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1 
Introduction 

"From coast to coast, law cqtiwcemcnt qlficials are trying to combatso-called quality 
of hfe crimes that elwh, urban I!fe." (2: B3) 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

The Third and Fourth police districts in Philadelphia share a building, 
vintage 1960 urban school architecture with long horizontal  w indows  
and lots of brick, at Eleventh and Wharton Streets in southeast Philadel- 
phia. I was headed there on a December afternoon in 1997 to talk to Dis- 
trict Commander  Captain John Fisher about quality of life initiatives in 
his district, the Fourth. 

Visions of old and new Philadelphia slid past me as I drove north on 
Interstate 95 into South Philadelphia. The Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, 
opened in 1790 and closed in 1996, sprawled unused on the right, large 
gray ships bunched together in storage. It had employed tens of thou- 
sands at its peak. Exiting onto South Broad Street and driving north, 1 
passed the new Corestates Spectrum basketbal l /hockey arena, now the 
First Union Centel, on the right, gleaming fat" brighter in the December 
early afternoon sun than the mothballed fleet. Past the Corestates Spec- 
trum is the old Spectrum arena, looking dated with its simple cylindrical 
shape; then Veterans Stadium, home of the Eagles and Phillies, ranlps 
crisscrossing its sides. Revenue fi'om taxes on blue-collar jobs like those 
at the old shipyard seem less important  to cities these days  than their 
take from the luxury skyboxes at the stadium and arena. 

A block or so later, South Philly starts. Houses front Broad Street, then 
later you pass stores and businesses: nail care, delis, a post office, banks. 
Cat's clog the center turn lane, a tradition in South Philly and on every 
block there is at least one cat" double-parked. Stretching away on the nar- 
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row cross s treets  to the r ight  and  left are t ight ly  packed  row houses ,  
most ly  two stories high. Turning right on Wharton,  after a block or so I 
spot  an example  of the topic of my  upcoming  conversat ion with Captain 
Fisher: about  six male  teens, white  or Latino, s louching on cars or stand- 
ing ou ts ide  a corner  store. The streets are na r row and  the sun low, so 
even  in early af ternoon the entire street is in shadow. 

Capta in  Fisher and I talk for about  an hour  in his office on quality of 
life ini t iat ives,  in part icular ,  his "corner -c lea r ing"  opera t ions  in the 
Four th  District. He  is tall and sizable, with short  black hair going to gray 
and a direct manner.  He wore black uni form pants, black polished shoes, 
white  shirt, and un i fo rm tie cl ipped with a depar tment  tie clip. We sat in 
two chairs in a corner  of his office. To my left was a large desk; moun ted  
on the pane led  wall behind  were plaques and a football team picture. To 
m y  right, a w i n d o w  looked out  on a ramp for enter ing police vehicles, 
and occasionally Captain  Fisher would  wave to enter ing officers. 

At the t ime of our  conversat ion,  a major corner-clearing initiative to 
improve  residents '  qual i ty of life had been unde r  way  in the Fourth Dis- 
trict for over  a year. Residents '  complaints  about  rowdy  teens on the cor- 
ners reached  the office of a council  m e m b e r  wh o  lived nearby, and he 
s tar ted discussions wi th  police on a solution. Police analyzed their radio 
calls and identified some forty "hot  spo t s" - -par t i cu la r  corners or a cou- 
ple of nearby  co rne r s - -gene ra t i ng  many  calls for service. Ho t  spots of 
cr ime have  been examined  for some time by criminal justice researchers, 
a l though quest ions about  them persist (55). Adjusting policing practices 
in recogni t ion of hot  spots has become widespread  in m o d e r n  policing 
operat ions  (e.g., 4). 

District officers worked  closely with a judge  to be sure the initiative 
wou ld  be legally sound.  In some cities, broad curfews targeted at teens 
had  been chal lenged in court, and they wanted  to be sure their initiative 
would  s tand up to such a challenge (11, 42). Being legal meant,  according 
to the judge,  only  acting in specific locations where  there was a docu-  
men ted  problem,  warn ing  people  before they were arrested, and treating 
similarly persons  from different ethnic groups.  

The district 's analysis also showed  that many  calls coming in over  the 
radio about  corner  complaints  were not  getting out  over  the airwaves to 
the officers. At that time, four  different  police districts were using the 
same rad io  f requency,  and h igher -p r io r i ty  calls abou t  v io lent  crimes,  
weapons ,  or drugs  domina ted  airtime. 

For the new initiative, a team of two volunteer  officers is on shift from 
6 P.M. to 2 A.M. five nights a week from about  March to October. Their  du- 
ties are mainly  to respond  to corner  problems. Their  car has a special call 
s i g n - - " 4 - c o r n e r - l " - - t h e  dispatchers can use. 

In the evening,  the corner  team will stop at problem locations and sur- 
vey pedestr ians  to identify who  is present.  They will tell the people  hang- 
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ing out there that someone has complained; there has been a documented 
problem. If the officers return later in tile evening, they can take to court 
those individuals still present. Adults will go to night court with Judge X, 
a motorcycle-riding, self-styled "Judge Dredd." He will give them a cita- 
tion and make them pay a fine; juveniles will be held until their parents 
can come and get them out of jail. 

For the residents, the activities of youth on the comers are socinl incivil- 
ities: street activity that is disorderly, troublesome, and threatening. Gen- 
erally such social incivilities include things like rowdy teens; "hey 
honey" hassles; panhandlers; street "crazies"; public drunkenness; fights 
on tile street; disorderly or sick drug users; and large numbers of persons 
hanging out, especially at odd hours. 

Oakland, California 

We can go to tile other coast to illustrate a multiagency initiative focused 
on physical rather than social problems ill neighborhoods. Lorraine 
Green Mazzerolle and her colleagues have documented an Oakland, Cal- 
ifornia, multiagency "Beat Health" initiative. In contrast to the Philadel- 
phia corner-clearing initiative addressing social conditions, the Oakland 
program targeted physical conditions (20, 33). Tile physical problems ad- 
dressed by the Oakland program are physical incivilities. These include 
deteriorated housing; abandoned housing; poorly maintained properties, 
lots, sidewalks, and playgrounds; trash; graffiti; abandoned or burned- 
out cars; and vacant lots. They demonstrate that various land uses--resi- 
dences, stores, lots, businesses--are not being kept tip or used properly. 
Police researchers and practitioners have connected local physical condi- 
tions with other crime problems such as drug dealing, public drinking, 
and public drug rise. I describe these connections in more detail in Chap- 
ter 3. In recognition of these connections, co.nmunity policing efforts and 
community prosecution efforts have for the past decade or more consid- 
ered fixing the physical problems as a way to fix the crime problem (3). 

In Oakland, a large fraction of the sites visited by Beat Health officers 
had documented problems with drug dealing. The bulk of the physical 
problems addressed in these sites arose from housing conditions and ro- 
dent infestations linked to conditions in houses or yards (20: 41) If police 
received a complaint about a location, they visited tile nuisance site, of- 
ten accompanied by personnel from other city agencies; documented the 
problem; and, if possible, started establishing relationships with local 
owners and tenants. Police and the other agencies involved worked to- 
gether to remedy the problems. For exanlple, landlords might be encour- 
aged to address code violations o," evict troublesome tenants. The Oak- 
land program is an example of using civil procedures to alleviate crime 
and crime-.'elated problems (3). Evaluations of the Oakland program 
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show that it did result in improved indoor aald outdoor appearances at 
the sites and fewer visits from agency persorulel afterward. Physical inci- 
vilities were successfully reduced in these locations. 

These two programs--in Philadelphia and Oakland--both target com- 
munity incivilities. Such targeting of incivilities, whether it be in the form 
of "grime fighting" or "zero tolerance policies," have become an ax- 
iomatic part of policing initiatives being adopted in numerous police de- 
partments across the United States (e.g., 4, 25). Sometimes disorder re- 
duction efforts are folded into community policing innovations; at other 
times they appear antithetical to the spirit of community  policing. 
Nonetheless, the presumption, as noted in the opening quotation, is that 
these disorders, or "quality of life crimes," "erode urban life:" 

Focus  

The current volume focuses on the assumptions supporting initiatives 
like those described above. Such initiatives rest on a complex set of pre- 
sumed connections between these incivilities and neighborhood fabric, 
neighborhood crime, and how residents feel about their own safety and 
their neighborhood's future. These presumed connections, particularly 
as they unfold over time, have rarely been investigated either by re- 
searchers or policymakers. This volume will focus on those cormections. 

The volume will not assess specific interventions implemented by po- 
lice or other agencies to reduce incivilities. I will not evaluate programs 
like those described above to learn about their effectiveness or cost-effec- 
tiveness. Instead, my purpose is to examine, using empirical evidence, 
the linkages policymakers believe to exist. Such linkages provide aal im- 
portant  part of the rationale for these interventions. The two central 
questions addressed are (1) What are the origins of incivilities? and (2) 
Do they erode urban life over time? These two general queries include 
the following concerns: 

• Where do incivilities come from? What community conditions 
lead to more incivilities at a later point in time? 

• What are the impacts of incivilities on later neighborhood de- 
cline? Do incivilities have independent impacts, separate from 
other community conditions that may be linked to disorder? 

• Do incivilities have independent impacts on later changes in a 
neighborhood's crime rate? 

• Do incivilities cause later increases in residents' safety concerns? 
• Do incivilities reflect one, common, underlying feature of a 

neighborhood? Or are they a set of disparate issues, only loosely 
linked to one another? 
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Incivilities, Disorder, Social Disorganization, 
Collective Efficacy, and Social Capital 

Amplifying for a momen't on the last question in the list, we can adopt 
one of two views. We cml consider the social mid physical incivilities de- 
scribed above as tile sole focus. Each physical or social hlcivility that con- 
cerns some number of residents is a separate problem to be solved. This 
is often tile approach taken by community leaders and activists. 

Alternatively, we can think of tile incivilities as indicators pointhlg to- 
ward deeper, underlying problems, the causes of which may lie in the 
community or in events and actors beyond the community's boundary. 
In other words, we may think that the incivilities have ,one or more com- 
mon but also less obvious causes. This approach is often adopted by tile 
researchers studying tile origins and impacts of incivilities. "What these 
conditions have in common is that they signal a breakdown of the local 
social order" (50: 2); "and residents react to them" (50: 4). In the first 
view, taken by local leaders, the incivilities are the disorder; in tile second 
view, taken by researchers, the incivilities are signs of something 
deeper--a broader disorder. 

A breakdown of the local social order, or community disorder, repre- 
sents a far-reaching and at times slipper}, idea. Most would agree it refers 
to a set of social conditions and specific actions, separate and distinct 
from crime itself, reflecting an unpredictable, uncivil, and often threaten- 
ing public street life; and a physical surround to that street life that is 
substandard, deteriorated, and unkempt. 

Community disorder is related to, but distinct from, the venerable but 
still controversial sociological concept of social disorganization (39). This 
concept refers to a community's inability (1) to "govern" the behavior of 
its residents, including children and teens; or (2) to work toward com- 
mon goals for the betterment of the neighborhood (6). Disorganized com- 
munities also lack sufficient ties to governing agencies and resources out- 
side of the community itself (7). Social disorganization is distinct from 
juvenile delinquency, although socially disorganized communities can 
have high delinquency levels. Simila,'ly, conlmunity disorder is distinct 
from high community crime rates, even though communities with high 
levels of disorder may have high crime rates now or in the future. 

The reverse of social disorganization is collective efficacy, which has 
three components: shared and widespread participation in local social 
organizations; widespread and positive informal local ties among ac- 
quaintances, neighbors, and perhaps friends; and a willingness to inter- 
vene in troublesome situations (45). Another closely related term is social 
capital, the broader social networks among residents, both within and 
between households (8). 
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Delinquency and high community crime rates each may emerge from 
and amplify local social disorganization or weaken local collective effi- 
cacy or local social capital. Community disorder refers to a narrower set 
of conditions than social disorganization, collective efficacy, or social cap- 
ital, even though community disorder may be evident in high-crime or 
high-delinquency neighborhoods. 

Which perspective we adopt has implications for both how we think 
about incivilities and how we choose to fix them. From a research per- 
spective, if there is a common, underlying cause in the broader disorder 
of the community, then different indicators of incivilities should closely 
match one another, and changes in one type of incivility should be re- 
flected in changes in another type. From a policy perspective, a common 
cause suggests that a common solution or remedial program may be 
identified. On the other hand, if we do not presume incivilities are 
spawned by wider community disorder or social disorganization, re- 
searchers would not be surprised to find different types of incivilities 
changing in different directions, and policymakers would be content 
proposing various specific solutions for various specific incivilities. 

The research and policy initiatives in this arena have reflected both 
perspectives. The corner-clearing initiative in the Fourth District in 
Philadelphia is one specific solution for a specific set of social incivilities. 
The Beat Health program in Oakland, by contrast, targets a range of 
physical incivilities, presuming that the problems and thus the solutions 
are inherently similar. 

In short, there may be some underlying confusion here about how inci- 
vilities relate to the broader disorder or social disorganization in the com- 
munity. This "fuzziness" appears when we look at the different theoreti- 
cal models used in this area, as we will do in Chapter 3. It also surfaces in 
how we refer to the conditions themselves: signs of disorder, disorder, in- 
civilities, signs of incivility, quality of life crimes, and soft crimes. 

Broader Theoretical and Empirical Context of 
Current Approaches 

The current volume examines three ways that "urban life" is eroded: 
through increasing neighborhood crime, through decreasing neighbor- 
hood quality, and by affecting residents' views about their neighborhood 
and their neighborhood safety. The statistical models examining these 
outcomes draw on three broad areas of empirical mad theoretical work: 
new urban sociology, human ecology, and views about neighborhood 
quality and safety. Specific chapters describe the work mad theorizing in 
each of these areas in more detail. Here I briefly review how each of these 
perspectives frames questions of neighborhood change, crime change, 
and reactions to crime. 
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New Urban Sociology 

Within tile past decade or so, a conflict-based perspective, called the new 
urban sociology, has gained popularity in the field of urban sociology. 
Similar shifts to a perspective focused on conflict also have occurred in 
other areas of sociology and in other social sciences. In general terms, a 
conflict perspective describes and understands interactions between 
groups, and societal changes, as resulthlg from fundamental conflicts be- 
tween different segments of society for scarce "resources." "Resources" 
refer to ally scarce commodity, such as land, good-quality houshlg, effi- 
cient government services, and perhaps even neighborhood safety. Ur- 
ban scholars embracing this perspective, such as Molotch, Logan, Gottdi- 
ener, and Feagin, clarify how city changes emerge from these conflicts 
between institutional, corporate, citizen-based, and political entities.~ Ac- 
cording to this view, the conditions and changes we see in a locale repre- 
sent the impacts of a political economy where a small number of power- 
ful actors, such as large-scale businesses or development interests, 
perhaps in collaboration with public agencies, and larger numbers of less 
powerful actors, such as organizations, citizen groups, and small busi- 
nesses, pursue their self-interests (31). Outsiders' pursuit of increased 
monetary value, called exchange value, is pitted against residents' efforts 
to maintain or increase neighborhood quality and functionality, called 
use value. The outsiders usually have an upper hand (18: 163). 

Such a perspective points, in general terms, toward the importance of 
community socioeconomic status as a key hlfluence on neighborhood fu- 
tures. Socioeconomic status may be reflected hi census variables such as 
house values, median household income, higher education levels among 
residents, or higher proportions of residents h~ managerial or professional 
occupations. Higher-status neighborhoods have a tax base that is more val- 
ued by local politicians and political clout exceeding that of poorer neigh- 
borhoods (21). The perspective suggests the best-off neighborhoods will 
get their way more often; they will garner mo,e public services; and they 
can better resist changes th,'eatening continued viability. Residents' enjoy- 
merit of their neighborhood qual i ty - - the use value they der ive--may be 
more assured. Of course, differential access to power across urban neigh- 
borhoods based on current status or prestige is nothing new. The new ur- 
ban sociology constantly reminds t,s that these dynamics are still wi th us. 

The new urban sociology recognizes the poli t ical importance not only 
of status but also of neighborhood racial composit ion. A neighborhood's 
racial makeup, and changes in that makeup, powerfully influence the 
economic returns that strong political actors can reap from that locale, 
and thus the treatment of the locale by dominant local interests (46, 63). 
And of course, actions based on economic self-interest also may coincide 
with actions grounded in race-based biases (34). 



I0 Introduction 

For example, in one analysis that Jeannette Covington and I completed 
of Baltimore neighborhood deterioration in the early 1980s, we expected 
that rapid neighborhood racial change during the 1970s would "explain" 
why deterioration was so widespread in predominantly African-Ameri- 
can neighborhoods in 1980 (57). But in replicated analyses, we found a 
different story. It was not the rapid racial change that was responsible for 
the deterioration. Rather, it was the resulting predominantly African- 
American neighborhood composition. The results suggested city service 
differentials, linked to neighborhood racial composition, in areas such as 
housing inspection or code enforcement, may have been partially respon- 
sible for the emergent deterioration. 

Scholars of Baltimore neighborhoods readily admit the important roles 
that race has played in differential neighborhood development, change, 
and preservation (34, 36, 37). Unfortunately, although there are several 
predominantly African-American middle-class neighborhoods hi the city 
of Baltimore, racial composit ion generally links strongly to socio- 
economic status. This makes it difficult in many instances to separate out 
impacts of racial composition per se. The conflict perspective suggests 
that race is important because it influences the economic interests of ma- 
jor local actors. Philadelphia in the late nineteenth century provided one 
sturuling example: Local politicians there benefited by restricting the vice 
establishment to well-established African-American communities in cen- 
tral Philadelphia (29). 

Human Ecology 

University of Chicago researchers in the first half of the twentieth cen- 
tury, inspired by evolutionary theory, botany, and the dramatic changes 
taking place around them, coculected community structure, location, and 
local social life with a human ecological framework. Wirth, Burgess, 
Park, McKenzie, Shaw, McKay, and others linked the features of a neigh- 
borhood, or the broader city, with social pathologies, as well as residents' 
"reactions" to the city and their in, mediate surrounds. The human eco- 
logical model, especially as it applies to social disorganization broadly, 
m~d outcomes such as delhlquency, offender rates, and offense rates more 
specifically, has attracted renewed interest in the past dozen years or so 
and has had the benefit of two major updates (7, 44, 47). 

Stated briefly, Shaw and McKay's model-- in retrospect most applica- 
ble to large cities in the period prior to World War If--is as follows. City 
growth, as was witnessed in the first half of the twentieth century in the 
largest U.S. cities, causes expedlsion in the central business district (CBD) 
and construction of newer, higher-status residential areas on the outskirts 
of the city. The innermost zones, closest to the CBD, with their older, de- 
teriorated housing, are the least desirable. Speculators, anticipating the 
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area's demolit ion, buy  propert ies but  do not improve them, and the loca- 
tion becomes a "transition zone," with increasing deteriorat ion and tran- 
sient popula t ions  hi low-rent accommodations.  

Residents in the city sort themselves out, and get sorted, based on eco- 
nomics, which are linked to ethnicity and race, as well as immigrat ion 
history. The newest  in-migrating groups, and African Americans, are rel- 
egated to the poorest  parts of the city with the least adequa te  housing 
and services. Del inquency is h igher  in poorer  areas in par t  because of 
fewer economic opportunit ies ,  other social problems also evident  in the 
locales, lack of agreement  about  appropria te  public behaviol,  and a lack 
of commi tmen t  to ne ighborhood  improvement .  Unconcern  about  local 
condi t ions arises because most  househo lds  focus op. moving  "u p  and 
out" to better locations. Families have little control over  their children for 
several reasons. They are confronted  with nontradi t ional  or "dev ian t"  
subcultures ,  or both,  but  probably  benefi t  from that subcul ture  at the 
same time. "Thus, even if a family represents conventional  values, some 
membm, relative, or friend may be gaining a livelihood through illegal or 
quasi-legal inst i tut ions--a  fact tending to neutralize the family's opposi-  
tion to the cr iminal  sys t em"  (47: 185). Thus,  becoming  de l inquen t  or 
criminal may, Shaw and McKay admit,  "make sense": "From the point of 
view of the de l inquent ' s  immedia te  social world,  he is not necessarily 
disorganized,  maladjusted,  or antisocial. Within the limits of his social 
world and in terms of its norms and expectations, he may  be a highly or- 
ganized mid well-adjusted person" (47: 316). 

Shaw and McKay also recognized special difficulties faced by African- 
American households:  

The physical, economic, and social conditions associated with high rates of 
delinquents in local comnlt, nities occupied by white population exist in ex- 
aggerated form in most of the Negro areas. Of all the population groups in 
the cit}5 the Negro people occupy the most disadvantageous position in rela- 
tion to the distribution of economic and social values. Their efforts to 
achieve a more satisfactory and advantageous position in the economic and 
social life of the city are seriously thwarted by many restrictions with re- 
spect to residence, employment, education, and social and cultural pursuits. 
These restrictions have contributed to the development of conditions within 
the local community conducive to an unusua l ly  large volt, me of delin- 
quency (47: 187). 

