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organizations to achieve public goals generally places poor neighbor-
hoods at a disadvantage to middle-class ones. However, it appears that
other processes can ameliorate their advantages, at least in the case of
crime. A larger, “total effect” in Table 1 is that of neighborhood crime
on the extent of local organization; despite some expectations to the
contrary, the two were strongly related. That effect “drowned out” some
of the class bias, for better-off areas also had fewer reasons to organize
around crime-related issues. Class bias also was dampened somewhat by
the tendency of residents of better-off areas to get along better with the
police and (apparently as a result) rely upon them more heavily.

Second, there was a substantial tendency for less cohesive commu-
nities to employ more formally organized responses to crime. There may
be a direct trade-off between the extent to which neighborhoods rely on
more formal and less formal local prevention efforts. The effects of
cohesion were both direct and indirect, and the two were cumulative.
The indirect effect of cohesion documented in Figure 1, through its
association with lower levels of local crime (and hence less organization
around the issue), replicates 70 years of research on communities and
crime. The direct link between the extent of neighboring and local
organization efforts suggests that organizations of the type examined
here emerge where informal problem-solving capacities are weak.
Although this research cannot speak to the actual benefits of organizing
around crime problems, in the aggregate they would appear to accrue to
the communities that need them more.

Finally, like many studies this one found that predominantly black
neighborhoods were somewhat more organized around crime than their
counterparts; the same was true of areas with more young families. The
effects of these factors were indirect, a result of the poverty and crime
problems that typically plague such communities. This is some evidence
that black neighborhoods in these three metropolitan areas were not
completely disadvantaged with regard to the benefits that might flow
from the efforts of local organizations. However, it also appears that
some of this organizational capacity arises as a response to inadequate
police service to black communities. The residents of older, white, and
affluent areas got along better with the police, and where that was the
case, residents seemed to rely more heavily on the state for defense
against crime.

The finding that places enjoying better service from the police are less
actively organized may seem to present a conundrum for policymakers
who want to encourage voluntary efforts to combat crime at the local
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level. The inference would seem to be, “give them worse policing.”
However, this is an analysis of naturally occurring covariation rather
than the effects of planned interventions. In these data, community
organizing was to some extent a response to bad policing, but organized
activity was also apparent in minority areas plagued by high levels of
crime and a limited capacity for informal problem solving. The effects of
crime and cohesion, and the two neighborhood demographic factors,
were greater than those of policing (compare their total effects in Table
1). In these areas, moving toward a community policing model in which
better service is linked to sustained efforts to enhance the organizational
capacity of high-crime neighborhoods might be the way to “have it both
ways”—to enhance both the self-defensive capability of urban com-
munities and the quality of the service they receive.

NOTES

1. The data were collected during the summer of 1977 for the Workshop in Political
Theory and Policy Analysis at Indiana University and the Center for Urban and Regional
Studies of the University of North Carolina, under the direction of Elinor Ostrom,
Gordon Whitaker, and Roger Parks.

2. Like most surveys, these over-represented females, who are more likely to be found
at home. However, gender is by far the strongest individual-level correlate of victimization,
fear, and many crime-related behaviors, so artifactual differences in the sex distribution of
the neighborhood samples could cloud the effects of true area-level differences. To counter
this, each area sample was weighted to standardize it at 53% female, the Census Bureau’s
usual figure for urban populations. Because each sample household was represented by a
single respondent, each of them also was weighted by the number of eligible respondents in
the household, to proportionately represent members of larger households.

3. There are other fit measures that, like Delta-2, assess the improvement of a given
model over a no-covariance “null” model. The Delta-1 for this model is .94, which exceeds
Bentler and Bonett’s (1980) rule of thumb for a good fit of .90. The Rho-1 for the model is
.85, and the Rho-2 is .86. See Bollen (in press) for a discussion of all the measures. In this
case, I find the consistency of the model with past research, its parsimony and goodness of
fit, and the lack of any meaningful residuals to be explained, to be persuasive.
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