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COERCION AND RESIDENCE: 

Modeling coproduction and its impact on 
neighborhood safety evaluations 

by 
Michael L McKean 

ABSTRACT 

Diseconomies of scale and other constraints make it difficult for urban governments 
to provide adequately some public goods and services. One such service is 
community safety. But citizen coproduction, through such activities as crime patrols, 
can enhance supply. Proponents of urban decentralization suggest coproduction at 
the neighborhood level can lead to more efficient AND more equitable service 
delivery. But successful coproduction requires coercion and/or selective incentives 
for individuals to overcome the free-rider problem. The determinants of coercive 
capacity can be distributed in a decidedly inequitable fashion. This paper examines 
the case of Houston-area neighborhood associations and concludes such associations 
CAN effectively improve neighborhood safety through coproduction, but at the price 
of equity. Socio-economic status, home ownership, and length of neighborhood 
residence influence an association's coercive capacity. This capacity, in conjunction 
with residential location, influences perceptions of neighborhood safety, an indirect 
measure of coproductive output. 

I would like to thank the thesis committee for its many helpful suggestions in the 
preparation of this paper. Any remaining errors in logic or composition, however, are 
my own. I also gratefully acknowledge the contributions of the Rice Institute for 
Policy Analysis and KTRH Radio, without which this project would not be possible. 
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"If a stoppage occurs in a thoroughfare and circulation of vehicles is hindered, the 
neighbors immediately form themselves into a deliberative body; and this 
extemporaneous assembly gives rise to an executive power which remedies the 
inconvenience before anybody has thought of recurring to a pre-existing authority 
superior to that of the persons immediately concerned." 

Alexis DeTocqueville, Democracy in America 

FISCAL STRESS, COPRODUCTION, AND EQUITY 

Citizens are traditionally seen as consumers of public goods and services. But 

they can also play a part in producing them. The current plight of fiscal stress facing 

many of America's major urban centers has lead to much interest in and analysis of 

this phenomenon referred to in the recent literature as COPRODUCTION (e.g. Parks et 

al, 1981; Brudney and England, 1983; Wilson, 1981, 1982; Whitaker, 1980). Citizen 

involvement in the provision of public goods may be desirable because an optimum 

supply of those goods by municipal government, even under non-stressed conditions, 

is problematic. On the one hand, certain economies of scale are possible in the 

provision of CAPITAL INTENSIVE goods such as utilities, sewers, and streets. But 

many more public goods present diseconomies of scale at the metropolitan level 

because of their LABOR INTENSIVE nature. Education, health care, and police 

protection are good examples. (For a further discussion of supply problems with 

urban services, see Hirsch, 1968). 

The nature of coproductive behavior and the extent to which private citizens 

engage in it have serious policy implications. Savas (1977) and others have 

demonstrated that many urban services can be produced and distributed more 

EFFICIENTLY when they are decentralized and/or privatized. This provides a strong 

incentive for city leaders either to SUPPLEMENT current levels of municipal service 

delivery by encouraging coproduction, or to SUBSTITUTE co-produced services for 

city services. Either decision could have strong fiscal consequences. Does city 

government use coproduction to provide tax cuts, forestall tax increases, or 

redistribute funds in a different way than it might in the absence of coproduction? 
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Each option is a possibility, though little research has been done to examine which 

options are most likely to be implemented under which conditions. 

If efficiency arguments support a policy of encouraging coproduction, it is 

important to ask what impact coproduction might have on the EQUITY of municipal 

service delivery. Proponents of neighborhood government see such "grassroots 

involvement" as a means of reducing inequities AND of generally increasing local 

political participation (e.g. Hallman, 1970; Ahlbrandt and Brophy, 1975; Downs, 1981). 

If, indeed, coproduction has such uniformly positive results as improving city services 

and increasing citizen involvement in public life, there may be no NORMATIVE reason 

to proscribe such behavior or question the manner in which it is carried out. But 

recent research suggests more equitable service delivery and political participation 

may NOT be the normal outcome of increased coproduction. In fact, Crenson (1983) 

concludes the call for more neighborhood involvement may actually give 

disadvantaged residents LESS representation in the political process. And Warren et 

al (1984) find increased neighborhood involvement may CREATE inequities in the 

provision of public goods and services even when muncipal government DOES 

distribute them equally. One very important service to urban residents is 

neighborhood safety. This thesis will attempt to show that the ability to coproduce 

this or any service is inequitably distributed, leading to significant differences in the 

way various individuals perceive the level of safety in their neighborhood. 

COPRODUCTION: A Conceptual Definition 

Two important concepts were introduced at the beginning of this paper; public 

goods and coproduction. From a policy standpoint, we are interested in how PUBLIC 

goods and services are produced and distributed and to what extent NON¬ 

GOVERNMENT involvement in the process is important. Public goods are 

distinguished from other types by whether or not they are characterized by 

JOINTNESS OF USE and EXCLUDABILITY (see Figures 1 and 2 for models representing 
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these concepts). As Ostrom and Ostrom (1974) point out, private goods are highly 

excludable. The individual paying for the good obtains the sole benefit from it. 

Private goods are not characterized by jointness. Consumption of the good exhausts 

its supply. Common examples of private goods are consumer products such as food 

and clothing. Public goods, on the other hand, are, for the most part, characterized 

by jointness of use and a lack of excludability. Though the individual may assume a 

cost for their provision, he cannot keep others from sharing in their benefits. At the 

same time, individual consumption does not use up the good. National defense, 

pollution control, and community safety are good examples of public goods. 