Tile above quotes may help rebut those marking the ecological model  
as "pro the status quo"  (19). At least some ecological researche,'s, such as 
Shaw and McKay, have recognized status-based and race-based barriers 
to integration and achievement.  They openly discuss the dynamics  be- 
hind segregation and certainly do not downplay  economic competi t ion 
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between different social groups. If key elements of the new urban sociol- 
ogy hlclude viewh~g cultural and economic processes as primary, recog- 
nizing that social organization is domhlated by class- and race-based hl- 
terests, and acknowledgh~g that real estate is a "second circuit of capital," 
then Shaw and McKay certainly represent this view. 

Updates to the model support it in two ways. First, Sampson and 
Grove used data from a national British victimization survey to docu- 
ment empirical connections expected by the model. They found, as ex- 
pected, ethnic heterogeneity and low neighborhood socioeconomic sta- 
tus led to both victimization and offending, because these features of 
the fabric weakened local social ties and local informal social control 
(44). 

Bursik and Grasmick provided a conceptual extension of the model, 
moving it closer to the conflict perspective. They proposed that offend- 
hlg rates, offense rates, fear, and delinquency depend not only on con- 
trol processes within the neighborhood but also on control processes 
linkhlg the neighborhood with external coalitions and public agencies. 
They label these processes public control (7: 37-38). Political scientists, 
such as Crenson, call them neighborhood foreign relations (10). But the 
idea is the same. Some neighborhoods are "better connected" than oth- 
ers and more effective at funnelhlg resources and services into their lo- 
cale. Such connections dramatically influence not only neighborhood 
satisfaction and quality of life, but crime- and delhlquency-related out- 
comes as well. 

The ecological perspective perhaps makes its most important contribu- 
tion by directing our attention simultaneously to the consequences of 
both community  stability and informal social control hi the neighbor- 
hood. Many households in the lowest-status locations may view their 
community as a temporary camp and thus be unwilling to work with 
others to maintain community standards. 2 And even if they exhibited 
such commitment,  effective action may not result because their neigh- 
bors are recent, unfamiliar, and of a different cultural background (6, 15, 
32). This is not to deny that numerous examples can be found of well- 
kept, cared-for, low-h~come communities where residents are strongly in- 
vested in their locale. But the factors working agah~st collective involve- 
ment m~d improvement are stronger in these locations. 

In short, the ecological perspective on disorder, at least as articulated 
by Shaw, McKay, Bursik, and Sampson, is complementary to the new ur- 
ban sociology and fully recognizes the important impacts of class and 
race. It fills out our view on community by also pinpointing the roles of 
community stability and the processes associated with it, which can in- 
fluence crime- and delinquency-related outcomes, as well as neighbor- 
hood viability. 
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Reactions to Crime 

Fear of crime is people 's  emotional  response to tile possibility of victim- 
ization and is reflected, for example,  in how safe people  might feel ill var- 
ious locations. Fear is conceptual ly  and empir ical ly distinct both f rom 
people 's  concern about  crime, or how serious they think the problem is, 
and from their perceptions of risk, or estimates of the likelihood of vic- 
timization (12). Detailed reviews of work on reactions to crime generally, 
and fear of crime more specificall); appear  elsewhere (9, 14, 35, 58). 

Of most concern to us is tile specific question, do incivilities make peo- 
ple fearful? And if so, how and why? Despite considerable work on these 
questions (see Chapter  6), definitive answers have not yet emerged  (35). 
The reason may lie in two different research traditions on fear of crime. 
Only when these two avenues of research are joined are we likely to gain 
complete answers. 

One school of researchers treats fear as an ecological attribute, a reflec- 
tion, in large measure,  of how people gauge conditions in their immedi-  
ate neighborhood.  According to this line of argument ,  fear is dr iven by 
the actual, local conditions, and these are reflected in residents '  percep-.  
tions of local disorders  (e.g., 22, 49, 54, 57). This g roup  has focused on 
neighborhood fear and links between neighborhood condit ions and indi- 
vidual fear. These scholars, myself  included,  as I explain in Chapter  3, 
may have mistakenly put  too much emphasis  on fear of crime differences 
between ne ighborhoods  and too little emphasis  on fear of crime differ- 
ences between neighbors;  we may have lost sight of the fact that fear is 
largely a psychological issue mid only secondari ly an ecological issue. 

A second g roup  of scholars examines  fear th rough  a different  lens. 
Tile), argue that fear reflects an assessment of how much i n d Md u a l s  are 
at risk of being vict imized.  These  vulnerabi l i ty  assessments  der ive  
largely from characteristics of tile perceiver (e.g., 26, 27, 30, 48, 60, 62). For 
example,  women  are much more fearful of crime for at least three rea- 
sons: Should they be attacked by a man, there is almost always tile threat 
of rape. Ferraro calls this tile "shadow of sexual assault" (14). And in an 
attack, it will be more difficult, on average, for them to fight off the at- 
tacker than it would  be for a male. Third, women are more likely than 
men to be assaulted by those close to t hem- -boy f r i ends ,  relatives, ex- 
spouses, and the like (51). 

According to this second group,  perceptions of disorder  are relevant to 
fear, but  these perceptions,  and the resulting feab do not really reflect 
ne ighborhood  condi t ions.  Instead they represent  social constrt ,  ctions, 
residents '  in terpreta t ions  of how threatening condi t ions  are for them, 
given their specific life circumstances.  Answers  to the question, " H o w  
much of a problem is there in the neighborhood with people  fighting?" 
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reflect not just local conditions, but local conditions amplified or dimin- 
ished based on each perceiver's personal context. Researchers such as 
Ferraro argue explicitly for such a symbolic interactionist framework 
(14). Stated differently, residents' perceptions of risk col'uiect local condi- 
tions with resulting fear (27, 28, 61). 

In short, one group of researchers has tried to more closely connect fear 
with neighborhood conditions. At the sanie time, another group has ar- 
gued for disconnecting fear from neighborhood conditions, focusing in- 
stead on how those conditions are interpreted by various individuals. 
The first group sees the problem as ecological; the second, as psychologi- 
cal. Paralleling the conceptual differences in approach have been prefer- 
ences for different data sets. The first group has opted for sets with exten- 
sive information about a relatively small number of neighborhood 
contexts, whereas the second has opted for representative surveys over a 
state or nationally. The latter surveys usually contain scant information 
from nonsurvey sources about specific neighborhood contexts. 

More recently, researchers such as Rountree have attempted to bridge 
this gap between psychodynamically focused, individual-oriented stud- 
ies mad ecologically focused, neighborhood-oriented studies. She mid her 
colleagues have linked fear to a range of neighborhood conditions and 
shown that some features of individuals have varying impacts on fear 
(40, 41; for other examples, see 9, 57). 

The present effort, as it addresses fear of crime, extends the connec- 
tions between the psychodynamic and ecological perspectives in two re- 
spects. It examines both the ecological impacts of neighborhood condi- 
tions, including incivilities, and the psychological impacts of perceived 
neighborhood conditions. Furthermore, it looks at the ecological relation- 
ships in a longitudinal framework, allowing us to more precisely gauge 
causal impacts of incivilities. 

Evidence 

The bulk of the evidence examined here comes from Baltimore, Mary- 
land. I arrived there in the fall of 1973, having spent the previous fifteen 
months modifying the behaviors of "pre" delinquents in a residential 
treatment center in New Hampshire. Save for one year at Virginia Tech, I 
spent the next thirteen years going to graduate school, getting married, 
working ha an urban research center at Johns Hopkins, raising two chil- 
dren, buying and selling my first house, and avidly following the Orioles 
to the 1979 and 1983 World Series. I moved out of the city ha 1983 and out 
of the area ha 1986. 

While ha Baltimore, I saw the fall City Fair mutate from a haphazard 
collection of tents, booths, and sometimes intriguing local bands to an 
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annual  mega-event drawing tens of thousands from the city and beyond.  
I witnessed the construction of Harbor Place and grudgingly  admit ted 
that I liked the aquar ium I had thought  was too expensive. I served on 
tile Mayor ' s  Vandalism Task Force and later on the Mayor ' s  Coordinat- 
ing Council for Crime adld Justice. 

I will never pretend to know the city of Baltimore the way that resi- 
dents do who have lived there far longer than I, or the way that leaders 
do whose energy and commitment  to the locale seems boundless,  or the 
way that true local experts like Harold McDougall,  Sherry Olson, Matt 
Crenson, Jacques Kelly, Ed Orser, David Harvey, Dick Cook, or Sidney 
Brower do, to mention just a few. I have assisted far fewer neighborhoods 
than 1 would have liked, have talked to far fewer residents and leaders 
than I would have liked, and have spent far less time in many neighbor- 
hoods than I would have liked. Those seeking a detailed history of the 
city or of certain sections of it can find those elsewhere (13, 36, 43). 

A fuller description of the data collected and the methods used to gather 
them appears in an on-line appendix (h t tp : / /www.rb tay lor .ne t / techni -  
cal.htm). 1 offer a brief outlhle here. In 1978, in collaboration with city plan- 
ners, Sidney Browel, Whit Drain, and I completed an ecological mappblg 
of Baltimore's neighborhoods.  The results of that mapping  appeared 
sound in several respects, although it clearly reflected, in some locations, 
political dynamics limited to the period. The results of that mapphlg were 
published in 1979 (56). Late1, following up on a project funded by the 
Mayor 's  Office, Allan Goodman and I recompiled 1970 and 1980 census in- 
formation into those neighborhoods and did likewise for reported crilne 
data (17). 

Of course, as Suttles, Hunter, and others have argued, communi ty  is 
layered, and such a mapping artificially reifies neighborhoods,  makhlg 
them more static in time and place than they are. Layers of commun i ty  
from the streetblock to the sector of the city, enfold the urban dweller and 
are sometimes manipulated or promulgated by outside acto,s (53). (The 
streetblock refers to both sides of the block face, between the two cross 
st,'eets.) 

But also think it can be a mistake to view neighborhood boundaries and 
names as co.npletely fungible qualities. 13altilnore boasts i 'lunlerous 
neighborhoods  the names or boundar ies  of which have persisted for 
decades and in some cases even match old parish or mill town boundaries 
(36). There is a texture and variation to Baltimore's settlement patterns, 
emerging from its history and topography, that is as much a part of its 
character as its downtown waterfront, its port, or its Mid-Atlantic loca- 
tion. Neighborhood character in other cities is similarly unique (e.g., 23). 

In 1981, as part of another project, pairs of trained raters toured 20% of 
the streetblocks (n=848) in sixty-six r andomly  selected city neighbor-  
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hoods. Using a closed-ended rating form, they assessed traffic, housing, 
land use, and deterioration (59). 

In 1982, in each of those same sixty-six neighborhoods, interviewers at 
SRA interviewed about two dozen residents by phone or in person. The 
interview asked about perceptions of the neighborhood, local involve- 
ment, fear of crime, and related issues (54). 

In 1987, in another fifty randomly sampled neighborhoods, SRA inter- 
viewed about eight residents on one streetblock in each neighborhood. 
This survey, conducted largely by phone, focused in particular on fear of 
crime and its mental health impacts (38). A year latel, SRA successfully 
reinterviewed over three quarters of those original respondents. We also 
conducted open-ended interviews with leaders in about forty of the fifty 
neighborhoods. I will use the 1987-1988 data only in a portion of Chapter 
6, looking at changes over one year 's  time in reactions to crime and 
neighborhood commitment. 

The latest project, on which the current volume relies most heavily, be- 
gan in 1994. Returning to thirty neighborhoods sampled from the origi- 
nally sampled sixty-six neighborhoods, trained raters completed on-site 
assessments of block conditions in the summer of 1994. Sidney Brower, 
Steve Pardue, and I each selected three blocks in each of the thirty neigh- 
borhoods, choosing blocks where we had completed on-site assessments 
in 1981 and that had a substantial number of occupied households on 
them. 3 Where more than the required number of blocks were available, 
we sampled. 4 We included in our ratings some of the same items that had 
been used in the original assessments. 

In the fall of 1994, SRA began telephone interviews with residents on 
those ninety blocks. The interviews included many items from the origi- 
nal 1982 survey, but added an additional battery of items concerned with 
neighborhood fabric (5). Interviewing began in September and ended in 
early November. A small number of additional blocks were added in a 
few neighborhoods. 

Beginning in the late winter of 1994, Steve Pardue and Mary Hyde con- 
ducted semi-open-ended interviews with a range of local actors. We first 
interviewed district plaru~ers, asking about local conditions in different 
parts of the city and about special issues pertinent to our sampled neigh- 
borhoods. In each sampled neighborhood, we also attempted to inter- 
view a neighborhood leader who had been ill the area for at least seven 
to ten years. We had a particular interest in how matters had chm~ged in 
each neighborhood, and this restriction on length of residence made it 
difficult in some neighborhoods to find an eligible leader. Later, ill 1995, 
we also sampled a number of additional neighborhoods (n=42) to better 
unders tand neighborhood redefinition between 1978 and 1990 and 
talked to leaders in as many of those neighborhoods as we could. Again, 
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we concentrated or l  identifying leaders who had been in the area for at 
least seven to ten years, so that they could speak with some authority 
about the history of their neighborhood's boundaries. 

In the spring of 1995, Steve Pardue and I revisited adld photographed 
ahnost all of the blocks where interviews had taken place the fall before, 
going back to some blocks two or three times. We walked the blocks, 
talked to local residents, and chatted with shopkeepers. One of the latter 
wanted to know who he had to pay off to get his liquor license. O n  sev- 
eral blocks, even very early i J1 the morning, it did not feel safe to conduct 
these walking tours, and we did not. 

For the period around the surve}; we scarmed the Baltimo#v Sun, cut- 
ting out articles that related to project themes or neighborhoods. David 
Linne and I used these items to describe how the media portrayed events 
during the project period. Of course, the media's selection of stories 
serves its own purposes and may not accurately depict what is "really 
happening" in these communities. Nevertheless, it provides us with one 
way to describe high-profile events during the time of the survey. 

We obtained 1990 census data and programmed that into our original 
1979 neighborhoods. We also obtained reported crime for the period 
1980 through :1992 and programmed that similarly. To recompile this tip- 
dated information into the neighborhoods, it was necessary to recon- 
struct our mapping of all census blocks in the city to specific neighbor- 
hoods. The next section describes how we organized our examination of 
this evidence to address specific questions surrounding the incivilities 
thesis. 

The Argument and the Chapters Ahead 

Data are limited largely to one cit); although I do in places draw on stud- 
ies completed in other cities across the country (Chicago, Atlanta, Seattle, 
Spokane, Minneapolis-St. Paul). Consequently, some time is spent in tile 
following chapter considering whether the changes seen in Baltimore 
over the past qua,'ter centt,, 'y--the population shifts, the economic trans- 
formations, and the changes in reported crime--are typical of what took 
place in comparably sized cities during the period. 

Academics and policymakers are often adept at dismissing results not 
to their liking. Those who find themselves displeased with the results to 
follow can most easily discount them by arguing that the findings are 
limited only to Baltimore. But the typicality of Baltimore's situation, com- 
bined with the similarity between findings here and those seen in several 
other cities, suggest otherwise. 

Furthermore, it is not possible to provide the different kinds of detailed 
data used here, of several different varieties, and simultaneously collect 
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that information from a nationally representative sample of cities. Simul- 
taneous depth and breadth are not feasible. 

Finally, for those concerned about generality, it is worth remembering 
that some of our most powerful insights about urban neighborhoods 
come from observations collected in just one city, often just one or two 
neighborhoods, whether it be interviews in a renovathlg Boston neigh- 
borhood in the 1950s (16), reflections on Greenwich Village's Hudson 
Street at the end of the 1950s (24), observations on neighborhood social 
life in the Adams area of 1960s Chicago (52), or hlsights h~to street life in 
two racially and economically mixed neighborhoods in West Philadel- 
phia at the close of the 1980s (1). 

Turning from the data background to the theoretical background, the 
arguments advanced about incivilities--the incivilities thesis--receive 
close scrutiny in Chapter 3. About twenty-five years ago, the hlcivilities 
thesis started out connecting fearful urban residents with socially chaotic 
and physically deteriorated neighborhood conditions. Since that time, 
the thesis evolved in three important ways. Researchers shifted their fo- 
cus from differences between neighbors to differences between neighbor- 
hoods. For example, the question shifted from why is Ms. Able so much 
more fearful than Ms. Baker to why are residents of West Hills so much 
more fearful than residents of East Hills? In addition, researchers sug- 
gested that incivilities affected additional outcomes beyond just fear it- 
self: neighborhood crime rates and the fundamental quality and stability 
of the neighborhood itself. Finally, attention shifted from a cross-sec- 
tional view to a longitudinal one. In short, the argument became progres- 
sively ecologized and longitudinal and moved beyond the initial focus 
on fear. Yet the data to support the argument h3 its newer form have not 
yet appeared, and fundamental questions persist about the independent 
contribution of incivilities to changes in neighborhood fear, crime, and 
fabric. 

Although the conceptual ground has shifted tinder the incivilities the- 
sis, work has continued to rely heavily on one type of incivilities indica- 
tor: problems perceived by residents and reported through surveys. Al- 
ternate data sources from newspapers or on-site assessments of 
conditions appear far less often. Turning back to the question addressed 
earlier, if hlcivilities have a common underlying cause, such as disorder 
or lack of collective efficacy or lack of social capital, we might expect that 
different indicators of incivilities would shift in the same way over time. 
Chapter 4 considers changes over time in incivilities perceived by resi- 
dents and as reflected in on-site conditions. Several features of the results 
suggest incivilities may not share strong connections to a common, un- 
derlying cause. Further, different types of incivility indicators change in 
different ways over time. A neighborhood where residents see problems 
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as more serious than previously may be a neighborhood where vacant 
housing has decreased. In addition, tile causes of changing hlcivilities are 
somewhat different depending on the type of indicator. It appears that 
the hldicators used may reflect a variety of only loosely related condi- 
tions rather than a single, broader underlying disorder. 

Turning next to tile impacts of incivilities on changes in crime, Chapter 
5 considers whether incivilities, assessed or perceived, contributed to 
decade-long relative changes in crime rates or changes in fundamental 
neighborhood fabric. For violent crime changes, independent impacts of 
incivilities emerge, after controlling for contemporaneous structure, on 
homicide, rape, and assault. Different types of indicators, however, prove 
relevant to each crime. Looking at structural decline, results show inde- 
pendent impacts of incivilities on increasing disadvantage, but not on 
shifts in stability or status. 

Thus, Chapter 5 shows h~dependent, lagged, ecological impacts of inci- 
vilities on three out of four subsequent violent crime changes, and one 
out of three pathways of structural decline. These results provide empiri- 
cal support for the longitudinal, ecological version of the incivilities the- 
sis. The longitudinal results provided here partially support the cross- 
sectional ecological findings of other authors. 

That pattern of partial support continues in Chapter 6, which examines 
lagged impacts of incivilities on fear of crime and local commitment. 
Lagged, ecological impacts of incivilities appear for two out of the six 
outcomes examined. More striking, however, are the extremely consis- 
tent and strong connections between perceived hlcivilities mid reactions 
to crime at the neighbor rather than the neighborhood level. 

The support for the longitudinal, ecological version of the incivilities 
thesis is described as only partial, however, for three reasons. First, the 
ecological, longitudinal version of the incivilities thesis may have over- 
reached when specifying its ecological outcomes. Initial incivilities 
linked to only one of the three pathways of later decline. Second, tile em- 
pirical support seen in Chapter 5 is not only inconsistent across out- 
comes, it also is inconsistent across indicators. For no single crime or 
structural outcome was a significant impact of incMlities observed that 
persisted across two different indicators for incivilities. Tile lack of con- 
sistent impacts observed across various indicators, coupled with a failure 
(Chapter 3) of the different indicators to correlate closely with one an- 
othe," leaves open important questions about convergent validity of the 
indicators used, as well as more fundamental questions about tlle disor- 
der construct. Third, the pattern of lagged incivility impacts deserves 
consideration in tile context of the performance of other predictors, espe- 
cially initial status and initial ,'acial composition. Initial status influenced 
two later crime changes; it also influenced later changes in psychological 



20 h#lvduction 

outcomes. The far-reaching impacts of relative neighborhood standing 
speak to the power of neighborhood exchange value. Once a relatively 
privileged position has been obtained in the urban community status hi- 
erarchy, a rmlge of social and political processes are set into motion (see 
Chapters 7 and 8) that help protect those advantages. The result is that 
crime and fear both grow less in these locales than elsewhere. 

