8.1 Seeing Suspicious Activitiesin Scheme and Non-Scheme Areas

Seen suspicious activities in the Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%)
past sx months NW CA Total UN RL Total
Have seen suspicious activities 12 7 10 10 2 6
Have not seen suspicious activities 88 93 90 90 98 9
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

Based on anational random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.

If very little suspicious activity is observed, even less of it is reported. Table 5.8.2 reveds
that 5% of scheme participants reported suspicious activities compared to 3% of non
participants. Mogt reports were to the Gardai. Neighbourhood Watch had a dightly higher
reporting rate than Community Alert. Overdl, the level of reporting indicated by Table 5.8.2
is 90 gmdl as to be indgnificant and does not suggest any association between scheme
membership and reporting suspicious activities.

Table 5.8.2 Reporting Suspicious Activitiesin Scheme and Non-Scheme Areas

| Reported suspicious activities | Scheme (%) | Non-Scheme (%)
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NW CA Total UN RL Total
Reported to the Gardai 5 4 4 4 0 3
Reported to scheme member /other 1 0 1 0 0 2
Total 6 4 5 4 0 3

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.

59 Summary and Conclusion

This chapter, based on a nationd random sample of 1,402 people interviewed in November
1997, looked a some of the key characteristics of participants in Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert schemes and compared them to non-paticipants. It found that scheme
participants tend to be older than the non-scheme respondents in both urban and rura aress.
There is no gender difference between scheme participants and non-participants dthough we
found tha women were dightly more likey to be involved in Neghbourhood Watch and
men were dightly more likdy to be involved in Community Alert. The mgority (61%) of
persons who know that they live in a scheme area are married and this is consderably higher
than the corresponding proportions in urban and rurd Irdand respectively.  Scheme
participants are drawn from dl socid classes but Neighbourhood Watch participants are
disproportionately middle class compared to their share in the urban popuaion while
Community Alert participants are digproportionately farmers compared to their share in the
nationa population.

The mgority of scheme areas do not have a resdents associaion dthough the community
spirit, particularly in rurd aress, was fet to be very good; in urban areas, Neighbourhood
Waeatch paticipants rated the community spirit higher than non-paticipants adthough the
magority of them fet their good community spirit was not atributable to the scheme. Scheme
participants do not have very different attitudes to crime compared to nonpaticipants. A
magority of respondents - but especidly scheme participants - are well disposed towards the
schemes and see arole for the community in crime prevention.

The chapter aso described what the schemes mean in practica terms by looking at the types
of contact between the schemes and the community in which they are located. This part of
our anadyss reveded that about two thirds of schemes appear - a least from the perspective
of participants - to be inactive This was exemplified by the fact that seven out of ten
paticipants have never atended a scheme mesting while six out of ten have heard nothing
about the scheme or about crime prevention in the past year and do not know the name of
anyone on the scheme committee.

Our asessment of the impact of the schemes explored how crime was perceived by
participants in scheme and non-scheme areas. Around three quarters of al respondents -
both indde and outsde schemes - bdieve that crime is a smdl problem and there is no
datigticdly sgnificant difference between scheme paticipants and nonparticipants when the
sampling eror - estimated to be plus or minus 4.5% for inter-scheme comparisons - is taken
into account. In other words, schemes seem to have no impact on the perception of crime.

The vast mgority of people - both scheme and non-scheme participants - fed safe a home
and in ther locd aea both during the day and night with no daidicdly sgnificant
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difference between the two groups. Accordingly we infer that schemes do not seem to make
people fed sAfer.

Our andyss dso found that scheme paticipants have double the level of victimisation of
non-scheme paticipants dthough this is not a daidicdly dgnificant difference when
sampling error is taken into account. Accordingly, we conclude that schemes do not seem to
have an impact on the leve of victimisation of their participants.

Paticipants in schemes, particularly those in Neighbourhood Watch, take consstently more
security precautions than nontpaticipants.  However our andyss found that only a smdl
minority - no more than about one in 9x - said they took security precautions as a result of
the scheme which suggedts that taking security precautions might have more to do with the
characterigtics of the participants than with the characteristics of the schemes. In other
words, the schemes have very little effect in terms of taking security precautions.

The chepter dso examined the extent of seeing and reporting suspicious activities among
participants and non-participants.  This reveded that very few people - around one in ten -
had seen any suspicious activities in the previous sx months and there is no datidicaly
ggnificant difference between scheme paticipants and non-paticipants in this regard. Very
little suspicious activity was reported to the Gardai with no gppreciable difference between
scheme participants and non-participants.

None of these findings will offer much comfort to advocates of Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert. Indeed our andyss was virtudly unable to isolate any benefits associated
with the schemes for each of the variables measured: feding safer, reduced risk of
victimisation, taking security precautions because of the scheme, reporting suspicious
activities to the Gardai. This result may be attributable to the fact, expressed by participants
themsaves, that about two thirds of the schemes are inactive. However this would not
explan why the active schemes adso seem to have no impact. We can offer no explanaion
for this dthough we would suggest that some of the impacts which the schemes are expected
to produce - such as reducing crime, increesing the sense of safety, reducing victimisation -
may be too ambitious and disproportionate to the resources of a group of community
volunteers who meet no more than once a month and often much less This suggedts that
some re-examination is needed of the overdl objectives of the schemes and thelr role within
the broader context of community policing. We now turn to a condderation of this and
related issues in Chapter Six.
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Appendix to Chapter Five

Table A5.1 Level of Agreement (%) with Each Attitude Statement

Attitude Statement Scheme Non- Total
Scheme

| have no interest in getting involved in NW and 50 54 52
CA schemes
NW and CA schemes ae vey effective in 71 62 66
preventing crime
NW and CA schemes are awaste of time 11 12 12
Every area should have aNW or CA scheme 90 70 79
The Gardai should do more to pomote NW and 81 75 78
CA
NW and CA means that there are additiond 31 28 30
Gardai alocated to your area
NW and CA gives people in the community more 30 33 32
power to enforce the law themselves
NW and CA involves members of the community 48 50 49
patrolling their own area
If the Gardai do their job properly, there should 31 38 35
be no need for NW and CA schemes
The idea of NW and CA is good but people are 64 52 58
too apathetic
Thereis nothing that can be done to reduce crime 17 19 18
More Gardai and longer prison sentences are the 65 64 64
only answer to crime
Young people would not commit crime if they 72 71 71
had something better to do
The community has to take responghility for 90 86 87
helping to prevent crime
Tackling crime is the business of the Gardai not 39 41 40
the community
Total*