Definitions of coproduction vary widely. Whitaker (1980), defines the concept 

as any interaction between private citizens and government agencies which leads to 

the production of a good or service. Even such indirect activities as lobbying are 

included. Warren et al (1984) define coproduction much more narrowly. They see it 

as direct, cooperative production of goods and services by citizens and agency 

personnel (e.g., meeting with police officials to set up crime reporting programs). 

Rich (1981) provides a typology of coproductive activity which is helpful (Figure 3). 

According to his schema, coproduction can be positive or negative, passive or active, 

individual or collective. The most interesting type of coproduction is positive, active, 

and collective. Municipal government can monitor and respond to collective 

coproduction. And it is at the collective level that coproduction is likely to have 

some impact on participatory behavior. 

THE OUTPUT OF COPRODUCTION: 
Actual vs. Perceived Service Delivery 

Another obstacle in the attempt to specify the importance of coproduction is 

the lack of agreement on how to measure the OUTPUT of coproduction. The 

traditional approach to the study of public goods distribution has been to examine 

actual records of service delivery (Lineberry, 1977; Mladenka, 1977; Antunes and 
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Plumlee, 1977). The result of this approach has been a general finding that 

bureaucratic decision rules, not political discrimination, determine distribution. Those 

decision rules, in turn, have lead to reasonably equitable service delivery. 

Recently, however, more emphasis has been placed on citizen PERCEPTIONS of 

the adequacy and equity of public service delivery (e.g.. Sharp, 1981; Shin, 1981; 

Hicks, 1982). Critics, such as Stipak (1979) have challenged what they see as the 

methodological shortcoming of this approach. As he puts it, perceptions of what is 

provided vary so widely from observed service characteristics (that) they should be 

ignored as having "no compelling a priori meaning." In other words, if residents are 

going to persist in miscalculating the level of services provided them, their 

perceptions should have no place in formulating service delivery decisions. 

This criticism misses the point. Regardless of their "accuracy" when compared 

to actual service delivery calculations, perceptions can structure both individual and 

group behavior at the neighborhood level. Hirschman's (1970) classic analysis is 

helpful in explaining this point. According to his theory, a neighborhood resident has 

three options when faced with the perception that public services in his 

neighborhood are inadequate: 1) EXIT—physically moving from the neighborhood to 

one where services are better; 2) VOICE—participating in individual or group efforts 

to improve the situation; or 3)LOYALTY— accepting the less-than-adequate 

conditions as inevitable and withdrawing from social interaction which might produce 

better services. 

A reliance solely on objective measures of coproductive output may also lead 

to a failure to consider variations in NEED for a particular public service, thus 

obscuring an obvious question of equity (Shin, 1981). For example, two 

neighborhoods may be provided the same objective level of police protection from 

municipal government. But neighborhood "A" may lack the coproductive capacity to 

enhance that level of government-provided safety while neighborhood "B" could 
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afford to do with less protection from the city because of its ability to coproduce that 

service through its neighborhood association. It can be argued, as I am arguing, that 

measuring perceptions is an important means of evaluating the output of 

coproduction. 

Most recent work in this area has focused on how perceptions of community 

safety affect an individual's willingness to take part in coproductive activity. Sharp 

(1982), for example, suggests those individuals who perceive police protection in their 

neighborhood as inadequate or not as good as in other neighborhoods will develop a 

sense of fear and alienation. This,, in turn, will constrain them from getting involved 

in coproduction which might help to alleviate the problem. An equally important 

proposition, and the one which this paper examines, is that participation in a 

coproductive neighborhood association will cause a resident to have a more positive 

outlook on the level of safety provided to the neighborhood. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS AND COPRODUCTION 

If we are to examine collective coproduction at the sub-city level, the obvious 

unit for analysis is the neighborhood. It is at this point where the literature on 

coproduction tends to falter. Previous attempts to define "neighborhood'* empirically 

are less than encouraging. Downs (1981), for example, says neighborhoods are 

"geographical units within which certain social relations exist." Hunter's (1979) 

definition is no more empirically valuable. He says a neighborhood is a "sociospatial 

unit of organization larger than a household and smaller than a city." Orbell and Uno 

(1972) have tried to supply some rigor by using census tracts to operationalize the 

concept "neighborhood". But such a measure is a gross approximation, at best, of 

what residents themselves see as their neighborhood. The National Commission on 

Neighborhoods (1979) may have summed up the dilemma best: "each neighborhood 

is what the inhabitants think it is(!)" 

Fortunately, there is a theoretically and empircally-exact means of defining 
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neighborhood by focusing on neighborhood associations. As Rich (1980) points out, 

association boundaries can be determined with exactness. Residents commonly 

identify their neighborhood with their association, where one exists. And most 

importantly, it can be shown that neighborhood associations are almost uniformly in 

the business of attempting the coproduction of those public goods and services 

which their members perceive to be inadequately provided by municipal government. 

DETERMINANTS OF PARTICIPATION IN NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS 

As I argued earlier, there is a great incentive for fiscally-stressed municipal 

governments to encourage neighborhood-level coproduction of public goods and 

services. In order for government to do so, it will want to encourage the creation or 

strengthening of more neighborhood associations. As neighborhood associations play 

a stronger role in the distribution of public goods and services, I would argue 

inequities in local political participation will increase as well. In order to examine this 

claim, I must first establish what constitutes participation. For the purposes of this 

paper, I equate membership in a neighborhood association with neighborhood 

participation and non-membership in a neighborhood association as non¬ 

participation. This requires some justification. The focus of this study, as I have 

stated above, is collective behavior. And as Rich (1980) points out, membership in a 

neighborhood association in and of itself can be viewed as a mechanism "whereby 

residents can pool the resources and share the costs necessary to solve common 

problems and secure COLLECTIVE benefits" (emphasis added). Necessarily, this 

definition ignores other potential forms of collective participation at the neighborhood 

level (such as church membership). 