Race also matters; it consistently influenced chaa~ging homicide rates, 
in all the equations examined. Increasing violence in predominantly 
African-American neighborhoods corresponds closely to a volume of 
cross-sectional work on communities and crime. But race also provided 
several unexpected results. To take just one example, for four outcomes 
of the six considered in Chapter 6, neighborhoods that were more pre- 
dominantly African-American at the beginning of the decade were less 
likely to show increasing concern or decreasing commitment over time. 
Race also linked in unexpected ways to changing deterioration. The con- 
nections between neighborhood racial composition and the outcomes 
considered here need a lot more examination. 

The message to take home from the central chapters testhlg hypotheses 
generated by the longitudinal, ecological version of the incivilities is that 
incivilities do matter for crime changes, for structural changes, and for 
fear chmlges. But--m~d this is an important "but," as they say--incivili- 
ties do not matter for as many outcomes as proponents of this thesis have 
suggested; nor do they matter as consistently as other features of neigh- 
borhood fabric, especially status; nor do they matter consistently, regard- 
less of the indicator used. Further, in the case of reactions to crime, the in- 
dividual-level impacts of incivilities are more strongly confirmed. For 
this set of outcomes, the individuaMevel thesis appears far stronger than 
the ecological version. 

The perhaps even more importaalt message to take home is the need 
for broader theoretical h~tegration. Theorizing on incivilities needs to re- 
col~ulect more firmly with works in the areas of urban sociology, urban 
political economy, collective community crime prevention aa~d organiza- 
tional participation. Changes in neighborhood fabric, neighborhood 
crime rates, m~d residents' safety concerns are each tangled topics with a 
range of causes. To gain a clearer picture of these processes, it is neces- 
sary to break away from broken windows per se, and broaden the lines of 
inquiry. In Chapters 7 and 8, the author attempts to take his own advice. 

To incorporate neighborhood leaders' perspective on incivilities and 
reconnect with the field of community crime prevention, Chapter 7 ex- 
amines what leaders are doing to address these and other crime-related 
concerns. In other words, what is the broader array of collective crime 
prevention initiatives undertaken by local leaders au~d how does incivili- 
ties reduction fit into that? A conceptual framework developed by Aaron 
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Podolefsky about two decades ago, prior to the "crack hwasion" of the 
mid to late 1980s, suggests residents can pursue activities designed either 
to prevent the specific crimes of concern or to address deeper social prob- 
lems. We find leaders still engaged in both types of initiatives; which 
type they favor depends heavily on the economic and racial makeup of 
the neighborhood, as Podolefsky previously predicted. The reduction of 
incivilities represents an importea~t strategy adopted by local leaders for 
enhancing neighborhood safety, but for the most part, such initiatives do 
not overshadow other approaches to reducing crime and related prob- 
lems. In other words, despite the considerable attention lavished on re- 
ducing incivilities, we ought not lose sight of the broad range of preven- 
tion strategies pursued by leaders. 

Chapter 8 widens the view even further, looking at political-organiza- 
tional changes over time in neighborhoods. Such shifts appear as 
changes in neighborhood names or boundaries, or both. If police are to 
cooperate with citizen groups in coproducing public safet); they need to 
identify the locale and the groups who are their partners. Potential im- 
pediments to the formation of such partnerships are shifts in neighbor- 
hood names and boundaries. Chapter 8 considers such changes: How 
frequent are they? Are they patterned, more likely to occur in some types 
of neighborhoods than others? And what types of changes do we see? 
The pu,'pose here is to describe the types of shifts witnessed and to con- 
sider how police departments seeking to stabilize community policing 
partnerships might address such shifts. These descriptive materials tes- 
tify to the local political clout of better-off neighborhoods, the names, 
boundaries, and orgealizations of which appear more salient and more 
stable over time. Ironically, the neighborhoods with the highest relative 
status have given up on coproduction, opthlg instead to finance private 
policing. The locales where the political leadership is most stable and 
neighborhood contours most clearly defined--the higher-income, pre- 
dominantly white neighborhoods--and thus the locations where copro- 
duction would present the fewest interorganizational impediments, have 
turned their back on coproduction. 

The "Bottom Line" 

For tile time-pressed reader who would rather grade exams, go to the 
beach, write a menlo, bake bread, make a new policy, talk to family mem- 
bers, or write another article rather than read the rest of this volume, 
what is the "bottom line?" Enter the dreaded two-handed social scientist 
who makes people wish desperately for the one-handed version. 

On the one hand, the longitudinal, ecological version of the incivilities 
thesis receives support in each of the three outcome areas examined. 
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How much deterioration or disorderly social behavior was noted initially 
in a neighborhood either by its residents or by outside raters did have an 
hldependent impact on later, relative violent crime changes (three out of 
four), later unexpected structural decline (one out of three pathways), 
auld changing reactions to crime, including local commitment (two out of 
six). The longitudinal work does support results seen previously with 
only cross-sectional analyses. Further, it does underscore for reactions to 
crime and local commitment the independent  importance of physical 
problems in a locale. The incivilities thesis is not just a repackaged social 
disorganization theory. 

But, on the other hand, the support for the ecological, longitudinal ver- 
sion of the thesis is only partial. It is partial for the following reasons. 
First, initial incivilities did not affect as many outcomes as the theory has 
suggested. Second, which hldicator was used for incivilities mattered a 
lot. For both decline and crime changes, no impact was observed across 
two different incivilities indicators. The inconsistency across indicators, 
when coupled with loose connections among the indicators themselves, 
suggests that incivilities may not reflect an underlying disorder, but 
rather a constellation of only loosely connected, somewhat separate 
problems that may each require somewhat  unique policy responses. 
Third, incivilities do not show overwhelming impacts when contrasted 
with either initial structure or with initial crime rates. Generally, initial 
status, racial composition, eu~d crime rates are as important as initial hlci- 
vilities in shaping later changes. Given this broader array of ecological 
causes, broader theoretical integration is needed. Researchers and policy- 
makers alike need to break away from broken windows per se and widen 
the models upon which they rel}; both to predict and to preserve safe and 
stable neighborhoods with assured gu~d committed residents. 

Do the present results mean that police administrators ought to aban- 
don grime-fighting initiatives like the Oakland Beat Health initiative or 
zero tolerance policies like the Fourth District's corner-clearing hlitiative? 
No. The present results do not provide evaluations of specific programs. 
Such initiatives may be able to achieve noticeable improvements. At the 
same time, the current results caution against hoping that a cumulation 
of such initiatives will "turn around" a neighborhood. It is one thing to 
show short-term improvements in local calls for service or feelings of 
personal safety. It is another to achieve improvements that will last over a 
decade or more. In addition, the current results might encourage police 
administrators to reevaluate the relative value of grimeofighting initia- 
tives, compared to other traditional or community policing initiatives. 
Such administrators should not a priori decide that grime fighting is the 
best approach. Other strategies may deserve equal consideration. 
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Similarly, officials responsible for urban redeve lopment  ought  not  
hope that grime-fighting hlitiatives by themselves will restore the funda- 
mental fabric of neighborhoods which has been damaged by decades of 
inadequate  city services, declining e m p l o y m e n t  oppor tuni t ies  for its 
adults, and declining educational quality for its youth. That fundamenta l  
fabric continues to cause shifts, unfolding over time, in how residents 
view their locale and ha what  it is like to live there. 

Perhaps the most important  policy direction suggested by the current 
results is that officials--and researchers as wel l - -should  develop a more 
integrated perspective. The central dynamics  described by the incivilities 
thesis need to be folded into the broader work in h u m a n  ecologs; urban 
sociology, and reactions to crime. We know a fair amount  about the mul- 
tiplicity of factors affecting urban neighborhoods over time and how res- 
idents view those neighborhoods. Work on the incivilities thesis has been 
pursued too often apart from this other work. A more complete picture 
will better guide program hlitiatives and theoretical development.  

Notes  

1. There are, of course, important differences between some of these authors in 
their views (18). 

2. Of course, there are numerous important exceptions, such as the households 
l iv ing for thir ty years in a public housing community. 

3. In the sampling of streetblocks in 198I, we assessed locations regardless of 
whether there were occupied houses on them. 

4. In 1994, since we also wished to complete residential interviews on the same 
blocks where we had assessed conditions, we l imited ourselves to blocks wi th  at 
least twelve residential addresses. 
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2 
The Baltimore Context, and 

Its Context 

WITH CHARLES DAVID LINNE 

The War Has Been Won? 

In February 1995, tile mayor of Baltimore, Kurt L. Schmoke, in tile midst 
of his primary campaign fox" a second term (33), announced that tile bat- 
tle had been won. He declared success in his campaigns against crime, 
racial and ethnic discrimhlation, physical deca}; mid governmental rule 
restrictions (136). 

Schmoke's announcement came at a curious time. His administration 
was embattled on several fronts: there was unflattering, extensive, in- 
depth newspaper coverage of at least two city departments (police and 
housing) had recently appeared; and violent crime rates remained stub- 
bornly high despite dropping rates in some other nearby cities. Later in 
this chaptel, we review some of the coverage on crime and disorder at 
the time Schmoke was seeking reelection, and we were interviewing resi- 
dents and leaders. But before doing that, we review structural and crime 
changes in Baltimore and in nearby and comparable cities. What were the 
structural challenges facing Schmoke during his first and second terms, 
and how long had these problems been brewing? 

Baltimore, founded in 1797 on a branch of the Patapsco River, off the 
upper Chesapeake Bay, had th,ived during and immediately after World 
War II, population and manufacturing jobs growing to meet the needs of 
the wartime and later the postwar economies, the population cresting at 
just over a million in 1950. During the 1960s, growing suburban locations 
proved more att,'active, and the city experienced its first decade of sizable 
postwar population losses, as well as riots in the spring of 1968. Under 
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Mayor William Donald Schaefer (1971-1986), Baltimore drew nationwide 
attention as a city roaring back. "Esquire called Schaefer the country's best 
mayor, and Time nickalamed Baltimore the 'Renaissance City'" (110: 389). 
During Schaefer's reign, new shops, an aquarium, and entertainment 
venues emerged hi the Inner Harbor, a revitalized former dock area of the 
downtown; mid city sales of "dollar houses" to renovators helped gentrify 
decayhlg neighborhoods, resulting in seemingly wholesale makeovers of 
several communities near the downtown. These and other developments 
drew the public's attention. At the same time, overall city spendhlg was 
cut, and school budgets were trhnmed about a quarter (110: 398; 98). De- 
tractors talked about the decay beneath the glitter. 

Whether Schaefer's strategy was successful or sorely misdirected is an 
argument that is likely to continue for some time. Nonetheless, the popu- 
lar impression held by many was that the city did well under Schaefer 
(20: 680-690). Schmoke, born in the city, with degrees from Yale Univer- 
sity and Harvard Law School, after serving as Assistant U.S. Attorney 
(1978-1981) and in elected office as State's Attorney (1981-1987), took 
over the mayoral ty in 1988 from "Du" Burns, former chair of the city 
council, who briefly held the position following Schaefer's "retirement." 
(Schaefer went on to serve as governor.) Schmoke was the first African 
American elected to the office of mayor in Baltimore (6). Hopes were 
high. 

But criticism proved unending. Even though Schmoke's admhlistra- 
tion touted achievements in literacy, housing, economic redevelopment, 
and safety, his mlnounced victory noted above cohlcided with unflatter- 
h~g newspaper analyses of the police department eald his housing com- 
missioner, Donald Henson. A pilot privatization program in city schools, 
important to Schmoke, given his strong interest in literacy, touted higher 
test scores, but it later turned out additional resources had quietly been 
targeted to these schools. Leaders in African-American neighborhoods 
criticized his administration as distant mid uncarhlg about their concerns 
(102). Maybe it was inevitable that so mmly would be disappointed, since 
expectations had been so high. In 1999, Schmoke announced that he 
would not seek a third term as mayor. 

Unfortunately for Mayor Schmoke, not only were hopes for his success 
perhaps unrealistically high before he took office, and not only was he 
followhlg one of the city's reputedly most successful and certainly most 
colorful mayors hi several decades, he took office just as the "crack inva- 
sion" was appearh~g on Baltimore's streets and violent crime rates na- 
tionwide were starthlg to run up. We will turn to crime and census data 
to see how Baltimore changed in the 1970s and 1980s. We suggest that the 
structural challenges confronthlg Schmoke as he took office--what had 
been happening in the 1970s mid 1980s in Baltimore and in other large, 
older cities--were far more formidable than those facing Schaefer when 
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he took office. Comparhlg  Baltimore's changes i_n structure and crime in- 
dicate that the city was suffering under  nunlerous  burdens  at the end of 
the 1980s, and these were typical of what  had hap p en ed  elsewhere. The 
examhlat ion also suggests that under  Schaefer matters  may  not have im- 
proved as much as many  thought.  The purpose  in this section is not to 
evaluate either Schaefer 's  or Schmoke's  administrations.  Rather, we want  
to describe the changes  taking place du r ing  their  watches.  They  had  
scant control over  many  of them. 

Describhlg the Baltimore context hints at some conclusions that may be 
unexpected.  Both structural and crime shifts suggest  that Baltimore suf- 
fered far worse in the 1970s--when it was viewed as p rosper ing- - than  it 
d id  in the 1980s - -when  it was v iewed as s t ruggl ing.  Job losses were  
more  sizable, and cr ime increases were more  marked  in the earl ier  
decade.  Dis t r ibut ions  of ne ighborhood  o i m e  rates sugges t  that low- 
c,ime, relatively safe ne ighborhoods  d isappeared  largely in the 1970s, 
not the 1980s. In line with this pattern, we also see that despite worsening 
ci tywide physical deterio, 'ation in the 1980s, the typical Baltimore resi- 
dent  was not more fearful, generall}; in 1994 than in 1982; nor  did this 
typical resident see his or her neighborlmod as more problem-plagued.  

Purpose 

This chapter  describes tile context ill which our  research took place. Its 
purposes  are to describe events related to tile incivilities thesis and crime 
taking place at tile time of our  1994-1995 data collection, as reported by 
the local paper;  to describe just a few of the structural  changes taking 
place in Baltimore in the 1970s and 1980s; to see how Baltimore compares  
to a few other  cities a round  the count ry  on these changes;  to describe 
changes in Baltimore crime rates in the 1970s and 1980s and to see how 
these changes  compare  to those taking place in the nearby  cities of 
l~hiladelphia and Washington, D.C.; and to examine ci tywide changes in 
fear and incivilities using our  1982 and 1994 surveys  as well as physical 
changes on the 1994 s tudy blocks between 1981 and 1994. The purpose  
here is largely descriptive, to fill in lhe context surro tmding our  research. 
We want  to p rov ide  the reader  with a bet ter  sense of conce, 'ns about  
crime and incivilities at the time of the s tudy and a view of recent struc- 
tural and crime changes. 

At the same time, when we look at the context of the con t ex t - -wha t  
was happening in other cities at the t ime - -we  think a case can be made  
that 13altimore's changes are relatively typical of shifts seen in other cities 
of about the same size. I Certainly, every city has its unique history. But 
major changes in city fabric, population,  and crime seen in Baltimore ap- 
pear far from atypical when examined in the context of changes in other  
cities. 
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Changes in People, Housing, and Jobs 

Most scholars accept that many big cities in the United States have 
changed considerably in the past quarter century. Those changes, partic- 
ularly as they affect the lives of workers, have been documented else- 
where (12, 95, 114). 

Since the 1970s urban areas in the United States and in other industrialized 
nations have been subjected to a series of unprecedented changes. Two of 
the most fundamental involve, on the one hand, the restructuring of the eco- 
nomic base and the shift from mass industrial production to high technol- 
ogy manufacturing and information processing, and, on the other, the de- 
mographic diffusion of population on a massive scale across metropolitan 
regions. (53: 1) 

Both these shifts are evident in Baltimore. Between 1970 and 1995, the 
region lost 90,000 factory jobs (110: 392); firms such as Bethlehem Steel, 
General Motors, and W. R. Grace reduced workforces in the 1980s, often 
dramatically. Although the losses reflected ongohlg deindustrialization 
nationwide and echo the closing of the Philadelphia shipyard noted in 
Chapter 1, the changes may have been worse in Baltimore, given its 
curse: It has always been a "branch" town. "Branch plants don't  make 
decisions" (110: 392). Growth in the region boomed, adding 454,000 per- 
sons from 1970 to 1990, even as the city population dropped by about a 
fifth, slipping below 700,000 in 1995 (110: 455; 16). 

To contrast changes happening in Baltimore during the 1970s and 
1980s with other cities of about the same size or smaller, we selected a 
sample of moderately large cities, spread geographically around the 
county, with populations between 300,000 (El Paso) eald 800,000 (Wash- 
ington, D.C.) in 1970. 2 Baltimore's 1970 population was over 905,000. We 
also included Philadelphia, even though its 1970 population, just a shade 
under  2 million, was much greater. Including both Philadelphia and 
Washington, D.C., we compared Baltimore to its two closest large neigh- 
boring cities. We chose a small number of population and economic fac- 
tors on which to compare the various cities. The purpose was simply to 
see if the types of changes occurrhlg h~ the different locations are similar. 
Did the changes between 1970 enid 1990 in Baltimore appear also in other 
locations? If the changes and trends observed were comparable, they 
would suggest that what Baltimore may have experienced in the period 
is comparable to what other cities experienced. Granted, every city is dif- 
ferent and has a unique character and history. Nonetheless, the different 
locations may be confronted by similar challenges. 

If we find, h~ terms of both structural change and crime change, that 
Baltimore is comparable to some other cities, it also shapes how we think 
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about the generalizability of the results discussed in the later chapters. It 
would suggest that the dynamics observed and conclusions reached may 
apply elsewhere. Of course, the question of whether findings from one 
location do actually apply to mlother location can only be answered with 
data from that other location. External validity is always an empirical 
question. But points of similarity between Baltimore and other cities 
would suggest, at the least, that there is nothing atypical about the study 
location. 

On a final orientation note, the results we examine here refer to 
changes within the city of Baltimore. From an ecological perspective, that 
city's role in the larger urban-suburban region has changed over the pe- 
riod, and some of the data we see here reflect that shifting role. As the re- 
gion has grown and the city has lost population, it also has lost political 
power (110: 397). The city and surround are more split racially and eco- 
nomically (110: 396) than formerly. These differences result in a closer 
mapping of racial and class divisions onto political divisions than was 
previously the case. Since we are not looking at the surround, save in one 
series examining crime changes in the 1980s, we "overlook" this reposi- 
tioning of the city in the broader metropolitan fabric. We focus on a loca- 
tion that plays a different "role" in the region than it did a quarter cen- 
tury ago. 

"'Losing" People 

Baltimore, like many other eastern, or "rustbelt," cities, lost population 
from 1970 to 1990, gohlg from around 900,000 to just over 700,000 people. 
The same percentage drop, around 20%, also afflicted Philadelphia and 
Washington, D.C., the two closest large cities. Cleveland experienced a 
slightly bigger drop, around 30%. Milwaukee and Boston also lost ,'esi- 
dents, but only about one tenth of their 1970 numbers. Of course, south- 
ern and western cities like El Paso, San Jose, and Phoenix, by contrast, all 
witnessed substantial growth with the move of population to the Sunbelt 
and annexation by some cities of outlying areas. 

When the losses happened for the older, eastern cities proves surpris- 
ing. For Baltimore; Philadelphia; Washington, D.C.; Cleveland; Milwau- 
kee; and Boston, most of the drop took place in the 1970s, not the 1980s. 
In other words, the population losses occurred largely in the 1970s, and 
for these cities, at least, slowed conside,'ably by the 1980s. 3 For Milwau- 
kee and Boston, the figures for 1980 and 1990 are almost equivalent. 

The Elderly an,t African Americans 

Not only are there fewer people in these cities than a quarter century ago, 
tile composition of tile .'emaining city dwellers has changed as well. They 
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are older and more likely to be African-American. In Baltimore, those 
sixty-five and up grew as a percentage of the population, up to almost 
14% from around 11%. Philadelphia and Washington, D.C., showed 
roughly comparable percentage increases, as did the farther-away cities 
of Cleveland, Milwaukee, Indianapolis, and Memphis. Boston bucked 
the trend and "got younger," the proportion age sixty-five and up drop- 
ping from 13% to 11%. 

Those remaining behind in these cities are not only more likely to be el- 
derly; they also are more likely to be African-Americm~. This racial shift 
nationwide, to the increash~g location of poor, African-Americml house- 
holds in segregated neighborhoods in central cities, has been docu- 
mented elsewhere (51,100) and is discussed at more length in Chapter 4. 
Baltimore followed this national shift, going from about 45% to almost 
60% African-American during the period. Milwaukee and Memphis 
demonstrate  comparably sized increases of 15% to 20% in the relative 
predominance of Africml Americmls. The percentage shift (7% increase) 
appears much smaller ill Philadelphia, but that is also a much larger city. 
Washington, D.C., goes against the trend here, becoming slightly less pre- 
dominant ly  African-American during the period 1970-1990 (72% to 
65%), but  it had started out as the most African-American of the cities in 
the group of cities we examined. 

