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Neighborhood Associations and

Social Capital

Abstract:

In the United States, the past 50 years have witnessed a remarkable expansion of formal
associations in residential neighborhoods, including homeowners associations, condo associations,
crime watch groups, tenant associations, and special-interest neighborhood coalitions. Despite
their prevalence and growing role in neighborhood governance, the relationship of these
associations to interpersonal trust and networks among residents and outsiders remains
understudied. Drawing on the Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey (SCCBS), we
estimate the impact of neighborhood association membership on bonding and bridging social
capital in a nationally-representative sample of residents. Among non-homeowners, our findings
suggest that neighborhood association membership is linked to bonding social capital (such as a
propensity to socialize and cooperate with neighbors and a positive perception of impact on
community conditions), as well as bridging social capital (such as a greater likelihood of trust in
racial out-groups). These benefits from neighborhood association membership are attenuated or
reversed among homeowners. The results underscore the need for social scientists to consider the
inherent tension in neighborhood associations, as institutions that ensure the protection of property
values, on the one hand, and that promote neighborhood cooperation and quality of life, on the

other.



“Gated communities churn a vicious cycle by attracting like-minded residents who seek shelter
from outsiders and whose physical seclusion then worsens paranoid groupthink against outsiders
... in this us-versus-them mental landscape, them refers to new immigrants, blacks, young people,
renters, non-property-owners and people perceived to be poor.” — Rich Benjamin (2012), Op-Ed
in the New York Times

Introduction

The issue of community exclusivity and interracial trust was thrown into sharp relief on February
26", 2012, when George Zimmerman killed Trayvon Martin in Sanford, Florida. Martin, a
seventeen-year-old black male, was fatally shot by Zimmerman, a neighborhood watch coordinator
in the Retreat at Twin Lakes, a gated middle-income community. In the aftermath of the shooting
and Zimmerman’s acquittal, public discourse highlighted prominent debates regarding race
relations, permissive gun laws, and racially-motivated injustice in America. A smaller set of media
commentators sought to understand the neighborhood context that may have contributed to the
shooting, calling attention to associations — such as Zimmerman’s crime watch group or the gated
community itself -- that might link “residents’ palpable satisfaction with their communities’
virtue” with an “evident readiness to trumpet alarm at any given threat” from outsiders (Benjamin
2012: A27; Green 2012). These accounts called attention to the potential role of neighborhood
associations in fomenting or reflecting in-group bias, while serving as a new source of cohesion

among neighbors.

Neighborhood associations are nongovernmental collectivities whose espoused purpose is to
improve the quality of life and/or property values within a local residential area. Defined in this
broad sense, they encompass a diverse array of organizational forms, ranging from homeowners
associations (HOAs), which impose mandatory membership on residents as a function of real
estate law (McCabe 2011), to tenant associations, crime watch groups, and special-interest
neighborhood coalitions, which involve voluntary membership among residents (Logan and
Rabrenovic 1990). From a historical perspective, the proliferation of neighborhood associations
in the United States over the last fifty years has been dramatic. Homeowners and condo

associations existed in miniscule numbers in the 1960s, subsequently increasing to roughly 10,000
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in 1970 and more than 333,000 in 2014 (CAI 2014). Other neighborhood associations, such as
crime watch groups, have proven more difficult to track statistically, although one report has
estimated that 41 percent of the American population lives in neighborhoods monitored by a watch
program (NCPC 2001). Urban centers such as Birmingham, Dayton, Portland, St. Paul, and San
Antonio have implemented citywide programs, in which residents in every neighborhood are
organized in an association (Berry, Portney, and Thompson 1993). More recently, many
communities have witnessed the spread of online associations that encourage intra-neighborhood
communication (Hampton 2007; Pulliam-Moore 2014). In light of such trends, scholars have
identified the rise of neighborhood associations as one of the most profound yet quiet institutional

changes in the governance of American neighborhoods (Stabile 2000).

Despite their numerical prevalence, the relationship of neighborhood associations to social capital
— as represented by interpersonal trust and networks among residents -- remains understudied.
Early sociological work on neighborhood associations highlighted their role as local political
actors, particularly their relationship to the growth machine model of urban development (Logan
and Rabrenovic 1990). The macro-political emphasis has been sustained in numerous studies
concerned with the positive and negative implications of mandatory-membership associations as
a form of “private government” (e.g., McKenzie 1994, 2011; Stabile 2000; McCabe 2011).
Political and ecological perspectives have also been deployed to understand the effectiveness of
neighborhood associations (Mesch and Schwirian 1996; Foster-Fishman et al. 2007). Yet few
studies have quantitatively traced the effects of neighborhood associations to general levels of
sociability, trust, and in-group biases among residents.! Although social scientists have touted the
possibility that these associations may promote social cohesion and neighborliness (Putnam 2000;
Stabile 2000: Chapter 10; Portney and Berry 2007), there has been no nationally-representative
analysis of the link between neighborhood associations and individual perceptions of social capital

within neighborhoods.

This study examines the relationship between neighborhood association involvement and two

types of social capital among residents — “bonding” social capital, or the tendency of residents to



form trust and relationships with other, like-minded neighbors, and “bridging” social capital, or
the tendency of residents to place trust in individuals unlike themselves, such as different racial
minorities or immigrant groups (Gittell and Vidal 1998). Common conceptions of planned
communities, such as Zimmerman’s Retreat at Twin Lakes, portray their associations as a source
of bonding social capital that simultaneously decreases bridging between neighborhood residents
and outsiders. Drawing on social capital and institutional theories, we argue that such conceptions
are oversimplified. We suggest that a crucial moderating variable influencing the effect of
neighborhood associations is homeownership. Neighborhood associations generally improve trust
and interpersonal ties among neighbors, but these outcomes are attenuated when resident interests
are oriented toward the preservation of home values rather than civic engagement. Similarly, we
argue that neighborhood associations are associated with greater levels of bridging social capital
(e.g., interracial trust) among residents who do not own a home, but that bridging advantages are
reversed in associations among homeowners. To test these arguments, our study analyzes Robert
Putnam’s 2000 Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey (SCCBS), generally finding support
for the role of homeownership as a moderating variable in the effect of neighborhood associations.
Many of the findings continue to hold when neighborhood association membership is treated as
an endogenous choice variable, subject to residential self-selection and heterogeneity in preference
for voluntary affiliation. These results underscore the need for sociologists to understand the
micro-institutional foundations of social capital (Small 2009; Kwon and Adler 2014), rather than

treating associations as interchangeable features of neighborhood context.



Associations and Social Capital in Neighborhoods

While social scientists have developed a cottage industry that focuses on neighborhood effects and
social capital (Sampson et al. 2002), there has been relatively limited attention to the role of
associations within neighborhoods in producing networks, norms, and trust among residents.
Prominent studies of organizing within neighborhoods tend to highlight the impact of specific
community-based initiatives on social capital. For instance, Keith Hampton (2007; Hampton and
Wellman 2003) observed the introduction of neighborhood e-mail lists in communities in Boston
and exurban Toronto, finding support for the intuition that this associational mechanism
encouraged the formation of local, weak ties. Mario Small and his colleagues (Small, Jacobs and
Massengill 2008) analyzed organizational ties among neighborhood childcare centers in New York
City, finding that they served as an important source of referrals and resources for urban residents.
As a result of such studies, there has been an emerging view that neighborhood organizations
operate as crucial brokers in the development of social capital, “connecting people both to other
people, and organizations and to their resources” (Small 2009: 19). Nevertheless, there have been
no studies that examine the relationship between membership in neighborhood organizations and

social capital in communities across the United States.

Neighborhood associations take on a variety of organizational forms. Planned associations
organize property units into an association, with rules and restrictions that govern residents who
purchase property within a neighborhood or building. Legally, they are typically created by
developers as restrictive covenants linked to property deeds and, thus, tend to compel membership
on property owners automatically. The most widespread planned associations are homeowners
associations and condominium associations, though they also include cooperatives, in which
residents purchase shares in a corporation which owns an apartment building.? Planned
neighborhood associations originated in the Anglo-American “garden city” movement of the late
19" and early 20™ century, promoted by utopians such as Ebenezer Howard and Lewis Mumford
who envisioned planned towns that would curb the social and ecological ills of industrial society

(McKenzie 1994). Early planned communities, such as Radburn, New Jersey, were challenged by



low demand for new housing during the Great Depression and World War 11, but a postwar housing
boom and endorsement by the Federal Housing Administration produced conditions that were ripe
for the growth of these developments. The number of planned associations increased from less
than five-hundred in 1962 to ten-thousand in 1970 and over three-hundred thousand today. Every

fourth home in the United States is now in a planned neighborhood association (CAI 2014).