Next, we must ask whether coproduction by neighborhood associations is truly 

a form of political participation as defined by traditional participation theory. 

According to Wilson (1981), there are four goals commonly ascribed to participation: 

1) to induce government responsibility, 2) to provide a mechanism for the expression 
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of preferences, 3) to develop better citizens, and 4) to help maintain the state. To the 

extent association members get involved in, say, neighborhood crime patrols, they 

may take a more active interest in making sure municipal government upholds its end 

in the coproduction of community safety (goal 1). While voting, lobbying, 

campaigning, demonstrating and the like provide an indirect means of expressing 

citizen demands for specific goods and services, coproduction by neighborhood 

associations actually supplies a portion of the good or service AND cues local 

government to the exact nature of neighborhood preferences (Bish and Ostrom, 

1973—goal 2). The hands-on experience gained through association coproduction 

may, as Wilson suggests, give the individual the experience and confidence to 

translate that behavior into other modes of participation (goal 3). And coproduction 

at the association level (as opposed to residential relocation or voting to defeat an 

important bond issue, for example) helps to maintain local government's ability to 

provide what services it can (goal 4). 

If membership in a neighborhood association can be labeled a form of 

participation, we can now begin to address the contention that a reliance on 

association coproduction fosters unequal access to the means of determining the 

distribution of public goods and services. We do so by addressing the determinants 

of association membership. One obvious factor suggested in the participation 

literature is socio-economic status (subsequently referred to as SES). As Verba and 

Nie (1972) and others have shown, high status gives the individual both the 

predispositon and skills necessary to participate effectively in the political process. 

At the individual level, this means high-status residents are more likely than low- 

status residents to take part in a neighborhood association and its coproductive 

activities. 

SES is not the only factor which may determine neighborhood association 

membership. Crenson (1983), in his case study of neighborhood involvement. 
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suggests others, including LENGTH OF RESIDENCE in the neighborhood and HOME 

OWNERSHIP. Length of residence represents an individual's attachment to the 

neighborhood. Home ownership represents his investment in the neighborhood. 

Ethnicity also has been suggested as a determinant of association membership. But 

Crenson, as well as Warren et al (1984), find no such relationship. 

COERCIVE CAPACITY AND COPRODUCTION 

Membership in a neighborhood association is a necessary but not sufficient 

condition for bringing urban service delivery closer to neighborhood preferences. A 

second condition must be met. Another hypothesis can be made that, generally, the 

factors which determine membership in an association also determine the 

association's ability to raise the resources needed for effective coproduction. Just as 

diseconomies of scale inhibit optimum production of public goods and services by 

municipal government, so too does the calculus of rational choice inhibit that 

production through the collective activity of private citizens. Particularly in large 

groups (such as neighborhood associations), the individual's contribution to 

coproduction is relatively small,and, taken alone, has little impact. As Olson (1965) 

stated in his seminal work, the individual's ratio of benefit to cost of participation 

being low, "he (feels he) can enjoy any improvements brought about by others 

whether or not he has worked in support of his organization." This, of course, is the 

classic free-rider problem. The group's response to this dilemma is limited: either 

coerce participation, provide selective incentives for participation which don't depend 

on group motivations, or both. Rich (1980) argues both means are needed to explain 

the varying output of neighborhood associations. The number one aim of most 

neighborhood associations is to protect and enhance the use and exchange of 

property values (see, for example, Burnett and Hill, 1982; Lowe, 19977).' And, in fact, 

Gittel (1977) and Rich (1980) have found high-status associations are able to spend 

more time on capital improvements and advocacy than are lower-status associations 
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which must devote large amounts of time and resources to simple maintenance of 

the organization. In the case of community safety, it would be argued that the 

association's ability to coerce participation or offer sufficient private incentives will 

have a substantial impact on that association's efforts to assist local law enforcement 

agencies through such means as neighborhood crime watch programs and citizen 

patrols. I will attempt to show later in this paper that SES, home ownership, and 

length of residence DO affect an association's coercive capacity as well as its 

membership roster. 

RESIDENCE AND THE COPRODUCTION OF NEIGHBORHOOD SAFETY 

Ability to coproduce effectively does not necessarily mean a high level of 

coproduction will take place. It is possible a neighborhood and its residents will feel 

no need to coproduce certain goods and services. For as we demonstrated earlier, 

coproduction (voice) is only one of three responses available, according to Hirschman, 

when the individual perceives services to be inadequate. Another, equally important 

option is residential mobility (exit). The literature tying residence to public service 

delivery is lengthy and (empirically) well-documented. The seminal work is Charles 

Tiebout's "A Pure Theory of Local Expenditures" (1956). His basic argument is that 

urban residents search for neighborhoods which provide bundles of goods and 

services at a given price (tax rate) which maximizes their benefit/cost ratio given 

individual budget constraints. Though poor residents may not have exit as an option, 

wealthier residents do. Tests of the Tiebout model across urban areas tend to 

support the theory (e.g., Cebula, 1974, 1977; Bloom et al, 1975). Thus, higher-income 

residents will seek out or create suburban enclaves which have a sufficient tax base 

to supply a higher level of public goods and services at a lower cost/benefit ratio 

than in central city neighborhoods. Some recent works have modified the Tiebout 

model by introducing political considerations and making the argument even more 

basic; higher-income individuals won't necessarily form exclusive neighborhoods in 
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order always to maximize goods and services, but rather, to maximize their resource 

base. This, in turn, allows them to maximize their OPTIONS for some desired mix of 

increased services or stablized taxes (see Schneider and Logan, 1982; and Miller, 

1981). 