Jobs, Lhlemployment, and Income 

In Baltimore, manufacturing jobs as a percentage of all employment  
dropped precipitously, from about 26% in 1970, to about 18% in 1980, to 
about  12% in 1990. Philadelphia, Cleveland, Columbus,  Indianapolis, 
mid Milwaukee all saw comparably large percentage dips over the two 
decades. The drops in manufacturing in the 1970s and 1980s seem about 
comparable in these cities. Washington, D.C., being a government town, 
boasts little manufacturing, and the proportion in that sector remained 
steady over the period at about 5%. The manufacturing drop helps lay 
the groundwork for increasing incivilities in several ways; Chapter 4 will 
discuss those dynamics. 

The loss of manufacturing jobs, however, is not mirrored clearly in in- 
creasing unemployment  or increasing poverty. Both of these indicators 
show markedly  worsening conditions in the 1970s, with modest  im- 
provements in the 1980s for Baltimore and its larger neighbor. In Balti- 
more, unemployment  spurted from about 4% to 11% from 1970 to 1980, 
dropping back slightly to around 9% by 1990. Philadelphia showed a 
comparable pattern. Changes in the same direction, albeit not as large, 
also appeared ill hldianapolis and Columbus (OH). 

For Baltimore and Philadelphia, the changes in poverty mirror the 
changes in unemployment.  Matters got a lot worse in the 1970s and ira- 
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proved slightly in the 1980s. In Baltimore, poverty went from 4% to 11% 
to 9%; in Philadelphia the percentage changes were about the same. 
Washington, D.C., and Boston show the same pattern. Agahl, by contrast, 
some cities, such as Cleveland, experienced increashlg poverty over both 
decades. On this indicator of changing economic conditions, the 1970s 
appears to be the more important decade of the two for Charm City and 
its two neighboring cities. The 1970s were a period of loss, the 1980s a pe- 
riod of improvement. 

Given markedly increasing poverty and unemployment hi the 1970s 
and slightly improving conditions in the 1980s in Baltimore, it is no sur- 
prise to see changes hi family income follow a similar pattern. In Balti- 
more, median family income, in constant 1983 dollars, dropped from 
around $23,000 to around $18,000 in the 1970s, gaining to around $22,000 
by 1990. Roughly comparable patterns appear in Philadelphia, Indi- 
anapolis, and Memphis. Milwaukee and Cleveland appear to present 
worst case scenarios for this group of cities, with constant income drop- 
ping steadily over the two decades. 

Housing 
Median house prices in 1983 dollars increased steadily ill Baltimore 
($25,000 to $35,000 to $41,000) and in several other cities, such as 
Philadelphia, Indianapolis, San Antonio, and Memphis. Some cities, such 
as Boston; Washington, D.C.; Seattle; and San Francisco, experienced ex- 
tremely dramatic increases during the period. Among the cities exam- 
ined, Cleveland presents the worst case scenario, with prices dropph~g 
steadily through the period. 

On vacant housing, including both for sale and for rent, as well as va- 
cant and boarded up, Baltimore presents a slightly different picture than 
do its neighboring cities. In Baltimore, the vacancy rate stayed steady at 
about 7"/,, through the 1970s, increasing markedly in the 1980s to around 
9%. By contrast, vacancies increased somewhat in Washington, D.C. (6% 
to 8% to 10'Y,,) and Philadelphia (6% to 9% to 10%) during both decades. 
Cleveland's changes, however, look comparable to Baltimore's (8% to 8% 
to 11%). 

The lag in the increased vacancies shown by Baltimore may be related 
to the numerous and widely publicized housing initiatives undertaken 
by Mayor Schaefer during the 1970s (20:662-664 ). In addition to devel- 
oping Harbor Place, he used low-interest, subsidized loans to lure home 
rehabbers into downtown neighborhoods such as Gay Street, Barre Cir- 
cle, Ridgely's Delight, and ofllers. And of course, gentrification without 
public assistance was ongoing elsewhere in the city (23). 

These housing initiatives in the 1970s concentrated on some of the 
highest-vacancy neighborhoods in the city, but these were also a small 
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TABLE 2.1 
1970-1990 

The Baltimore Context, and Its Context 

Baltimore Community Changes in Vacancies and Homeownership, 

Yea r 1970 1980 1990 

Vacancy rate 5.6% / 4% 7.4% / 5.1% 8.3% / 5.9% 
(average/median) 
Homeownership r a t e  42.2%/44.4% 46.7% / 48.9% 50.8% / 53.1% 
(average/media,I) 

number of neighborhoods, probably less than two dozen, out of the city's 
200+ neighborhoods. Consequently, if we examine changes ha the com- 
munity vacancy rates, rather than the citywide rate, we might see a dif- 
ferent picture for the 1970s. 

We do. The community rates suggest steady hacreases ha both decades. 
Unweighted average and median vacancy and ownership rates, across 
communities, appear ha Table 2.1. 4 The median rate, probably a more ap- 
propriate indicator given the highly skewed distribution of the rates, 
suggests roughly comparable increases ha the vacancy rate during both 
decades or perhaps a slightly weaker increase in the 1980s. We also see 
homeownership has increased in both decades as more marginal rental 
housing has become unoccupied or destroyed during the period. Issues 
of vacant housing are covered ha more detail later in the chapter, where 
we review initiatives undertaken by Schmoke's administration. 

Sul~imary 

The changes affecting Baltimore look a lot like the changes affecting 
other, comparably sized cities in the east or the "rustbelt." Baltimore, like 
these other cities, has gotten smaller, with higher proportions of elderly 
and African Americans. Manufacturing jobs have dwindled markedly in 
the job mix. Unemployment and poverty have increased, but for Balti- 
more, and some other cities, the more sizable shifts on these issues oc- 
curred ha the 1970s. Housing, in constant dollars, is more expensive, at 
the same time that vacancies are more widespread. 

Changes in Crime: The City as a Whole 

This section examines crime changes in Baltimore in relationship to crime 
changes ha the comparison cities mentioned above and in relation to the 
surrounding area. For each Part I crime, save arson, we contrasted how 
the crime rate changed in Baltimore relative to all the comparison cities; 
ha comparison to the two closest large cities of Philadelphia and Wash- 
hagton, D.C.; and, for the 1980s only, in comparison to the surrounding 
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metropolitan statistical area (MSA). The MSA is a census-defined region, 
comprising a major cit}5 sometimes two, and tile surrounding suburban- 
ized counties that depend on, or are linked to, the central city or cities. In 
comparing Baltimore with all tile comparison cities, we look both at the 
raw data and at the percentage changes from the 1970 crime rate. The 
eight most serious, Part I, crimes, as defhled by the FBI, are murdel, rape, 
robbery, aggravated assault, burglar},, larceny, motor vehicle theft, and 
arson. Since Baltimore is larger than most of the comparison cities, we 
would expect its crime rates to be higher. But our interest here also fo- 
cuses on how crime changes in Baltimore either track or fail to track the 
changes occurring over time in the other cities. Although we looked at all 
Part I crimes, we report m detail here just the results for robbery. They 
were fairly typical of the patterns seen for tile other violent crimes. -~ The 
years covered, except for the MSA comparison, are 1970 to 1992. These 
years correspond to the three decades of crime data used in the later 
analyses: 1970-1972 average; 1980-1982 average, and 1990-1992 average. 
Our purpose is to describe tile crime context leading up to the 1994 s tudy 
not to provide an up-to-the-minute review of Baltimore's neighborhood 
crime rates. 

Examining robbery rates, and changes in those rates, shows that Bal- 
timore is less safe than many of the cities in the comparison group and 
that year-to-year changes in Baltimore roughly tracked changes seen in 
tile comparison group. Furthermore, Baltimore's rate matched that of 
Washington, D.C., for much of the period, diverging only in the late 
1980s. 

Baltimore's robbery rate ill 1970 (1200/100,000 population) started at 
about three times the rate seen in the comparison cities 6 (see Figure 2.1). 
But Baltimore's rate dropped through the earl}, and mid-1970s, reaching 
around 950/100,000 by 1977, whereas the average rate for the other 
cities slowly climbed to about 500/100,000. From 1978 until about 1988, 
Baltimore's shifts shadowed shifts in the group average, except that the 
average fluctuated in a narrower ,'ange. For Baltimore and the cross-city 
average, rates climbed in tile late 1970s, peaking in 1981 (almost 
1,400/100,000 in Baltimore), then d,'opping th,'ough the mid-1980s. By 
1988, Baltimore's rate was still below 1,000/100,000, whereas the 
group's average was around 500/100,000. Thereaftm, Baltimo,'e's rob- 
bery ,'ate started to climb dramatically, moving steadily upward to 
about 1,700/100,000 by 1992. The ave,'age ,'ate climbed more modestly 
for a couple of },ears, leveling out at about 650/100,000 in 1991 and 1992. 
The marked rise in all Baltimore crime rates from the late 1980s th,'ough 
the early 1990s has been widely attributed to the arrival of crack cocaine; 
emergency room data for Baltimore (see Chapter 7) appears to confirm 
this reading. Despite this marked divergence for the last four years of 



36 The Baltimore Context, and Its Context 

e~ 

v~ 

1,800 

1,600 

1,400 

1,200 

1,000 

800 

600 

400 

200 

, . / ' . .  

I Balt'~more 

Ot'l~e,': Unwtd. Avg. 

7(} 72 74 76 78 80 82 84 86 88 90 92 
71 73 75 77 79 8t 83 85 87 89 91 

Year 

FIGURE 2A Baltimore and Comparison Cities: Robbery Rates, 
1970-1992 

the series, the growth in rates for 1970-1992 are not that different. Balti- 
more ended up with a rate about 55% higher than the one with which it 
started, whereas the comparison group's 1992 average rate was about 
40% higher than where it started. 

Looking at Baltimore's robbery rates relative to those of Washhlgton, 
D.C., suggests relatively similar rates and shifts from about 1972 to 1990, 
although there was more volatility in Washington, D.C. The rate spiked 
higher in 1982 and dropped lower in the mid-1980s. The last two years 
(1991 and 1992) of the series show another discrepancy, with the rate in 
Washington, D.C., holding steady at about 1,200/100,000 and Baltimore's 
rate running up to about 1,700/100,000. Philadelphia's rate was much 
lower than the rates in the other two cities and did not fluctuate nearly as 
much. The Philadelphia police department has been suspected for some 
time of unfounding crimes at a high rate; h~ the sprh~g of 1999 Commis- 
sioner John Timoney announced he was officially looking hltO the issue 
and takhlg steps to correct the situation (7). 

Unfounding is a routine feature of police work. When a crime is re- 
ported, police will determh~e, typically based on subsequent investigative 
work, that a crime did or did not occur. If they conclude it did not, the 
crime is "unfotu~ded." A wife comes home, finds the front door open and a 
broken pmle in the door. She calls the police to report a burglary. The inves- 
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tigating officer shows up and learns that the husband came home, broke in 
because he lost his house ke); then ran out for ml Elks Club meeting and 
left the door open. The officer would unfotmd tile reported burglary. The 
rate at which police unfound reported crimes is the unfotuldhlg rate. 

If we look at Baltimore's robbery rates in the 1980s and contrast them 
with the rates for the surrounding MSA, we see a disturbing pattern that 
also appears for all other violent crimes (Figure 2.2). For most of the 
1980s, Baltimore's robbery rate was a declining multiple of the rate in the 
surrounding MSA, going from about seven times the MSA rate in 1981 to 
about five times the MSA rate in 1988. But then the city rate takes off, 
ending the period at over eight times the .'ate in the surroui-ldii'lg MSA. 
The safety differential between the city and the surrounding counties 
narrowed, then later widened noticeably. I will return to the widening 
safety differential between Baltimore and the surrounding MSA when I 
take tip the question of changes in fear of crime. 

To sum tip orl crime, Baltimore's rates, and the way those rates have 
changed over time, do not appear unique. On many crimes, either the 
rate change or the percentage change, or sometimes both, closely shadow 
the multicity comparison group. Changes in rape and larceny and per- 
centage changes in murder, for example, show relatively close parallels 
between Baltimore changes and the comparison group. There is some 
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suggestion on a few crimes that Baltimore's pattern begins to diverge for 
the last two to four years of the series. But in the main, for several crimes, 
we see close parallels over much of the period 

When we compare Baltimore to its large, neighboring sister cities, we 
also see some parallels. Baltimore's levels and changes in robbery, bur- 
glary, and larceny match those of Washington, D.C., except for the last 
couple of years in the series. It appears that for most of the period, we 
have roughly the same forces driving the changes in the two locations, at 
least for these crimes. 

The above points are not to deny the third point: Each city is unique, as 
is each reported crime rate. With each city, there are differences in local 
history, we also have differences in citizen reporting practices, police 
recording practices, and police unfounding rates. We see some evidence 
of this specificity. Why does the murder rate in Washington, D.C., after 
having roughly paralleled Baltimore's rate from 1970 until about 1987, 
suddenly skyrocket? What was taking place in Washington, D.C., that 
was not taking place forty miles up Interstate 95? 

Pulling apart these differences goes beyond the scope of the current ef- 
fort. But the more importaa~t point is that the pattern of similarities and 
differences reviewed here suggest that Baltimore's reported crime rates 
from 1970 on, and the changes in those rates, were in no way unique or 
"peculiar." They look fairly comparable, on many crimes, to what was 
happening elsewhere. There is no suggestion that the crime context in 
Baltimore was unique. 

Furthermore,  for several crimes, the dramatically increasing crime 
rates of the late 1980s were not unprecedented. Rates almost as high, and 
in some cases higher, had been seen before, either at the begh~uling of the 
1970s or the beginning of the 1980s. This appears to be the case with rob- 
bery; burglary; motor vehicle theft; and, to a lesser extent, murder. 

Take the case of.robbery in Baltimore. By the mid-1980s, the citywide 
rate was about 1,000/100,000 population/year. This rate was about 20% 
lower than the rate in 1970 and about 33% lower than the rate h~ 1981. 
The rate also stayed steady in the 1,000 range for several years, before be- 
ginning its dramatic increase in about 1989. 

Motor vehicle theft presents an even clearer example. Rates in Balti- 
more dropped steadily from 1970 until about 1982. In the comparison 
cities, the rate dropped more gradually. But in Baltimore, the 1982 rate 
was about half the 1970 rate. 

If the rates and the increases seen in the mid to late 1980s were not un- 
precedented, how are we to explain the dramatic increases in concern 
about crime and especially violent crime? The typical answers are that 
there had been a shift in the nature of the violence; it became more lethal 
or it involved youth more often than previously (48). 
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But the explanation may be simpler and rooted in the recent trends we 
have reviewed. What may have made the crime increase seen for several 
of these crimes from the mid-1980s on so troubling for residents is that 
the increase followed several years of decreasing, or at least steady, crime 
rates. For several of these crimes, we have seen the storm followhag the 
cahn, and that contrast itself has served to deepen residents' and policy- 
makers' concerns. 

Another contrast--at least in Baltimore--may have contributed to the 
public's anxiety attack over increasing urban crime rates from the late 
1980s on: the increased rate differential between the city and the sur- 
rounding areas. The differential between the central city crime rate and 
the crime rate in the remainder of the MSA for the period 1980-1992 in- 
creased sharply for all crimes in the latter half of the period. For most 
crimes, the differential in the early 1980s was a ratio of city to surround of 
about 2:1. By the earl), 1990s, for most crimes, the differential was close to 
3:1. In Baltimore during the last four to six years of the series, the relative 
dangerousness of the city, as compared to the surrounding area, in- 
creased marked ly. 

But we want to move beyond describing the city as a whole. Next we 
examine more specifically the crime changes taking place within Balti- 
more in the 1970s and 1980s and how neighborhood crime rates changed 
during the period. 

Baltimore Neighborhood Crime Rates 

Ill 1942, Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay in Juvenile Delinquency in Urban 
Areas documented the dramatic shrinkage of low-delinquency communi- 
ties ha Chicago during the first thirty 5,ears of the twentieth century. For 
example, using the delinquency commitment series, between the begin- 
ning of the century and 1930 the portion of the city with the lowest delin- 
quency rate areas--that is, the bottom quarter, or quartile--shrank from 
52% of the city to less than 30% (121: 70, Table 8). In this section, looking 
at changes i,a Baltimore crime rates fo," the period 1970 to 1992, we find 
an even more dramatic shrinkage in low-crime ,aeighborhoods taking 
place within just one decade. 

We exalnined the neighborhood crime rates in four different ways: (1) 
We looked at the average population-weighted neighborhood reported 
crime rate over time. Each neighborhood's 1990 population was used as 
the weight. We included both the downtown and the public housing 
neighborhoods in the cit): (2) We also reexamined the weighted average 
rate after removing the downtown and the public housing communities. 
Our intention was to get an idea of how crime rates were shifting over 
time for "typical" neighborhoods. (3) Next, we examined crime rate 
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changes in the thirty 1994 survey neighborhoods, considering both rates 
weighted by neighborhood population eaad unweighted rates, and com- 
pared those to rates' in nonstudy neighborhoods. (4) Finally, we looked at 
the distribution of neighborhood crime rates in Baltimore at the begin- 
ning of the 1970s, the beginning of the 1980s, and the beginning of the 
1990s to see how these distributions had shifted. 

In brief, we found the following. For violent crimes, the thirty sampled 
neighborhoods had crime rates slightly lower than the citywide average 
comnaunity crime rates. Nevertheless, the sample demonstrated roughly 
comparable trends over time. For property crime, the sample rates more 
closely matched the average overall community rates, sometimes slightly 
exceeding them. As with violent crime trends, property crime trends ha 
the sample matched the overall trends. Consequently, at least ha terms of 
crime rates, from a purely descriptive perspective, the sample looked 
comparable to the city overall. 

To more closely compare sample versus nonsample neighborhood 
crime rates, we tested the null hypothesis that at the beghaning of each 
decade the sample average did not differ from the nonsample average. 7 
We carried out a multivariate analysis of variance for each crime; the 
three dependent variables were the percentile scores based on 1970-1972, 
1980-1982, and 1990-1992 rates. Since we have seven different crimes, 
mad the different crimes are themselves related to one another, we carry 
out a Bonferroni adjustment of our alpha level, mad use .05/7 or .007. The 
predictor was whether the community was in the 1994 sample or not. 
The downtown and public housing communities were excluded. For five 
of the seven crimes, the multivariate F was < 1, for robbery it was 1.9, and 
for motor vehicle theft it was 1.21. All these multivariate Fs are highly 
nonsignificant. In sum, the percentile crime rates for our thirty sampled 
neighborhoods are, on average, not markedly different from the average 
percentile crime rates in nonsampled neighborhoods. Results showed 
that they did not differ. 

Changing Distributions of Neighbol41ood Crinte Rates 

So far we have been concentrating on average reported crime rates, or av- 
erage crime percentiles. These averages, of course, do not capture all of 
the features of the crime rate distributions. To look more closely at the 
distributions and how they may have shifted over time, we computed 
measures of central tendency, dispersion, and quartiles for each of the 
crime distributions for each of the three periods: 1970-1972, 1980-1982, 
and 1990-1992. The comparisons across the decades showed the most 
sizable shifts in the distribution of neighborhood crime rates took place 
ha the 1970s. For all of the crimes save motor vehicle theft, the most dra- 
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matic changes in means, medians, and twenty-fifth mid seventy-fifth per- 
centiles took place between 1970-1972 and 1980-1982. In the case of sev- 
eral crimes, the 1990-1992 figures were lower than the 1980-1982 figures. 
From tile figures reviewed earlier, we know that during the early 1980s 
there was a peak or a bump ill the crime rates. On several crimes, a 
decade lateb city neighborhoods look safer. But the peak or bump wit- 
nessed in the early 1980s is of interest because it cohlcided with our first 
survey. 

Another way to examine how the shape of the neighborhood crime 
rate distributions have changed over the period is to see how different 
points on the percentile distribution relate to specific crime rates and 
how these correspondences have shifted over time. To get at this, we 
plotted the weighted neighborhood crime percentile scores against the 
logged neighborhood crime rates. Each figure displays the weighted per- 
centile on the Y axis, and the logged crime rate on the X axis. The chart, 
in essence a variation on a P-P (percentile-percentile) chart, shows how 
the distribution of each crime shifts from decade to decade. These figures 
told a simple story: Except for motor vehicle theft, the most noticeable 
shifts in Baltimore's commtu~ity crime rates took place in the 1970s. It 
was during that period that large numbers of relatively safe, low-crime 
neighborhoods disappeared. 

Graphicall); the change appears in two ways. See, for example, rob- 
bery, shown in Figure 2.3. The line shifts further to the right as the rate 
increases from one decade to the next. In addition, as the large number 
of safe neighborhoods disappear, the curve changes its shape. The steep 
increase in the lower percentile ranges seen in 1970 is replaced by a 
much flatter, stretched-out curve for the lower percentile neighbor- 
hoods. 