Over the same period, other residential associations also proliferated. While planned associations
were backed by real estate law and could take on the role of private government, voluntary
neighborhood associations relied on informal networks of residents to monitor and enhance living
conditions in a neighborhood. Among the most visible forms of these voluntary associations have
been neighborhood watch programs. First created by the National Sheriff’s Association in 1972,
neighborhood watches diffused rapidly in the 1980s, spurred by the community policing
movement and perceptions of increasing residential crime. The purported benefits of these
associations include direct deterrence of crime, heightened communication with law enforcement,
increased vigilance among residents, and the institutionalization of informal social control in
neighborhoods (Finegan 2013). Other examples of voluntary neighborhood associations range
from tenant and block associations, which can serve to channel grievances and collective action
among residents who are not homeowners (Conway and Hacken 2005), to neighborhood-based
online sites, which seek to offer an alternative to “global” social networking (Pulliam-Moore

2014).

The Benefits of Neighborhood Associations

How do neighborhood associations affect social capital among residents? A number of advocates
and social scientists have argued that such associations can serve as a vehicle for activating social
capital. The starting point is social capital theory (Lin 2002; Portes 1998), in which resources
(e.g., information, capabilities, amenities, etc.) are viewed as being embedded in neighborhood
social structure. Residency provides individuals with access to those neighborhood resources and

the association itself encourages their use or dissemination. A crucial aspect of social capital



theory is that there are expected returns (whether instrumental or expressive) from neighborhood
resources that extend beyond residents’ investments of time and money (Lin 2002). For instance,
a swimming pool in a planned association is not merely viewed as a recreational facility with a
cost shared among residents, but as a social gathering point for neighborhood families. In its
idealized form, the neighborhood association is a form of local governance that contributes to the
development of public goods in a community, while promoting trust, sociability, and cooperation

among neighbors (Stabile 2000).

Empirical scholarship has provided some support for a link between neighborhood associations
and social capital. Berry, Portney and Thompson (1993) surveyed residents in four urban areas
(Birmingham, Dayton, Portland, and St. Paul) that had citywide programs to create associations in
every neighborhood and foster civic engagement (see also Portney and Berry 2007). Compared to
a control group of cities without such programs, they found that systems of neighborhood
associations produced more resident involvement in “strong participation activities”, such as
collective mobilization to curb community problems, though no significant improvement in “weak
participation activities”, such as attendance at neighborhood picnics. They also found that
residents who were active in neighborhood associations reported a stronger sense of community
than those who were active in other organizations (e.g., service, social, or issue groups) or those
who were not active in any voluntary organizations. Neighborhood associations themselves have
been keen to promote practices that increase resident engagement and build social capital within

residential communities (FCAR 2014).

Despite tentative evidence in support of a positive link between neighborhood associations and
social capital, research on this topic has also faced substantial empirical challenges. First,
qualitative and quantitative information has typically been collected from exceptional cases, such
as associations that have been unusually successful in promoting neighborhood spirit (FCAR
2014) or cities that launch the most reputable programs to encourage participation in voluntary
associations (Berry et al. 1993; Portney and Berry 2007). Scholars have hypothesized that the

governance provided by neighborhood associations operates most effectively under certain



conditions, especially with respect to functions that lie at the interstices between the public and
private sectors (Chaskin and Greenberg 2015). Without a broad sample of respondents in
neighborhood associations, it is difficult to avoid success bias or to examine the contingent effects

of these organizations on neighborhood social capital.

Second, it is unclear whether the relationship between neighborhood associations and social capital
is causal, since trust and engagement among neighbors is often a pre-condition to the mobilization
of these organizations in the first place. For instance, Hays (2015) sampled respondents in poverty-
stricken neighborhoods in ten cities, documenting how residents’ participation in a variety of
informal neighborhood support networks contributed to increased resident solidarity and more
organized forms of collective action. His conceptual model suggests that place-based social capital
may give rise to participation in voluntary neighborhood associations, even if the associations
themselves are not a catalyst for the formation of informal networks among neighbors (see also

Conway and Hachen 2005).

The Dark Side of Neighborhood Associations

Other scholars have argued that neighborhood associations may have detrimental effects, including
those that bear on social capital among residents. In a pioneering treatment of homeowners
associations, McKenzie (1994) warned that these “private governments” can create rigid
regulations that privilege the preservation of property values over individual freedom and
community building. In some instances, the regulations in HOAs may threaten neighborly
interaction directly, by banning gatherings that exceed a certain scale (e.g., block parties) or that
are devoted to certain purposes (e.g., political discussion). They may also prohibit or complicate
the acquisition of amenities, such as childrens’ playground sets, which can serve as a catalyst for
sociability between neighbors. Perhaps the most pervasive impact from these associations is that
they set up a micropolitical system of private regulation, in which residents are governed by a
board of directors who are elected from the ranks of homeowners (ibid: Chapter 1). If homeowner

boards become a vehicle for some neighbors to exercise power over others (via the enforcement



of covenants, conditions, and restrictions of homeownership), they can generate substantial

barriers to interpersonal trust between neighbors and the creation of bonding social capital.

Researchers have also begun to document the potential negative impact of neighborhood
associations on bridging social capital. Examining two urban neighborhoods in Baltimore, Meyer
and Hyde (2004) found that a high density of associations was accompanied by factionalism, as
residents organized themselves around smaller geographic areas (e.g., blocks) and splintered from
broader neighborhood coalitions. Many of the neighborhood associations were openly committed
to insularity and engaged in turf battles with other associations over collective resources.
Similarly, Chaskin (2003) noted that a lack of coordination between neighborhood organizations
could lead to duplication of effort and competition for influence. Focusing on planned
associations, McKenzie (1994) predicted that the exclusivity of these neighborhoods would lead
residents to disengage from the broader civic life of their cities. In fact, when the connectedness
of organizations is assessed in terms of the other group affiliations maintained by their members,
neighborhood associations stand out as being more isolated than other types of voluntary

organizations (Kwon, Heflin and Ruef 2013).

There has been less examination as to whether neighborhood associations reflect or amplify biases
against demographic out-groups, as suggested by the Trayvon Martin case. In planned
associations, legal scholars have identified exclusionary amenities as a mechanism that segregates
neighborhoods demographically (Strahilevitz 2006; Fennell 2006). Exclusionary amenities refer
to club goods that are embedded in the costs of a residential neighborhood or building (such as
tennis courts, golf courses, or doormen), but are not likely to appeal equally to all demographic
groups. Developers or residents pursue a strategy of exclusion if they place a premium on such
amenities for their ability to keep out “undesirable” or marginalized groups. In these cases,
neighborhood associations become a means whereby neighborly interactions are focused around
club goods and racial segregation may be heightened (Strahilevitz 2006). Voluntary neighborhood

groups may also contribute to bias against (and segregation from) out-groups insofar as they are
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involved in the creation of exclusionary amenities, such as privatized policing within

neighborhoods (Finegan 2013) or other mechanisms for maintaining social order.

An Integrated Perspective

How can we reconcile the purported benefits of neighborhood associations with their adverse
effects on social capital? Some scholars have accommodated the dark side of social capital by
highlighting different types of associations, often distinguishing associations that operate on a
cooperative basis with external groups from those that appear more insular and yet others that
appear to be devoted to “anti-social purposes” (Meyer and Hyde 2004; Putnam 2000: 22). Based
on a study of voluntary associations in Sweden, Germany, and the United States, Stolle and Rochon
(1998) suggest that members of community organizations, personal interest groups, and cultural
associations have high levels of generalized trust and reciprocity, but that members of political
associations are less likely to display trust, optimism, and tolerance for others. They also noted
that the least diverse voluntary associations were less likely to have members who exhibited high
levels of generalized trust and reciprocity. In another cross-national analysis, Paxton (2007) finds
that voluntary associations that are connected to other associations via co-membership are more

likely to produce generalized trust than voluntary associations that are more isolated.

These approaches develop the intuition that some organizations in civil society excel at developing
connections between heterogeneous people (bridging social capital), others excel at developing
connections among people in homogeneous communities (bonding social capital), and a third
group aims at destroying ties between diverse groups in exchange for bonding within a highly
particularistic segment of society. However, the classification of voluntary associations in this
schema is necessarily ex post: associations fit into the typology based on their observed effects on

individuals, social interactions, or broader communities.
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An alternate argument is offered by institutional perspectives, which are increasingly being used
to develop contingent views of social capital (e.g., Lin, Fu, and Chen 2013). Rather than classify
organizations into categories based on their performance on social and economic metrics,
institutionalists recognize that organizations are also subject to pressures for compliance to
regulative rules, norms, and taken-for-granted assumptions (Scott 2014). A prominent strand of
institutional theory has noted that the espoused goals or ideals of organizations, such as
neighborhood associations, are often decoupled from the manner in which these organizations
actually operate in the interest of economic effectiveness (Meyer and Rowan 1977). Studying the
biotechnology community in the Boston metropolitan area, Owen-Smith and Powell (2004), for
example, found that, when the community was dominated by public research organizations, all
organizations in the community shared information easily. By contrast, when the community was
dominated by for-profit organizations, the flow of information became restricted and only certain
organizations benefitted. Decoupling from the public norm of sharing information became more
likely when strong demands for economic success conflicted with strong expectations for

conformity to espoused norms.