The implications of this "voting with the feet" on urban service delivery are 

perhaps, best explained by Peterson (1981). He argues urban governments are not 

free to satisfy all sets of citizen preferences because of constraints such as federal 

and state regulations, geography, and available natural resources. Therefore, it is the 

local government's preference to maximize the production of those services which 

will attract the most desireable residents. This helps to maintain the city's tax base. 

Peterson calls this preferred approach DEVELOPMENTAL POLICY. But central city and 

suburban governments have a differential ability to pursue this policy. In the suburbs, 

"high quality public services can be provided to all residents without any resident 

suffering a particular adverse benefit/tax ratio, because all residents pay roughly the 

same amount for services." Homogeneity of status and preferences reduces to a 

minimum the need for expenditures on welfare programs—REDISTRIBUTIVE POLICY. 

Central cities, on the other hand, have such a diverse, and partially dependent 

constituency that they must engage in a considerable amount of redistribution, and, 

thus, less development. 

This differential ability directly affects the supply of communty safety services, 

at least in terms of the way residents subjectively evaluate those services. Ostrom et 

al (1974), for example, show suburban residents give much higher ratings to their 

local police than do central city residents. This is true despite the fact that most 

central city police departments are more highly-trained and specialized than their 

suburban counterparts. Ostrom et al argue suburban departments concentrate on 

patrols and community interaction. Given their smaller geographic jurisdictions, 

suburban police response time is better and officers are more visible. In other words. 
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the more residents see the police, the better they rate them. This being the case, 

members of neighborhood associations within suburban communities might feel less 

of a need to coproduce neighborhood safety. The supply from suburban government 

is much closer to their preferences than is the supply from central city government 

to its residents. 

COERCIVE CAPACITY AND ITS AFFECT 
ON NEIGHBORHOOD SAFETY EVALUATIONS 

So far, I have laid the groundwork for various portions of the overall model 

involving participation in neighborhood associations, the coproductive capacity of 

those associations, and the impact of that capacity on neighborhood safety. Before 

testing that model, let's look at its structure and components in more concrete terms. 

Figure 4 provides a visual representation of the argument. In narrative form, these are 

the hypotheses: Status, home ownership and length of residence in a neighborhood 

determine whether an individual will participate in a neighborhood association. High- 

status homeowners who've lived in their neighborhoods a long time are more likely 

than their low-status, short-term renter counterparts to be an association member. 

Neighborhood associations are in the business of coproducing public goods and 

services. Successful coproduction is based on an association's capacity to coerce 

needed resources. Coercively-empowered associations are more likely to be 

composed of members who are high-status, long-term homeowners than of 

members who share the opposite characteristics. Actual co-productive output will be 

determined by an association's coercive capacity (a measure of Resources) as well as 

the neighborhood's location (a measure of perceived Need). Successful coproduction 

is measured indirectly through the association member's evaluation of neighborhood 

safety. In general, members of associations with the resources to coproduce safety 

services will be less worried about neighborhood crime than members of associations 

which lack those resources. But need for coproduced safety services will either 
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dampen or enhance the effect of coproductive resources in determining the 

individual's safety evaluations. Suburban residents will perceive the neighborhood as 

safer, regardless of their membership or non-membership in a coercively-empowered 

neighborhood association. Central city residents will perceive their neighborhood as 

less safe, especially if they do not belong to a coercively-empowered neighborhood 

association. 

OPERATIONAL MEASURES AND RESEARCH DESIGN 

The city of Houston and surrounding parts of Harris County provide an 

excellent laboratory for examining the activities of neighborhood associations. There 

are at least 472 active neighborhood civic and homeowners associations within the 

city itself. The active status of another 104 is uncertain (City of Houston, Mayor's 

Office, 1984). Many more such associations exist in suburban cities and 

unincorporated parts of the county. A third (37%) of the 450 randomly-selected 

adults in the county surveyed say they belong to a neighborhood-based association. 

These facts have caught the attention of locally-elected and appointed 

officials. For example, the only major policy issue to emerge in a recent Harris 

County constable's race was an argument over hiring out deputies to patrol streets 

for neighborhood associations. Those associations which have the resources are 

coproducing, in a sense, by paying for additional levels of police protection. Houston 

police chief Lee Brown has actively solicited the support of neighborhood 

associations for an experimental crime prevention program which emphasizes citizen 

interaction with police officers and a return to the beat system in selected 

neighborhoods. Houston Mayor Kathryn Whitmire spent considerable time organizing 

civic association leaders in her first race in 1981. She benefited from those 

organizational efforts again in her 1983 re-election campaign. Harris County 

commissioners gave top priority to rounding up neighborhood association support 

when they sought passage of a controversial toll road referendum in 1983. The city 
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of Houston has even prepared a resource guide which shows association leaders and 

others how to become involved in coproductive activities (see Figure 5). 

Houston presents unique opportunities for coproduction because of its status 

as the only major American city WITHOUT comprehensive zoning. Piecemeal 

regulation is underway. But to a large degree, residential land-use control is 

accomplished either by the marketplace or by neighborhood association deed 

restrictions—private agreements which, by state acquiescence (Texas Rev. Stat., Ann., 

Articles 947a-1 and a-2), and local ordinance (65-1567), are supposed to be backed 

by the enforcement power of Houston city government (see Siegen, 1970). This legal 

relationship demonstrates graphically how coproduction (through enforcement of 

deed restrictions) can affect a key economic measure of a neighborhood's quality of 

life: property values. Such enforcement prevents the encroachment of undesirable 

types of land use and maintains agreed-upon standards for housing. 