In the early 1970s, a weighted robbery percentile crime score of 50 cor- 
responded to a robbery rate of about 20/100,000 population. In other 
words, if you lived in a ileighborhood with this robbery rate, about 50% 
of the residents in the city lived in neighborhoods with rates this low or 
lower. Look also at the twentieth percentile for robbery in the early 1970s. 
About 20% of the city's population lived in neighborhoods with robbery 
rates of about 8 or lower. 

By the early 1980s, both of these percentiles had shifted up noticeably. 
Only about 5% of residents (down from 20%) lived in neighborhoods 
with a robber}, rate of 8 or lower. Only about 10'Y,, (down from 50%) of 
residents lived in neighborhoods with robbery rates of 20/100,000 or 
lower. The large number of relatively safe neighborhoods evident in 
1970-1972 largely disappeared by 1980-1982. Changes in the distri- 
bution, of course, continued to take place between 1980-1982 and 
1990-1992. But they were nowhere near as striking. 
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FIGURE 2.3 Changing Distributions of 
Baltimore Neighborhood Robbery Rates, 
per 100,000 population, on log scale: 
1970-1972, 1980-1982, 1990-1992 
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Assault looks similar. In the early 1970s, about one fifth of the neigh- 
borhoods, the safest 20%, had assault rates of 5/100,000 or lower. By the 
early 1980s, only about 3% to 4% of the neighborhoods had rates this low 
or lower 

Not only did the low-crime neighborhoods disappear ha the 1970s, the 
number of extremely high crime neighborhoods hlcreased. For robbery, 
in the early 1970s no neighborhoods had rates above 100/100,000 popu- 
lation. But by the early 1980s, about ha!f of the city population lived with 
a neighborhood crime rate this high or higher 

Summary on Crime Changes 

The thirty neighborhoods where we surveyed residents in 1994 have 
neighborhood crime rates typical of average neighborhood crime rates 
in the city on property crime, but perhaps slightly lower than average 
on violent crime. The weighted crime percentiles of the sampled neigh- 
borhoods, however,  were no different from the weighted crime per- 
centiles of the nonsampled neighborhoods.  Furthermore,  the trends 
over time seen in the study neighborhoods matched fairly closely the 
changes seen in most city neighborhoods for both property and violent 
crime. 

Perhaps the most striking findhag is the disappearance of large num- 
bers of relatively safe neighborhoods durbag the 1970s and the appear- 
ance of large numbers of high-crime neighborhoods during that same 
time. For most crimes, matters continued to deteriorate during the 1980s. 
But the major shifts occurred during the 1970s. Motor vehicle theft ap- 
pears to be the only marked exception to this pattern.S 

These shifts do not accord well with public perceptions of Baltimore's 
renaissance and the subsequent stalling of that renaissance. Many view 
the 1970s as a period of significant achievement for the cit); with the rise 
of the Inner Harbor and other downtown projects. Many also view the 
late 1980s and 1990s, the Schmoke years, as fat" less successful. But what 
we see here is that the safe laeighborhoods virtually disappeared off the 
map during the 1970s, at the same time that gentrification and the renais- 
sance were in full swing. These more extreme crime changes in the 1970s 
fit with the more extreme structural changes witnessed during that 
decade. 

We are not suggesting that Mayor Schaefer deserves less kudos than he 
has received or that Mayor Schmoke deserves more. Evaluating the 
achievements of and challenges confronting each administration is a task 
far beyond the scope of this volume and our expertise. Others have be- 
guta those discussions (e.g., 98, 102, 110). The only point being made here 



TABLE 2.2 Descriptive Informat iou on Observed Streetblock Characteristics,  1981 and 1994 

1981 

Characteristic Mean SI) % scoring Meat, 

1994 

SI) 96 scoring 

N Total occupied units  28.34 15.2 - 29.35 14.7 

N Boarded-up houses  per block .31 .81 83% score 0 .51 1.48 

% Boarded-up houses (11.0 .03 83% score 0 02.1 .05 
% Houses boarded  up or  for sale or rent 01.8 .03 68% score 0 04.0 .08 

% P, esidential frontage 90.84 14.21 53% completely 88.5 18.8 

residential 
Graffiti-free ( 1 =no,  2=yes) 1.82 .36 79.5% 1.67 .45 

graffiti-free 

Maintenance  :~ - - - 3,55 .95 
Structural condi t ion  b - - - 3.55 1.05 

Extent ou tdoor  plantings ~ - - - 2.49 .88 
Total people 3.96 7.75 - 5.05 5.14 
Traffic votu me d 2.19 .94 - 1.78 .89 

79% score 0 

79% score 0 
50% score 0 
52% completely 
residential 

63% 
graffiti-free 

NOTE: 11=88 lbr 1981 assessments; n=91 for 1994 assessments.  

a. p ropor t ion  o f  houses and buildings well maintained:  1 =none;  2=small number ;  3=about  half; 4=well more  than  half; 5=all. 
b. p ropor t ion  o f  houses and buildings in good structural  condit ion:  same  rating format as above. 

c. extent o f  flowers, shrubs,  flower boxes and /o r  plantings in good condi t ion:  same format as above. 

d. volume o f  vehicular traff ic: l=very light; 2=light; 3--moderate;  4=heavy; 5=very heavy. 



The Ballintolv Conh'xt, and Its Context 

TAB1.E 2.3 Statistical Tests for Changes on Study Blocks, 1981 versus 1994 

45 

Characteristic Rank Change 
(u=87 pairs) 1994 < 1981 1994 > 1981 Z p < (2-tailed) 

N vacant, boarded-up houses 9 14 -1.33 .20 
% residential units are vacant, 7 19 -2.76 .01 

buarded-up houses 
% residential units are for sale 14 26 -2.09 .05 

or rent 
% elnpty (units boarded up or 17 35 -3.19 .01 

vacant for sale or rent ) 
Graffiti-free 21 4 3.11 .01 
lbtal people 24 54 -3.34 .001 

NOTE: Results from nonparametric Wilcoxon matched-pairs, siRned-rauks tests. 

is that the ci tywide structural  changes  seen over  the two decades  and the 
shifts in ne ighborhood cr ime rates present  a picture of these two decades  
marked ly  d i so ' epan t  f rom the one c o m m o n l y  held. 

The next  section dril ls d o w n  d e e p e r  for a more  deta i led  look at 
changes  taking place, focusing specifically on the per iod 1981-1982 to 
1994. We e x a m i n e  chang ing  de te r io ra t ion  on a p p r o x i m a t e l y  n ine ty  
blocks assessed by raters in both 1981 and 1994. Following, we look at 
shifts in residents '  percept ions  of ne ighborhood incivilities and h~ their 
concerns about  safety. Using these sites and residents as w i n d o w s  onto 
ci tywide condit ions and sent iments ,  do we fhad hlcreasmg ci tywide dete- 
rioration and fear? 

Shifting Incivilities: 1981-1994 

Did incivilities increase on s t ree tb locks  assessed by  on-si te  t eams  of 
raters in both 1981 and 19947 If they did, was  the rise significant? This 
section looks into these questions.  9 Table 2.2 describes the changes  seen 
on this s amp le  of s t reetblocks  be tween  1981 and 1994, us ing averages  
across the two raters on each block at each point in time. Table 2.3 reports  
the results of n o n p a r a m e t r i c  Wilcoxon tests of the s ignif icance of the 
change for the e ighty-seven pairs of streetblocks including measures  at 
both points in time. m The streetblocks have not been weighted,  at either 
poin t  in t ime, to reflect the relat ive popu la t i on  size of the respec t ive  
neighborhood.  

Boarded-Up Uni t s  

If we focus just on boa rded -up  vacant  houses, tile total n u m b e r  on tile as- 
sessed streetblocks increased about  71%, from twenty-seven  to forty-six. 
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The n u m b e r  changed from one boarded-up  house  every  third streetblock 
to one  b oa r de d  up -house  every other  streetblock. The prevalence rate, 
however ,  increased only  slightly. Whereas  17% of the streetblocks had 
one  or m o r e  b o a r d e d - u p  units  in 1981, about  21% had  one or more  
b oa rded - up  units in 1994. If we take into account  the n u m b er  of units on 
each streetblock and  develop an incidence rate, we see that it basically 
d o u b l e d  d u r i n g  the per iod ,  f rom .01 b o a r d e d - u p  addresses  per total 
s t reetblock addresses, to .02 boa rded-up  addresses  per  total addresses.  
This is a significant increase. Whereas seven streetblocks ranked lower on 
this rate hi 1994 than h~ 1981, nhleteen ranked higher. The different pat- 
terns for h~cidence and prevalence rates suggest  the shifts are due  some- 
what  to expans ion  of vacant housing to new neighborhoods,  but  are in 
the ma in  d r iven  by  intensif icat ion of the p rob lem in n e i g h b o r h o o d s  
where  it was a l ready in evidence hi 1981. 

We l ooke d  at the locat ions whe re  the n u m b e r  of vacant ,  b o a rd ed -  
up  houses  on streetblocks changed the most. Two streetblocks in a pre- 
dom i nan t l y  African-American,  near-wests ide  ne ighborhood  showed  in- 
creases (3.5--~10; 2---~3.5), and one streetblock there showed  a decrease 
(4.5 ---~3). A streetblock in another,  partially gentr i fying near-wests ide  
n e i g h b o r h o o d  s h o w e d  the largest  increase,  f rom n o n e  to seven.  
Two s t ree tb locks  in a n e a r - s o u t h w e s t  n e i g h b o r h o o d  also increased 
(2 .5 -~3 .5 ;  0---~1). One streetblock in a near-eastside ne ighborhood  also 
exper ienced  an increase (0---~2). n 

Changes  f rom 1981 to 1994 on these sample streetblocks extend a trend 
no ted  be tween  1970 and 1980 (148). In that earlier analysis,  looking at 
census  tract  vacancy  rates, Tom Webb and  I learned that  the vacancy 
rates were  higher  and increasing faster in the near-eastside and near-west- 
side sections of town,  as compared  to other  portions,  and that the within- 
city regional disparit ies were increasing over  time. This trend has contin- 
ued  t h r o u g h  the 1980s and into the 1990s, par t icu la r ly  in the near  
westside.  Al though most  blocks in the nor thern,  northeastern,  or far east- 
ern sections of the city remained wi thout  vacancies, vacancies increased 
on a few near-easts ide and several near-wests ide streetblocks. 

Equal ly  t roubl ing  was the expans ion  of vacant  hous ing - - a lbe i t  at a 
low ra t e - - to  the city's fringes, locations where  it was previously largely 
unMlown.  One block hi each of two southern-t ier  ne ighborhoods ,  adjoin- 
ing ei ther  Baltimore or Anne Arundel  County,  had boarded-up  units in 
1994. N o ne  had been  seen by raters in 1981 on those streetblocks. 

There  were  spots  where  b o a r d e d - u p  uni ts  had  decreased .  On one 
s t ree tb lock  in each of six ne ighborhoods ,  raters  had  bo th  obse rved  a 
b oa rded - up  unit  in 1981 and failed to observe one in 1994. One of these 
improv ing  streetblocks was located in the same ne ighborhood  where we 
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also had  wi tnes sed  the largest  increase  in the n u m b e r  of b o a r d e d - u p  
units on a streetblock. There were also other blocks where  the n u m b e r  of 
vacant  units had  decreased,  albeit not to zero. 

Empty Units 

If we include both  vacant  units that are boa rded  tip and vacant  units for 
sale or rent, we can gauge  the a m o u n t  of e m p t y  housing units on street- 
blocks. Whereas  32% of the streetblocks had one or more  e m p t y  residen- 
tial units in 1981, by 1994 the prevalence  rate had hlcreased to 50%, a 56'}'o 
increase. If we take into account  not just the presence versus absence of 
e m p t y  units, but  the num ber s  occurring, we can construct  an incidence 
rate of e m p t y  residential  s t ructures  as a percen tage  of total residential  
structu. 'es. The incidence rate of e m p t y  units more  than doub led  f rom 
1.8% in 1981 to 4.4% in 1994, sugges t ing  a s ignif icant  shift  c i tywide .  
Whereas  seventeen of e ighty-seven streetblocks ranked lower on this va- 
cancy rate in 1994 than in 1981, thirty-five streetblocks ranked higher on 
the rate in 1994. 

G raf.fi t i 

At both points in time, raters gauged  the presence versus absence of graf- 
fiti. In 1981, about  80% of the streetblocks were graffiti-free; in 1994 that 
port ion had declined to 63°/,,. Or if we focus on the presence of graffiti, in 
1981 both raters agreed that 20% of the blocks had them, and in 1994 both 
raters agreed that 37% of the blocks had them, an increase of over  89%. 
The increase in the prevalence rate of graffiti is significant.12 

People 

The presence  of peop le  on tile s treet  du r i ng  w e e k d a y  a f t e rnoons  cer- 
tainly shou ld  not be cons idered  a sign of disorder .  Neve r the l e s s ,  we 
wished to explore how this presence might  have  changed.  Tile presence 
of people  did increase significantly, from four per streetblock in 1981 to 
five per streetblock in 1994. Al though this increase is significant, it should 
be interpreted cautiously. The n u m b e r  of people  on the street is highly 
sensitive to both t ime of day  and tempera ture .  Differences in the propor-  
tions of observat ions  made  in mornings  versus af ternoons in 1981 versus  
1994 may  partially account  for the difference. In addit ion,  the vo lume  of 
people  on the street is highly responsive  to local economic  condit ions,  
variat ions in household  composi t ion,  and availabili ty of al ternate gather-  
ing places. 
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Correlates of Empty Houses 

Vacant or empty (for sale or rent, plus abandoned or boarded-up) houses, 
whether abandoned and open, abandoned and boarded up, or vacant 
and for sale or rent, create "holes" in the fabric of informal, resident- 
based territorial control over streetblock activities (96, 146). If this is the 
case, then we might expect more people to gather on streets where the 
proportion of empty houshlg, vacant for any reason, is higher. Also we 
might expect more litter and graffiti from the increased volume of people 
on the street. 

Regression analyses allowing for curvilinear relationships suggest that 
the volume of empty houshlg is indeed lhlked to the presence of people, 
whether we use all empty units, residential and nonresidential (R 2 = .16); 
empty residential units only (R 2 = .19); or the rate of empty units (R 2 = 
.14). The presence of empty units helps us predict not only the volume of 
people, but the volume of graffiti (R 2 = .16) as well. These analyses, which 
should be interpreted merely as descriptive, suggest that the incidence of 
unoccupied houshag, large numbers of people on the street, and the lack 
of street and structural maintenance tend to co-occur. Of course, this may 
be a spurious correlation driven ha part by social class. But the poh~t is 
that on the specific streetblocks, these conditions coexist. 

Summary Comments on Changes 

Significaalt changes in city fabric took place in Baltimore and in other 
cities durhlg both the 1970s and 1980s; the changes takhag place ha Balti- 
more appear typical of what took place in several other cities during the 
period. To move to a more specific focus on crime, the crime rate trends 
ha Baltimore as a whole look similar hi many ways to the changes takhlg 
place hi other cities, including the two largest neighboring cities. To some 
extent, depending on the crime, Baltimore's pattern diverges from that of 
Washington, D.C. or Philadelphia, especially during the late 1980s and 
early 1990s. But the overall picture does not suggest that Baltimore's 
crime changes are markedly atypical of what took place ha other cities. 

Examhaing changes ha neighborhood crime rates in Baltimore showed 
that crime worsened most significantly durhlg the 1970s, not during the 
1980s. It was during the earlier decade that large numbers of relatively 
safe neighborhoods disappeared and large numbers of high-crime neigh- 
borhoods appeared. For several crimes, matters continued to worsen 
during the 1980s, but the fundamental shift was earlier. The only crime 
representing a clear exception was motor vehicle theft. 

Given such crime patterns, why did the perceptions of city danger sud- 
denly increase in the late 1980s? Part of the aulswer may lie in the chang- 
hag gaps between crime rates in the city versus the rest of the MSA. In 
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Baltimore's case, the discrepancy between city: surround crime rates 
stayed relatively constant during the early 1980s. But hi the late 1980s 
and the early 1990s, the differential increased noticeably for several 
crimes. Consequently, a lot more people may have started thhlking the 
city was extremely dangerous because its dangerousness relative to im- 
mediately surrounding locales was h~creasing. 

Turning to incivilities, we only have detailed hlformation for the 1980s. 
In the eighty-seven streetblocks where assessments were completed in 
both 1981 and 1994, dramatic increases in both vacancies and graffiti ap- 
peared; these two incivilities were assessed at both points in time. 

A pattern appears for the increasing incivilities, particularly vacancies. 
They intensified most in inner-city locations, near-eastside and near- 
westside neighborhoods where they were already relatively frequent by 
1980. Conditions were most likely to deteriorate in areas already afflicted 
by blight. In the case of vacancies, the shifts from 1981 to 1994 appear to 
continue a trend, first noted in the 1970s, of increasing spatial differentia- 
tion of the problem. Some areas, usually outer-city locations, were not ex- 
periencing increases, and areas with preexisting problems were worsen- 
ing. This differentiation, continuing across decades, may represent a 
dynamic pattern of urban change that has been at work for several 
decades. 

But a second, less dominant pattern was that in some neighborhoods 
incivility-free in 1981, incivilities were occurring at a low rate in 1994. 
Two neighborhoods on the southern edge of the city represent cases in 
point. The problems were cropping up in locations previously thought to 
be stable, middle class, and not needing attention from policymakers. 
This shift, not seen in the prior decade of tile 1970s, may represent a dy- 
namic process of urban change originathlg in tile 1980s hi Baltimore and 
not seen in previous decades. 

Tile trends reported here raise interesting questions about people's 
perceptions of incivilities and their safety concerns. One commonly held 
view is that crime got markedly and unprecedentedly worse in the late 
1980s with crack cocaine's arrival in Baltimore and other big East Coast 
and rustbelt cities. But violence rates were high earlier, in the earl), 1980s. 
What made tile increasing crime so noticeable in the late 1980s may have 
been that it followed several years of low or declining rates. Given this 
perspective--quite different from tile gene,'al view--we might not find 
Baltimore residents interviewed in late 1994 markedly more fearful than 
those residents interviewed in mid-1982. 

Likewise, an argument can be made either way for expecting or not ex- 
pecting a shift in perceived incivilities. Deterioration worsened, as shown 
by the physical changes seen on some ninety-odd blocks. Taking those as 
a sample of city streetblocks suggests an overall increase. But at the same 
time, the most sizable increases su,'face in just a couple of sectors of the 
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city, so we might not see perceived incivilities worsening citywide. The 
next section takes up these shifts. 

The Questions of Fear and Neighborhood Problems 

Nathaniel Hurt is a retired steelworker and neighborhood stalwart who 
shot a teen vm~dal and later stood trial for it; more details oll his case ap- 
pear below. His defense attorney, Stephen Miles, perhaps better known 
for his ads on late night local television touting his skills with accident 
mid workers' comp cases, attempted to introduce evidence about the "ur- 
ban fear syndrome"  in Hurt 's  defense. Although this initiative was 
turned aside by the judge for technical reasons, many would probably 
agree that city residents are much more concerned about their personal 
safety than in the past. 

But is the urbm~ fear syndrome "legit"? Granted, urbanites' safety con- 
cerns have routinely outstripped those of suburban and rural residents. 
For example, the General Social Survey (GSS), which conducts nation- 
wide, representative surveys yearly, asks respondents if there is any- 
where nearby--within a mile--where they would be afraid to walk alone 
at night. Lookhlg at all the data from 1973 through 1996, about 44% of ur- 
ban residents, about 41% of suburban respondents, and about 28% of 
rural respondents respond positively to this item. But have fear levels 
reached unprecedentedly high levels? Have they gone up over time, as 
Hurt 's  defense attorney would have us believe? 

The data from national polls do not find Americans are more afraid 
now thml they were ten or fifteen years ago. The Harris Poll, a national 
survey of households, has asked people since the mid-1960s, "Compared 
to a year ago, do you personally feel more uneasy on the streets, less un- 
easy, or not much different?" If we looking at the period from 1980 on, 
the proportion reporting "more uneasy" has ranged from 48% to 24%, 
with the percentage dipph~g hi the mid-1980s. The 1981 portion feeling 
more uneasy was 48%; the corresponding 1993 figure was 42%. ~3 The 
Gallup Poll, another national public opinion survey, asks respondents, 
"Is there any area near where you live--that is, within a mile--where 
you would be afraid to walk alone at night?" This is apparently the same 
item as the GSS item. Since 1972, the portion saying yes has bounced 
around between 40% mid 45%. The 1981 and 1983 figures were 45%; the 
1993 figure was 43%.14 

Focusing more closely on just urban residents and ushlg the GSS fear 
item similarly confirms no trend upward in fear in urban locations. Analy- 
ses of these data show the proportion of fearful urban respondents has 
ranged between 42% and 50% from 1973 to 1996. Only the year 1982 
stands out, when about 56% of urban residents reported beh~g afraid. No 
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long-term, upward trend is visible. Fear increased modestly hi the mid- 
1970s, dropped in the early to mid-1980s, and remained steady around 
45% for most of the late 1980s and early 1990s, the only exception beh~g 
1994, when it went up to 50%. But when we take sampling error hlto ac- 
count, all of the numbers for the entire twenty-three-year series overlap. 
Natiomvhte, urban fear levels have not increased. 