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who wereinterviewed in November 1997.
*The totals are not cumulative because they are not additive.
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Table A5.2 Factor Loadings Associated with Each Attitude Statement

Attitude Statement

Factor L oadings*

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

Factor 4

| have no interest in getting involved in NW and
CA schemes

-0.6

NW and CA schemes ae vey effective in
preventing crime

0.7

NW and CA schemes are awaste of time

-0.7

Every area should have aNW or CA scheme

0.7

The Gardai should do more to promote NW and
CA

0.6

Tackling crime is the busness of the Gardai not
the community

0.8

More Gardai and longer prison sentences are the
only aswer to crime

0.7

If the Gardai do their job properly, there should
be no need for NW and CA schemes

0.7

Thereis nothing that can be done to reduce crime

04

NW and CA gives people in the community more
power to enforce the law themselves

0.8

NW and CA involves members of the community
patrolling their own area

0.7

NW and CA means that there are additiond
Gardai alocated to your area

0.6

The idea of NW and CA is good but people are
too apathetic

0.6

The community has to take respongbility for
helping to prevent crime

0.6

Young people would not commit crime if they
had something better to do

0.5

Eigen value

3.2

21

1.3

11

Per cent of variance explained

21

14

9

7

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.

*The size of the factor loading varies from varies from plus to minus one; the closer the factor loading to plus or
minus one on each attitude statement, the stronger its statistical association with the underlying attitude factor.
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Chapter Six

Summary, Conclusons and Recommendations

6.1 I ntroduction

This chapter draws together the main findings and conclusons of the report and sets out our
recommendations. We do this by drawing together the findings and conclusions from each of
the preceding chapters and making our recommendations on the srength of this. We begin
therefore by seting the scene in section 6.2 and summarising the context in which the
schemes were introduced in Irdand while dso looking a the experience of amilar schemes
dsewhere.  In section 6.3 we briefly outline the methodology used to cary out the
evaudion;, more detailled information is contained in each of the previous chapters.  Section
6.4 summarises the main characterigtics of the schemes and their organisers while section 6.5
summarises the perspectives and experiences of Gardai regarding these schemes. The impact
of the schemes is presented in section 6.6 and is arrived a by comparing scheme participants
and nonparticipants on a number of key impact indicators.  Findly, in section 6.7, we make
our recommendations for the future of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert drawing
upon the key findings of the study.

6.2 The Schemesin Context

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert were introduced in 1985 in the context of a
rgpid increase in the number of officidly recorded crimes and amidst growing fears about
crime and victimisation. A substantia proportion of crime at tha time - as in the 1990s - was
generated by drug use and there was growing concern in the Garda Siochana about its
Oeteriorating relaions with the public, paticulaly in more disadvantaged urban
communities. In rura areas there was darm at the growing number of atacks on the ederly.

In March 1984, the D&l Sdect Committee on Crime, Lawlessness and Vanddism
recommended “an early introduction of Neighbourhood Waich on a naionwide bass’ and
this was endorsed by the then Minigter for Justicee.  The Community Relaions Section of the
Garda Siochana were aso enthusiagtic supporters of the initigtive having observed a firgt
hand the operation of such schemes in the United States where they had been operaing since
the 1960s. Neghbourhood Watch schemes were only introduced in Britan in the early
1980s.

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert - like smilar schemes dsawhere - are informed
by a theoreticd gpproach which bdieves that criminds choose to commit crimes -
particularly crimes againgt property - in Stuations where the rewards are high rdative to the
risk of detection.  Accordingly, this agpproach emphasises the importance of reducing
opportunities for crime and increasing the risk of detection.

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alet have broadly smilar sructures involving a
joint initiative by the community and the Garda Siochdna to raise awareness of the need for
greater security in the home, more vigilance for suspicious activities and improved reporting
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of information to the Gardai. Each scheme is publicised through lesflets, gtickers and signs,
meetings are held a which Gardai usudly give an update on crime trends in the aea. A
crucia difference between Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert - in addition to the
fact that Community Alert schemes have to do a survey to determine the leve of support for
the scheme in the area - is that a subgtantid proportion of schemes in Community Alert are
supported by Muintir na Tire through its five development officers. However there are well-
developed proposals to develop a somewhat smilar support structure for Neighbourhood
Waich to be cdled the Nationa Neighbourhood Watch Council.

Our edimate is that the cost of running the schemes in 1997 was IRE4 million, most of it
coming from the Garda Siochana (IRE3.8 million) dthough this was less than 1% of its tota
budget in that year. The esimaied annua cost of running each Neighbourhood Watch
scheme in 1997 (IR£1,136) was less than the cogt of running each Community Alert scheme
(IREL,273) due to the employment of development officers to support the Community Alert
schemes.

Between 1985 and 1997, an average of 158 new Neghbourhood Watch schemes were
edablished each year; this is three times the rae of expanson of Community Alert which
established 54 schemes per year over the same period. Overal, we cadculate that more than
haf (54%) of dl households in Irdand are in one or other scheme, with the Dublin (62%)
and Western (60%) Garda Regions having the strongest concentration of households in
schemes. Altogether, there were about 3,500 schemesin Ireland in 1998.