Data for testing the model specified above come from a February 1984 survey 

of adults in Harris County, Texas. The survey was conducted through the resources 

of Telesurveys of Texas (a Houston research firm) and the Institute for Policy Analysis 

at Rice University for use by Houston radio station KTRH. 450 interviews were 

conducted for the survey following established, random-sampling methodology. 

Trained Telesurveys staff members contacted the respondents by telephone. The 

traditional limitations of survey data must be taken into account in this research. But 

the emphasis of the paper is on the impact coproduction has on perceptions of 

neighborhood safety. A research design incorporating survey data is necessary to 

get at those perceptions. 

Do Houston-area neighborood associations actually coproduce tangible public 

goods and services? The KTRH survey indicates they do (see Table 1). When asked 

"What do you believe is the most important service or activity currently provided by 

your association?", respondents list a wide variety of public goods, from maintaining 
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streets to installing streetlights, from exchanging information on city services and 

area activities to enforcing deed restrictions. And, by far, the service most often 

cited by respondents is NEIGHBORHOOD PATROLS AND RELATED CRIME-PREVENTION 

ACTIVITIES. This is not surprising. Crime ranks at or near the top of identifiable 

concerns among most American urban dwellers. This fundamental fact has lead to a 

proliferation of studies in recent years on coproduction of community safety (e.g. 

Clotfelter, 1977; Percy, 1978; Sharp, 1981; Rosenbaum and Harlow, 1983). 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS is determined by combining measures of income 

and education level from the survey. For modeling purposes, it is useful, where 

possible (and where justified), to collapse large numbers of data categories. 

According to the survey, the median income category is $20,000 to $30,000. And it 

seems logical, in measuring SES, to divide education level by whether or not the 

respondent has had some college exposure. Thus, individuals with both an income 

greater than $20,000 and some college education are designated as higher status. 

Those with incomes below $20,000 and without college training are designated as 

lower status. HOME OWNERSHIP is determined by a response to the question, "Do 

you own or rent your current residence?" LENGTH OF RESIDENCE is dichotomized by 

whether the respondent says he has lived at his current address "less than five years" 

or "more than five years." This is a reasonable decision based on what we know 

about Houston as one of the fastest growing areas in the country. The population of 

the area is generally divided into native or longtime residents of Houston and 

newcomers from other parts of the United States. And, in fact, the survey shows 

approximately half (45.3%) of the respondents say they've lived here less than five 

years, while the other half say they've lived here longer than that. 

ASSOCIATION MEMBERSHIP is determined by the respondent's ability to 

identify the neighborhood association where he lives. COERCIVE CAPACITY is 

measured by whether the respondent's association requires the payment of dues 
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and/or other fees. Ahlbrandt and Sumka (1984) have suggested another form of 

coercion is available at the neighborhood level: peer pressure. This is an extremely 

difficult concept to quantify, unlike our measure of required payments. It should also 

be noted that coercion is only one of two ways Olson theorizes can be used to 

overcome the free-rider effect. The other is selective incentives. Such incentives as 

community newsletters, access to common recreational facilities (e.g., private parks 

and pools), and group assistance in presenting individual grievances to city agencies 

are available to the neighborhood association. But the survey does not contain 

measures for those potential influences. 

RESIDENTIAL LOCATION is dichotomized as urban or suburban. Survey 

respondents actually were given three categories from which to choose: central city, 

suburban community, or unincorporated area of the county (18.2% said they lived in a 

suburb; 9.4% said they resided in an unincorporated area). For the purposes of this 

analysis, the suburban and unincorporated residents are collapsed into a single 

category. You will recall the reasons cited earlier for the fact that suburban residents 

evaluate local law enforcement higher than their central city counterparts. Each 

individual suburban resident's benefit/tax ratio is higher because most of his 

neighbors share his higher SES. And because of the smaller geographical area his 

police agency must cover, officers are more visible to him. As the survey shows, 

residents of unincorporated neighborhoods are similar to suburban residents in that 

more of them have higher SES than do those in the central city (see Table 2). 

Unincorporated neighborhoods also share the restricted geography of suburban 

neighborhoods. And residents of unincorporated neighborhoods, in Harris County at 

least, DO receive a higher (or more visible) level of police services than their central 

city counterparts. Most unincorporated subdivisions in Harris County actually 

contract out with their area constable (or the sheriff's office) for additional patrolling 

services. This sharply increases the benefit/tax ratio for individuals in those 
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subdivisions. There is practically no spillover. Only neighborhoods which pay for the 

additional deputies benefit from their services. 

The subjective evaluations found in the model are PERCEIVED CRIME RATE, 

VICTIMIZATION, and FEAR. These evaluations act as surrogates for actual measures 

of the output of coproducing neighborhood associations. Members of associations 

with the coercive capacity to coproduce community safety should feel such 

coproduction lowers the crime rate in their neighborhood, makes them less likely to 

see themselves as potential crime victims, and makes them less afraid to venture 

outside their home at night. PERCEIVED CRIME RATE is determined by the 

respondent's answer that crime in his neighborhood "increased", "stayed about the 

same", or "decreased" during the past year. VICTIMIZATION is a measure of the 

respondent's perception that he is "likely" or "unlikely" to become a crime victim in 

the coming year. FEAR is measured by whether or not the respondent at least 

sometimes decides "to stay home at night because (he is) afraid to go out." 