Certah~ly, these figures have limitations. And the questions used may 
not be the best items for gauging fear of crime (45: chap. 3). L5 Neverthe- 
less, however limited the specific items might be, the results fail to sup- 
port the idea that fear of crime has increased nationally or among urban 
residents in the past ten to fifteen years. 

In short, given the fear figures, those for the population as a whole and 
for just urban residents, and given the information reviewed earlier on 
neighborhood crime rate shifts in the 1970s versus the 1980s, perhaps we 
should not expect Baltimore residents' personal safety concerns to be 
stronger in 1994 as compared to 1982. 

Standing opposite the "no change" expectation is a "change" expecta- 
tion grounded in the incivilities thesis. As further explained in Chapter 3, 
the longitudinal, ecological version of the incivilities thesis expects that 
as neighborhoodwide physical deterioration increases, so too should res- 
idents' fear. Treating our random sample of streetblocks as representative 
citywide of occupied residential neighborhood streetblocks, statistical 
tests (Table 2.3) showed significant increases in both graffiti and vacant 
housing from 1981 to 1994. Therefore, the incivilities thesis argues, city- 
wide fear should climb as well. 

The same line of argument applies to perceived incivilities. The longi- 
tudinal, ecological version of the incivilities thesis anticipates not only 
that residents' concerns about physical neighborhood problems should 
deepen as deterioration advances, but so too should worries about un- 
seemly or threatening behaviors on the street. Chapter 3 describes more 
fully the reasoning and processes behind these anticipated connections. 
The only point we want to establish here is that we need not rely only on 
popular--and, as just shown, incorrect--notions of the u.'ban fear syn- 
drome to ground an expectation of increasing fear and increasing per- 
ceived social and physical incivilities between the 1982 and 1994 surveys. 
The conceptual framework provided by the incivilities thesis provides a 
sound foundation for the same expectation, given the increased deterio- 
ration documented. 

Simply put, on the one hand, national data at variance with the popu- 
lar image suggest we should not expect increased fear in Baltimore from 
1982 to 1994. Across the nation, or across the nation's cities, we do not see 
increasing fear in the 1970s or the 1980s through to the mid-1990s. On the 
other hand, documented increases in Baltimore's physical deterioration, 
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coupled with the incivilities thesis, anticipate a citywide increase in fear, 
perceived physical incivilities, and perceived social incivilities. But be- 
fore turnhlg to the results, two additional complications--one psycho- 
logical, one behavioral--deserve attention. 

Even if assessed physical deterioration was significantly higher in 1994 
as compared to 1992, perceived incivilities might not be correspondingly 
elevated due to psychological adaptation. In earlier work, Sally Shu- 
maker and I have suggested that residents in high-problem neighbor- 
hoods may "tune out" some of the surrounding disorder (147). That 
work showed the impact of neighborhood physical deterioration on fear 
of crime weakened at higher levels of deterioration. If significant cogni- 
tive adaptation is taking place, residents may not be more fearful than 
they were twelve years ago despite a more deteriorated context. 

The behavioral reason to not see h~creased perceived problems or fear 
despite more widespread deterioration arises from the differential exo- 
dus thesis. This thesis will emerge repeatedly throughout the volume as a 
way of "explah~hlg away" various findings. The argument is simply this: 
Those who, at Time 1, saw more neighborhood problems or were more 
concerned for their personal safety were more likely, by Time 2, to have 
moved out of the neighborhood and perhaps out of the city altogether. 
Consequently, if perceived h~civilities or fear are not higher at Time 2, it is 
because those most afraid, or the most problem-concerned, have vacated 
the premises. So, in effect, we are looking at the wrong outcome (fear 
rather than mobility) and misleading ourselves because we have failed to 
interview the same people at both times. The differential exodus thesis 
cm~ be applied to findh~gs at the individual, block, or neighborhood lev- 
els. 

Several points, however, argue against the differential exodus thesis. 
First is its ahistorical character: It assumes that something different 
started happening right at Time 1, rather than admitting that the changes 
from Time 0 to Time 1, or from Time -1 to Time 0, are the same as the 
changes taking place from Time 1 to Time 2. Baltimore's population 
losses hi the post-World War II era have never been egalitarian. For ex- 
ample, followhlg school desegregation, "from 1954 to 1970, white chil- 
dren withdrew from the city schools at the rate of ten thousand a year to 
enter schools in the suburban counties" (110: 370). In short, for the differ- 
ential exodus thesis to apply to the analyses shown here, it would have to 
demonstrate that exit dynamics from 1982 to 1994 were markedly differ- 
ent from those between, say, 1970 and 1982. Second, the mobility litera- 
ture does not strongly confirm that people move because of bad neigh- 
borhood conditions (52, 142). Particularly tough to demonstrate have 
been impacts of crime on actual mobility. The hlfluence of "pull" factors, 
such as the attractiveness of the destination, may be more important than 
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conditions left behind. The most important hlfluence on mobility of all 
appear to be issues such as stage of life cycle and employment changes. 
Third, differential exodus ignores constrained mobility. Many who might 
like to leave find it difficult because of limited economic means; inability 
to sell their house; o~; in the case of African Americans, few destinations 
to move to where they would feel accepted (46). 

Finally, three fhldings specific to Baltimore suggest the differential exo- 
dus thesis ought not be applied to the outcomes of interest. This thesis, 
applied ahistorically, expects moving intentions to be stronger in 1982 
than in 1994, because by 1994 all those intolerant of the high fear and 
problem levels would have left. But moving intentions were about the 
same at both points hi time. In 1982 about 59%, _+ 4%, reported ever seri- 
ously considering moving out of their neighborhood. This is slightly 
higher, but not significantly so, than the 1994 percentage of 54% + 4%. 16 
Furthermore, a 1978-1979 survey of Baltimore residents in twenty-one 
neighborhoods found that those who perceived more serious local prob- 
lems and who were more concerned about crime were the residents most 
attached to the neighborhood, as shown by their ability to furnish the 
neighborhood name (24: 120, 124). (For an explanation of the use of 
neighborhood name as an index of attachment, see 145.) And a 1978-1979 
study in another twelve 13altimore neighborhoods showed that local per- 
ceived incivilities failed to interfere with attachment to place (145). Given 
these empirical findings, almost as strong an argument can be made that 
perceived incivilities enhance attachment, or certainly do not interfere 
with it, as can be made that incivilities drive people out of their neighbor- 
hood. 

So to go back to the question at hand: Taking sampling error into ac- 
count, do we see more fear and perceived problems, citywide, in 1994 as 
compared to 1982? 17 We take sampling error into account b), focusing on 
the confidence intervals around the "best" estimate of each population 
.nean, at each point in time, on each outcome. Throughout, we use the 
99% confidence interval, in an effort to partially counterbalance the la,'ge 
number of outcomes examined here. ~s Although we only report here the 
results using our thirty neighborhoods where residents were interviewed 
both in 1994 and in 1982, we also looked at the results usiF~g all sixty-six 
neighborhoods where residents were interviewed in 1982, both before 
and after weighting. Use of tile sixty-six neighborhoods, as compared to 
tile thirty, resulted in noticeably smaller confidence intervals, given the 
larger sample size. But the specific conclusions discussed here are identi- 
cal, whether we focus on the 1982 results with sixty-six neighborhoods, 
weighted or unweighted, or the 1982 results with thirty neighborhoods, 
weighted or unweighted. To simplify presentation, we show only the re- 
sults based on the thirty neighborhoods. If the confidence intervals at the 
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two times fiTil to overlap, a significant shift has probably taken place in 
the broader population of Baltimore neighborhood residents. 

Four different indicators, asked about fear during the day and at night, 
on the streetblock and elsewhere in the neighborhood. Would we expect 
to see fear increasing for all four indicators? Nighttime situations can be 
especially fear-inspiring for some (151). So nighttime fear levels may be 
the most likely to elevate over time. Furthermore, fear may be less likely 
to increase on the streetblock compared to elsewhere in the neighbor- 
hood. The streetblock provides a regular pattern to locals' activities, and 
these rhythms provide a consistency and predictability to the activities 
there (143). Thus streetblock dynamics may help to "buffer" residents 
from ongoing neighborhood changes. Consequently, fear on the street- 
block may be less likely to increase as compared to fear elsewhere in the 
neighborhood. 

Fea r 

We examined responses to four fear items. They were 

How safe would you feel being out alone in your neighborhood 
during the day? (Q29) 

How safe would you feel if you were out alone at night in your 
neighborhood? (Q30) 

How safe would you feel if you were out alone on your block during 
the day? (Q49) m 

How safe would you feel if you were out alone on your block at 
night? (Q50) 

Total variance for questions on dayt ime items increased 24% for 
neighborhood fear and 28% for streetblock fear from the 1982 to 1994 
surveys. By contrast, fear differences at night decreased in total size: 7% 
for neighborhood fear and 6% for streetblock fear. In short, considering 
everyone in the thirty neighborhoods: People disagreed with one an- 
other somewhat more in 1994 as compared to 1982 on how afraid they 
felt during the day; how much they disagreed with one another about 
nightt ime safety remained relatively unchanged. The latter result has 
implications for the differential exodus thesis. Following that thesis, and 
assuming the level of fear among low-fear residents remained relatively 
unchanged, total fear variation should have decreased from the first to 
second interviews. Instead, the shift in total variation depends on the 
fear item in question. The pattern observed casts some doubt on the idea 
of highly fearful residents fleeing the city in the 1980s; such a pattern 
should have resulted in compressing fear variation more in the 1994 
interviews. 
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FIGURE 2.4 Empirical Bayes Estimates of Population Means, 1982 and 1994, for 
Four Fear of Crime Items with 99% Confidence Intervals, Based on Thirty Neigh- 
borhood Results for Each Time Period. Results are unweighted. Results with 
weighted samples virtually identical. Results using all 66 neighborhoods for the 
1982 sample are also virtually identical. NB = neighborhood; BL = block. 

Figure 2.4 d isplays  the sample  means  by i tem and the 99"/,, confidence 
"band"  within which the c i tywide mean  for each item probably  lies. Go- 
ing d o w n  tile vert ical  axis we d i sp lay  resul ts  for n e i g h b o r h o o d - d a y ,  
ne ighborhood-night ,  block-da}; and block-night.  For each fear question,  
going down,  we display the 1982 th i r ty-ne ighborhood sample  metal  and 
the 1994 t h i r t y - n e i g h b o r h o o d  s a m p l e  mean .  Both s a m p l e s  are not  
weighted.  The horizontal  axis, from left to right, d isplays  scores ranging 
from very safe (1) to very unsafe (4). 

Conf idence  intervals  for 1982 and 1994 ove r l ap  in three of the four  
items. Only ill the case of ne ighborhood fear at night is there no overlap.  
Ci tywide,  people  appea r  significantly more  fearful when  abroad in their 
ne ighbo rhood  at n ight  in 1994, c o m p a r e d  to twe lve  yea. 's  earlier. 
Whereas  the es t imated popula t ion  mean used to lie closer to " s o m e w h a t  
safe" than " s o m e w h a t  unsafe,"  now the reverse is true. In the three other 
cases, the means  have  shifted up, but the confidence intervals cont inue to 
over lap noticeably. The "ave rage"  Baltimore resident, in 1994, felt as safe 
on his or her streetblock and as safe when out  in the broader  neighbor-  
hood dur ing  the day  as he or she did in 1982. 

A second finding revealed by the figure relates to the differentiation by 
time and location of residents '  fear. In 1982, we saw no c i tywide differ- 
ence between how safe people  felt in their ne ighborhood dur ing  the day  
and how safe they felt on their streetblock dur ing  the day. The mean  dif- 
ferences were, as we would  expect, that people  felt safer on their street- 
block. But tile d a y t i m e - n e i g h b o r h o o d  and d a y t i m e - s t r e e t b l o c k  confi-  
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dence intervals overlapped. By contrast, in 1994 we see a more differenti- 
ated pattern. Now, citywide, residents report feeling significantly safer 
on their streetblock during the day than elsewhere hi their neighborhood 
durh~g the day. 

The streetblock serves as a relatively safe arena, both connecting resi- 
dents to and bufferhlg them from the broader, less predictable commu- 
nity. Moving away from the home, the resident experiences decreasing 
control over events and who occupies which spaces (144). This lack of 
control is reflected in residents' fear. The city population as a whole, 
when thinking of nighttime scenes, clearly distinguished between the 
two levels on both surveys. But only recently in the 1994 surveys did 
people make a similar disth~ction when thinking about the daytime. 

Perceived Incivilities 

In the survey, respondents were asked if various problems were "not a 
problem (0), somewhat  of a problem (1), or a big problem (2) in your 
neighborhood?" The issues addressed were 

A. Vandalism, like people breaking windows or spray painting 
buildings? 

B. B. Vacant housing? 
C. C. People who don't  keep up their property or yards? 
D. D. People who say insulting things or bother other people when 

they walk down the street? 
E. E. Litter and trash in the streets? 
F. F. Vacant lots with trash or junk? 
G. G. Groups of teenagers hanging out? 
H. H. The amount of noise in the area? 
I. I. Bad elements moving in? 
J. J. People fighting aald arguing? 
K. K. Crime? 

H o w  had the relative salience of different perceived neighborhood 
problems changed for residents between the two surveys? Figure 2.5 
shows the orderh~g of the citywide averages and the associated 99% con- 
fidence interval, based on the 1982 surveys in thirty neighborhoods 
(panel A) and the 1994 surveys (panel B). 2° For both periods, crime heads 
the list, getting the highest overall rating as a serious neighborhood prob- 
lem. For 1982, the citywide average was about halfway between "not a 
problem" and "somewhat  of a problem." The city average for 1994 lies 
somewhere around a score of 1.0, corresponding to "somewhat of a prob- 
lem." Citywide, residents perceive the severity of the crime problem in 
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their  n e i g h b o r h o o d  as s ign i f ican t ly  h ighe r  in 1994. The 1994 and  1982 
conf idence  intervals  fail to over lap .  Concern about nc(,~hborllood crinle, city- 
wide, appears higher than a dozen years earlier. 

S o m e w h a t  mo, 'e surpr i s ing  is the c o r r e s p o n d i n g  failure of pe, 'ceived in- 
civilities to also increase. Citywide, we do not see unequivocal increases in any 
of the other perceived incivilities. The sample  means ,  of course,  have  shifted 
up, as can be seen. Some of these shifts are barely noticeable,  o thers  are 
more  obvious .  But the increases are not  so marked  that  s a m p l i n g  error  can 
be ruled ou t  as the cause. The conf idence  intervals overlap.  This is con- 



58 The Baltimore Context, and Its Context 

trary to expectations based on the longitudinal, ecological version of the 
incivilities thesis. City residents in 1994 do not see their neighborhoods as 
more problem-ridden than did the residents of twelve years earlier. 

Summary on Shifting Fear and Perceived Incivilities 

Baltimore residents are not generally more fearful in 1994 than they were 
ha 1982. They feel as safe on their streetblock and while abroad during the 
day in their neighborhood as they did a dozen years before; they are, 
however, more concerned for their safety at night ha their neighborhood. 
We see bounded rather than broad-gauged increases in feelings of vul- 
nerability. In addition, except for the perceived crime problem in the 
neighborhood, respondents in 1994, as compared to those from a dozen 
years earlier, did not see their neighborhoods as more problem-ridden; 
perceived incivilities have not intensified. 

The rhetoric often used to describe urban residents, such as Nathaniel 
Hurt, who in general are increasingly terrified and perceive themselves as 
living ha hacreasingly deteriorating and disorderly neighborhoods, is not 
supported. Neither national data from the past twenty-three years, nor 
Baltimore data on changes over twelve years confirm such an argument. 
Such rhetoric blinds us to the perhaps more important question: In what 
communities and for which residents do we see significant hlcreases ha 
fear and significantly deteriorating neighborhood quality? In Chapters 4 
to 6, we turn our attention to those issues. 

This chapter closes by describing ha more detail concerns about crime 
and incivilities around the time of our 1994 survey. We rely on newspa- 
per reports for that information. 

In the N e w s  

This section provides details about stories related to crime, incivilities, 
and neighborhood quality that received media attention in Baltimore 
around the time of our 1994-1995 resident and leader interviews. In a few 
cases, we supplement newspaper coverage with information provided by 
haterviewed leaders. Our purposes here are descriptive only. We provide 
the most detail on the police department, its responses to crime, other ma- 
jor crime stories, housing issues, and neighborhood development. 

Police 

Leadership, Morale,  and a Tale of  Two Commissioners.  In February 
1994, the Baltinlore Sun reporter David Simon, author of Homicide: A Year 
on file Killing Streets, wrote a series of investigative articles on the Balti- 
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more City Police Depar tment  (132, 133, 134, 135). Drawing on interviews 
with more than 100 officers, supervisors,  former  police officials, law en- 
forcement  experts, and other police representatives (133), he detailed sev- 
eral ser ious problems  in the depa r tmen t .  The series found  M a y o r  
Schmoke's  crime-fighting reputat ion wanting. 

While rising violence is a constant preoccupation among city residents, from 
housing projects in the poorest neighborhoods to the well-tended enclaves 
of Roland Park and Guilford, the mayor's most visible priorities seem to be 
Baltimore's schools, or neighborhood revitalization, or better housing . . . .  
But Mr. Schmoke has been far more reticent in setting goals about dealing 
with crime. (133: A1) 

Much of the controve. 'sy centered on the leadership provided the de- 
par tment  by Commissioner  Ed Woods, originally appointed in 1990 and 
reappointed by Schmoke in 1994 amid rising homicide counts and deteri-  
orat ing police performance.  Many considered him lackluster and little 
more than a caretakel, content  to let the depar tment  be largely reactive 
and to over look strategic planning (133). 

Woods's  initiatives included a communi ty-or ien ted  policing pilot pro- 
ject in lhe Eastern District and a violent crimes task force, focusing on 
homicide,  started in late 1992. In the eyes of some, these projects proved 
ineffective, in part because of internal problems facing the depar tment  at 
the time. Personnel losses were high and morale was low. In 1991, city 
agencies faced a hirhlg freeze. The depar tment  also placed more officers 
hi command  positions. As a result of these depar tmenta l  policies, many  
investigative units lost officers; this, in turn, increased an already heavy 
workload for remaining officers. Not  surprisingly, arrest and clearance 
rates d ropped  (133, 134). 

In short, in the minds of some, Woods failed to deal with attrition, did 
not address officer morale, and was too politically attached to city hall 
but  at the same time unable to use those connections to benefit the de- 
partment.  After a four-year  tenure, Woods was forced out  by Schmoke 
(134). Seeking to mend his reputation and his policies toward crime re- 
duct ion,  Schmoke  recrui ted Thomas  Frazier, a San Jose, California,  
depu ty  chief (133). "Mr. Frazier was the first commissioner  to come from 
outside the Baltimore agency in more than a dozen years. This was seen 
as suggesting a mandate  for change and reform" (133: A12). On appoint-  
ment in 1994, Frazier identified the following top priorities: 

Creating a major inlelligence unit to gather information on gangs, drug or- 
ganizations and intrastate criminal groups, and to target them for" under- 
cover operations . . .  Revamping the departmenl's 911 system to speed up 
service . . .  Shifting the Baltimore department's drug enforcement efforts to- 
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ward investigating large-scale and violence-prone organizations and away 
from the current practice of arresting street-level dealers and drug users . . .  
Moving the department's internal investigations unit into his office to speed 
up the disciplining of wayward officers and to increase accountability to the 
public and to district commanders . . .  Instituting a department wide rota- 
tion policy that will force officers to change jobs every three to six years. (59) 

Frazier  fo l lowed through on m a n y  of these priorities. Reviewh-lg his 
work  after about  a year, reporter  Peter He rmann  noted,  

Soon after becoming commissioner, Mr. Frazier launched a series of major 
drug raids, a tactic differing from previous police sweeps, which had tar- 
geted low-level dealers and users . . . .  The raids--and a' harsh winter--  
helped reduce crime during his first year in the job . . . .  Mr. Frazier draws 
high marks for filling depleted investigation units including the rape squad, 
which at one time in 1993 had only one detective; for securing more equip- 
ment; and for fighting for raises. He also decentralized the department, giv- 
ing district commanders much more power to run their dominions (70: 
A27). 