Similarly, much of the history of residential neighborhood associations in the United States can be
viewed from an institutional perspective, given the dual purpose of these organizations in ensuring
the protection of property values, on the one hand, and promoting neighborhood collaboration, on
the other. As McKenzie (1994) has chronicled, neighborhood associations originated in a turn-of-
the-century garden city movement that advocated the rational planning of neighborhoods under
cooperative principles. But by the mid-1960s, the boom in the housing market meant that
“community builders” were large-scale real estate developers, who viewed associations as a means
to govern common property in neighborhoods and to maintain home values. In the process, the
original emphasis on “the social and economic structure of the community” (ibid: 18) became
slighted in favor of a focus on the physical amenities and appearance of neighborhoods, though
developers and other stakeholders continued to highlight the symbolic importance of community
harmony and spirit (e.g., FCAR 2014).

12



Homeownership is a crucial linchpin in this process of decoupling. Previous research has shown
that, relative to renters, homeowners are more likely to be politically active (Cox 1982), to vote in
local (as opposed to national) elections (Manturuk, Lindblad, and Quercia 2009), to participate in
voluntary organizations in general (Rossi and Weber 1996), and to participate in neighborhood
organizations in particular (McCabe 2013; Rohe and Stegman 1994). When residents are
homeowners, they are attentive to local property values (Fischel 2001), and thus far more likely to
subscribe to the assumption that the purpose of their neighborhood association is to protect the
value of their homes, while its contribution to the development of social bonds among neighbors
is largely ceremonial. This is especially likely in the U.S. context, where the average American
household has historically held between one quarter and one third of its assets in its principal
residence (Keister and Moller 2000; McCabe 2016). Even though homeowners may not fully
accept the economic mandate established by real estate developers, their pocketbooks dictate a

role for neighborhood associations in ensuring the preservation of wealth.

The emphasis on maintaining home values is self-evident in planned neighborhoods, where HOA’s
and condo associations regulate housing appearance (and even personal conduct), while ensuring
the economic feasibility of shared amenities such as pools, golf courses, and tennis courts (Stabile
2000). However, even when homeowners are members of voluntary neighborhood associations,
they are more likely to view their organizations as a means to secure property and maintain
neighborhood appearance rather than an opportunity to engage with neighbors. Bridging social
capital suffers by the same economic logic. Prior research has argued that homeownership has a
conservative impact on social attitudes, such as less support for spending on inner-city problems
(Gilderbloom and Markham 1995) and more support for conservative candidates (Kingston et al.
1984). Neighborhood associations populated by homeowners are likely to limit their engagement
with other neighborhoods, which compete for the same buyers in a larger housing market.
Moreover, we predict that an emphasis on homeownership and exclusionary amenities provokes a
distrust of outsiders, particularly other racial groups who may be seen as a threat to home values
(see also McCabe 2016).

13



In the absence of homeownership, members of neighborhood associations are less inclined to
embrace this economic logic and, instead, will emphasize the organizations’ role in developing
bonding and bridging social capital. Tenant associations tend to involve those residents who have
a strong sense of community and a desire to deepen bonds among neighbors. For instance, existing
evidence suggests that attendance at meetings of tenant associations is driven directly by
neighborhood attachment, while grievances regarding property upkeep, crime, or city services
have a weaker and indirect effect (Conway and Hachen 2005). Residents who are renters may also
be more likely to support initiatives that involve collaboration with (or assistance to) other
neighborhoods, insofar as lower residential stability means that they too may live in those areas
one day. While tenant associations and similar neighborhood organizations face their own
challenges of governance (e.g., Chaskin and Greenberg 2015), their mission is less encumbered

by the economic mandate to protect or augment the value of physical property.

Data and Method

We examine the relationship between individual membership in neighborhood associations and
social capital using the 2000 Social Capital Community Benchmark Survey (SCCBS) (Roper
Center 2008). In contrast to previous case studies of associations in particular neighborhoods or
cities, this probability sample covers a large number of geographic areas in the United States. The
2000 SCCBS interviewed 29,733 respondents, including 3,003 adults from a nationally-

representative sample and another 26,730 adults from forty-two community samples.

The cooperation rate for the national sample was 42.3 percent, while cooperation rates within the
community samples ranged from a low of 30.2 percent (Denver, CO) to a high of 57.2 percent
(Newaygo County, MI). Sample sizes in the communities ranged from 500 to 1,500 respondents.
While refusals may have differed across communities due to variation in attitudes toward survey
takers, perceived time constraints, or interviewer performance, experimental studies for other
surveys conducted in the same time period suggest little evidence of a relationship between

nonresponse bias and rates of cooperation or response (Keeter et al. 2006). In the analyses
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presented in this paper, we used the sample-balancing weights provided in the SCCBS data to
adjust the community samples to match their respective populations on the basis of age, race, sex,

and education level.

By design, the SCCBS offers a rich set of outcome measures related to social capital. To assess a
respondent’s perception of neighborhood bonding social capital, we analyzed four different
questions: (1) “how much can you trust people in your neighborhood” (trust in neighbors); (2)
“how often do you talk to or visit with your immediate neighbors” (sociability with neighbors);
(3) “have you worked with others to get people in your immediate neighborhood to work together
to fix or improve something” (cooperation with neighbors); and (4) “how much impact do you
think people like you can have in making your community a better place to live” (impact on
community). Possible responses to these questions vary in terms of content and number of options
(see Table 1).> For purposes of analysis, all four measures are modeled as ordinal outcomes,
ranked from the lowest perceived amount of bonding social capital in a neighborhood to the

highest.

[ Insert Table 1 About Here ]

To assess bridging social capital, we analyzed responses to questions regarding interracial trust.
The SCCBS posed three questions about trust in racial minorities, asking how much respondents
trusted (5) “African-Americans or blacks”, (6) “Hispanics or Latinos”, and (7) “Asian people”.*
Responses were again treated as ordinal outcomes, ranked from lowest to highest degree of
bridging social capital. In order to focus on trust in out-groups, the measures were recoded in
terms of relative interracial trust, so that outcomes reflected whether a respondent reported trusting

a member of a minority group less than their own racial group, the same, or more.

We measure our main explanatory variable of interest — involvement in neighborhood associations
— using two items in the SCCBS. One part of the survey asks respondents to report whether they

have been involved in a range of groups and organizations over the past twelve months. The item
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referring to neighborhood organizations, more specifically, asks about membership in “a
neighborhood association, like a block association, a homeowner or tenant association, or a crime
watch group”. Although some respondents may have interpreted this question in terms of informal
affiliations (e.g., involvement in neighborhood potlucks), the question wording emphasizes a
conception of neighborhood associations as formal groups. A test of construct validity also
supports the latter conception: those SCCBS respondents who were in neighborhood associations
were significantly (39%) more likely to hold a formal role as an officer or committee member,
controlling for their membership in other voluntary associations. In 2000, slightly over twenty-
three percent of the U.S. population reported involvement in neighborhood associations based on

this survey item (Table 1).°

Another section of the survey asks respondents about their volunteering activities over the past
twelve months in different types of organizations. Again, we focus on whether they volunteered
“for any neighborhood or civic group”, further restricting this category to respondents who had
already indicated that they were members of a neighborhood association. Descriptive statistics
from the SCCBS suggest that slightly under half of neighborhood association members (10.5 /

23.4 = 45%) were actively involved in such volunteering efforts.

The analyses control for a large number of individual characteristics that may affect neighborhood
social capital. Homeownership, the primary moderating variable of theoretical interest,
distinguishes between those respondents who rent and those who own their residence.
Socioeconomic and demographic controls include gender, age, race, marital status, number of
children, self-rated health, household income, education, and whether the respondent is currently
working. Because relationships with neighbors may be influenced by citizenship and residential
stability (e.g, Wallace 2013; Sampson 1988), we also include these features of a respondent’s
embeddedness in the community.® In particular, controlling for the time a resident has spent in a
community is crucial not simply because it can directly impact neighborhood outcomes (Kang and
Kwak 2003; Foster-Fishman et al. 2009; Highton 2000), but also because it allows us to capture

the effect of homeownership independently of residential stability. While missing data affects less
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than three percent of cases on most of these variables, a larger percentage of respondents (10%)
are missing information on income. We applied multiple imputation — with twenty replications --

for this variable in order to retain as many cases as possible (Royston 2004).

