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Abstract 

Chicago’s homicide rates remain elevated, with many interventions focused on 

improving neighborhood conditions. This research examines economic causes from the social 

disorganization theory model, which posits that a neighborhood’s socioeconomic factors shape 

its crime rates. Data for homicide rates and economic development activity from two city 

programs, Micro-Market Recovery Program (MMRP) permits and Tax Increment Financing 

(TIF) grants, was paired to each of Chicago’s 50 wards to study the relationship at a local level 

from 2003 through 2018. Using a fixed-effects panel regression model to understand effects in 

each ward over time, this study found that both programs decreased homicides. Despite having 

an effect realized 2 years later, for every 100 MMRP permits issued, homicides decreased by 

nearly two. TIF grant activity had the most robust effect; the program decreased homicides by 36 

for every 100 TIF grants issued, realized after nearly a decade. Moreover, as homicides 

decreased, permits and grants increased, suggesting that the city limits economic development in 

wards continuously plagued with homicides.  
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1. Introduction 

Homicides in Chicago have continued to rise over the past 5 years, mostly attributed 

to violent, gun-related crime. City, state, and federal governments have tried various 

intervention methods—funding social programs, regulating gun ownership, initiating police 

operations/practices—to curb the rising levels of violent crime. Homicides since 2016 have 

marked record high totals, with some years surpassing the total homicides of other major 

U.S. cities combined. In 2018, though nearly 100 deaths less than the previous year, 516 

homicides were recorded in Chicago; this is more than the combined total for Los Angeles 

and New York City.  

There is standing scholarship, dating back several decades, on organized crime in 

Chicago. Much of the literature is qualitative analysis, and case studies often discuss the 

mafia origins of criminal activity in Chicago. Additionally, wider studies related to crime 

posit that social and economic characteristics (e.g., poverty, race, education, collective 

action) of a neighborhood shape the criminal behavior and criminal activity within. Another 

aspect of the literature is the impact that crime has on communities, particularly when crime 

rates decrease safety and businesses become indirect victims and eventually migrate to other 

communities. These aspects have the tendency to perpetually keep neighborhoods in a cycle 

of crime, wherein invested capital is not enough to change the community’s criminal 

behavior.  

This study addresses both aspects of the standing research and quantifies the 

effectiveness of two established public economic development programs in Chicago— 

the Micro-Market Recovery Program (MMRP) and Tax Increment Financing (TIF)—against 

homicides in the city. The study finds that both programs reduce deaths. Economic 
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development initiatives for the city are administered or granted through Chicago’s 

Department of Planning and Development with execution through other departments, 

organizations, and programs. The MMRP and TIF economic development programs, though 

with different execution mechanisms (e.g., permits, tax incentives, grants), have the shared 

goal of stimulating economic growth and community development in distressed 

neighborhoods. Both economic growth and development generally improve neighborhood 

safety and lower crime in the revitalized areas.1 

This study contributes to the existing literature of the social disorganization 

theoretical framework, which posits that levels of crime are the result of absent social control 

in neighborhoods, largely because of “socioeconomic disadvantage, residential turnover, and 

population heterogeneity”.2 Homicides in Chicago are concentrated in the west and south 

areas of the city (see figure 1), and these areas remain afflicted with the highest number of 

homicides in the city, suggesting the localization of crime.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 George Glaster, et al., The Impact of Community Development Corporations on Urban Neighborhoods (Washington, DC: The Urban 
Institute, 2005). 
2Oxford Bibliographies, “Social Disorganization,” https://www.oxfordbibliographies.com/view/document/obo-9780195396607/obo-
9780195396607-0008.xml (accessed July 10, 2019).  
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Examining the impact of economic development on homicides is important as public 

safety and reversing homicide rates are top priorities for government at all levels. Combating 

crime in Chicago is a national-level issue, as contributing factors challenge justice and health 

systems. Analysis of programs and their interaction with homicides, will help shape not only 

policies at a major city level, but also at the national level.  

Figure 1. Homicides in Chicago by Ward, 2003-2018 

The map illustrates the distribution of homicides throughout Chicago’s 50 wards  or city 
districts (numbered above) from 2003 through 2018. Chicago’s homicides during the 15-
year period were concentrated in the western and southern portions of the city. These 
areas also tend to be the city’s poorest.  

Homicides           

         Low 
 

 
 

 
         High 
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2. Literature Review 

 High rates of violent crime are not new to Chicago; indeed, the topic has been studied 

since the early 1920s. Drivers of violence in the city are not conclusive, with multiple causal 

factors explored throughout the research literature. Generally, the literature points to 

ecological causes of crime in Chicago, such as neighborhood composition, racial segregation, 

or income distribution. 

2.1 Neighborhood Composition: Social-disorganization theory 

 Several studies posit that there is a link between one’s residential location and the 

propensity for criminal behavior. In essence, the community’s environment is the largest 

driving factor for why crime occurs and that each community has its own unique structure, 

network of relationships, and, its geography influences its access to positive institutions (e.g., 

churches, recreation centers, good schools). This theory, first introduced by sociologists 

Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay in 1942, posits that community social disorganization leads 

to higher rates crime and delinquency which are caused by these four factors: low economic 

status, ethnic heterogeneity, residential mobility, and family disruption.3 When a 

community’s society is disorganized, informal social control mechanisms are either 

ineffective or not in place, which encourages a culture of violence and self-preservation.  