Frazier  con t inued  as commiss ioner  until  December  1999, being suc- 
ceeded  by  Ronald Daniel  fol lowing Mart in  O 'Mal ley ' s  win in the No- 
vembe r  1999 mayora l  election. In the late 1990s, Frazier had resisted ef- 
forts, p u s h e d  by O'Mal ley  and others,  to clone New York City's  "zero  
tolermlce policies" (see Chapter  3), focushlg hlstead on getting guns off 
the street and busth~g high-level d rug  dealers. At the end of July 1999, he 
began a replication of Boston's Operat ion Cease Fire, highlighthlg severe 
penalties for major  gang leaders involved in violence, together  with mul- 
t iagency coordhlat ion.  Twenty- two arrests in two drug  organizations in 
East Baltimore were  made  on July 29, 1999. But a high-level news confer- 
ence p lanned  for earlier in the mon th  arulounchlg the mult iagency ap- 
p roach  was cance led  because  it was not  clear all agencies  were  "on  
board"  (42). 

Communi ty-Oriented  Policing. 

Lauded by national experts, community-oriented law enforcement attempts 
to reduce reliance on tile 911 system by dedicating specially trained officers 
to neighborhood intervention and problem solving, ranging from crime- 
fighting to truancy to trash removal. (131 : A12) 

Commiss ioner  Frazier proposed  to revive communi ty  polichlg hi Balti- 
more,  imp lemen ted  in some Baltimore locations in the late 1980s (112). A 
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lack of available personnel, howevel, created operational challenges. The 
department had had trouble staffing units, let alone undertaking a city- 
wide plan of community policing. With such critical personnel shortages, 
what could community policing accomplish in Baltimore? Did this style 
of policing reduce crime or merely the fear of crime? Soon after Frazier's 
limited revival of community policing, some neighborhoods, such as 
Berea and Orangeville, reported good results, in part because homeown- 
ers were invested in the locale and worked closely with the police (131). 

The results from our leader interviews provided an intriguingly differ- 
ent perspective on this issue. In the past, the city had targeted certahl key 
areas for community policing efforts, sometimes, as hi Reservoir Hill, in 
response to serious drug problems (112). And there were other parts of 
town, such as Charles Village, where a conlmunity policing officer (CPO) 
on foot or cruising down the alleys in a Cushman cart was a familiar 
sight even in the 1970s. But from the viewpoint of leaders with whom we 
spoke, CPOs were not a major or stead), presence. 

A couple of leaders reported that there had been a CPO assigned to 
their locale for a time, they had gotten on well with the officer and 
viewed his or her presence as a contribution, but then the officer "disap- 
peared." Some suggested these officers had been near retirement and had 
not been replaced after leaving the force. In a couple of incidents de- 
scribed to us where leaders identified a particular problem related to 
drug selling, they were able to eventuall), enlist police cooperation in 
documenting the problem, but the support came from regular patrol offi- 
cers, not a CPO. In short, Frazier supported the goals of COlnmunity 
policing, which, at least from some neighborhood leaders' perspective, 
had not been a major presence. He also recognized the enormous imple- 
mentation problems confronthlg such a goal. (And later, circa 1997, when 
city council leaders wanted community policing to become zero toler- 
ance policing, he resisted those pressures [101 ].) 

Personnel shortages may have been partially corrected by a shake-up 
plan in late April 1995. It called for the reassignment of 300 officers 
from desk jobs to street patrols, with desk positions to be filled with 
civilian employees. The reassignments were prompted by a consul- 
tant's s tudy showirlg that 42% of officers were not patrolling local 
streets (68). 

Drug Raids.  Commissioner Frazier followed through on his promise to 
carry out large-scale drug ,'aids, believing that only large-scale raids 
would have a lasting impact on a community (63). Questions arose, how- 
evel, about the effectiveness of these high-profile raids: Were drug deal- 
ers being removed or were they merely moving to different neighbor- 
hoods? In addition, concerns arose about the lasting impact of raids as 
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well  as the inheren t  risks. Residents  of  the n e i g h b o r h o o d s  expressed  
some opt imism,  and the officers gained satisfaction from making dents in 
d rug  ne tworks  (63). The drug raid initiative started with Operat ion Mid- 
way ill March 1994; fourteen houses  were raided in the vicinity of Green- 
m o u n t  Avenue .  Four  mon ths  later, twen ty  houses  were  ra ided  in the 
Middle  East communi ty ,  near Johns Hopkins  Hospital.  These raids were 
fol lowed by raids hi Perkins Homes  public housing (August) and Druid 
Heights  (September)  (63). 

Agah~, ne ighborhood  leaders '  comments  on the drug  raids provide  a 
different  slant on the issue. In an East Baltimore ne ighborhood,  part  of 
which was included in the Operat ion Midway  sweep,  the ne ighborhood 
leader  c o m m e n t e d  on the lack of communica t ion  about  such hlitiatives. 
For obvious  hltelligence reasons, the police depar tmen t  cannot  alert local 
leaders  to u p c o m i n g  raids. But never the less ,  w h e n  a raid does  occur, 
some leaders  m a y  view it, as this one did, as ano ther  example  of "the 
City coming  in here,  and doing whatever  they want, wi thout  tellhlg any- 
body  anythhlg ."  

Local d rug  sellers hi some locations appear  eager to find out  what  they 
can from local leaders about  upcomhlg  hlitiatives. A leader hi a neighbor- 
hood  along the York Road corr idor  in nor th  Baltimore admit ted  that she 
knew who  the big d rug  dealers were: they were always trying to find out  
what  the police were  up  to. She invited them to communi ty  meetings,  
and they somet imes  came. She felt it was bet ter  that you knew who  they 
were, and for the dealers to kdloW what  her organizat ion was about. 

In the G r e e n m o u n t  Avenue  area where  our  leader  in te rv iew came 
about  two weeks after a large-scale raid, a longt ime local leader admit ted 
that the raid had  reduced  drug activity on the street "for a while"; she ex- 
pected it wou ld  be back to preraid levels before long. A citizen leader in 
Walbrook expressed a similar view. 

Walbrook residents were hopeful yesterday that tile arrests of 50 people in 
weekend raids aimed largely at drug hot spots in their high-crime commu- 
nity will not be the last. "It gets better, but then it gets bad again. We have to 
keep working on it. lt's a constant battle," said the elderly chairwoman of 
Citizens for Community Improvement, a group of community activists who 
challenged Police Commissioner Thomas C. Frazier to clean up their neigh- 
borhood last summer. "Now my concern is will we have to go back and do 
more," she said. The neighborhood leader--like many others who have 
lived in the area for decades--did not want to be named publicly. (19: B2) 

Back in the G r e e n m o u n t  area, the e lde r ly  leader  we in t e rv iewed  
v i ew e d  the d r u g  issue not in law en fo rcemen t  terms, but  in persona l  

" - i '  " 
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terms. (Chapter 7 discusses different approaches taken by leaders to local 
drug problems.) For her, the way to end the problem was to take care of 
people that you knew, friends, friends of friends, and relatives. She re- 
counted a story of a relative of a friend who had fhlally gotten off drugs 
after a rehab program and with substantial support from friends and rel- 
atives. For her, the drug problem was personal, involving people she 
kdleW. The way to solve it was to get the people that you knew about and 
cared for off of drugs (141). 

In late October 1994, Frazier and the State's Attorney Stuart O. Simms 
were preparing to publicize the use of civil law (Maryland's 1991 nui- 
sance abatement law) that allowed for action against homeowners who 
constantly rent to drug dealers. This initiative echoes the first chapter's 
description of Oakl,'md's Beat Health initiative. In Baltimore, it was dis- 
covered that at the first house targeted for this action, 1812 East Pratt 
Street, the neighboring house was also involved in drug dealhlg. Officers 
made four arrests. Both houses were owned by the same person (61). The 
nuisance abatement law "provides fo." expedited proceedings in District 
Court and gives judges broad power to issue orders to property owners. 
Under the law, the judges can order yards to be cleaned, determine who 
can and can't live at troublesome properties and even order the demoli- 
tion of houses" (61: B3). 

And in late 1994, large drug raids continued. Thirteen houses were 
raided in East Baltimore's Oliver community and twenty people were  ar- 
rested (3). Later that month Operation Southside targeted Walbrook on 
the westside and fifty arrests were made there (19). Operation O'Donnell 
Heights focused on a predominantly white community in southeast Bal- 
timore and took place in mid-February 1995; twenty-one houses were 
raided and twenty-one persons were arrested (79). Later m February Op- 
eration Hatchet targeted homes in the Winchester neighborhood, a near- 
westside African-American community. Twenty homes were raided and 
twenty-seven persons were arrested (93). in April 1995, police stumbled 
on a suspected heroin operation in the two southwest Baltimore commu- 
nities of Shipley Hill and Pratt-Monroe (69). 

But gaining quick intelligence about dealers or targeting nuisance sites 
is effective only if residents are willing to supply information. Unfortu- 
nately in many of the most drug-plagued co.nmunities, many residents 
are reluctant to do this (for details on the processes invoh, ed, see Chapter 
7). In one near-eastside neighborhood, the leader we interviewed admib 
ted that ahnost all residents were afraid to provide any information for 
fear of retaliation. Of course, those residents also might be benefiting 
monetarily from the munificence of local drug dealers, but that topic did 
not surface. According to he~, residents' concerns about retaliation were 
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so strong that not only were they unwilling to supply hlformation, they 
were reluctant to serve on local community organization boards. They 
feared that after a location had been targeted, those cited or arrested 
would come looking for them, figurhlg organization members were the 
logical information source. 

Apparently residents' concerns are well founded. Around the time of 
the Pratt-Monroe raid (April 1995), a neighborhood leader we inter- 
viewed in a community  close by reported that organization members 
had been threatened face to face by local dealers. As a restllt, the organi- 
zation was movhlg to a "secret surveillance" effort, one the leader was 
unwillhlg to discuss. Agahl, Chapter 7 provides more details. These sen- 
timents and incidents underscore the difficulties police face in gaining 
good drug intelligence from local leaders and residents. 

The drug raids not only put dents in drug networks; they spawned de- 
lays hi the courts and overcrowding in the detention center. The backlog 
caused several problems, most notably cases lost due to speedy trial rules 
and resources diverted from other cases. In early 1995, those awaiting 
trial averaged a seven-month wait, and, of course, if they could not post 
bail, that time was spent hi the detention center (120). 

Changes in Crime. In 1994, for the first time in a decade, gun-related vi- 
olence dropped in the city; homicides dropped as well. In 1993, there 
were 353 homicides, compared to 321 homicides in 1994. There was also a 
3.7% drop in overall violent crimes during the first ten months of 1994 
(66). Of course, at the same time violent crime was dropping in other big 
cities as well, includhlg New York (14, 18, 41). Frazier, nonetheless, was 
quick to pin credit for Baltimore's homicide drop on the drug raids in the 
city's most violent neighborhoods, as well as routine targeting of open- 
air drug markets (66). To put matters in context, however, murders in 
1988, 1989, and 1990 totaled 234, 262, and 305 (130: 626). 

Crime in the Neighborhoods.  In this section, we provide a brief sample 
of the more newsworthy crimes afflicthlg Baltimore citizens durh~g the 
period. Crime even hit close to home for the mayor. 

Golfing on city golf courses got riskier, as golfers were asked to trim 
over their wallets to fairway robbers. In August 1994, the Baltimore Mu- 
nicipal Golf Corporation beefed up its security after a second armed rob- 
bery h~ less than a week. Robbers had been reported on previous occa- 
sions in several of the five public golf courses, including one in the 
northwest section of the city (99). 

In February 1995, the mayor reported that his father and stepmother 
were robbed at gunpoint outside their West Baltimore home. This was 
the second time a member of his family had been victimized while he 
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was in office. In 1989, the mayor ' s  son was robbed of a leather jacket and 
twelve dollars in cash while walkhlg to Reistertown Road Plaza (127). 

In March 1995, eleven-year-old Natishia Moore was found dead,  hav- 
ing been raped, strangled, and set on fire hi the 2800 block of Rayner Av- 
enue in West Baltimore. (The case bore troubling similarities to the never- 
solved murder  of eleven-year-old Latonya Kim Wallace in Reservoir Hill 
in 1988 [130: 591.) The police arrested a seventeen-year-old (81,118). 

Later in March 1995, police feared a possible serial killer, after four  
w o m e n  were slain in close prox imi ty  to each o ther  in the vicini ty of 
Perkins Homes  public housing project and the southern  edge of Wash- 
ington Hill. All had been strangled, and all had similar drug  use patterns. 
Homicide detectives came to believe, howevez, that the killings were un- 
related, and later located multiple suspects (73). 

Also in March, Charlie Christensen, a man who could not speak, was 
killed. It happened  while he was waiting for a bus at Park Circle in the 
lower nor thwest  part of town. A witness reported seeing two teen-aged 
boys hol ler ing at Chr is tensen before he was shot. As Chris tensen lay 
bleeding to death, cars kept driving b}; and a few people  even walked by. 
A man named  Johnny Dow tried to help, but  could not communica t e  
with Christensen. He died approximately  an hour  after he was shot (106). 

Perhaps  the highest -prof i le  cr ime case du r ing  the per iod centered 
a round  the killing of a th i r teen-year-old  boy by a retired steelworker,  
Nathaniel  Hurt .  The incident place on the 800 block of East Nor th  Av- 
enue. In October 1994, after a group of kids had thrown rocks shattering 
Hur t ' s  car windshield,  the sixty-one-year-old man shot thir teen-year-old 
Vernon Holmes (62). The incident drew wide attention, and strong sup- 
port  for Hur t  from many  nearby residents.  Neighbors  collected dona-  
tions to raise money  for Hurt ' s  bail of $200,000. Man}, saw Hurt  as a com- 
muni ty  stalwart; he had even worked as a block captain. This collection 
of money and suppor t  was troubling for police and the mayor. Residents 
and parents we,'e caut ioned against vigilantism and to keep an eye on 
their children (64). 

The community raised money Io gain Mr. Hurt's release, at'td in a radio in- 
terview, Mr. Hurt said that he felt sorry that the boy died, but did not regret 
what happened. "fhere was no intent, according to Mr. Ht, rt, to hurt any- 
body, he just wanted to scare tile 20-30 youths who threw the ,'ocks at his 
car. Mr. Hurt it,stifled his actions on the belief of protecting his property and 
life. (154: B2) 

At trial, Mr. Iqurt was charged with murder and a weapons charges, the 
latter carrying a mandatory sentence requirement. At tile beginning of the 
trial, witnesses h~r the prosecution painted Mr. Hurt as a neighb~rhood bully. 
Prosecution argued that Mr. Hurt was in no immediate harm and could have 
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relied on 911. (According to one report, the boy had been shot while running 
away.) Defense attorney Stephen Miles, not well known in Baltimore for his 
criminal practice, painted Mr. Hurt as a law abiding citizen, who experienced 
"urban fear syndrome" after months of threats and harassment. One of the 
prosecution witnesses allegedly received a beating from Mr. Hurt after he 
had admitted vandalizing Hurt's property. (10: B1, B5) 

The fear issue was brought  up at trial. Miles stated that the urban fear 
s y n d r o m e  especially afflicted older  African Americans. 21 Syndrome  de- 
fenses have  been on the rise. Al though this one is not medical ly recog- 
nized,  the apparen t  hope  was to gain sympa thy  votes (113). On a techni- 
cality, re levant  material  was ruled out, the judge  deciding that defense 
lawyers  had  not  shared appropr ia te  documents  with the prosecut ion (9). 

H u r t  rejected the offer of a last-minute plea bargain. When  the jury re- 
turned,  he was convicted of mans laughter  and a weapons  charge. He re- 
por ted  that he had felt confident  of an acquittal  because jury delibera- 
tions took only twelve hours  (11). Many lawyers criticized Miles for not 
p rompt ing  Hur t  to take the plea offer. The police complahled  that Miles 
had  unjustifiably cast aspersions on their professionalism (8, 11). 

In June 1995, Judge Ellen Heller  sentenced Hur t  to a five-year prison 
sentence,  emphas i z ing  that Hur t  had no right to take the law into his 
ow n  hmlds. Hur t  was released while his prison sentence was being ap- 
pea led  (119). 

The  H u r t  inc ident  was not  w i thou t  p recedent .  In 1979, a m a n  was 
charged  with killing a young mml who  pel ted his home with snowballs 
in the Dunda lk  area. In 1991, a thir teen-year-old boy was shot by a forty- 
n ine-year-old  man  repor tedly  because the youth  aald others cont inuously  
rang the door  bell and ran. In May 1994, a seventeen-year-old was shot 
after b u m p i n g  a t ruck and setting off the alarm (62). 

Even if we leave aside the urban fear syndrome,  Hur t ' s  case raises a 
n u m b e r  of interest ing questions.  He came from the same general  area 
where  the leader  had told us residents  were  ext remely  reluctant  to do 
mlything about  cr ime because of fear of retaliation. Hur t  himself  had ap- 
parent ly  p layed  a high-profile role in ne ighborhood  mahl tenance in the 
past,  as a block captain,  and was k n o w n  to not  tolerate attacks on his 
property.  It seems that in a ne ighborhood  where  many  keep their heads 
down,  one who  does not  is perhaps  bound  to draw attention. 

Youth and Crime. Hurt ' s  case also raises questions about  youth  involve- 
ment  in vandal ism and more serious crime. Youth violence was visible on 
school g rounds  dur ing  this period.  In N o v e m b e r  1994, it was repor ted  
that violence was becoming a routine feature in Baltimore's public school 
sys tem.  Incidents  involving guns were on the rise. These incidents  in- 
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FIGURE 2.6 Baltimore Police l)epartment Patrol Officers on Bicycles, Waiting 
for "Rush lqour" Outside Northern High School. Photo by author. 

cluded assaults and robberies, as well as firearms possession. Tile number  
of incidents rose from 47 in 1992-1993 to 67 in 1993-1994. Weapons as- 
saults increased from 56 to 104, and armed and unarmed  assaults jumped  
14.7%. Arrests also rose from 2,609 to 2,790. The school system attributed 
much of this increase to more efficient detection and reporting. Nonethe-  
less, many critics leveled complaints  agahlst ineffective school security. 
Many agreed the schools were becomhlg increashlgly dangerous (50). 

The city council, in response to this information, initiated a probe into 
violence in schools. Many  urban schools across the United States use 
metal detectors, surveillance cameras, and randomized  searching. Balti- 
more 's  school super in tendent  emphas ized  conflict resolution classes in 
place of other methods  for dealing with the violence problem (50). 

Despite measures taken to increase school safety on the inside for stu- 
dents, teachers, and other  staff, people are not necessarily safe," on the 
school grounds outside. For example,  in January 1995, a shootout  in front 
of Nor thern  High School resulted in one person dead and another  criti- 
cally w o u n d e d .  The d i spu te  repor ted ly  involved  two ne ighborhood  
gangs and may have s temmed from an earlier basketball game. The vic- 
tims were not s tudents  at the high school (75). In the spring of 1995, we 
talked with some police officers on bicycles on post  outs ide Nor the rn  
High School. These officers reported that they were on site at the school 
eve,'y day around the time school let out. We did not ask when their as- 
s ignment there had begun. 
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Prevention~Programs. Crime was reported to have dropped in the 
downtown area between 1993 and 1994. This drop was in part attributed 
to the Clean and Safe Program, part of the business improvement district 
(BID) activities in the downtown. A business surcharge pays for forty- 
four public safety guides who patrol the downtown streets. These safety 
guides give directions, assist motorists in distress, and help police catch 
criminals (74). 

Baltimore started a program called Project Disarm. This program was 
an effort to get guns off the streets by targeting repeat offenders accused 
of misdemeanor handgun crimes. These offenders appear before a fed- 
eral court, which delivers longer sentences and no parole. The program 
was reportedly meeting with some success (67). 

In November 1994, Baltimore was slated to receive $2 million from the 
federal Bureau of Justice Assistance. This money was to be spent on pro- 
grams such as community policing (mentioned earlier), drug courts, and 
midnight basketball, according to federal and city officials (4). 

Youth Crime Prevention~Programs. Several churches in East Baltimore 
joined together to form "safe haven networks" to provide a refuge for 
children who were frightened by the crime-ridden neighborhoods sur- 
rounding the schools (49, 152). Student leaders came together to tackle 
the violence problem in schools. Approximately 125 junior and senior 
high school student council members pledged to report weapons in the 
school and to support  legislation to aid in decreasing the amount  of 
weapons in the schools (17). The school district used "breakthrough 
teams" to decrease the violence in the schools. The teams generally con- 
sist of two to five adults from the community who have a rapport with 
the students. It was hoped that these teams could go in and discuss be- 
havior problems with troublesome students (84). 

The city also enacted curfew laws to help reduce youth crime. The laws 
include penalties for parents (13, 150). Around the same time other cities, 
such as Chester, Pennsylvania, and Camden, New Jersey, publicized ex- 
isting curfew laws or enacted new ones. Curfews continue to be a prob- 
lem-ridden approach for addressing youth crime and delinquency, given 
constitutional challenges and implementation difficulties (25, 115). 