Given concerns that the effects of social capital among residents may be a function of community
characteristics (Portes and Vickstrom 2011), and thus spurious, we also include numerous features
of community context. Based on the confidential geo-coded SCCBS, our models control for
population, population density, unemployment rate, mean per capita income, African American
population (%), Latino population (%), Asian American population (%), and racial segregation
(diversity/Theil index) at the county level. We also address the possibility of broader regional
variation in neighborhood social capital by including fixed effects for the nine U.S. Census

divisions.

Models

Because all outcomes are rank-ordered, the multivariate analyses use ordered logistic regressions,
with plots of predicted probabilities to assist in interpretation. Given the cross-sectional nature of
the SCCBS data, an important methodological issue involves deciding whether there is a plausible
causal relationship between respondent involvement in neighborhood associations and social
capital. We address this issue in two ways. First, individuals may be more likely to self-select
into voluntary associations, or move into neighborhoods with planned associations, when they
have a predisposition toward sociability. Consequently, we control for variables that provide a
broad assessment of preexisting social capital, including the generalized level of trust in others,
number of close friends, and number of formal group affiliations (apart from neighborhood

organizations) reported by each respondent.

Second, as a sensitivity test, we also run models that explicitly treat involvement in neighborhood
associations as an endogenous choice variable. This framework simultaneously estimates the

probability that a respondent is a member of a neighborhood association (y1) and that they exhibit
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an observed level of bonding or bridging social capital (y2). Using a bivariate ordered probit

specification (Sajaia 2008), the latent variables are modeled as:

yi =X+ & (1)
Yz =Xpf, + 0y + & 2

Where 6 is a scalar assessing the effect of association membership on social capital, 1 and 32 are
vectors of parameters estimating the effect of control variables on association membership and
social capital, respectively, and €1 and &> are the error terms for the two equations. The parameters
in (1) and (2) are identified only when the vector x> excludes one or more variables that are in x1;
i.e., when there are instrumental variables that are correlated with association membership, but not

with go.

Climatic conditions or weather shocks have often been used as instruments to address issues of
causal identification in the social sciences (e.g., Jacob, Lefgren and Moretti, 2007; Haan, 2008),
including processes of residential self-selection. Substantive and empirical considerations also
support the use of climatic characteristics to isolate the effect of neighborhood associations.
Planned associations tend to form around recreational amenities — such as pools, playgrounds,
private parks, golf courses, and the like — that enjoy the greatest use by residents in temperate and
snow-free climates, as well as regions without challenging topography (e.qg., steep hills). Voluntary
associations likewise tend to form where neighbors can easily organize outdoor events. Even the
creation of crime watch groups may be tied to climatic conditions, since inclement weather reduces
rates of crime net of other conditions (Jacob et al., 2007). Characteristics such as winter
temperature, summer temperature, water surface area, and topography are strong predictors of
neighborhood association membership across the United States.” With some exceptions, these
variables are also weakly correlated with neighborhood social capital. Consequently, we use them
as instrumental variables to obtain maximum likelihood estimates for the bivariate ordered probit

models.®
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Results

Bonding Social Capital

We begin by analyzing the relationship between membership in neighborhood associations and
indicators of bonding social capital within residential neighborhoods. Table 2 presents the
coefficients from ordered logistic regressions, with trust in neighbors as an outcome variable. The
estimates in the baseline specification (Model 1) conform to expectations for a range of
demographic variables and measures of community embeddedness. Trust in neighbors is generally
higher among physically healthy residents, women, the elderly, whites, and married residents
without children. The extent of a resident’s embeddedness in the community — as proxied by
citizenship, residential stability, and homeownership — is also associated with higher levels of trust
in neighbors (see also McCabe 2012).

The next specification (Model 2) adds a dichotomous measure indicating whether a respondent is
a member of a neighborhood association. Involvement in an association is linked with significant
increases in neighborly trust. For instance, while the predicted probability that a resident has a lot
of trust in neighbors is 0.44 on average among those who are not part of an association, it increases
to 0.52 among those who report being in an HOA, block association, crime watch group, or tenant
association.® The next two models (3 and 4) show that this correlation is partially due to the higher
socioeconomic status and social capital of neighborhood association members. Controlling for
these factors, the predicted probability that a resident has a lot of trust in neighbors continues to

be slightly higher among association members (0.48) than non-members (0.45).

[ Insert Table 2 About Here ]

With respect to neighborly trust, there is no indication that the benefits of neighborhood association
membership are weaker among homeowners than non-homeowners (Table 2, Model 5). This

changes, however, when we consider more active indicators of bonding social capital within
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neighborhoods such as sociability, cooperation, and perceived impact on community conditions.
As seen in Table 3, all of these outcomes display a significant increase with neighborhood
association membership and, as predicted, an attenuation in that effect among members who own
their residential units. On average, non-owner tenants are 65% more likely to talk with or visit
immediate neighbors on a daily basis, 185% more likely to cooperate with neighbors to improve
the neighborhood, and 37% more likely to feel they have a big impact on the community when
they are members of neighborhood associations (Figure 1). By comparison, owners are 42% more
likely to socialize on a daily basis, 121% more likely to cooperate, and 16% more likely to perceive
a big impact on the community when they are neighborhood association members. In the case of
sociability and community impact, the moderating effect is sufficiently strong so as to counteract
the initial advantage in social capital that homeowners tend to experience — i.e., tenants in
neighborhood associations are just as likely socialize regularly with neighbors or perceive an
impact from their activities as are homeowners in associations. For all three models, fit statistics
support the inclusion of both the main and interaction effects of neighborhood association
membership, with Akaike’s (1974) information criterion indicating that this specification is

preferred over models that drop these variables.

[ Insert Table 3 and Figure 1 About Here ]

Bridging Social Capital

Our measures of bridging social capital consider the trust that residents place in racial out-groups
relative to the trust placed in members of their own racial group. Table 4 displays coefficient
estimates for three SCCBS subsamples, excluding racial groups from the estimates of trust in their
own group (e.g., the column for trust in blacks corresponds to the sample of all non-black
respondents). In each case, trust in racial minorities displays a consistent empirical relationship
with neighborhood association membership, although the coefficients are not sufficiently large to
reach statistical significance in the case of Hispanics. Among non-homeowners, tenants who are

not in neighborhood associations are less likely to trust members of racial minorities than tenants
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who are in neighborhood associations. On average, a tenant without a neighborhood association
expresses a nearly 10% chance of trusting blacks or Asians substantially less than their own racial
group and a 12% chance of trusting Hispanics less (Figure 2). Among tenants who are members
of crime watch groups or block/tenant associations, those percentages decrease to less than 7%

and 10%, respectively.

[ Insert Table 4 and Figure 2 About Here ]

The same effect is not observed among residents who are homeowners. On average, a homeowner
who is not in a neighborhood association expresses more than an 8% chance of trusting blacks or
Asians less than their own racial group and an 11% chance of trusting Hispanics less. Among
homeowners who are members of HOAs, condo associations, or crime watch groups, those
percentages actually increase slightly, between 0.3 and 0.7% (Figure 2). This supports our
hypothesis that neighborhood associations do not encourage — and may prove to be a barrier to —
the development of bridging social capital when they are based in the economic logic of
homeownership. In the absence of a focus on property values, on the other hand, tenants who are

members of neighborhood associations express greater levels of interracial trust.
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Volunteering in Neighborhood Groups

Table 5 replicates the models for bonding and bridging social capital when the primary
independent variable of theoretical interest is volunteering in neighborhood groups. The estimates
are consistent with previous findings. Volunteering is associated with significant increases in
socializing and cooperation with neighbors, as well as a respondent’s perceived impact on the
community. The magnitude of this coefficient tends to be attenuated, however, when the
respondent is a homeowner rather than a renter. As an indicator of bridging social capital,
interracial trust likewise tends to be greater when respondents are volunteers in neighborhood
groups, but this association largely disappears among homeowners.!! More generally, the
magnitude of the coefficients for volunteering is generally comparable to that observed for

membership in neighborhood associations in Tables 3 and 4.

[ Insert Table 5 About Here ]

As in the case of neighborhood association membership, there is no indication that trust in
neighbors is attenuated for homeowners who are volunteers in neighborhood groups; indeed, trust
tends to be slightly greater for this subset of respondents, although the interaction does not reach
statistical significance. Such passive social capital may result from the capacity of planned
neighborhood associations to resolve minor disputes among homeowners and volunteers,

involving neighborhood improvement projects, event scheduling, and other aspects of social order.