We reviewed three evauaions which have been caried out in Irdand - two on
Neghbourhood Watch and one on Community Alert - and these suggest that the man
impects of the schemes are primarily in terms of helping people to feed more secure and part
of a community and promoting podtive atitudes towards the Gardai. None of the Irish
dudies were able to show that the overdl level of crime in the area had declined as a result of
the schemes;, nor have we been able to show that schemes make any difference in terms of
reducing or detecting crime. Our review of dudies from esewhere indicates that globa
datements which cdam that these schemes are ather effective or ineffective cannot be
sustained by the research evidence. As one commentator observed following a review of
nearly 60 such dudies in Britan and the US, “it is dmogs imposshble to arive a an overdl
concluson about the effectiveness of NW [Neighbourhood Watch] in preventing crime’.
The reasons for this are due not soldy to the fact that different studies produce different
results but because many of the studies have serious methodological flaws.

6.3  Methodology

The methodology for our evaudion involved three surveys and twelve case Sudies. We
describe briefly the scope of these data collection exercises.

6.3.1 Survey of Scheme Organisers

This was a posta survey of al scheme organisers in November and December 1997. The
gze of the survey rdative to the totd population of Neighbourhood Watch and Community
Alert schemes is summarised in Table 6.3.1. This reveds that 827 schemes participated in
the survey, a response rate of 24%. This is an acceptable response rate and the absolute
number of 827 completed questionnaires provides a solid bass for drawing a profile of
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scheme organisers. At the same time, the response rate suggests a degree of gpathy among
schemes and this was confirmed by other parts of our evaduation which found that only about
athird of al schemes are ective.

Table6.3.1 Characteristics of the Sample of Scheme Organisers

Category NW CA Total
Number of schemesin Irdland 2,318 1,141 3,459
Number of schemesin sample 455 372 827
Response rate (%) 20 33 24

Based on a postal survey of all scheme organisersin November and December 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert.

6.3.2 Survey of Gardai

This was a postd survey of 1,400 randomly sdected Gardai: 700 Liaison Gardai (so called
because they liase with Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert schemes) and 700
Non-Liaison Gardai. The survey was carried out in February and March 1998 and produced
734 completed questionnaires, a response rate of 52%; this is equivalent to about 7% of the
entireforce. The size and composition of the Garda sample is summarised in Table 6.3.2.

Table6.3.2 Characteristics of the Sample of Garda Siochana (%)

Category Liaison Gardai (LG) NLG | All

NW | CA | Othr | Total | Total | Total

Number of Gardai sampled - - - 700 | 700 | 1,400
No of completed questionnaires 169 | 174 | 101 | 444 | 290 | 734
Response rate (%) - - - 63 41 52
% questionnaires in each category 23 23 14 60 40 100

Based on a postal survey carried out in February and March 1998. NW= Gardai who liaise with
Neighbourhood Watch schemes;, CA= Gardai who liaise with Community Alert schemes; Othr= Gardai who
liaise with neither Neighbourhood Watch or Community Alert schemes but are, or have been, involved in
community relationswork; LG= Liaison Gardai; NLG= Not Liaison Gardai.

6.3.3 Survey of National Population

This involved a nationd representative sample of 1,402 persons who were interviewed in
November 1997. The characteristics of the sample are summarised in Table 6.3.3 and shows
that 44% of respondents are scheme participants and 56% are non-participants. Given that
this is a nationdly representative sample, the proportion of respondents who are scheme
participants is less than what might be expected snce more than hdf (54%) of dl households
in Ireland are in a scheme (see Chapter One). The reason for this seems to lie in the method
by which scheme participants and non-participants were identified; each respondent had to be
subjectively aware of being in a scheme in order to be classfied as such. This was the most
effective and economicd way of identifying scheme participants. This procedure has the
disadvantage of excluding people from scheme areas who may be in one but are unaware of
it and possbly unaware of any “public good’ effects which the scheme may have had on
them and their area.  However it has the advantage of incuding in schemes only those who
are actudly aware of being in them. On badance, we bdieve that this procedure makes it
eader to identify scheme impacts where they exist; conversdy, if scheme impacts cannot be
identified from this sample, we may be reasonably confident that they do not exist.

Table 6.3.3 Sample Characteristics of Scheme Participants and Non-Participants
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Total Scheme (%) Non-Scheme (%) Total
NW CA Total UN RL Total

Total N 391 225 616 447 339 786 1,402

Total % 28 16 44 32 24 56 100

Based on a national random sample of 1,402 people who were interviewed in November 1997.
NW= Neighbourhood Watch; CA= Community Alert; UN= Urban; RL= Rural.

It is noteworthy that the proportion of the sample in Neighbourhood Watch (28%) is closer to
the actud proportion of households in this scheme in Irdand (32%) compared to Community
Alert (16% in the sample compared to 22% in Irdand). This suggests tha subjective
identification with schemes may be higher in Neghbourhood Watch than Community Alert;
this, in turn, may be due to the fact that Neighbourhood Watch schemes (which, on average,
comprise 158 households) are known to be smdler than Community Alert schemes (which,

on average, comprise 222 households) and cover much smaler geographica areas (Chapter
One).

6.3.4 Case Studies

We caried out twelve case dudies in different parts of Irdand in order to give a more
tangible picture of how the schemes work in practice. Table 6.3.4 summarises the location of
these case studies. The sdection of case study schemes was informed by our desire to look at
the diversty of schemes, particularly in terms of ther sze (i.e, those with a large and those
with a smal number of households ) and age (i.e, those long-established and those recently
edtablished). In the case of Neighbourhood Watch, we dso made our sdection to reflect
different geogrephica and socid settings such as private and public housng edtates within
Dublin as wel as smdl towns and villages in other pats of Irdand. In the case of
Community Alert, our sdection reflected different types of rurd Irdand such as places close
to towns and places which are relatively remote from centres of population.

Table 6.3.4 Case Studies of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert, 1997

Scheme No L ocations
Neighbourhood 6 | Dublin (3), Donegd (1), Cork county (1), Kildare county
Watch (1)
Community 6 | Cork county (1), Wexford county (1),
Alert Monaghan county (1) Gaway county (1),
Sigo county (1), Offay county (1)
Total 12 -

6.4  Key Characteristics of Schemesand Scheme Organisers

Our survey showed that scheme organisers tend to be older and are more likely to be married
than the adult population generally. Two out of every three scheme organisers are men and
have been living in ther area for over ten years. Scheme organisers differ from the rest of
the adult populaion in Irdand in that they are much more likey to own their own homes, to
be middle class and to be involved in either the world of paid work or retired; very few are
unemployed. Schemes themselves tend to be located in areas of high home ownership.