EMPIRICAL RESULTS THROUGH LOG-UNEAR MODELING 

In testing the model, the most common approach would be to use simple 

bivariate association techniques. Nearly all research into coproduction and service 

perceptions has relied on this method ( for two exceptions, see Hicks, 1982 and 

Wilson, 1982). But these techniques do not allow us to test for the additive effects 

nor the independent effects of multiple independent variables in an equation. A 

better approach is log-linear modeling. Log-linear techniques are essentially 

equivalent to regression analysis but are applied to categorical rather than interval or 

ratio data. They are helpful in two ways: discovering the best model for a posited 

relationship, and testing the best model for significance. Various models, from 

parsimonious (containing only the separate independent variables), to saturated 

(containing the independent variables and all of their possible interaction effects) are 

tested for fit. This fitness test is accomplished by comparing each model's likelihood 
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chi-square value (L^ and its gains or losses in degrees of freedom from the 

saturated model. We accept the more parsimonious model as providing the best fit 

only if the difference in Ir values by the difference in degrees of freedom is 

statistically significant (the saturated model has an of zero, uses up all available 

degrees of freedom, and has a p value of 1.00). But the significance test in log-linear 

modeling is just the opposite of the conventional test for large chi-square and small 

p values. Instead, we test a null hypothesis which states there is no difference 

between the fit of the saturated and a more parsimonious model. Table 3 shows this 

fitness test applied to the two propositons about participation—1) that SES, home 

ownership, and length of residence are determinants of neighborhood association 

membership, and 2) that those same three variables are determinants of the coercive 

capacity of the individual's neighborhood association. 

To see how this process works, examine the first set of models in Table 3. 

The last case is the saturated model, containing the three independent variables and 

all four of the possible interaction effects between those variables. If any of the 

more parsimonious models is to be considered a better fit for the data, it must 

sacrifice degrees of freedom while remaining essentially similar to the saturated 

model in explanatory power. This similarity is affirmed if the simpler model has a 
O 

relatively small \r value and a correspondingly large p-value (if the simpler and 

saturated models were significantly DIFFERENT, the simpler model would have a large 

ir value and a p-value at or below a pre-designated significance level, e.g. .05). 

Compare the models in the table containing two interaction terms with the saturated 
O 

model containing four. Two degrees of freedom are sacrificed, the Lr values range 

from 3.80 to 5.23, and the p-values range from .07 to .15. As you can see, there is 

no significant difference between the models if we use .05 as the cut-off for judging 

significance. Thus, we can say the models with two interaction terms fit the data 

better than the saturated model. Next, compare the models with only one interaction 
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term to those with two. This time, one degree of freedom is lost, L values range 

from 4.58 to 5.52, and p-values range from .14 to .21. Again, the simpler models 

provide a better fit than the more complex ones. Finally, compare the most 

parsimonious model (with no interaction terms) to those with one interaction term. 

The simplest model gives up one degree of freedom, has an {?■ value of 5.75, and a 

p-value of .22, demonstrating it provides the BEST fit of all the models specified. 

Table 4 provides a summary of the significance tests for both propositions. 

As expected, socio-economic status and home ownership are strongly and positively 

related to membership in some kind of neighborhood based association. The data 

show no significant relationship between length of residence in one's neighborhood 

and association membership. All three factors are significant, positive determinants 

of a neighborhood association's coercive capacity, as measured by mandatory 

collection of dues and/or fees. These findings indicate my thesis about the 

determinants of a neighborhood association's coproductive capacity is on track. 

Again, the argument is that not all participation in neighborhood associations is 

equally valuable. There is more to gain by participating in an association with the 

coercive capacity to be an effective coproducer of community safety and other public 

goods and services. The factors which determine an association's coercive capacity 

(SES, home ownership, and length of residence in the neighborhood) are far from 

being equitably distributed across neighborhoods. 

The tests of my hypothesis that coercive capacity and residential location 

affect the individual's evaluations of neighborhood safety provide less clear-cut 

findings. Neither variable proves significant in explaining how residents perceive the 

rate of crime in their neighborhood. At first, this may be difficult to explain. But it 

should be noted the survey gave respondents the option of saying neighborhood 

crime had "stayed about the same." Thus, the instrument may have pushed that 

response into the modal category. Had we coded for that response when given, but 
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not offered it in the question, the model might have proved significant in determining 

the individual's evaluation of the crime rate in his neighborhood. 

When we test the impact of coercive capacity and residential location on the 

individual's perception of becoming a crime victim, we get even more surprising 

results. The findings are portrayed in Table 5. Location is, indeed, significant in 

determining whether the individual sees himself as a likely or unlikely crime victim. 

As expected, suburban residents are less concerned about victimization than their 

central city counterparts. Surprisingly, coercive capacity affects this perception as 

well, but in exactly the opposite direction from that proposed. When we measure 

coercion as simple membership in an association versus non-membership, the 

relationship is statistically significant. When we measure it as dues-paying versus 

non-dues paying membership, it is not significant, but moves in the right direction. 

Still, the results show residents with the capacity to coproduce additional 

neighborhood safety are MORE likely than their counterparts with few resources to 

see themselves as crime victims. Can we really conclude that having the resources 

to enhance neighborhood safety makes one feel LESS safe? I think not. First, let's 

examine the results when we replace victimization as the dependent variable in the 

model with our third evaluative measure—FEAR of going out at night. As indicated in 

Table 6, these findings verify our initial expectations. Members whose associations 

have the coercive capacity to be effective coproducers are significantly LESS likely to 

express such a fear than are non-members or members not required to provide 

coproductive resources. So how does one explain the contrary results when using 

the victimization measure? It is possible we can equate a response of "likely" on the 

victimization question with increased AWARENESS of the potential for crime rather 

than increased FEAR of crime. After ail, it would make sense that members of a 

neighborhood association which is active in coproducing crime control through 

citizen patrols and the like would be more likely to be on their guard for suspicious 
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activity. If we try to equate victimization with fear, then the argument could be made 

that ignorance is bliss. But another conclusion is possible. Successful coproduction 

increases one's awareness of crime AND provides a mechanism for doing something 

about it. VOICE is a more satisfactory response than EXIT or LOYALTY when 

confronted with a situation which diverges widely from one's preferences. 