Within the social disorganization theoretical framework, one of the largest benefits of 

a neighborhood societal structure is “collective efficacy”. This theory was applied to an 

analysis of violent crime in Chicago by Sampson, Radenbush, and Earls in a Science article 

 
3 Robert Sampson and W. Byron Groves, “Community Structure and Crime: Testing Social-Disorganization Theory”, The American 
Journal of Sociology 94, no. 4 (January 1989): 774. 
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entitled, “Neighborhoods and Violent Crime: A Multilevel Study of Collective Efficacy” in 

1997.4 In the study, the term “collective efficacy” refers to the ability of neighborhoods to 

cultivate common values and build effective social controls, thus mediating crime, 

dampening violence, and curbing criminal behavior. Contributions to collective efficacy 

include limited residential mobility (i.e., low residential turnover), vested financial 

investment by residents, and limited economic stratification. The authors found that three 

dimensions of neighborhood stratification—concentrated disadvantage, immigration 

concentration, and residential stability—explained 70 percent of the variations in 

neighborhood efficacy. For communities with high collective efficacy, crime was 

substantially mediated.5 The study has since been independently reproduced, with the 

reproduction yielding similar results for all of the original study’s key findings.6 

Additionally, a 2010 examination of determinants of homicide trends within 

Chicago’s neighborhoods from 1965 to 1995, found that homicide trends varied considerably 

across neighborhoods.7 The study used semiparametric group-based trajectory modeling and 

established that initial levels of neighborhood disadvantage are significantly related to 

homicide trajectories, but the change over time in those same characteristics was unrelated. 

These findings support the need to study crime and criminal behavior within a neighborhood 

context.  

Many studies of violent crime, prior to the 2010s, test portions of the social 

disorganization theory, using at least one of the elements as an explanatory variable, and how 

 
4 Robert J. Sampson, Steven W. Raudenbush, and Felton Earls, “Neighborhoods and Violent Crime: A Multilevel Study of Collective 
Efficacy,” Science 277 (August 1997): 918–24. 
5 Sampson, “Neighborhoods and Violent Crime,” 922-23. 
6 Christopher D. Maxwell, Joel H. Garner, and Wesley G. Skogan, “Collective Efficacy and Violence in Chicago Neighborhoods: A  
Reproduction,” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice 34, no. 3 (August 2018): 261-62. 
7 Brian J. Stults, “Determinants of Chicago Neighborhood Homicide Trajectories: 1965-1995.” Homicide Studies 14, no. 3 (August 2010): 
244–67.  
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it relates to crime and delinquency rates for a particular city or country. The view is that each 

of these factors leads to a disadvantage for those who live within the community and these 

disadvantages strongly correlate to high levels of criminal violence. Studies of structural 

racism posit that citywide racial residential segregation, such that there are racially 

homogenous communities, place Blacks and Latinos at a disadvantage socially and 

economically and therefore, these communities bear the brunt of crime.8  

In another dimension of the theoretical framework, the effects of neighborhoods on 

crime show inconsistent patterns among groups stratified by affluence. Predictors of success 

are more consistent in wealthy and socio-economically advantageous neighborhoods and are 

inconsistent in impoverished and disadvantaged neighborhoods, according to a study 

examining neighborhood’s influence across youth groups.9 A 2002 investigation into the 

causality of income inequality and violent crime published in the Journal of Law and 

Economics, revealed a positive correlation reflecting causation even after controlling for 

other crime determinants. As economic growth improves, violent crime rates decrease.10 This 

conclusion, however, is challenged by another study in 2005, which found that although there 

is a link, income inequality is no longer a statistically significant determinant of violent crime 

in a fixed-effective and dynamic estimation.11  

Historical, largely qualitative studies of impoverished areas point to communities 

sharing these common deficiencies: “lack of community centers, no centralized formal 

 
8 Lauren Krivo, Ruth Peterson, and Danielle Kuhl, "Segregation, Racial Structure, and Neighborhood Violent Crime," American Journal of 
Sociology 114, no. 6 (May 2009): 1765. 
9 Jeanne Brooks-Gunn et al., “Do Neighborhoods Influence Child and Adolescent Development?” American Journal of Sociology 99, no. 2 
(September 1993): 384-85. 
10 Pablo Fajnzylber, Daniel Lederman, and Norman Loayza, "Inequality and Violent Crime." The Journal of Law & Economics 45, no. 1 
(2002): 25-26. 
11 Eric Neumayer, "Inequality and Violent Crime: Evidence from Data on Robbery and Violent Theft." Journal of Peace Research 42, no. 1 
(2005): 110. 
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government, no recreational activities for children, inadequate housing, no sewage, no 

running water, and limited job opportunities,” as noted in a comparison of rural and urban 

slums.12 These common deficiencies point to the need for collective efficacy, thus bridging 

the social-disorganization theoretical framework with the incentives for economic 

development and community revitalization.   