Most schemes, according to the organisers, are active and have continued to be active since
they were fird launched. Three quarters were launched a the initiative of the community;
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the remainder a the initiative of the Gardai. We edtimate that the schemes in our sample are
gndler than the average scheme in Irdand and surmise that this may be due to the fact that
smaller schemes may be the more active ones.

Seven out of ten scheme areas have an active community organisation such as a resdents
group or community association. Crime is not percelved as a problem in the scheme aress.
Nuisances such as rubbish, loitering teenagers and under age drinking are seen as problems
by about four out of ten scheme organisers, particularly in Neighbourhood Watch aress.

Mogt schemes do the same basc activities, according to their organisers. Some of these are
occasond (such as erecting sgns and displaying stickers) but others are continuous (such as
reporting incidents to the Gardai, watching each other’s property, vidting the ederly,
dissaminating information). Our survey presented a podtive picture of the schemes links
with the community by showing that two thirds of them disseminated information about the
scheme through the church magazine (32%), ther own newdetter (22%) or through free
newspapers (12%).

The frequency of meetings is a matter of condderable variation between schemes. About a
fifth of schemes never have generd medtings of members while a smilar proportion meet
about six times a year. Two thirds of scheme organisers never have separate meetings from
the meding of dl membes Community Alet schemes mest more frequently then
Neighbourhood Watch schemes athough we do not know how many attend these mestings.
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Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert are desgned to build a bridge between the
Gadai and the community and scheme organisers believe that they ae effective in this
regard. Mogt scheme organisers - about nine out of ten - know ther Liaison Garda by name
and sx out of ten have heard from the Liason Garda a least once in the previous three
months. Gardai are regular attenders at scheme mestings - particularly meetings of members
as didinct from meetings of scheme organisers - and usualy make a presentation at those
meetings. However it is important to record that Gardai seem to stay in more regular contact
with Community Alert schemes than with Neighbourhood Watch schemes. We do not know
if this reflects a lack of commitment by the Gardai or by the schemes. However it may affect
the overdl vitdity of the schemes aswell as relations between the schemes and the Gardai.

The Garda input to the schemes was highly rated by the scheme organisers in the sample
dthough some wesknesses were dso identified. Mogt scheme organisers have supplied
information on suspicious activities to the Gardai and fed appreciated for doing so. Garda
feedback is invariably gppreciated by scheme organisers but no feedback was given in four
out of ten cases. The Garda presentation is often the centre piece of scheme meetings and is
seen by most scheme organisers as useful.  Scheme organisers bdieve that the Gardai are
committed to Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert, particularly at locd level but are
less sure about the nationd commitment. The centrd role of the Gardai in  supporting the
schemes is underlined by the belief - shared by the vast mgority of scheme organisers - that
the schemes could not, and should not, be run without the Gardai. In this regard, eight out of
ten scheme organisars - paticularly those in Community Alert areas - expressed satisfaction
with the Garda input to the schemes. At the same time there was adso widespread support for
a more active role by the Gardal in supporting schemes through improved information about
crime and more feedback on suspicious activities as well as nore resource materias such as
an indruction manud, video and training.

Our survey of scheme organisers reveded that two out of every three schemes tend to operate
in relaive isolation without contacting other schemes or networks of  schemes
Neighbourhood Watch schemes tend to have even less contact than Community Alert
schemes.  About 350 Community Alert schemes are dfilialed to Muintir na Tire and it
appears that about two thirds of these participated in the postal survey.

We have dready suggested that the schemes in our sample are probably the more active ones
and our andyss of scheme meetings and contacts between schemes and Gardai would seem
to suggest this Scheme organisers dso have a high leve of interest and enthusasm for the
scheme, they are strong beievers in the effectiveness of the schemes particularly in aress
such as home security, disolay of dickers, creating awareness of vulnerable people in the
community, and helping people to fed less isolated and more safe.  In generd, teief in the
effectiveness of the sthemes is much higher among Community Alet than among
Neighbourhood Wetch particularly on issues such as reducing fear, isolaion and insecurity in
the home. Bdief in the effectiveness of the schemes is not the same as actud effectiveness
however.

6.5 Characteristics of Gardai

The survey of Gardai found that Liaison Gardai are dightly older than NonLiaison Gardai
and this is accounted for by the fact that Gardai liaisng with Community Alert schemes are
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markedly older than Gardai liaisng with Neighbourhood Watch schemes. Nine out of ten
Gadal in the sample are men but there is a higher proportion of women Gardai involved in
Neighbourhood Watch than Community Alert. Eight out of ten members in the sample are
Garda rank, smilar to the proportion in the entire forcee Gardai liasng with Community
Alert are more likey to be sergeants than Gardai liaising with Neighbourhood Watch.  The
Dublin Metropolitan Area, while having the highest proportion of Gardai (23%) in the
sample, is ggnificantly under-represented by comparison with the proportion of the force in
this region (37%). All other regions have a higher proportion of Gardai in the sample than
their corresponding proportion in the force; nevertheess the sample contains a good regiond
dispersd of Gardai throughout the country. Liaison Gardai tend to have dightly more years
of service than Non-Liason Gardai while Community Alert Gardai tend to have considerably
more years of service than Neighbourhood Watch Gardai.

We anadlysed the Garda input to both schemes and found that that Neighbourhood Watch
Gada tend to be assigned more schemes than Community Alet Gardai dthough the
magority in both schemes tend to be assigned between one and two schemes. Perhaps because
of this, Neighbourhood Waich Gardai spend dightly longer on scheme activities (12.8 hours
per month, equivalent to 8% of ther time) compared to Community Alert Gardai (11.2 hours
per month, equivdent to 7% of thar time). This in turn may lep to explan the finding that
the overal Garda input per scheme - as perceived by scheme organisers - tends to be lessin
Neighbourhood Watch than in Community Alert. Liaison Gardai dways or usudly atend al
scheme medtings and tend to be sgnificantly more involved in community activities than
Non-Liaison Gardai even when scheme activities are excluded.