SOME FINAL THOUGHTS 

The results of this study are more suggestive than conclusive. However, they 

do provide some justification for further research into the implications for political 

equity if urban governments come to rely further on neighborhood coproduction to 

overcome the supply problems brought on by fiscal stress. This does NOT mean 

coproduction should be discouraged just because it is likely, in its PRESENT form, to 

exacerbate existing inequalities which favor the politically-efficacious. As Crenson 

(1983) points out, those inequalities can be reduced if municipal government is willing 

to aid neighborhoods which don't have the resources to overcome their own lack of 

coproductive capacity. 

But even if those inequities ARE overcome, there is still some question 

whether widespread coproduction by neighborhood associations will translate into 

more effective political imput in other areas. In fact, Katznelson (1981) suggests 

decentralization and the willingness of municipal government to give some authority 

to neighborhood groups may place those groups and their members in a political 

trap. He believes government leaders will be quite happy with the arrangement so 

long as neighborhood associations focus on potholes and crime patrols while the 

leaders continue to decide the larger issues of urban development. Gittel (1977) and 

Gyford (1976) express similar concerns based on their finding that neighborhood 

associations REACT to government initiative rather than have a hand in policy¬ 

making. Burnett and Hill (1982) go so far as to enumerate a set of rules for 

determining the "success" of neighborhood association action: 1) don't challenge 
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bureaucratie control, 2) don't ask for big money, 2) don't counter clear government 

policy, and 4) don't pursue zero-sum policies. These considerations suggest a need 

for further research into constraints on coproduction and its impact on larger issues 

of public policy. Kiser (1984), for example, proposes further examination of 

institutional constraints. One such constraint which comes to mind readily is the 

power of aggressive bureaucrats and their reluctance to give up control over public 

services (see Niskanen, 1971; Romer and Rosenthal, 1978). 

Many other questions come to mind as well. How EFFICIENTLY can 

neighborhood associations supply various shares of public goods and services? How 

does municipal government react to successful coproduction? Does it shift tight 

resources to more needy areas? Or does it see coproduction as a resource magnet 

which leads to an even more inequitable distribution of tax dollars? And perhaps 

most critically, how might participation in a successful, coproducing neighborhood 

association lead to more successful political participation for the individual at all 

levels? This paper will be worthwhile if it does no more than stimulate interest in 

answering these questions. 
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Feasible 

Not feasible 

*from Vincent 

FIGURE 1 

TYPOLOGY OF GOODS AND SERVICES* 

JOINTNESS OF USE/SUBTRACTABIUTY 

Highly subtractible Joint Use 

Private Goods 
Food, Clothing, 
Automobiles, 
Haircuts, Other 
Consumer Goods 

Toll Goods 
Entertainment and 
Recreactional 
Facilities, 
Utilities, 
Libraries, etc 

' Common Pool Goods 
Local Water Supply, 
Shrimp Harvest in 
the Gulf, etc. 

Public Goods 
Neighborhood 
Security, Pollution 
Control, Infra¬ 
structure, etc. 

and Elinor Ostrom, "Public Goods and Public 
Choices," in Savas, E.S. (ed). Alternatives for 
Delivering Public Services: Toward Improved 
Performance. Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 1978. 



FIGURE 2 

NATURE OF GOODS CONTINUUM* 

Pure Public 
Goods 

/. 

Toll 
Goods 

I 

Common Pool 
Goods 

I 

Pure Private 
Goods 

\ 
0 subtractability 
0 exclusion 

J I / 
100% subtractability 

100% exclusion 

Limitless GROUP SCOPE Limited 

‘author's representation of continuum suggested by: 

Kiser, L, "Toward an Institutional Theory of Citizen Coproduction," 
in Percy, S. (ed).. Coproduction—New Hope for Cities?, Urban Affairs 
Quarterly, June 1984. 
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FIGURE 3 

COPRODUCTION TYPOLOGY* 

Passive Active 

Individual Collective 

Refusal to 
Report Crimes, 
Failure to lock 
Car 

Turning in 
False Alarms 

Participating 
in a Street 
Gang 

Decision not 
to Litter or 
Allow Property 
to Deteriorate 

Installing 
Home Security 
Devices 

Joining a 
Neighborhood 
Crime Watch 
Program 

*adapted from: 

Rich, R., "Interaction of the Voluntary and 
Government Sectors: Toward an Understanding 
of the Coproduction of Municipal Services," 
Administration and Society, May 1981. 
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TABLE 1 

COPRODUCED GOODS AND SERVICES 
OF HOUSTON NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIONS 

"What do you believe is the most important service or activity currently 
provided by your civic, neighborhood, or homeowners association?" (Na166) 

PRIVATE GOODS—5.4% (9) 
TOLL GOODS—10.2% (17) 

Transportation/ Recreational Facilities—(17) 
food for elderly—(5) 
Child care (3) COMMON POOL GOODS—fm 
Mental Health Serv(1) REFUSALS—9,7% (16) 

PUBLIC GOODS—74.7% (124) 

Crime patrols (62) 
Maintenance (30) 
Enforcing Deed 
Restrictions (14) 
Exchanging Info, 
Newsletters (18) 

B. "What one activity or service not currently provided by 
do you feel most strongly should be provided?" (N=166) 

PRIVATE GOODS—7.2% (12) 
TOLL GOODS—4.2% (7) 

Helping elderly/ Recreational 
handicapped (7) activities/facilities—(7) 
Childcare (3) 
Youth services (2) COMMON POOL GOODS—<01 