2.2 Economic Development’s Impact on Crime 

 The present literature on economic development and its interaction with crime is not 

well studied at the neighborhood level—many studies often reflect country- or city-level 

dynamics. Often, these studies focus on crime’s impact on economic development. In 

Greenbaum and Tita’s 2004 study, the researchers found that spikes in violent crime 

negatively impact neighborhoods by slowing growth of existing businesses and stemming the 

creation of new establishments in the five large US cities examined.13 Additionally, research 

on the impact of homicides on bordering cities—such as that of the safest large US city, El 

Paso, Texas and it’s violent border city, Ciudad Juarez, Mexico—found that homicides 

curtailed El Paso’s economy, likely because business activity in the afflicted city decreased.14  

A 2011 study of urban violence in Colombian cities analyzed the development level 

of each city based on aggregate-level production per capita, prices, and education. The 

author’s findings demonstrate that city-level homicides are “influenced by the city’s level of 

development, its social conditions, and the tendency for urban violence to persist over time, 

 
12 Sarah M. Ramirez and Don Villarejo, “Poverty, Housing, and the Rural Slum,” American Journal of Public Health 102, no. 9 (September 
2012): 1664–75.  
13 Robert T. Greenbaum and George E. Tita, “The Impact of Violence Surges on Neighbourhood Business Activity,” Urban Studies 41, no. 
13 (December 2004): 2495–2514.  
14 Pedro Nino Jr. et al., “Cross-Border Homicide Impacts on Economic Activity in El Paso,” Empirical Economics 49, no. 4 (December 
2015): 1543–59. 
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as shown by a strong positive relationship between the lagged and current homicide rate.”15 

This study is consistent with previous studies on common factors in violence-afflicted cities, 

yet furthered the research by demonstrating the chief influences on city-wide homicide rates.  

 The implication of previous research linking economic incentives to criminal 

behavior—as also demonstrated within the social disorganization theoretical framework—is 

that policies to improve local economies foster environments where residents choose gainful 

and legal employment over criminal employment, thus reducing crime. This implication was 

challenged in a study of crime and poverty rates following the influx of local development 

and construction in San Antonio, Texas because of the 2005-initated Base Realignment and 

Closure (BRAC) program.16 The researchers found that even though jobs and development 

spending increased during the study period, BRAC was associated with an increase in theft 

and poverty in several San Antonio neighborhoods.17 

2.3 Contribution to Research 

 The major theories surrounding drivers and solutions to violent crime, point to 

sociological and ecological factors (poverty, income disadvantage, access to institutions, 

local community network, etc.) as root causes of the problem. There are some studies which 

challenge these theories when examining the interactions at a local level. This paper aims to 

contribute to the standing research on social disorganization theory and test the theory by 

applying statistical models to study economic development programs and their impact on 

 
15 Alexander Cotte Poveda, “Economic Development, Inequality and Poverty: An Analysis of Urban Violence in Colombia,” Oxford 
Development Studies 39, no. 4 (December 2011): 453–68.  
16 Matthew Freedman and Emily G. Owens, “Your Friends and Neighbors: Localized Economic Development and Criminal Activity,” 
Review of Economics and Statistics 98, no. 2 (May 2016): 233–53.  
17 Freedman and Owens, “Your Friends and Neighbors,” 246-48. 
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homicides in Chicago at the local level. Results of this research will aid the city’s resourcing 

choices and determine the amount of economic intervention needed to curb homicide rates.  

3. Data and Methods 

3.1 Data Used in Study  

This study examined the impact of economic development programs on the number 

of homicides in Chicago. The primary source of data is from the City of Chicago’s Data 

Portal, which includes datasets on reported incidents of crime (and separately homicides), 

various city programs, as well as helpful geolocational datasets such as police districts and 

ward and community boundaries. For this study, the following datasets were used: homicides 

in Chicago, compiled by the Chicago Police Department from it’s CLEAR (Citizen Law 

Enforcement Analysis and Reporting) system; Micro-Market Recovery Program (MMRP) 

permits; and Tax Increment Financing (TIF) grants. The latter two are compiled by the city’s 

Department for Planning and Development. All of the datasets were documented 

observations of each variable, with no missing data. The homicides data is updated weekly 

and includes locational and date/time information for each record. The data on economic 

development programs include permits and grants—it is updated daily. 

For this study, the number of homicides is the dependent variable, with the number of 

MMRP permits issued, number of TIF grants approved, and the amount of TIF grant awarded 

as the independent variables. This study employs wards as a proxy for neighborhoods as it 

controls for population—each ward has approximately the same population—and that each 

ward representative composes the city’s council, who decide on public programs.  
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The two economic development programs were chosen for this study because both 

share the goal of promoting investment and development, particularly in blighted areas of the 

city.18 19 Additionally, both the MMRP20 and TIF21 programs have been in place for more 

than a decade, helping to understand the impact of multi-year efforts, such as development, 

on homicides over time (see Appendices for more information). Moreover, even though both 

of these programs are for community-level economic development, the manner in which they 

provide for the development is different. The MMRP variable examines permit activity or 

rather what the city authorizes to be rehabilitated, renewed, or newly built in each ward. The 

TIF-related variables, though two facets of the same program, are a different means of 

execution wherein the TIF program grants thousands—if not millions—of dollars for 

development projects. Both are independent programs and use different mechanisms to spur 

development throughout the city. 