The results of our survey showed tha Gardai believe strongly in the effectiveness of the
schemes. Between eght and nine out of ten believe that the schemes are effective in
achieving their core objectives such as reducing the feding of being isolated, improving
home security, increesng awareness of crime and of vulnerable people, feding safer, and
increesng community involvement in the prevention of aime A dmilar levd of bdief in
the effectiveness of the schemes was displayed by scheme organisers which does not, of
course, prove that the schemes are in fact effective. Gardai and scheme organisers are dso
gmilar in that those involved with Community Alet ae more convinced about the
effectiveness of the schemes than those involved in Neighbourhood Watch. About sx out of
ten Gadal bdieve tha the schemes yidd a little information and a smilar number believe
that thisinformation is useful.

In rurd areas, Muintir na Tire has a specid role in promoting and developing Community
Alert schemes through its five development officers. We invited Gardai to assess their role
and sx out of ten Gardai reported that Muintir na Tire is playing a hepful role in establishing
and supporting schemes and would like to see this role increased in the future. A smilar
proportion believe that Community Alert schemes are more effective if they have Muintir na
Tire involvement.

Our measurement of Garda éttitudes to the schemes found that more than three quarters had a
very podtive dtitude Gardai involved with Community Alert (85%) tended to be more
postive than Gardai involved with Neighbourhood Watch (76%). Our andyss dso found,
folowing a factor andysis of 12 attitude statements, that three quarters of al Gardai are in
favour of community-based policing schemes; they believe the schemes are a good idea and
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require more manpower a locd levd but they dso believe that the community has to take
more respongbility for policing and that young people would not commit crime if they hed
something better to do. This attitude cluster indicates both a commitment to community
policing and an implication thet it is not beng fully implemented in practice.  Approximately
gx out of every ten Gardai - both Liaison and NonLiason - are definitdly opposed to
cvilian patralling by schemes while a third would congder it if it was done with the consent
of, or after training by, the Gardai; scheme organisers have very smilar views on thisissue.

We aso messured attitudes to the broader concept of community policing and its relative
importance vis a vis other policing priorities.  The top policing priorities for virtudly dl
Gardai are the detection and prevention of crime and the maintenance of public order.
However community policing is dso a priority for nine out of ten Gardai. The priorities of
individuad Gardai are not necessarily those of the corporate entity - the Garda Siochana - to
which they bdong. Indeed our results show a remarkable contrast between the policing
priorities of individud Gardai and their perception of the force's corporate policing priorities.
Individud Gardai believe that the force as a corporate entity gives much less priority to
community policing reaive to other policing activities than they do themsdves. Gardai
believe that community policing has the lowest priority within the force and is separated by a
wide gap in importance from other policing activities. The tenson between individud and
corporate policing priorities - as perceived by the Gardai in our sample - is dso mirrored in
their views about whether community policing helps or hinders on€'s promationd prospects
within the force some (43%) believe that community policing hdps a Garda's promotiona
prospects while others (49%) bdieve that it neither helps nor hinders.  This result suggests
that there is some ambiguity within the corporate culture of the Garda Siochdna about the
esteem in which community policing is held.

6.6  Impact of Schemes

We measured the impact of schemes by comparing differences between scheme participants
and non-participants. We first outline some of the genera differences between these two
groups before proceeding to the key impact indicators. Scheme participants tend to be older
than the non-scheme respondents in both urban and rurd areas. There is no gender difference
between scheme participants and non-paticipants dthough we found that women were
dightly more likdy to be involved in Neighbourhood Watch and men were dightly more
likey to be involved in Community Alert. The mgority (61%) of persons who know that
they live in a scheme area are married and this is consderably higher than the corresponding
proportions in urban and rurd Irdland respectively. Scheme participants are drawn from al
socid classes but Neighbourhood Watch participants are disproportionately middle class
compared to ther share in the urban population while Community Alert participants are
disproportionately farmers compared to their share in the rurd population.

The mgority of scheme areas do not have a resdents associaion dthough the community
soirit, paticularly in rurd aress, was felt to be very good; in urban areas, Neghbourhood
Waeatch paticipants rated the community spirit higher than non-paticipants athough the
mgority of them fet their good community spirit was not atributable to the scheme. Scheme
participants do not have very different attitudes to crime compared to non-paticipants. A
mgjority of respondents - but especidly scheme participants - are well disposed towards the
schemes and see arole for the community in crime prevention.
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Our survey of the general population reveded that about two thirds of schemes appear - a
leest from the perspective of participants - to be inactive. This was exemplified by the fact
that seven out of ten participants have never attended a scheme meeting while six out of ten
have heard nothing about the scheme or about crime prevention in the past year and do not
know the name of anyone on the scheme committee.

Our assessment of the impact of the schemes explored how crime was perceved by
participants in scheme and non-scheme areas.  Around three quarters of al respondents -
both indde and outsde schemes - bdieve tha crime is a smdl problem and there is no
datidticdly ggnificant difference between scheme participants and nonparticipants when the
sampling error - estimated to be plus or minus 4.5% for inter-scheme comparisons - is taken
into account. In other words, schemes seem to have no impact on the perception of crime.

The vast mgority of people - both scheme and nonscheme participants - fed safe & home
and in ther locd aea both during the day and night with no datdicaly Sgnificant
difference between the two groups. Accordingly we infer that schemes do not seem to make
people fed sAfer.

Our andyss dso found that scheme paticipants have double the level of victimisation of
non-scheme participants dthough this is not a daidicdly sgnificant difference when
sampling error is taken into account. Accordingly, we conclude that schemes do not seem to
have an impact on the leve of victimisation of their participants.