Robustness Checks

Given that many residents have flexibility in choosing which neighborhoods to live in and, in the
case of voluntary neighborhood organizations, choosing which associations to be part of, it remains
unclear whether the correlation between association membership and social capital should be
interpreted in causal terms. Table 6 estimates this empirical relationship when neighborhood

association membership is treated as an endogenous choice variable. For three out of the seven
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indicators of social capital, the estimates are fully consistent with previous results. Membership
in neighborhood associations increases bonding and bridging social capital, but this effect is
attenuated when respondents are homeowners. In the estimates of the other outcomes
(interpersonal trust in neighbors, socializing with neighbors, and trust in Hispanics or Asians),
there are indications that the identification strategy for the instrumental variables has not been
effective. Some of the climate variables are correlated with these outcomes and the error terms of
the simultaneous equations (p[ez, €2]) are also highly correlated. Consequently, the causal effect

of neighborhood associations on social capital is indeterminate in those instances.

[ Insert Table 6 About Here ]

We ran another robustness check to evaluate whether the interactions observed between
homeownership and neighborhood associations were disproportionately found for this form of
voluntary organization. Aside from neighborhood groups, the SCCBS collects data on
involvement in 17 identifiable types of voluntary associations, ranging from religious and fraternal
organizations to on-line groups. It is plausible that neighborhood social capital is positively
correlated with membership in these associations in general. And, given the large sample in the
SCCBS, it is possible that a number of them will display a negative interaction term with the
homeownership variable, suggesting an attenuation in the “effect” of association membership,

even if such attenuation occurs on a random basis.

Across the seven dependent variables in our analysis, this yields 119 hypothesis tests (17 x 7). We
ran those tests for the full models specifications shown in Tables 2, 3, and 4, adding main and
interaction effects for other types of voluntary associations, in addition to neighborhood groups.
In about half of the tests, membership in a group displays a positive correlation with bonding or
bridging social capital, informing our decision to control for the total number of group affiliations
in all models. The interaction effect with homeownership, however, is usually statistically
insignificant. Even with the large sample size in the SCCBS, only 23 out of the 119 tests (19%)

suggest a pattern in which a voluntary association has a positive main effect on social capital,
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which is then attenuated or reversed among homeowners. By contrast, this pattern is found in 5
out of 7 tests (71%) when involvement in neighborhood groups is considered. On the whole, these
tests offer further support for our claim that homeownership operates to dampen the bonding and

bridging social capital that is linked to neighborhood groups in particular.

Conclusion

In this paper, we offer an integrated theory that addresses both the benefits and costs that
neighborhood associations hold for social capital, as well as an empirical test of that theory in a
nationally-representative sample of U.S. residents. For residents who are tenants, association
membership is correlated with greater trust in neighbors, a propensity to socialize and cooperate
with fellow residents, a larger (perceived) impact on neighborhood conditions, and increased out-
group trust in racial minorities. With the exception of trust in neighbors, these benefits are
attenuated or reversed among homeowners. When neighborhood associations are planned by
developers or residents for the purpose of maintaining property values, they may do less to
encourage bonding within a neighborhood and can prove detrimental to the trust placed in
outsiders, particularly racial minorities. When neighborhood associations are oriented toward
improving the quality of life in a residential area, their presence is correlated more strongly with

increases in bonding and bridging social capital among neighbors.

Our study has also offered some initial evidence as to whether the relationship between
neighborhood associations and social capital is causal. Challenges to causal inference arise
because residents may self-select into neighborhoods with planned associations and choose to
participate (or not) in voluntary neighborhood groups. Even in light of these challenges, features
of our analysis provide some support for a causal interpretation. The results were obtained after
controlling for a number of characteristics — generalized trust, number of close friends, and number
of group affiliations (outside the neighborhood) -- that provide a broad assessment of the
sociability of community residents and, thus, their propensity to select into neighborhood

affiliations. Moreover, a number of the results continue to hold when we explicitly treat
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involvement in neighborhood associations as an endogenous choice variable, within an

instrumental variable regression framework.

This study has several broader implications for housing policy. Homeownership has been assailed
as a strategy of wealth accumulation in recent years, especially among demographic groups most
likely to be exposed to risky lending strategies (Rugh 2015), while the foreclosure crisis has left
deep scars on the trust that individuals place in lending institutions (Ross and Squires 2011).
Nevertheless, our findings do not suggest that homeownership itself is a threat to the mobilization
of social capital among neighbors. Indeed, bonding social capital within neighborhoods
consistently increases when residents own their homes. The problem for social capital, rather, lies
in the character and purpose of neighborhood associations that are created by (or for) homeowners.
When these associations are simply envisioned as a means to increase home values, they are
unlikely to be as effective in encouraging active forms of bonding social capital within
neighborhoods and may serve to increase distrust of outsiders. At the same time, they offer an
attractive lure to many home buyers, who seek a reliable return from their investments and
neighborhood governance that increases passive social capital (e.g., trust in neighbors). Policy
analysts must therefore attend carefully to association regulations, such as uniform community

association laws, that will impact the economic and social effects of homeownership.

These findings would benefit from replication using other national surveys. As a preliminary step
in replication, we examined the 2002 Community Indicators Survey (PSRA 2002) and estimated
the effect of volunteering in a neighborhood or civic group. When interacted with homeownership,
this item displays a relationship with neighborhood social capital that parallels the one we
estimated for the SCCBS.!? Unfortunately, some subsequent surveys, such as the civic
engagement supplement of the Current Population Survey, have categorized neighborhood
associations broadly with other kinds of groups, while others, such as the 2006 follow-up to the
SCCBS, were collected at the height of the housing bubble. New survey efforts are therefore
required to assess how homeownership and neighborhood association membership interact to

influence social capital in the United States following the subprime mortgage crisis.
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Additional insights into the relationship of neighborhood associations and social capital may also
emerge from longitudinal research. The proliferation of HOAs, condo associations, and voluntary
neighborhood groups over the last fifty years appears to run counter to the decline in associational
activity in other corners of civic society (Putnam 2000). The implications of this historical trend
for civic and neighborly engagement are equivocal. If residential associations exist merely to
manage the economic interests of real estate developers, homeowners, and local officials (who are
dependent on property tax revenues), then they may be ill-equipped to encourage neighborhood
cohesion or an openness to demographic and social diversity. If, on the other hand, residential
associations are a means for neighborhood engagement and community building, their growth may
provide a counterweight to the erosion of social capital within other forms of voluntary
organization. An emphasis on institutional contingency recognizes that these residential
associations cannot be treated uniformly. Their impact on neighborhood social capital depends on
the interests of community residents and how the associations are regulated by the state (Skocpol
2003).

During the first half of the twentieth century, an earlier generation of ‘“neighborhood
improvement” associations in the United States revealed a similar ambiguity. Though descended
from the garden city movement and ostensibly committed to cooperative ideals, the primary reason
the associations proliferated in white neighborhoods “was the prevention of black entry and the
maintenance of the color line” (Massey and Denton 1993: 35). With the support of the state, one
of the most important functions of the associations was to implement restrictive covenants that

would prohibit blacks and other minorities from owning property in certain neighborhoods.

It remains to be seen whether 21%-century neighborhood associations are able to escape this
dubious historical legacy. The popularity of exclusionary amenities (esp. a reliance on
neighborhood security patrols or gated entry) and exclusionary zoning may continue to inhibit
bridging social capital. And new online fora for neighborly communication are perhaps as likely

to generate gossip and in-fighting among residents, as they are to produce pleasant small talk or
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referrals to reliable babysitters. More profound forms of bonding social capital and community
engagement remain elusive. Still, our study suggests that today’s neighborhood associations can
help mobilize social capital among residents, especially when they are not tightly linked to the

economic priorities of homeownership.

27



About the Authors

Martin Ruef is the Jack and Pamela Egan Professor and Chair in the Department of Sociology at
Duke University. His current research projects examine the historical evolution of racial
segregation, labor market institutions, and entrepreneurship. He is the author or coauthor of
numerous books and articles, including Organizations Evolving (2006, with Howard Aldrich), The

Entrepreneurial Group (2010), and Between Slavery and Capitalism (2014).

Seok-Woo Kwon is Associate Professor at the University of Calgary. His research interests include
entrepreneurship, technology management, and organization theory. He has published in journals
such as the American Sociological Review, Academy of Management Review, Organization

Science, and Management Science.

28



References

Akaike, Hirotugu. 1974. “A New Look at the Statistical Model Identification,” IEEE Transactions
on Automatic Control, 19: 716-723.

Benjamin, Rich. 2012 (March 30™). “The Gated Community Mentality.” New York Times, A27.

Berry, Jeffrey, Kent Portney, and K. Thomson. 1993. The Rebirth of Urban Democracy.
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.

Chaskin, Robert. 2003. “Fostering Neighborhood Democracy: Legitimacy and Accountability
within Loosely Coupled Systems.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 32: 161-189.

Chaskin, Robert and David M. Greenberg. 2015. “Between Public and Private Action:
Neighborhood Organizations and Local Governance.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly
44: 248-267.