For the purposes of this study, the three observational cross-sectional datasets of 

Chicago’s homicides, MMRP permits, and TIF grants were combined to produce a time-

series cross-sectional (also known as panel) dataset to observe the relationship among the 

economic development programs and homicides in each ward over multiple years. The panel 

dataset comprises information from 2003 through 2018 of all 50 wards,22  a time frame 

chosen as the MMRP dataset showed a sharp decline in the number of permits issued from 

 
18 Department of Planning and Development, “Tax Increment Financing Program,” 
https://www.chicago.gov/city/en/depts/dcd/supp_info/tax_increment_financingprogram.html (accessed July 8, 2019).  
19 Department of Planning and Development, “Micro-Market Recovery Program,” 
https://www.chicago.gov/city/en/depts/doh/provdrs/developers/svcs/mmrp.html (accessed July 8, 2019). 
20 Chicago’s Micro-market Recovery Program (MMRP) is one of the city’s largest economic development programs. The MMRP is an 
effort between the city and community capital sources (e.g., not-for-profits, non-profits, and for-profit). According to the city's description 
of the program, the goal is to improve conditions, strengthen property values, and create environments supportive of private investment in 
targeted areas by strategically deploying public and private capital and other tools and resources in well-defined micro-markets. The MMRP 
issues permits for various capital improvement and building projects in targeted areas of the city.  
21 Tax Increment Financing (TIF) is a special funding tool used by the City of Chicago to promote public and private investment across the 
city. Funds are used to build and repair roads and infrastructure, clean polluted land and put vacant properties back to productive use, 
usually in conjunction with private development projects. Funds are generated by growth in the Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) of 
properties within a designated district and areas proposed for TIF designation must possess numerous blighting factors to be eligible. 
22 Wards are the city’s legislative districts. There are 50 wards in the city with approximately 54,000 constituents per ward in Chicago.  



 
 
 

11 

just before 2003, suggesting a programmatic change occurred at this time. This pared the data 

to 800 total observations, where each row represented one of Chicago’s wards observed each 

year.  

As seen in table 1, which summarizes the 800 observations, homicides do not wildly 

fluctuate with the exception of 2016, which was a banner year. The variable with the most 

variance is the total amount awarded in TIF grants, which has a deviation of nearly $25 

million. There appears to be no steady amount of money awarded, suggesting that TIF 

projects vary in scale and the review and award process is also case dependent. For the panel 

dataset, the variable for TIF grants awarded the values were rescaled to millions, so that 

model results would be easy to compare across the variables.  
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Table 1. Summary of Homicides and Economic Development Programs in Chicago by Year 
 

Year  Homicides   MMRP 
Permits Issued  

TIF Projects 
Awarded 

 Total TIF Grant 
Awarded  

2003 586  1,180  9  $       59,595,237  

2004 436  1,109  29  $     188,934,007  
2005 453  855  18  $     223,532,860  

2006 476  1,046  9  $       73,298,830  

2007 447  1,008  10  $       21,748,016  

2008 513  843  19  $     160,621,624  
2009 460  786  22  $       82,683,173  

2010 438  751  23  $     238,411,326  

2011 438  897  51  $     125,733,003  
2012 507  821  34  $     242,395,084  

2013 422  758  27  $     152,374,895  

2014 426  910  47  $     280,408,306  

2015 502  884  21  $       50,330,941  
2016 788  900  15  $     683,425,405  

2017 676  949  22  $     101,129,067  

2018 589  933  29  $     199,062,804  

Total 8,157  14,630  385 $   2,883,684,578  

Mean of panel 
dataset 10.19 18.29 0.48 $ 3,600,400 

Standard deviation 
(overall wards)  10.06 38.89 0.99 $ 24,669,000 

Standard deviation 
(between wards) 8.99 37.96 0.59 $ 7,558,000 

Standard deviation 
(within ward) 4.71 9.92 0.81 $ 23,506,000 

  

Additionally, table 1 also displays the standard deviation of each of the variables, 

which changes as we take different perspectives on the wards. The variation in homicides 

over the years for all of the wards is about 10 homicides away from the mean (or average). 

From ward to ward, the variation is about 9 homicides, and from within a particular ward it is 

much smaller with nearly 5 homicides away from the mean. This suggests that most wards 

tend to have consistent homicide rates each year.  