Participants in schemes, particularly those in Neighbourhood Wetch, take congstently more
security precautions than non-participants.  However our andyss found that only a smdl
minority - no more than about one in Sx - said they took security precautions as a result of
the scheme which suggests that taking security precautions might have more to do with the
characterigtics of the paticipants than with the characterigtics of the schemes. In other
words, the schemes have very little effect in terms of taking security precautions.

Our survey of the genera population aso examined the extent of seeing and reporting
suspicious activities among partticipants and non-participants.  This reveded that very few
people - around one in ten - had seen any suspicious activities in the previous Sx months and
there is no ddidicdly ggnificant difference between scheme participants and  non
participants in this regard. Very little suspicious activity was reported to the Gardai with no
gppreciable difference between scheme participants and non-participants.

None of these findings will offer much comfort to advocates of Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert. Indeed our anadyss was virtudly unable to isolate any benefits associated
with the schemes for each of the varidbles measured: feding safer, reduced risk of
victimisation, teking security precautions because of the scheme, reporting suspicious
activities to the Gardai. This result may be attributable to the fact, expressed by participants
themselves, that about two thirds of the schemes are inactive. However this would not
explan why the active schemes dso seem to have no impact. We can offer no explanation
for this dthough we would suggest that some of the impacts which the schemes are expected
to produce - such as reducing crime, increasing the sense of safety, reducing victimisation -
may be too ambitious and disproportionate to the resources of a group of community
volunteers who meet no more than once a month and often much less. This suggests tha
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some re-examindion is needed of the overdl objectives of the schemes and ther role within
the broader context of community policing.

6.7 Recommendations

In the light of the results presented in the previous sections, we make five recommendations.
These recommendations are desgned to respond to the fundamentd finding of the
evaduation, namey that Neighbourhood Wach and Community Alet seem to have no
gppreciable impact on the experience of crime and safety for those living in areas covered by
these schemes. In other words, the schemes have not been able to achieve the core objectives
which were origindly set for them and this effectively summarises the chdlenge posed by
the results of our evauation.

6.7.1 Re-Appraise Objectives of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

Our firg recommendation cals for a radica re-gppraisa of the objectives of Neghbourhood
Wach and Community Alet. We make this recommendation because our anayss was
unable to edtablish that participants in these schemes enjoyed benefits by comparison with
non-participants in any of the folowing key aess feding safer, reduced risk of
victimisation, teking security precautions because of the scheme, reporting suspicious
activities to the Gardai. We do not exclude the posshbility that our evaduation may have
overlooked some benefits produced by these schemes, however the falure of the schemes to
show a podgtive impact in each of the areas measured - dl of which are centra to its core
objectives - is auffident to rase fundamentd questions about the usefulness and
effectiveness of the schemes.

It may be that the objectives which were origindly set for these schemes were too ambitious
and disproportionate to the capacity of its volunteer committees. These schemes have
multiple objectives which has the advantage of creating a broad agenda of action which can
be tallored by each scheme according to locad circumstances. However it can dso be a
dangerous garting point since the core problem which the schemes are designed to address is
left \vague and undefined. For example, we know that the first two objectives of the schemes
are to reduce and prevent crime but we aso know that crime is not perceived as a serious
problem in scheme areas. This therefore raises a doubt as to whether it is gppropriate to
formulate the purpose of Neghbourhood Waich and Community Alet in terms of these
objectives.

The falure of the schemes to make an impact may dso be due to the fact many of them, in
the experience of participants, ae largely inactive. Notwithstanding the ambitious objectives
for the schemes, our case studies reveded that the schemes produce a low leve of activity -
paticularly in aress where there is not much crime or nuisance activity - and have very few
resources. Apart from the input of Garda time, there are no discretionary funds to support
goecific initiatives such as newdetters within the schemes.  Some schemes have become
enthusagticdly involved in the adminigration of the Scheme of Support for Older People -
which is funded by the Depatment of Socid, Community and Family Affars - partly
because of the intrindc merits of the scheme but adso because it gives the committee
something to do.  Overal however, our impresson is that committees barely have enough to
keep them active and this explans why some of them - paticulaly the Community Alert
schemes - rarely meet while others only meet during the winter months.
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These consderations lead us to recommend that a radical re-appraisal of the objectives of
Neighbourhood Waich and Community Alert should be undertaken as a matter of urgency.
The re-goprasad which we envisage needs to aticulae a dearer vison of community
policing and the role of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert in that context, taking
into account the findings of this report. This review needs to involve the Department of
Justice, Equdity and Law Reform, the Garda Siochéna, other rdlevant statutory agencies, and
the various voluntary bodies which have an interest in both policing and community such as
Muintir na Tire, the Neighbourhood Watch Representative Committees in Dublin, Cork and
elsawhere, Victim Support, community development organisations, et cetera.

For many scheme organisrs, community policing must involve better contact and
communication with the Gardai through the schemes. Most scheme organisers have reported
suspicious activities to the Gardai and are dways gppreciative of feedback when it is given,
however in four out of ten cases, there was no feedback given and virtudly every scheme
organiser would like this rectified. Scheme organisers were adso clear in caling for a greater
Gada input to the schemes in the form of more information on crime datigics and
suspicious activities as well as more resource materias such as an indruction manud, a
video and training.

Our case dudies reinforced the need for improved communication between the Gardai and
the community. Many of those we spoke to were disappointed at the poor feedback received
from Gardai on foot of information provided by the committees and the public generaly. A
number of Gardai - induding Superintendents - acknowledged that the public could be given
more detailed information on crime and on the work of the Gardai without jeopardisng
Security or operationa matters.

These pieces of evidence suggest that scheme organisers expect a greater willingness by the
Gardail to share information and to be more open and supportive. In this regard, the views of
scheme organisers are probably not very different to those which people generdly have about
State sarvices. In al areas of public service ddivery there is a growing expectation that the
sarvice will be as open and accountable as possble - within the limits of operationd
effectiveness, dient confidentidity, and resources - and will take account of the needs of the
client and customer.