Community Associations Institute (CAI). 2014. National and State Statistical Review. Falls
Church, VA: CAl.

Conway, Brian and David Hachen. 2005. “Attachments, Grievances, Resources, and Efficacy:
The Determinants of Tenant Association Participation among Public Housing Tenants.” Journal
of Urban Affairs 27: 25-52.

Cox, Kevin R. 1982. “Housing Tenure and Neighborhood Activism.” Urban Affairs Review
18:107-129.

Fennell, Lee A. 2006. “Exclusion’s Attraction: Land Use Controls in Tieboutian Perspective,”
Pp. 163-198 in W. Fischel (ed.), The Tiebout Model at Fifty: Essays in Public Economics in
Honor of Wallace Oates. Cambridge, MA: Lincoln Institution of Land Policy.

29



Finegan, Sharon. 2013. “Watching the Watchers: The Growing Privatization of Criminal Law
Enforcement and the Need for Limits on Neighborhood Watch Associations.” UMass Law
Review 8: 88-134.

Fischel, William A. 2001. The Homevoter Hypothesis : How Home Values Influence Local
Government Taxation, School Finance, and Land-Use Policies. Cambridge, MA: Harvard

University Press.

Foster-Fishman, Pennie, Daniel Cantillon, Steven Pierce, and Laurie Van Egeren. 2007.
“Building an Active Citizenry: The Role of Neighborhood Problems, Readiness, and Capacity
for Change.” American Journal of Community Psychology 39: 91-106.

Foster-Fishman, Pennie, Steven Pierce, and Laurie Van Egeren. 2009. “Who Participates and
Why: Building a Process Model of Citizen Participation.” Health Education & Behavior 36: 550-
569.

Foundation for Community Association Research (FCAR). 2014. Best Practices: Community
Harmony & Spirit (Report #5). Falls Church, VA: FCAR.

Gilderbloom, John and John Markham. 1995. “The Impact of Homeownership on Political
Beliefs.” Social Forces 73:1589-1607.

Gittell, Ross and Avis Vidal. 1998. Community Organizing: Building Social Capital as a
Development Strategy. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Green, Amy. 2012 (March 28™"). “Zimmerman’s Twin Lakes Community was on Edge before
Trayvon Shooting.” The Daily Beast, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/03/28/

zimmerman-s-twin-lakes-community-was-on-edge-before-trayvon-shooting.html.

Haan, Michael. 2008. “The Place of Place: Location and Immigrant Economic Well-Being in

Canada,” Population Research and Policy Review, 27: 751-771.

30


http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2012/03/28/

Hampton, Keith. 2007. “Neighborhoods in the Network Society: The e-Neighbors Study.”
Information, Communication, and Society 10: 714-748.

Hampton, Keith and Barry Wellman. 2003. “Neighboring in Netville: How the Internet Supports
Community and Social Capital in a Wired Suburb.” City and Community 2: 277-311.

Hays, Richard. 2015. “Neighborhood Networks, Social Capital, and Political Participation: The
Relationships Revisited.” Journal of Urban Affairs 37: 122-143.

Highton, Benjamin. 2000. “Residential Mobility, Community Mobility, and Electoral
Participation.” Political Behavior 22:109-120.

ICPSR. 2008. County Characteristics, 2000-2007. Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-University Consortium
for Political and Social Research.

Jacob, Brian, Lars Lefgren, and Enrico Moretti. 2007. “The Dynamics of Criminal Behavior:

Evidence from Weather Shocks.” Journal of Human Resources, 42: 489-527.

Kang, Naewon and Nojin Kwak. 2003. “A Multilevel Approach to Civic Participation:
Individual Length of Residence, Neighborhood Residential Stability, and Their Interactive
Effects with Media Use.” Communication Research 30:80-106.

Keeter, Scott, Courtney Kennedy, Michael DiMock, Jonathan Best, and Peyton Craighill. 2006.
“Gauging the Impact of Growing Nonresponse on Estimates from a National RDD Telephone

Survey.” Public Opinion Quarterly, 70: 759-779.

Keister, Lisa and Stephanie Moller. 2000. “Wealth Inequality in the United States.” Annual
Review of Sociology 26: 63-81.

31



Kingston, Paul, John Thompson, and Douglas Eichar. 1984. “The Politics of Homeownership.”
American Politics Research 12:131-150.

Kwon, Seok-Woo, Colleen Heflin, and Martin Ruef. 2013. “Community Social Capital and

Entrepreneurship.” American Sociological Review 78: 980-1008.

Kwon, Seok-Woo and Paul Adler. 2014. “Social Capital: Maturation of a Field of Research.”
Academy of Management Review 39: 412-422.

Lin, Nan. 2002. Social Capital: A Theory of Social Structure and Action. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Lin, Nan, Yang-chih Fu, and Chih-joy Jay Chen. 2013. Social Capital and its Institutional
Contingency: A Study of the United States, China and Taiwan. London: Routledge.

Logan, John and Gordana Rabrenovic. 1990. “Neighborhood Associations: Their Issues, Their
Allies, and Their Opponents.” Urban Affairs Review 26: 68-94.

Manturuk, Kim, Mark Lindblad, and Roberto G. Quercia. 2009. “Homeownership and Local
Voting in Disadvantaged Urban Neighborhoods.” Cityscape 11: 213-230.

Massey, Douglas and Nancy Denton. 1993. American Apartheid: Segregation and the Making of

the Underclass. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

McCabe, Barbara. 2011. “Homeowners Associations as Private Governments: What We Know,

What We Don’t Know, and Why it Matters.” Public Administration Review 71: 535-542.

McCabe, Brian. 2012. “Homeownership and Social Trust in Neighbors.” City and Community 4:
389-408.

32



McCabe, Brian. 2013. “Are Homeowners Better Citizens? Homeownership and Community
Participation in the United States.” Social Forces 91: 929-954.

McCabe, Brian. 2016. No Place Like Home: Wealth, Community, and the Politics of

Homeownership. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

McKenzie, Evan. 1994. Privatopia: Homeowner Associations and the Rise of Residential Private

Government. New Haven: Yale University Press.

. 2011. Beyond Privatopia: Rethinking Residential Private Government.

Washington, DC: Urban Institute Press.

Mesch, Gustavo and Kent Schwirian. 1996. “The Effectiveness of Neighborhood Collective
Action.” Social Problems 43: 467-483.

Meyer, John and Brian Rowan. 1977. “Institutionalized Organizations: Formal Structure as Myth

and Ceremony.” American Journal of Sociology 83: 340-363.

Meyer, Megan and Cheryl Hyde. 2004. “Too Much of a ‘Good’ Thing? Insular Neighborhood
Associations, Nonreciprocal Civility, and the Promotion of Civic Health.” Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarterly 33: 77S-96S.

National Crime Prevention Council (NCPC). 2001. The 2000 National Crime Prevention Survey:
Are We Safe? Washington, DC: NCPC.

Olsen, Marvin, Harry Perlstadt, VValencia Fonseca, and Joanne Hogan. 1989. “Participation in

Neighborhood Associations.” Sociological Focus 22: 1-17.

Owen-Smith, Jason and Walter Powell. 2004. “Knowledge Networks as Channels and Conduits:
The Effects of Formal Structure in the Boston Biotechnology Community.” Organization
Science 15: 5-21.

33



Paxton, Pamela. 2007. “Association Memberships and Generalized Trust: A Multilevel Model

across 31 Countries.” Social Forces, 86: 47-76.

Portes, Alejandro. 1998. “Social Capital: Its Origins and Applications in Modern Sociology.”
Annual Review of Sociology 24: 1-24.

Portes, Alejandro and Erik Vickstrom. 2011. “Diversity, Social Capital, and Cohesion.” Annual
Review of Sociology 37:461-479.

Portney, Kent and Jeffrey Berry. 2007. “Neighborhoods, Neighborhood Associations, and Social
Capital,” Pp. 21-43 in S. Ostrander and K. Portney (eds.), Acting Civically: From Urban
Neighborhoods to Higher Education. Hanover, NH: Tufts University Press.

Princeton Survey Research Associates (PSRA). 2002. The 2002 Community Indicators Survey:
Odum Master Code Book. Princeton, NJ: PSRA.

Pulliam-Moore, Charles. 2014 (August 20'"). “Exclusive Neighborhood-based Social Network

‘Nextdoor’ on the Rise in U.S.,” PBS Newshour Blog, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/

exclusive-neighborhood-based-social-network-nextdoor-rise-u-s/.

Putnam, Robert. 2000. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. New

York: Simon and Schuster.

.2007. “E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and Community in the Twenty-First
Century.” Scandinavian Political Studies, 30: 137-174.