 
 
 

13 

 Comparing the economic development programs, there is much greater fluctuation in 

these three perspectives. For MMRP permits, the largest changes are in year-to-year number 

of permits issued throughout the city as well as how many are issued between different 

wards—this value deviates nearly 38 permits away from the mean of 18. While the number 

of TIF projects awarded did not show much variation, the amount awarded had the largest 

variation. Interestingly, the variation from the mean between wards is nearly 300 times 

smaller than the variation within a particular ward. This implies that the amount awarded to 

the different wards in a given year doesn’t fluctuate as much, but within a particular ward, 

the TIF amount awarded can fluctuate greatly over time. 

3.2 Method for Analysis 

To assess how much the economic development program contributed to the homicide 

rate, the analysis employed a series of fixed-effects panel regression models with various 

time lags, with the ward in a given year as the unit of analysis. This method was chosen 

because each development project, depending on scope, takes time to execute after a permit 

or grant is issued. As the study examines this phenomenon in each ward over time, the 

research tests previous research on the impact of economic stimuli to change the local 

environment for the better, with homicides serving as a proxy for a neighborhood’s 

condition.  

By observing each of the 50 wards over the course of 15 years, we limit the effect of 

omitted variable bias (in other words, bias from excluding an unobserved explanatory 

variable within the entity). The panel data provides for a control of variables which may be 
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unique to each ward and for which we cannot measure,23 such as culture, differences in social 

hierarchy, and other socio-cultural factors described in social disorganization theory. 

In a fixed-effects panel regression model, we assume that each entity observed is 

unique and therefore is not correlated or seen in other entities.24 In this respect, this model 

allows for control of the two economic development variables, which do have varied 

activities over time but the program’s selection criteria are not tailored for individual wards, 

thus making both applicable to all 50 wards. Moreover, the use of a fixed-effects panel 

regression model provides for the ability to examine the variation within a ward, but also to 

test the independent variables within and across the wards to reveal if they cause changes in 

the city’s homicides. Indeed, the employment of a Hausman specification test—to evaluate if 

this model was a better fit than a random-effects model—found that the fixed-effects model 

was a statistically significant approach.25 

4. Results 

Chicago has been a city with a high number of homicides, with 2016 through 2018 

comprising the top three years, according to reports maintained by the Chicago Police 

Department.26 Much of the academic study related to crime is based on theories that specific 

socio-economic factors influence a local society’s behavior which leads to investment in 

community-level drivers (e.g., neighborhood economic or educational improvement) to 

reduce crime and violence.  

 
23 James H. Stock and Mark W. Watson, Introduction to Econometrics—Second Edition (Boston: Pearson/Addison Wesley., 2007), 350-
351. 
24 Stock and Watson, Introduction, 356-357. 
25 A Hausman specification test found a probability of 0.0302, which is less than the determinant p-value of 0.05 for significance. Therefore, 
a fixed-effects panel regression model is a better fit for the data than a random-effects panel regression model.  
26 Research & Development Division of the Chicago Police Department, “Homicides 2001-Present,” https://data.cityofchicago.org/Public-
Safety/Homicides/k9xv-yxzs (accessed July 8, 2019). 
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This study found that both economic development programs did contribute to a 

decline in homicides throughout the years. The fixed-effects model generally performed the 

best in explaining the variations between the wards; the model’s performance was weaker in 

explaining overall differences and those within a ward. The results are consistent with studies 

noted earlier, in that the drivers of crime and crime rates were best explained by differences 

across neighborhoods and not within neighborhoods. 

Though findings with the Tax Increment Financing program were not statistically 

significant, the study found that the TIF program consistently drove a substantial decrease in 

homicides each year. The results show that even though the TIF amount invested varied 

considerably year-on-year, this largely did not affect homicides. Instead, the greatest change 

was determined through the frequency of activity, as measured by the number of permits 

issued or TIF grants awarded in each ward per year.  

The study also examined the impact of homicides on these economic development 

programs, as similar studies have been conducted on other cities or countries. The results 

were that as homicides increased, initially, MMRP permit activity also increased but then 

declined over time. As homicides decreased, both economic development program activity 

increased, a finding which supports earlier studies that higher crime rates hinder economic 

growth. 

4.1 Examining the Effect of Economic Development Over Time 

In 2003, the first year of this study, TIF projects contributed to lowering homicides by 

10 for every 100 projects awarded. It takes MMRP permits three years to decrease homicides 

by two for the same amount of activity. In figures 2 to 4, the histograms show the homicides 

and economic development activity in each ward during the 15-year time period. These 
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graphs convey that homicides and economic development tend to remain in the same 

wards—there are no major shifts in the location of homicides nor in the location of economic 

investment projects.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.  Homicides by Ward, 2003-2015 
Source: City of Chicago Data Portal, Homicides 
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Figure 3. Micro-Market Recovery Program Permits Issued by Ward, 2003-2018 
Source: City of Chicago Data Portal, Micro-Market Recovery Program Permits 

   Figure 4. Tax Increment Financing Grants Awarded by Ward, 2003-2018 
Source: City of Chicago Data Portal, Tax Increment Financing Projects 
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Additionally, the TIF program is largely absent in the wards with high homicide rates, 

whereas the MMRP program has activity in a few of the more afflicted areas. Surprisingly, 

the ward with the most TIF program activity, Ward 46, is not contiguous to the ward with the 

most homicides, Ward 28. This suggests the TIF program may not be directed to the areas 

with the greatest need.  