We see a need to aticulate this vison more clearly in the context of Neighbourhood Watch
and Community Alert so that these schemes become part of a broader strategy of making the
Garda Siochdna more responsive to the needs of the community and ensuring a partnership
approach to the prevention and detection of crime. As things stand a present, it is our
impresson, despite the papable goodwill and effort which the Gardai show towards the
schemes, tha there is a tendency to place responshility for this partnership on the
community rather than on the Gardai. Clearly the sKkills and resources of both parties in this
arangement are quite unequa and it is our view that the Gardai could be - and should be -
more proactive in building a partnership with the communities it sarves.  We bdlieve that
there is scope for the Gardai to take the initiative in cregting a more vibrant partnership with
the community and to show a more explicit sense of obligation to the locd community
regarding its right to be kept informed - and to be heard - about al aspects of crime and
saety in their area This vison of community policing is dready embryonic within the
schemes but it has never been developed or resourced effectively; its time may now be due.
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6.7.2 Renew Corporate Commitment of Garda Siochana to Community Policing

Our andyss suggests that community policing holds an uneasy and ambivdent postion
within the corporate culture of the Garda Siochana. Individua Gardai place community
policing near the top of therr policing priorities but perceive the force itsdf as according it a
much lower priority. This ambivaence about community policing finds expresson in
divisons of opinion between individud Gardai on the issue of whether or not community
palicing is helpful to their promotional prospects. It dso finds expresson in the perceptions
of scheme organisers who believe that the Garda commitment to Neighbourhood Watch and
Community Alert is much sronger at locd than at nationd leve.

The perceptions of individud Gardai regarding the corporate priorities of the Garda Siochana
are not necessarily correct, dthough individud Gardai are probably in a better pogtion to
judge the dtuation than most. We know from its five year Corporate Strategy Policy
Document (Garda Siochana, 1993) tha community policing is a core dement in the Garda
Siochana's vison of its work. In that document, it describes its mission in terms of working
“with community support ... to encourage and advise the community on how best to protect
ther persons and propety from crimind behaviour” (Ibid, p.6). The methods for
implementing this misson daement indude “mantaning didogue with the community a
large about mechanisms which reduce crime exposure and develop community-based crime
prevention programmes’ (lbid, p.7) a wdl a “progressng the implementation of
Community Policing in urban and rurd areas’ (Ibid, p.9).

We dso know that the Department of Justice, Equality and Lav Reform has expressed a
commitment to community involvement in its Discusson Pgper - Tackling Crime - published
in May 1997 (Department of Judtice, Equdity and Law Reform, 1997). This commitment is
based on respect for locd knowledge and experience and an awareness of the need for
partnership between the Gardai and the community. According to the Discusson Paper,
“probably the most vauable product of effective consultation and involvement is tha it
creates a sense that, with broadly-based co-operation, something can actudly be done about
cime. The batle agang crime will remain an uphill sruggle for as long as it is seen as the
task only of Gardai, Courts and Prisons - ‘someone dse's job’” (Depatment of Judtice,
Equality and Law Reform, 1997, p.141).

Our impression is that the corporate postion of the Garda Siochdna on community policing is
poorly defined and it is often seen in teems of a st of projects or schemes such as
Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert rather than a drategic gpproach to serving the
community in a soirit of patnership. In view of this, we bdieve tha any future plans for
Neighbourhood Waich and Community Alert would need to be underpinned by a more
developed corporate policy on community policing coupled with a cdearer expresson of
corporate commitment to community policing & every levd of the force. Otherwise there is
a danger of community policing becoming littte more than a public rddaions exerciss, many
of our consultations indicated that this is how community policing is widely perceived, both
indde and outside the force,

6.7.3 Targeting of Schemes by Class and Age Requires Attention

We have dready indicated that the introduction of Neghbourhood Watch and Community
Alert in the mid-1980s was prompted, inter dia, by two rdatively different sets of problems.
In rurd areas, Community Alert was introduced as a way of countering the fear experienced

Page 120



Police and Community: An Evaluation of Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert

by many edely people in isolated rurd aress following a spate of violent attacks at that
time. The scheme has remaned reativey close to this founding ethos and, like many
community organisations in rurd Irdland, it tends to be run by men who are either farmers or
professonas. These scheme organisers are strongly committed to Community Alert and are
well supported in that by the Gardai. The dtuation with regard to Neighbourhood Watch
however is quite different.

In urban areas, Neighbourhood Watch was seen as a way for the Gardai to build bridges back
into disadvantaged urban communities where drug use and related crime were causng
growing dienation between the Gadai and the community.  We now know that
Neighbourhood Watch was rarely introduced into those areas - and is dill regarded with
suspicion if not sigma in many of these communities - and the problems of drugs and drug-
related crime have, if anything, got worse since then. Instead, Neighbourhood Watch found
richer soil in middie class areas which had a pre-exising community infrastructure and a
leadership cgpacity among predominantly middle class scheme organisers, even in aess
where there is a higher proportion of local authority resdents. As we have seen, crime is not
usudly a serious problem in these areas dthough there are nuisances, as perceived by
schemes organisers, such as rubbish, teenagers hanging around and under-age drinking.

Our case dudies dso indicated that very few schemes are to be found in the mogt
disadvantaged housing edtates in larger urban areas where levels of crime are probably much
higher than in many scheme areas.  This is conastent with one other Irish sudy which found
that those living in areas with a high risk of crime were less willing to paticipate in schemes
such as Neighbourhood Watch compared to those living in areas with a low rik of crime
(Hourihan, 1986; 1987). Studies in Britan (Hough and Mayhew, 1985) and the US
(Lavrekas and Herz, 1982) have dso found an inverse relationship between the risk of crime
and the leve of participation in crime prevention schemes.