PUBLIC GOODS—22.9% (38) 
"Can't think of anything,they're 
doing a fine job"—65.7% (109) 

Crime patrols (22) 
Maintenance (9) 
Enforcing deed 
Restrictions (5) 
Exchanging info. 
Newsletters (2) 
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TABLE 2 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OF RESIDENTS IN HARRIS COUNTY 

Central City 

Suburbs 

Unincorporated 
Areas 

SES=lower 

81.79% 

79.41% 

61.11% 

x2 =■ 8.34 

SES=higher 

18.21% 

20.59% 

38.89% 

df = 2 p<.05 
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TABLE 3 

BEST FIT TEST FOR MODELS OF ASSN MEMBERSHIP AND COERCIVE CAPACITY 

ASSN MODELS L2 df P 

L H S 5.75 4 .22 
L H S (LH) 5.47 3 .14 
L H S (LS) 5.52 3 .14 
L H S (HS) 4.58 3 .21 
L H S (LHS) 4.69 3 .20 
L H S (LS) (LH) 5.23 2 .07 
LHS (LS) (HS) 3.80 2 .15 
LHS (LH) (HS) 4.14 2 .13 
LHS (LH) (LS) (HS) 3.34 1 .07 
LHS (LHS) (LH) (LS) (HS) 0.00 0 1.00 

CAPACITY MODELS L2 df P 

LHS 2.62 4 .62 
LHS (LH) 2.41 3 .49 
LHS (LS) 2.58 3 .46 
LHS (HS) .33 3 .95 
LHS (LHS) 2.34 3 .51 
LHS (LS) (LH) 2.37 2 .31 
LHS (LS) (HS) .15 2 .93 
LHS (LH) (HS) .20 2 .91 
LHS (LH) (LS) (HS) .00 1 .99 
LHS (LHS) (LH) (LS) (HS) 0.00 0 1.00 

() signifies interaction effects 

L — Length of Residence in Neighborhood 

H — Home Ownership 

S — Socio-economic Status 



TABLE 4 

SIGNIFICANCE TESTS FOR MEMBERSHIP AND CAPACITY MODELS 

+ betaS L? 
**(x2 * 12.30) 

1) Ca1 = beta +• betaL2 + betaH1 + betaS2 

1.261 + .026 + 2.390 + 1.003 

Ca ■ beta + betaL + betaH + betaS L2 = 5.75 df=4 
(x2 = .01){x2 = 43.43)***(x2 = 12.30)*** p=.22 

2) Ca1 ■ beta + betaL1 + betaH2 + betaS1 

1.261 - .026 - 2.390 - 1.003 

Ca1 — Membership in a neighborhood association 
1_1 — Neighborhood Resident less than 5 years 

L2 Neighborhood Resident more than 5 years 
H1 — Homeowner S1 — Lower Socio-economic status 
H2 Renter S2 — Higher Socio-economic status 

*p<.05 
**p<.01 

***p<.001 

Cd = beta + betaL + betaH + betaS L2 = 2.62 df=4 
(X2 - 8.01)**(x2 = 14.73)***(x2 = 15.98)*** p=.62 

1) Cd2 * beta + betaL2 + betaH1 + betaS' 

-2.515 + .895 + 3.947 + 1.284 

2) Cd2 = beta + betaL1 + betaH2 + betaS 

-2.514 - .895 — 3.947 - 1.284 

2 
Cd4, — Membership in a neighborhood association which requires 

payment of dues and/or other fees 



TABLE 5 

VICTIMIZATION MODELS 

Ev =■ beta + betaC* + betaR L2 - .02 df=1 
(x2* 7.24)** (x2“ 12.12)*** 

1) Ev1 » beta + betaCa1 + betaR1 

1.906 + .556 + .790 

2) Ev1 * beta + betaca2 + betaR2 

1.906 - .556 - .790 

Ev1 — Victimization "likely" 
Ca -- Nhd assn member R1 — Central city resident 
Ca — Non-member R2 — Suburban resident 

*p<.05 
**p<.01 

***p<.001 

Ev = beta + betaCd + betaR L2 = 1.03 df*1 
(x2= 2.51) (x2* 12.69)*** p-.31 

1) Ev1 * beta + betaCd2 + betaR1 

.531 + .442 + .819 

2) Ev1 = beta + betaCd1 + betaR2 

.531 - .442 - .819 

Cd — Association member not required to pay dues or fees, 
2 Or non-member 

Cd — Association member required to pay dues and/or fees 



TABLE 6 

FEAR MODELS 

Ef * beta + betaCa + betaR L2 3 2.24 df=1 
(x2= .06) (x2“ 7.73)** p=.13 

1) Ef1 3 beta + betaCa2 + betaR1 

.022 + .053 + .687 

2) Ef* = beta + betaCa1 + betaR2 

.022 - .053 - .687 

Ef1 — At least occasionally afraid to go out at night 
Ca1 — Nhd assn member R1 — Central city resident 
Ca2 — Non-member R2 — Suburban resident 

*p<.05 
**p<.01 

***p<.001 

Ef 3 beta + betaCd + betaR + betaCdR L2= 6.22 df31 
(x2“ 3.83)* (x2=“ 2.40) (x2** 4.90)* p=.01 

(non-interaction model) 

1) Ef1 3 beta + betaCd1 + betaR1 + betaCd1R1 

-2.291 + 2.077 + 1.497 + 1.883 

2) Ef1 3 beta + betaCd2 + betaR2 + betaCd2R2 

-2.291 - 2.077 - 1.497 - 1.883 

Cd1 — Association member not required to pay dues or fees, 
or non-member 

Cd2 — Association member required to pay dues and/or fees 
CdR — Interaction effect of Coercive capacity and Residence 
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