Both programs, though aimed to provide economic development to improve blighted 

communities, rarely have overlap in their activities. This perhaps reflects the project-by-

project nature of both programs and that the city enables these projects to occur through two 

different mechanisms: permits or grants. With the MMRP program, individuals and small 

developers must raise the capital for the project, with the program encouraging development 

through issuing permits. In essence, this program provides the access to rehabilitate a 

neighborhood through regulating approvals to execute a construction project.  

On the other hand, the TIF grants allow for individuals and larger developers access 

to capital needed to execute a project. Through the collaboration of private and public 

funding, the TIF grants provide both access and availability of construction projects to 

rehabilitate a neighborhood. This likely explains why TIF projects, regardless of amount, 

have shown to have a more profound effect on the homicide rates. This difference is seen in 

figure 5, which displays each coefficient from the model’s independent variables and shows 

the increase or decrease in the number of homicides per 100 permits or grants issued.  
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The fixed-effects panel regression model explores the relationship between homicides 

and the independent variables, the MMRP permits, TIF projects, and TIF grant amounts, with 

the wards as the measured entity. This model performed best in explaining the variation from 

ward-to-ward (or between wards), as shown in the R-squared values found in tables 2 to 4. At 

the year of issue, the model explained 32 percent of this variation; with the 10-year time lag, 

the model explained 28 percent. Thus, the model is applicable to understanding why 

homicide rates vary between wards. 

           Table 2. Fixed-Effects Panel Regression Model Results for Year Issued: Economic Development on  
                          Homicide Rates 
 

 Year issued   
 

  Coefficient Standard Error t P > |t| 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

n 

Permits 0.03 0.02 1.89 0.06 [-0.01, 0.06] 800 
TIF -0.11 0.22 -0.48 0.63 [-0.54, 0.33] 800 

TIF Grant 
Awarded 0.00 0.01 0.21 0.83 [-0.01, 0.02] 800 

Constant 9.64 0.38 25.62 0.00 [8.90, 10.38] 800 

R-squared 
(between) 0.32 F 1.28 

 
Prob > F 0.28 

    
 

  

Table 3. Fixed-Effects Panel Regression Model Results with 5-year Time Lag: Economic  
               Development on Homicide Rates 

 5 years after issue    

  Coefficient Standard Error t P > |t| 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

n 

Permits 0.00 0.02 0.11 0.91 [-0.04, 0.04] 550 
TIF -0.12 0.27 -0.46 0.65 [-0.65, 0.41] 550 

TIF Grant 
Awarded 0.00 0.01 0.29 0.77 [-0.01, 0.02] 550 

Constant 10.48 0.46 22.85 0.00 [9.59, 11.39] 550 

R-squared 
(between) 0.18 F 0.08 

 
Prob > F 0.97 
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Table 4. Fixed-Effects Panel Regression Model Results with 10-year Time Lag: Economic  
               Development on Homicide Rates 

 10 years after issue    

  Coefficient Standard Error t P > |t| 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

n 

Permits -0.12 0.03 -3.38 0.00 [-0.18, -0.05] 300 

TIF -0.28 0.42 -0.67 0.50 [-1.11, 0.55] 300 

TIF Grant 
Awarded 0.00 0.01 0.27 0.78 [-0.02, 0.02] 300 

Constant 13.82 0.80 17.28 0.00 [12.24, 15.39] 300 

R-squared 
(between) 0.28 F 3.98 

 
Prob > F 0.01 

       

4.2 Statistical Significance of Findings 

 The fixed-effects panel regression model though showing generally consistent trends 

of each variable’s impact, did not meet the standards for statistical significance to reject the 

null hypothesis, that there is no effect, at a = 0.10. As shown in tables 2 through 4, the 

probability that each variable had an effect on homicides changed with each time period. Of 

note, the two-tail p-values (annotated by P > |t|) for permits were lower than those associated 

with TIFs and were at times, statistically significant at p < 0.10. The analyses found 

statistically significant interactions between permits and homicides modeling for on-year in 8 

of the14 models incorporating a time lag.27 There were no statistically significant interactions 

between homicides and TIF projects nor TIF grant amounts; all p-values were greater than 

0.10.  

Even though we cannot conclusively confirm the impact of the TIF program on 

homicides, the results suggest that economic development programs likely cause a change in 

homicide rates. The study’s findings are not insignificant, as any effort made to prevent 

 
27 The fixed-effect panel regression model for the relationship between permits and homicides found statistically significant results, where  
p < 0.10, for 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, and 12-year time lags. 
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deaths is worthwhile. Repeating this study with more observations could yield more 

statistically significant results. 

4.3 Examining the Effect of Homicides on Economic Development 

 Given that the goal of these economic development programs is to benefit 

economically disadvantaged communities, we assume that homicides play a role in a 

neighborhood’s development attractiveness, as demonstrated through previous research. This 

study applied a fixed-effects panel regression to understand and quantify the interaction 

between homicides and economic development over time. Similarly, this model did not meet 

the accepted standards for statistical significance to reject the null hypothesis at a = 0.10. 