Thus, dthough schemes such as Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert respond to the
genuine needs of communities to protect themsdves from crime and the fear of crime, they
appear to be ill-suited to those communities where there is little support for the Gardai and
which have been adversdy affected by the epidemic of drugs and related crimina activities
tha have blighted many disadvantaged urban communities over the past decade. In
recognition of this, the Garda Siochana introduced Operation DAchas during 1996 as part of a
drategy to win the co-operdion of disadvantaged communities in its fight aganst drugs and
crime (Garda Siochéana, 1997, p.4). From this perspective therefore, Neighbourhood Watch
and Community Alert can be seen as pat of a draiegy of community policing which has
been devised for areas where there is dready respect for the Gardai and where the resources
within the community are capable of setting up and running a committee.  In short, these
schemes have not been tallored to the needs of Irdand's most disadvantaged urban
communities.

None of this implies a criticiam of the schemes but is a reminder that they were designed as a
solution to a very different and possibly more serious st of problems than the ones
confronting the typicad Neighbourhood Watch area.  This raises the question: what is to be
done about community policing in the most disadvantaged urban aress? The answer to that
question is outsde the remit of this sudy but is raised here because t was aso raised as part
of the origind retionde for Neghbourhood Watch. We assat only that any form of
community policing in_these areas mud be built on solid principles of community
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devdopment such as patnership, paticipation, community enhancement and capacity
building.

In rasng the issue of targeting, we dso wish to draw atention to the fact tha
Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert are skewed not only with respect to class but
aso with respect to age. Our evaduation has shown that the schemes have little or no
involvement with young people.  This might be expected given that the committees are run
by older people who have reached a stage in life where most have bought a house and settled
down. However none of the schemes seem to have made any effort to create projects or
activities that might involve young people.  During the case studies, some Gardai affirmed
that the force does not have a clear youth policy and this may account for the fact that ideas
for the involvement of young people have not been forthcoming. Some of those we
consulted suggested that the schemes could involve young people by encouraging them to
adopt an old person whom they could vigt regularly; however we encountered no scheme
that has tried out this idea Others suggested involving trandtion year sudents in activities
but this does not seem to have been tried a@ther. Thus the age profile of Neighbourhood
Waich and Community Alert shows a marked absence of younger people who, as is wdl
known, are more likely to be the cause of nuisance and crime. From the perspective of
community policing therefore, we recommend that the involvement of young people be
considered as part of the overall reappraisa of these schemes.

6.7.4 Different Supports Needed for Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert
Throughout this sudy we have found significant differences between Neighbourhood Watch
and Community Alert. For example, we found that Gardai made less contact with scheme
organisars  in Neighbourhood Waich aeas, they were less frequent attenders at
Neighbourhood Watch meetings and they made fewer presentations at those mesetings, and
they gave less feedback to scheme organisers who had supplied information on suspicious
activities  In view of this it is not wholly surprisng that Neighbourhood Watch organisers
were less podtive about the input of the Gardai to their scheme than their Community Alert
counterparts. Neighbourhood Waich schemes were dso less active in terms of the frequency
of thar medings and this may account for the dgnificantly lower response rate from
Neghbourhood Watch schemes in this study. It is not possible to infer from this done that
Neighbourhood Watch schemes are less active because of the lower level of Garda input but
it would merit further invedtigation. Moreover it is condgtent with the finding thet
Neighbourhood Watch Gardai tend to be assigned a larger number of schemes than
Community Alert Gardai and, even though the former spend longer hours on schemes, the
overdl input per scheme seemsto less in Neighbourhood Watch than Community Alert.

The sydemdic differences in attitudes and perceptions of schemes organisers in
Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert are dso found among the Gardai assigned to
those schemes. Although dl Gardai are positively disposed towards both sets of schemes and
are convinced of ther effectiveness, Community Alet Gardai score consgtently higher on
these variables than Neighbourhood Watch Gardai.

It is difficult to know if the differences between Neighbourhood Watch and Community
Alet are attributable to the schemes themsdves or to the different crime, policing and
community contexts which prevail in urban and rurd Irdand; or to a combinaion of both.
Whichever is the case, it would be worth examining this maiter further to determine if
different arrangements are appropriate for supporting Neighbourhood Watch and Community
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Alert. By definition, a community policing agpproach must adgpt to the variety of locd
crcumgances in which communities find themselves. Accordingly, we recommend that the
review which we propose should look more closdly a how the Garda Siochana supports
these schemes - especidly Neighbourhood Watch - and examine its commitment to these
schemesin the light of amore fully developed modd of community policing.

6.7.5 ExploretheRole of Support Organisations

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alert have the same broad objectives but dightly
different locd sructures. Community Alert schemes have the benefit of a nationd support
dructure through Muintir na Tire and its five development officers, about three in every ten
Community Alert schemes (341) are dffiliated to Muintir na Tire.  Neighbourhood Watch
schemes do not have a support structure andogous to Muintir na Tire but proposas have
been developed - following extensve nation-wide consultations in the sx Garda regions - to
develop a nationa support structure to support these schemes.  The proposed support
sructure would be caled the Nationd Neighbourhood Watch Council.

Our evdudion has shown tha Muintir na Tire plays an important role in establishing and
supporting Community Alert Schemes and a mgority of Gardai would like to see this role
increased. However, the case for expanding the role of Muntir na Tire depends not only on
the qudity of its work as a support organisation to Community Alert - for which there is
consderable endorsing evidence - but dso, and more fundamentaly, on whether Community
Alet itdf is achieving its objectives. These condderations suggest that the role of Muintir
na Tire - and the proposed National Neighbourhood Watch Council - should be part of the
review of the schemes which we propose, taking the findings of this report into account. We
e little point in developing support organisations for these schemes until the more
fundamental issues affecting them have been fully darified and resourced.

6.7.6 Conclusion

Neighbourhood Watch and Community Alet conditute a mgor community resource
involving over 3500 schemes covering more than haf of dl households in the country. This
resource is an opportunity and a chalenge to the Garda Siochana because it invites a more
radicd commitment to community policing than seems to be evident a present.  This study
has shown that it is not possble to continue to operate these schemes without a radica re-
think of what they are expected to achieve. These schemes do not seem to be achieving what
they were origindly expected to achieve and accordingly it is necessary to ether change the
expectations, or change the schemes, or change both. That is the chalenge posed by this
evauation.
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