Rohe, William M. and Michael A. Stegman. 1994. “The Impact of Home Ownership on the
Social and Political Involvement of Low-Income People.” Urban Affairs Review 30:152-172.

34


http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/

Roper Center. 2008. Social Capital Benchmark Survey: Methodology and Documentation
(Version 5). Storrs, CT: The Roper Center for Public Opinion Research.

Ross, Lauren and Gregory Squires. 2011. “The Personal Costs of Subprime Lending and the
Foreclosure Crisis: A Matter of Trust, Insecurity, and Institutional Deception,” Social Science
Quarterly, 92: 140-163.

Rossi, Peter H. and Eleanor Weber. 1996. “The Social Benefits of Homeownership: Empirical

Evidence from National Surveys.” Housing Policy Debate 7:1-35.

Royston, Patrick. 2004. “Multiple Imputation of Missing Values.” Stata Journal 4: 227-241.

Rugh, Jacob. 2015. “Double Jeopardy: Why Latinos Were Hit Hardest by the US Foreclosure
Crisis.” Social Forces 93: 1139-1184.

Sajaia, Zurab. 2008. “Maximum Likelihood Estimation of a Bivariate Ordered Probit Model:

Implementation and Monte Carlo Simulations.” Stata Journal 4: 1-18.

Sampson, Robert. 1988. “Local Friendship Ties and Community Attachment in Mass Society: A
Multilevel Systemic Model.” American Sociological Review 53: 766-779.

Sampson, Robert, Jeffrey Morenoff, and Thomas Gannon-Rowley. 2002. “Assessing
‘Neighborhood Effects’: Social Processes and New Directions in Research.” Annual Review of
Sociology 28: 443-478.

Scott, W. Richard. 2014. Institutions and Organizations: ldeas, Interests, and Identities. London:

Sage.

Skocpol, Theda. 2003. Diminished Democracy: From Membership to Management in American

Civic Life. Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press.

35



Small, Mario. 2009. Unanticipated Gains: Origins of Network Inequality in Everyday Life. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Small, Mario, Erin Jacobs, and Rebekah Massengill. 2008. “Why Organizational Ties Matter for
Neighborhood Effects: Resource Access through Childcare Centers.” Social Forces 87: 387-414.

Stolle, Dietlind and Rochon, Thomas. 1998. “Are All Associations Alike? Member Diversity,
Associational Type, and the Creation of Social Capital.” American Behavioral Scientist 42: 47-

65.

Strahilevitz, Lior. 2006. “Exclusionary Amenities in Residential Communities.” Virginia Law
Review 92: 437-499.

Stabile, Donald. 2000. Community Associations: The Emergence and Acceptance of a Quiet
Innovation in Housing. Westport, CN: Greenwood Press.

Wallace, Gail. 2013. “African-American Mothers’ Community Social Capital and Parenting

Quality: Does Personal Outlook Make a Difference.” Sociological Perspectives 56: 261-285.

36



Notes

1. Exceptions include analyses of associations operating in a handful of communities in the United
States (Berry, Portney and Thompson 1993; Meyer and Hyde 2004; Olsen et al. 1989).

2. These associations are referred to by other labels and acronyms, such as common interest
developments (CIDs) and community associations (CAs) for planned neighborhood
associations (McKenzie 1994).

3. The questions feature some subtle variation in the precision with which neighborhoods are
delineated. The questions about sociability and cooperation refer explicitly to immediate
neighbors, i.e. the ten or twenty households living closest to a respondent. The questions about
trust and impact leave the definition of “neighborhood” or “community” up to the respondent.
These variations allow us to assess how robust our findings are in light of different
operationalizations of neighborhood social capital.

4. In addition, the survey featured an item asking about trust in group X, where X was a
heterogeneous array of minority identities (e.g., Jewish people, Viethamese, Native Americans)
that varied by community. Due to regional variation in the content of this item, we did not
analyze it.

5. In supplemental analyses (available on request), we investigated heterogeneity in the kinds of
neighborhood associations that renters and homeowners were members of. Homeowners did
not show any significant tendency to be involved in more formal neighborhood associations or
associations that were less involved in local political or social reform. There is evidence in
the SCCBS that homeowners were members of more insular neighborhood associations, as
reflected in a greater level of (perceived) racial homophily with other group members.

6. Following Putnam (2007), income, education, and time in community are recoded from
ordinal categories in the SCCBS to interval scales.

7. The climate variables are taken from ICPSR’s (2008) County Characteristics dataset and
merged with the geo-coded SCCBS. Net of individual characteristics, membership in

neighborhood associations increases with mean temperature in January (+8% per standard
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deviation), mean temperature in July (+6% per SD), and percent water area (logged, +6% per
SD). It decreases with land surface elevation (-4% per SD).

8. Successful estimation of the bivariate ordered probit specification requires two other
adjustments. First, aspects of social capital that are highly correlated with the endogenous
regressor cannot be included in the model. Second, aspects of community context that are
measured at the same unit of analysis as the climatic variables (i.e., at the county level) must
also be excluded to ensure that estimates converge.

9. Here and subsequently in the paper, predicted probabilities are computed by holding all other
variables at their means.

10. Again, AIC statistics support the inclusion of both a main and interaction term for
neighborhood associations in each of the three models.

11. The exception is interracial trust in Hispanics, which has no significant correlation with
neighborhood associations in this model.

12. Specifically, when respondents were asked whether they knew the names of the neighbors,
homeowners were more likely to know their neighbors and residents in neighborhood groups
were more likely to know their neighbors. But this effect was not additive: homeowners who
volunteered in neighborhood associations had a significantly lower likelihood of knowing the
names of their neighbors than would be predicted on the basis of homeownership and

volunteering activities alone.
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Figure 1. Predicted Probability that Neighborhood Conditions will be Rated Positively (SCCBS 2000)

0.6

B Tenants without Association @ Tenants with Association

O Homeowners w/out Association C1 Homeowners with Association

Socialize with Neighbors (a) Cooperate with Neighbors (b) Impact on Neighborhood (c)

Notes: (a) Respondent reports talking with or visiting immediate neighbors “just about every day”;

(b) Respondent has cooperated with neighbors to improve neighborhood;
(c) Respondent believes s/he has a “big impact” in making neighborhood a better place to live.
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Figure 2. Predicted Probability that Neighborhood Residents will Trust Racial Minority Less than Own Group
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Neighborhood Social Capital (SCCBS 2000)

Variable Response %  Variable Response %
Trust in Neighbors Not at all 5.7 Neighborhood
Association
Only a little 12.4 Member Yes 23.4
Some 34.9 Volunteer Yes 10.5
A lot 46.9 Homeowner Yes 70.5
Socialize with Neighbors  Never 9.7
Once a year 3.8 Trust in Blacks Not at all 3.9
Several a year 5.2 Only alittle  11.2
Once a month 9.0 Some 58.2
Several amonth  18.3 A lot 26.7
Several a week 31.2 Trust in Hispanics Not at all 3.9
Every day 22.9 Only a little  13.3
Cooperate with No 68.8 Some 57.9
Neighbors
Yes 31.2 A lot 24.9
Impact on Community No impact 4.3  Trust in Asians Not at all 4.1
Small impact 18.5 Only alittle  11.5
Moderate impact  42.7 Some 57.4
Big impact 34.4 A lot 27.0

Note: Total sample size is N=29,733 before listwise deletion. All percentages are computed

after applying sample-balancing weights.
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Table 2. Ordered Logistic Regressions of Residents’ Trust in Neighbors (SCCBS 2000)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Demographics and Health
Female 0.106 *** 0.108 *** 0.130 *** 0.174 *** 0.174 ***
(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.026) (0.026)
Age (years) 0.023 *** 0.022 *** 0.024 *** 0.021 *** 0.021 ***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Black -0.981 *** -1.001 *** -0.927 *** -0.669 *** -0.669 ***
(0.040) (0.040) (0.040) (0.042) (0.042)
Hispanic -0.993 *** -0.986 *** -0.749 *** -0.569 *** -0.569 ***
(0.065) (0.065) (0.066) (0.066) (0.066)
Other Race -0.288 *** -0.301 *** -0.352 *** -0.243 *** -0.243 ***
(0.050) (0.050) (0.050) (0.051) (0.051)
Married 0.306 *** 0.297 *** 0.203 *** 0.193 *** 0.193 ***
(0.027) (0.027) (0.028) (0.029) (0.029)
Number of Children -0.075 *** -0.077 *** -0.048 *** -0.038 *** -0.038 ***
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
Self-Rated Health 0.329 *** 0.323 *** 0.245 *** 0.178 *** 0.178 ***
(0O=poor) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)
Community Embeddedness
U.S. Citizen 0.479 *** 0.453 *** 0.281 *** 0.299 *** 0.300 ***
(0.057) (0.057) (0.057) (0.058) (0.058)
Time in Community 0.003 * 0.003 ** 0.005 *** 0.004 **= 0.004 **=
(years) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Homeowner 0.768 *** 0.736 *** 0.601 **= 0.623 *** 0.618 ***
(0.030) (0.030) (0.031) (0.032) (0.034)
Neighborhood 0.293 *** 0.193 *** 0.144 *** 0.125
Association Member (0.031) (0.031) (0.033) (0.065)
Homeowner x Member in - 0.026
Neighbor Association (0.073)
Socioeconomic Status
Income ($1,000s) 0.006 *** 0.005 *** 0.005 ***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Education (years) 0.106 *** 0.063 *** 0.063 ***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
Currently Working --- -0.076 * -0.071* -0.071*
(0.030) (0.030) (0.030)
Social Capital
Generalized Trust 0.691 *** 0.691 ***
(0.014) (0.014)
Number of Close Friends 0.165 *** 0.165 ***
(0.013) (0.013)
Number of Formal - 0.021 *** 0.021 ***
Group Affiliations (0.006) (0.006)
Other Controls
Community Variables YES YES YES YES YES
Census Division Fixed Fixed Fixed Fixed Fixed
Log Likelihood -25644.6 - 25599.0 - 25230.7 - 23857.6 -23857.6
Number of Cases 25,397