 During the year of issue, homicides spurred an increase in the number of permits 

issued; for every 100 homicides nearly 15 permits were issued, as displayed in tables 5 

through 7. The effect was negligible for the amount awarded in TIF grants and the number of 

TIF projects decreased by 24 for every 100 homicides.  

This trend generally holds for 5 years after an economic development incentive is 

issued. By the fifth year, as homicides increased by one, the number of permits issued 

increased by 0.04, TIF projects decreased by 0.23, and the amount of TIF grant awarded did 

not change. By a decade after issue, homicides dampen the economic development, with a 

decrease in permits issued (a decrease of 0.16 for each homicide) and in the number of TIF 

projects (which decreased by 0.46). Again, the awarded amount for TIF grants is not 

impacted.   
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            Table 5. Fixed-Effects Panel Regression Model Results for Year Issued: Homicides on Economic  
            Development 

 Year issued   
 

  Coefficient Standard Error t P > |t| 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

n 

Permits 0.15 0.08 1.89 0.06 [-0.01, 0.30] 800 
TIF -0.24 0.46 -0.53 0.60 [-1.15, 0.67] 800 

TIF Grant 
Awarded 0.00 0.02 -0.22 0.83 [-0.03, 0.03] 800 

Constant 16.93 0.89 18.95 0.00 [15.18,18.68] 800 

R-squared 
(between) 0.33 F 1.34 

 
Prob > F 0.26 

       

Table 6. Fixed-Effects Panel Regression Model Results with 5-year Time Lag: Homicides on   
               Economic Development 

 5 years after issue    

  Coefficient Standard Error t P > |t| 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

n 

Permits 0.04 0.11 0.39 0.70 [-0.18, 0.27] 550 

TIF -0.23 0.46 -0.50 0.62 [-1.13, 0.67] 550 

TIF Grant 
Awarded 0.00 0.01 -0.09 0.93 [-0.03, 0.03] 550 

Constant 16.87 1.15 14.64 0.00 [14.61, 19.13] 550 

R-squared 
(between) 0.33 F 0.15 

 
Prob > F 0.93 

    
 

  

Table 7. Fixed-Effects Panel Regression Model Results with 10-year Time Lag: Homicides on  
               Economic Development 

 10 years after issue    

  Coefficient Standard Error t P > |t| 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

n 

Permits -0.16 0.14 -1.07 0.28 [-0.47, 0.14] 300 

TIF -0.46 0.62 -0.74 0.46 [-1.68, 0.77] 300 

TIF Grant 
Awarded 0.00 0.02 -0.12 0.96 [-0.03, 0.03] 300 

Constant 19.63 1.59 12.32 0.00 [16.49, 22.76] 300 

R-squared 
(between) 0.24 F 0.62 

 
Prob > F 0.60 
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 The model results demonstrate that over time, permit and grant activity decreased 

while homicides increased, which suggests that the city limits economic development in 

wards continuously plagued by homicides. The dearth of economic development in wards 

with high homicides is clearly displayed earlier, in figures 2 through 4. 

5. Conclusion 

 Economic development programs can have a positive effect in stemming homicide 

rates in Chicago. Using a fixed-effects panel regression model, the study found that MMRP 

activity decreased homicides and it is likely that the number of TIF projects reduce 

homicides much more than the amount invested in a given ward. Moreover, despite the goal 

of these programs to develop distressed communities with initial investment, as homicides 

increased, economic development activity decreased. The latter may be explained by 

Greenbaum and Tita’s study, which finds that investors are reluctant to build in communities 

which are perceived to have a trajectory of being unsafe and not secure.28 

5.1 Implications of Findings 

 The results from the fixed-effects panel regression models demonstrate that economic 

development activity, regardless of amount invested, likely has an overall effect in lowering 

homicides within the first few years of deployment. Therefore, even small monetary 

investments in development projects could prevent homicides. Both programs aim to rebuild 

and revitalize distressed neighborhoods through providing access and resources to targeted 

areas of the city. The success of each program is determined by the reestablishment of 

residential and commercial occupancies, which then help a community’s socio-economic 

 
28 Greenbaum, and Tita, “Impact of Violence,” 2495–2514.  
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development. This finding is similar to that of Cotte Poveda’s examination of development 

on violence in Colombia.29 

This study analyzes the data based on Chicago’s 50 wards, the city’s aldermen, who 

represent these districts, may be encouraged to support the MMRP and TIF programs. The 

results also likely reveal that the activity level of each program should be rapidly expanded, 

as the presence of a permit or grant appeared to have the largest effect. Additionally, despite 

homicides dampening permits and TIF projects over time, a greater level of activity in the 

first two or three years may yield positive and long-lasting results. Moreover, TIF projects 

had the most year-on-year impact against homicides yet was largely confined to wards with 

lower homicide rates, which may warrant a reconsideration of the criteria used to select 

projects. 