*p<.05;**p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests)
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Table 3. Ordered Logistic Regressions of Residents’ Neighborhood Activities

Socialize with Cooperate with Impact on
Neighbors Neighbors Community
Demographics and Health
Female -0.099 *** -0.267 *** 0.274 ***
(0.023) (0.042) (0.024)
Age (years) 0.012 *** -0.001 -0.003 ***
(0.001) (0.002) (0.001)
Black -0.205 *** 0.106 0.419 ***
(0.040) (0.072) (0.041)
Hispanic -0.287 *** 0.041 0.263 ***
(0.065) (0.123) (0.066)
Other Race -0.103 * 0.022 -0.177 ***
(0.047) (0.089) (0.049)
Married 0.085 *** 0.037 0.166 ***
(0.025) (0.047) (0.027)
Number of Children 0.086 *** 0.037 0.034 **
(0.010) (0.019) (0.011)
Self-Rated Health 0.069 *** 0.037 0.182 ***
(0=poor) (0.012) (0.022) (0.013)
Community Embeddedness
U.S. Citizen 0.506 *** 0.224 0.015
(0.055) (0.115) (0.058)
Time in Community 0.001 0.001 0.003 **
(years) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001)
Homeowner 0.198 *** 0.450 *** 0.202 ***
(0.032) (0.062) (0.033)
Neighborhood 0.643 *** 1.560 *** 0.473 ***
Association Member (0.063) (0.107) (0.065)
Homeowner x Member in -0.181 ** -0.234 * -0.246 ***
Neighborhood Association (0.069) (0.118) (0.071)
Socioeconomic Status
Income ($1,000s) -0.002 *** -0.000 0.002 ***
(0.000) (0.001) (0.000)
Education (years) -0.015 ** -0.020 * 0.008
(0.005) (0.009) (0.005)
Currently Working -0.145 *** 0.026 0.071 *
(0.027) (0.050) (0.028)
Social Capital
Generalized Trust 0.105 *** 0.022 0.270 ***
(0.012) (0.023) (0.013)
Number of Close Friends 0.127 *** 0.109 *** 0.165 ***
(0.011) (0.020) (0.012)
Number of Formal 0.065 *** 0.164 *** 0.118 ***
Group Affiliations (0.005) (0.009) (0.005)
Controls
Community Variables YES YES YES
Census Division Fixed Fixed Fixed
Log Likelihood -43469.4 -7076.8 -28621.9
Number of Cases 25,866 13,077 25,988

*p<.05;**p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests)
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Table 4. Ordered Logistic Regressions of Residents’ Trust in Racial Minorities

Trust in Trust in Trust in
Blacks Hispanics Asians
Demographics and Health
Female 0.275 *** 0.151 *** -0.009
(0.046) (0.041) (0.043)
Age (years) -0.013 *** -0.013 *** -0.009 ***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Black 0.018 -0.187 *
(0.071) (0.074)
Hispanic -0.264 * -0.469 ***
(0.113) (0.114)
Other Race 0.146 -0.760 ***
(0.163) (0.160)
Married -0.011 -0.020 -0.066
(0.051) (0.047) (0.048)
Number of Children -0.018 0.007 -0.027
(0.021) (0.020) (0.019)
Self-Rated Health -0.008 -0.008 0.012
(0=poor) (0.024) (0.022) (0.022)
Community Embeddedness
U.S. Citizen 1.249 *** 0.335* 0.791 ***
(0.099) (0.161) (0.110)
Time in Community -0.003 -0.004 ** -0.005 **
(years) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Homeowner 0.124 -0.025 0.105
(0.064) (0.059) (0.059)
Neighborhood 0.390 ** 0.186 0.386 **
Association Member (0.146) (0.122) (0.123)
Homeowner x Member in -0.431 ** -0.254 -0.440 **
Neighborhood Association (0.157) (0.131) (0.134)
Socioeconomic Status
Income ($1,000s) 0.002 0.002 ** 0.003 ***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Education (years) 0.065 *** 0.071 *** 0.085 ***
(0.010) (0.009) (0.010)
Currently Working -0.084 -0.009 -0.028
(0.055) (0.050) (0.051)
Social Capital
Generalized Trust 0.050 * 0.110 *** 0.091 ***
(0.025) (0.023) (0.024)
Number of Close Friends 0.011 -0.022 -0.044 *
(0.022) (0.020) (0.021)
Number of Formal 0.004 0.003 -0.009
Group Affiliations (0.010) (0.009) (0.009)
Controls
Community Variables YES YES YES
Census Division Fixed Fixed Fixed
Log Likelihood -7828.9 -9128.0 -8929.0
Number of Cases 18,900 19,251 19,917

*p<.05;**p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests)
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Table 5. Relationship between Volunteering in Neighborhood Groups and Bonding / Bridging Social Capital

Bonding Social Capital

Bridging Social Capital

Trustin Socialize with ~ Cooperate with Impact on Trustin Trustin Trustin
Neighbors Neighbors Neighbors Community Blacks Hispanics Asians
Community Embeddedness
Homeowner 0.617 *** 0.220 *** 0.513 *** 0.188 *** 0.108 -0.060 0.064
(0.033) (0.030) (0.058) (0.031) (0.061) (0.056) (0.057)
Volunteering in -0.005 0.811 *** 2.140 *** 0.628 *** 0.857 *** 0.308 0.615 ***
Neighborhood Group (0.095) (0.092) (0.171) (0.098) (0.224) (0.180) (0.180)
Homeowner x Volunteer 0.197 -0.335 *** -0.423 * -0.248 * -0.812 *** -0.205 -0.524 **
in Neighborhood (0.105) (0.099) (0.186) (0.106) (0.237) (0.192) (0.192)
Group
Log Likelihood -23832.1 -43484.6 -7113.7 -28582.9 -7793.5 -9114.0 -8915.9
Number of Cases 25,368 25,839 13,061 25,959 18,880 19,230 19,899

*p<.05;**p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests)

Note: Analyses control for all other variables shown in Tables 2, 3, and 4.
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Table 6. Instrumental Variable Regressions of Social Capital, with Neighborhood Association as Endogenous Regressor

Bonding Social Capital Bridging Social Capital
Trustin Socialize with  Cooperate with Impact on Trust in Trustin Trustin
Neighbors Neighbors Neighbors Community Blacks Hispanics Asians
Community Embeddedness
Homeowner 0.460 *** 0.215 *** 0.432 *** 0.223 *** 0.266 ** 0.282 *** 0.132 *
(0.025) (0.038) (0.084) (0.049) (0.083) (0.060) (0.056)
Neighborhood Association -0.239 -0.851 *** 1.808 *** 0.328 1.927 *** -0.191 -0.791 ***
Membership (0.130) (0.109) (0.431) (0.217) (0.162) (0.147) (0.145)
Homeowner x Member in 0.033 0.046 -0.238 *** -0.160 *** -0.455 *** -0.037 -0.101
Neighborhood (0.028) (0.034) (0.092) (0.047) (0.089) (0.036) (0.059)
Association
Log Likelihood -37389.3 -55412.2 -13185.8 -41492.7 -16551.8 -18275.0 -18189.7
Rho (Correlated Errors) 0.796 *** 0.671 *** 0.279 0.270 0.053 0.884 *** 0.580 ***
Number of Cases 24,901 25,379 12,579 25,508 18,337 18,647 19,388

*p<.05;**p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests)

Note: Analyses control for all other variables shown in Tables 2, 3, and 4, aside from social capital and community context measures.
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