5.2 Limitations of Study 

 The results cannot definitively state that the economic development programs affect 

homicides because, as noted earlier, the models did not meet the accepted standards for 

statistical significance to reject the null hypothesis, that there is no effect, at a = 0.10. This 

indicates potential limitations of the study.  

The datasets used in the study are observational and reflect the homicides reported or 

the MMRP permits and TIF projects recorded. This can lead to great variation within the 

variables, as each observation does not have a predefined control. Additionally, homicides 

are largely unpredictable, and causes vary with each case. Another limitation is that because 

this study examined public economic development programs, the activity and funds needed 

to execute the program are contingent on annual budget allocations and tax revenue. The 

 
29 Cotte Poveda, “Economic Development,” 453–68.  
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budget and tax revenues can vary, sometimes drastically, with each fiscal year. By examining 

the interaction between homicides and economic development at a local level, on a given 

year, the distribution of the data will change and the variances within the datasets may be 

amplified. These factors limit the model’s performance, as noted by the model’s within and 

overall R-squared values, and the lack of statistically significant findings related to the TIF 

program.  

Additionally, the study did not control for real-estate vacancy rates of residential and 

commercial properties, which both development programs strive to lower. This may play a 

role in the activities of both programs and could be an additional variable for consideration in 

future studies.  

5.3 Areas for Future Research 

 Future iterations of this study would benefit from a more granular study of 

neighborhoods, as the social disorganization theory points to the need for localized social 

efficacy to galvanize the community to improve the neighborhood environment. A study of 

the data at the block level, perhaps gathered from census data of block groups, may prove 

beneficial to further the understanding of dynamics between economic development projects 

and homicides. Findings may also improve by changing the timescale from annual to 

monthly. Studying at the block level and changing the timescale will increase the number of 

observed groups for the panel dataset, potentially improving significance test results.  

 Additionally, future research could compare the efficacy of public projects and 

private (nonprofit organization led) projects. Researchers could explore how a community’s 

crime or homicide rates are shaped by these programs and examine if differences in 

acquisition and management of funds exist. As such a study potentially has more independent 
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variables to test, it could also be used to determine if a ceiling to investment exists and the 

point in which the number of homicides stagnates development ventures in these 

communities. Such a study would contribute to practical applications of social 

disorganization theory and demonstrate the effectiveness of using such an approach in 

disadvantaged communities. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Micro-Market Recovery Program  

Program Overview  
 
The Micro Market Recovery Program (MMRP) is an initiative of the City of Chicago’s 
Department of Housing that assists in rebuilding distressed communities by reducing the cost 
of homeownership, creating communities of choice, and attracting new owners to vacant 
buildings on targeted neighborhood blocks. 
 
The program is based on three principles: strategic targeting of resources to small 
geographies, collaborative deployment of those resources by private, public and non-profits 
partners, and comprehensively utilizing those resources to address the specific needs of 
families, buildings and blocks. 
 
MMRP has ten designated target areas, which are mapped below. In each target area, a 
community partner organization works to increase neighborhood stability through 
reinvestment in vacant buildings and supporting current homeowners, while increasing the 
opportunity for new home ownership. The City provides $15,000 in down payment 
assistance to eligible owner-occupants ready to buy a home in an MMRP area. The City also 
offers forgivable loans to help current owner-occupants make home repairs. 
 
Source: Department of Planning and Development, “Micro-Market Recovery Program,” 
https://www.chicago.gov/city/en/depts/doh/provdrs/developers/svcs/mmrp.html (accessed July 8, 2019).  
 

Appendix B: Tax Increment Financing 

Program Overview 
 
Tax Increment Financing is a special funding tool used by the City of Chicago to promote 
public and private investment across the city. Funds are used to build and repair roads and 
infrastructure, clean polluted land and put vacant properties back to productive use, usually 
in conjunction with private development projects. Funds are generated by growth in the 
Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) of properties within a designated district over a period 
of 23 years. 
 
Funding levels for specific projects are coordinated with area plans and goals. When an area 
is declared a TIF district, the amount of property tax the area generates is set as a base EAV 
amount. As property values increase, all property tax growth above that amount can be used 
to fund redevelopment projects within the district. The increase, or increment, can be used to 
pay back bonds issued to pay upfront costs, or can be used on a pay-as-you-go basis for 
individual projects. At the conclusion of the 23-year period, the increase in revenue over the 
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base amount is distributed annually among the seven taxing bodies in the city that are based 
on property values. 
 
Under state law, areas proposed for TIF designation must possess numerous blighting factors 
to be eligible: 

• Age 
• Obsolescence 
• Code violations 
• Excessive vacancies 
• Overcrowding of facilities 
• Lack of ventilation, light, sanitary facilities 
• Excessive land coverage 
• Inadequate utilities 
• Deleterious land use or layout 
• Lack of physical maintenance 
• Lack of community planning 
• Dilapidation or deterioration 

  

 
  

 
Source: Department of Planning and Development, “Tax Increment Financing Program,” 
https://www.chicago.gov/city/en/depts/dcd/supp_info/tax_increment_financingprogram.html (accessed 
July 8, 2019). 
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