Issues of Color 

Baltimore has always been a city where issues of color played major roles 
in settlement patterns; business; politics; and, more recently, crime. Olson 
in her comprehensive history of the city, and McDougall, in his more re- 
cent discussion of Park Heights, Harlem Park, and Upton, address these 
broader forces (102, 110). Here are some race-related issues linked to 
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crime, communities, and disorder that drew media attention around the 
time of the 1994 survey. 

History  qfi Edmoadson Village Appears. An American Studies scholar 
at the University of Maryland-Baltimore County drew attention with the 
release of his book chroniclhlg the rapid racial turnover in Edmondson 
Village in the 1950s and 1960s (111). According to Orser, real estate block- 
busth~g, racism, realtors' unwillingness to deal with African-American 
clients, emd panic peddling all contributed to the rapid shift (15). Several 
neighborhoods hi the area continue to have high crime rates hi the 1980s 
and 1990s. The area also has witnessed significant reconfiguring of neigh- 
borhood boundaries in the past twenty ),ears (Chapter 8). Both of these. 
phenomena may be partially attributable to the rapidity of the racial 
turnover taking place there in the 1950s and 1960s. 

The Cit izen~ Patrol in the Nor thwes t  and the Commander. In the Up- 
per Park Heights section of Baltimore, citizen anticrime activities staffed 
largely by Orthodox Jewish participants drew fire. The Northwest Citi- 
zens Patrol volunteer organization, a "citizens on patrol" operation, 
drove the streets of the area to prevent crimes. Auto theft had been a par- 
ticular problem in this location. The patrol even received national media 
exposure. 

But members were exclt, sively male Orthodox Jews. They explained 
that the exclusivity created a strong religious bond among members and 
enst, red survival of the patrols. African Americans had been excluded, 
but not because of their race (97). 

African-American citizens of the Upper Park Heights neighborhoods 
expressed concern about the arrangement. This rift between African- 
American citizens and Jewish citizens came to a climax in September 
1994 over a "misunderstand ing." At the center of the controversy was the 
transfer order for Major Barry Powell, the African American commander 
of the Northwest District. African-American leaders believed his ousting 
to have been instigated by local Jewish leaders. Police Commissioner Fra- 
zier urged African-American and Jewish leaders to talk with each other. 

In the truce agreement between these two groups, Frazier said that 
Powell would remain on the job indefinitely; African-American leaders 
agreed that the Jewish com,nunity did not instigate the transfer; and the 
Northwest Citizen Patrol agreed to open up its membership to all resi- 
dents (65, I16). The plan to keep Powell in place lasted until April 1995, 
when he was reassigned as part of a broader departmental shake-up (72). 

Daniel Henson and Michael  Olesker. Ill June 1995, racial remarks al- 
legedly made by Daniel P. Henson, commissioner of Housing, further 
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underscored racial tension h~ the city. Henson, who faced several contro- 
versies at the time (see below), was accused by Michael Olesker of blam- 
hlg the Jews for the decline of neighborhoods in the northwest section of 
the city (39, 109). Olesker, an author and longtime colun-ulist for the Balti- 
more Sun, also appears regularly on a local news show. 

Mr. Henson was quoted in Michael Olesker's column as saying the adminis- 
tration had not abandoned Park Heights, a Northwest Baltimore neighbor- 
hood scarred by large numbers of boarded up properties. "The abandon- 
ment didn't just start," he was quoted as telling Mr. Olesker. "It was you." 
Mr. Olesker asked, "What do you mean me? You mean white people? You 
mean Jews?" To which Mr. Henson reportedly replied "Yes." (39: B1) 

Henson stated that he was misquoted and offered a different version of 
the story (39, 109). 

Housing 

Vacant Houses.  Henson, as commissioner of Houshlg, was responsible 
for spearheadhlg efforts to reduce vacant houshlg. Henson and Schmoke 
had both received criticism for their lack of progress on this front. In the 
early years of Schmoke's administration, they had tried to sell city- 
owned vacant houses at auction. They also had tried renovating city- 
owned abandoned properties and then sellhlg them. In a second phase of 
the attack on vacant housh~g, in the fall of 1994, Schmoke threatened to 
flatten landlords' abandoned properties that were not improved. Then, in 
the spring of 1995, he turned his attention to private vacant units, hoping 
to assist hi the sales of those unoccupied homes h~ six targeted "teeter- 
big" neighborhoods. 

Before we describe Schmoke's strategies circa 1994-1995, some histori- 
cal background on housing is warranted. During the 1970s, with a 
rapidly appreciating national housing market, Mayor Schaefer had suc- 
cessfully targeted for revitalization several inner-city neighborhoods 
with extensive vacant houshlg. He sold the houses for a dollar and pro- 
vided low-interest loans to renovate the housing; the buyers in turn 
promised that the units would be habitable within a specific period of 
time. Neighborhoods such as Barre's Circle, Ridgely's Delight, Gay 
Street, and others were substantially redone. These and other neighbor- 
hoods showed significant signs of gentrification in the 1970s (23). 

But by the early 1980s, volumes of vacant housing were still a problem 
in the city, numbering about 4,300 hi 1983 (2). A study at that time by the 
Citizens Planning and Housing Association focused on a sample of 132 
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vacant and abandoned units located in five neighborhoods: Sandtown- 
Winchester, Harlem Park, Pratt-Monroe, Coldstream-Homestead-Monte- 
bello (C-H-M), and East Baltimore Midway. They found that the owners 
were likely not to be big-time slumlords, but, in 90% of the cases, "hlex- 
perienced property owners with fewer than 10 holdings" (2: B8). Sev- 
enty-five percent of the units were owned by individuals rather than cor- 
porations. Inexperienced owners would buy property, planning to 
rehabilitate it, then realize how expensive and extensive the renovation 
would be, leading them to abandon the property before they could "recy- 
cle" it. In addition to the owners' problems, the report suggested, neigh- 
borhood arson and vandalism also contributed to abandonment,  but 
strong, active neighborhood organizations, such as could be found in C- 
H-M, could help prevent abandonment. 

Ten years lateb the volume of vacant, abandoned units had roughly 
doubled. Schmoke had tried auctioning off city properties and helping to 
rehabilitate the sites. Auctioned properties moved into new owners'  
hands at a glacial pace, and investigations showed rehabilitation costs of- 
ten far outstripped house values. In short, nothing seemed to be work- 
ing, and lhe volume mounted steadily. 

Now we are back where we started, in October 1994. Mayor Schmoke 
touted a plan for vacant and dilapidated properties: Landlords would be 
told to fix them up or the city would flatten them. Housing Commis- 
sioner Henson also wanted to raise fines and prosecution rates of absen- 
tee landlords. The number of vacant houses was expected to reach 8,000 
in 1995. Henson perspicaciously attributed the problem of deteriorathlg 
homes to population losses in the city. Schmoke sought to place the bur- 
den on property owners, but only wanted to deliver the "fix it or we raze 
it" ultimatum if owners failed to respond or pay fines (28). Schmoke and 
Henson asked community leaders for lists of properties for razing. Com- 
munity leaders and activists welcomed the plan; they thought it made 
sense to demolish unsalvageabte properties. Henson stated that the first 
demolitions would likely involve entire blocks of dilapidated row 
houses. The .nayor stressed that he wanted to work with community 
leaders on this project (40). 

The campaign started in December 1994, when three dilapidated houses, 
two privately owned, were destroyed in the Walbrook neighborhood. The 
properties in question were known drug hangouts. The residents ap- 
plauded the demolition and pl,'u~ned to put gardens on the site (26). 

Initialb; the campaign appeared aggressive. But in June 1995, it was re- 
ported that only fourteen homes had been knocked down. The number 
of vacant houses had increased to 8,500 from 7,500 in the fall of 1994. 
Henson blamed the slow start on lengthy legal notifications required for 
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pr iva te  p rope r ty  owners ,  as well  as p rob lems  hir ing wreckhlg  crews. Ac- 
cord ing  to the mayor ,  the slow pace could also be at t r ibuted to the need 
for r e d e v e l o p m e n t  plmls  for the newly  vacant  lots. Henson  p romised  that 
things w o u l d  speed  up,  forecasting 400 vacant  houses  torn d o w n  by  the 
end  of 1995. To help  speed  up the process,  the city t rained its o w n  demo-  
lition crew and  bough t  a fifty-ton crane (34). 

H o p h l g  to restore some  of the vacant  units to occupat ion,  the city de- 
ve loped  a p lan  to at tract  people  into vacant  homes.  As par t  of the plan, 
the ci ty ag r eed  to p a y  for r enova t i ons  wi th  b lock gran ts  if the o w n e r  
wou ld  p ledge  to live in the p rope r ty  for ten years.  The plan appea red  to 
run into p rob l ems  ear ly  on. Repairs  were  done  by  city contractors  shod-  
dily or not  at all, according  to some  reports.  The vo lume  of units acted on 
was  smal le r  than  anticipated.  Hens on  stated that the p rob lems  with the 
p r o g r a m  were  due  to credit and  renovat ion  p r o g r a m  limitations (32, 37). 

As m e n t i o n e d  above,  in the spr ing of 1995 H e n s o n  also targeted pri- 
va te  p r o p e r t i e s  that  had  been for sale for an ex t remely  long per iod  of 
t ime.  Focus ing  on  six " t ee te r ing"  n e i g h b o r h o o d s ,  he  s o u g h t  to m a k e  
these units  more  at t ract ive to buyers.  We quote  extensively f rom an arti- 
cle by  J o A n n a  D a e m m r i c h  f rom that  per iod ,  because  it p r o v i d e s  an 
ove rv i ew  of the p r o g r a m s  at tempted:  

For the third year in a row, Baltimore is trying a different gambit to attract 
homeowners to older neighborhoods where once well-kept streets have be- 
gun to slip into disrepair . . . .  Time latest strategy to restore luster to fading 
neighborhoods has the city offering incentives to help owners sell houses 
that have been on tile market for some time . . . .  Housing officials are team- 
ing up with real estate agents to auction off about 50 privately owned 
houses in six middle class neighbo,'hoods . . . .  This year 's sale is a marked 
departure from the past two vaunted auctions designed to get boarded-up 
city-owned properties renovated and back on the tax rolls. Both of the city's 
earlier ambitious efforts to attract new owners for its growing inventory of 
vacant houses have faltered . . . .  Housing Commissioner Daniel P. Henson 
III said the previous auctions were hindered by complications involving 
property appraisals, income verifications and extensive renovations re- 
quired for houses that were little more than vacant shells . . . .  "Last time we 
went to the hard core vacant proper t ies . . ,  this year we're trying to market 
specific neighborhoods . . . .  The Greater Baltimore Board of Realtors is going 
through its lists of houses that have been on the market for 90 days or longer 
to find at least 50 suitable properties." . . .  Traditional brick rowhouses and 
eclectic freestanding houses line many of the streets in Baltimore-Linwood, 
Callaway-Garrison, Edgewood, Waverly, Better Waverly, and Mid-Govans. 
But all six neighborhoods have begun to show signs of decay, from the first 
boarded-up houses to overgrown lots and a growing number of rental prop- 
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erties . . . .  As a result the city has designated these mid- to outer-city neigh- 
borhoods "conservation areas" and is attempting to stabilize them by offer- 
ing extra public improvements, loans and grants to boost homeownership, 
school repairs, business services, and the like . . . .  "We're concentrating on 
these areas because they are not teetering yet, but without some special as- 
sistance they could," Mr. Henson said. 

Houses in the six neighborhood generally sell for $40,000 to $50,000 . . . .  
The city will chip in $5,000 to $7,500 towards the closing and settlement 
costs for each house, depending on the buyer's income. The program could 
cost the city roughly $300,000 in community block grants . . . .  

Last April's auction of vacant houses owned by the city and state . .. re- 
suited in only 52 of 152 houses being sold• 

Thirteen of the successful bidders failed to qualify for mortgages or gave 
up on the program, while another 13 still are waiting for renovations 
promised by the city. 

In the end, the city spent nearly $4,000,000 renovating 42 of the houses, 
which were sold for $1,800,000. The average renovation bill, paid by the city 
mostly with block grants, was $94,000, and several houses had to be rebuilt 
for more than $100,000 . . . .  

Mayor Kurt L. Schmoke and Mr. Henson have acknowledged that the last 
two auctions ultimately failed to live up to expectations. Last year's effort 
was dogged by renovation problems and red tape; and a complex fo,eclo- 
sure process resulted in only 350 of the 1500 vacant houses being sold in a 
highly touted tax sale in tile spring of 1993. 

• . .  [Mayo,'al candidate Mary Pat] Clarke.. .  has continued to criticize his 
administration for failing to develop a comprehensive strategy for the grow- 
ing inventory of boarded up houses. The city she said, has been forced into 
"demolition by neglect."... 

As many as 1,041 blocks now have at least one vacant propert); most pri- 
vately owned. (29: B4) 

Controversies Around  Public Housing. Two controvers ies  related to 
public housing surfaced dur ing this time. One concerned irregularities ill 
contracts to , 'enovate public housing, tile other the hiring of the Nation of 
Islam to provide public housing security. 

"No bid" contracts  were given to contractors  for renovat ing  public 
housing units. (With a "no bid" contract, a competi t ive bidding process is 
not followed for contracting out the work.) In a series of articles in the 
Baltimore Sun, fraud and shoddy  workmanship  were alleged. The federal 
Depa, ' tment of Hous ing  and Urban Development  (HUD), in response, 
d e m a n d e d  the city of Baltimore pay $725,759 for costs inflated by the 
Housing Authori ty  and contractors. HUD warned that contracts without  
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bids could not be awarded without the department's approval. But Hen- 
son maintained that he did not need this type of permission to award no- 
bid contracts (78). The scandal spurred anger from some in Congress, 
who charged that Mayor Schmoke misused federal government money 
(76). Members of the Baltimore city council also criticized Schmoke and 
Henson and, in a divided vote, decided that the Housing Commission 
should hold a hearing instead of an investigation by the full council (31, 
35, 104). 

The accusations leveled against the mayor and Henson involved $25.6 
million of no-bid contracts for work at the sites. Friends of both men re- 
ceived many of the contracts, the costs were inflated, jobs were not done 
or were done very poorly, work was not monitored, and work was 
handed down to inexperienced African-American firms even as qualified 
African-American firms were not given contracts (107). Henson de- 
fended the no-bid program, stressing that if mistakes were made, it was 
due to the urgent need for housing (104). 

Baltimore's Housing Authority was also involved in another scandal 
involving federal regulations. The Nation of Islam (NOI) security 
agency received a $4.6 million contract to provide public housing secu- 
rity. The NOI group, however, was the highest bidder. HUD investi- 
gated the NOI contract after the Wells Fargo security agency sued the 
Housing Authority. The Wells Fargo bid was the lowest at $3.5 million. 
Baltimore was faced with possibly paying $1 million to the federal gov- 
ernment  (77). Henson supported the NOI contract, stating that the com- 
pany with the lowest bid does not always do the best job. The Nation of 
Islam security agency was found to have less experience than the Wells 
Fargo company (36). This issue, the subject of an episode on the TV se- 
ries Homicide, evoked strong feelings among the citizenry. Many 
claimed that the NOI guards, in addition to providing security, played 
active roles in rehabilitating African-Americans with drug problems. As 
one person who spoke to us on the issue put it, the regular guards 
would just step over a crackhead found in the stairwell. But the NOI 
guards would take in, feed, and try to rehabilitate the addict. On the 
other hand, some criticized the "strong arm" tactics allegedly used by 
NOI. Four NOI guards were charged ill a beating incident. The investi- 
gation uncovered that some of the guards had no experience, and one 
of them was a former police officer who had been removed for use of 
excessive force (44, 71). 

The Nation of Islam security agency had its own problems with the 
federal government. It was suspected of racial and religious discrimina- 
tion by the federal government (82). In addition, the Internal Revenue 
Service (IRS) stated that NOI owed $58,846 in income taxes withheld 
from employees (155). 
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The Mayor and the Report. One last housing-related issue surfaced 
during this period. In 1993, the mayor commissioned a $47,909 study of 
the Baltimore Housing Authority, which was facing problems placing 
33,000 poor families in vacant apartments. The author of the study, a 
close legal friend of Schmoke, briefed the mayor on his findings, but at 
the request of the mayor no written report was prepared. At the heart of 
the controversy was whether the report should be made public because 
the bill was paid with city funds. The mayor did not think so and claimed 
the results could be kept undisclosed by invoking the lawyer-client privi- 
lege. The mayor did provide an eleven-page outline after being chal- 
lenged by the city council. The outline contained information on manage- 
ment restructuring, new buildings, and strengthening security (38). 

Ne~sqd~orhood Maintenance mui Redevelopment 

During the 1994-1995 period, numerous redevelopment and revitaliza- 
tion efforts were under way throughout the city. Here we mention just a 
few to provide a flavor for the initiatives being pursued at the time. We 
outline in more detail a few of these that directly affected some of our 
study neighborhoods. 

In Brief. 
Near the Pimlico racetrack, a community development corporation 

(CDC) continued buying and rehabilitating a number of homes located 
between Park Heights Avenue and Reistertown Road. Begun in 1989, and 
still going strong in 1995, the CDC hoped to turn over at least eighty 
units (103). 

• In the same section of town, in October 1994, a $5.3 million, eighty- 
four-unit  apartment complex was planned for the 5400 block of Park 
Heights Avenue, replacing a center that had been vacant for years ,'rod fi- 
nally demolished in October 1993 (153). 

• In November 1994, the Enterprise Foundation launched a ca.npaign 
to raise funds to be used in West Baltimore to replicate the Sandtown- 
Winchester revitalization project. The latter project had placed several 
blocks of new housing in the area and received national media coverage, 
although it does have its critics (102). The new campaign was titled "Com- 
munities for Change: New Home, New Hope." The goals hlclude rebuild- 
ing depressed neighborhoods and providing affordable housing, employ- 
ment opportunities, and other services for low-income residents (117). 

• In February 1995, a redevelopment plan for the Rosemont section 
surfaced. The Lutheran Hospital, closed for several years, was targeted 
for conversion. The plan was to provide shops and apartments for tile el- 
derly. It was hoped the project would help ease "urban blight" in the ad- 
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joinhlg communities (85). In our district planner interview for this area, 
the planner did highlight resident concerns about the hospital. The site 
had been of concern even before it closed, with some residents alleghlg 
medical waste had washed tip hi their toilets. 

• Schmoke announced plans in November 1994 to turn Baltimore's 
Howard Street corridor, the heart of Baltimore's downtown before the In- 
ner Harbor era, into an "Avenue of the Arts." Vacant buildhlgs h~ the area 
were to be converted to galleries and artist houshlg. Other plans for the 
corridor included a performing arts center and the reopening of the May- 
fair theater (54). 

• In February 1995, Baltimore agreed to buy the Fishmarket for $2.4 
million. The large property, which lies two blocks from the eastern part of 
the Inner Harbor, was to be converted to a children's museum (122). 

• Henson al'ulounced plans in May 1995 to demolish the first of the de- 
cayh~g high-rise towers at the Lafayette Courts public houshlg commu- 
nity. The plans were to replace "the buildings with townhouses, a day- 
care center and a health clinic" (30: B1). The demolition and 
reconstruction plans of Lafayette Courts were the beginnhlg of a seven- 
year, $293 million plan to overhaul four public high-rise campuses and to 
provide new neighborhoods for the poor (30). The demolition, when it 
did happen, was woven hlto another Homicide television episode. 

• The government made a $10 million investment in midtown Balti- 
more for a parking garage at Pennsylvmlia Station, its AMTRAK passen- 
ger station. Many hoped the move would help draw people and in- 
vestors into the Penn North community and adjoining locations and 
perhaps even halt the spread of drugs aald crime. (94) 

Some development proposals drew fire rather thml accolades. 
• Residents of several East Baltimore communities sought to block the 

building of a juvenile justice facility to be located at Hillen Street and 
Fallsway. Withhl walkhlg distance of the proposed facility was the state 
penitentiary, the city detention center, and the supermax facility for ex- 
tremely violent offenders. Residents claimed that property values would 
go down (80). 

• In Little Italy, residents opposed apartment plmls, charging that a de- 
veloper misled them about plans to hlclude low-income units. The neigh- 
borhood is surrounded by subsidized housing areas such as Flag House 
Court, Douglass Homes, and Perkins Homes. Residents opposed further 
subsidized or low-h~come housing in and around their neighborhood. As 
a result, the city delayed funding (83). 

Eastern High School.  On Thirty-Third Street, sitting just across from 
Memorial Stadium, home to the Baltimore Orioles from the 1950s 
through 1991, as well as the Baltimore Colts for a somewhat shorter span, 
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sits shuttered Eastern High School. The site is south of the Ednor Gar- 
dens Lakeside neighborhood and is catercorner from the southern 
boundary of the Waverly neighborhood. About six to seven blocks due 
east, the Johns Hopkins Homewood campus beghas, the entrance stair- 
way topped by a mossy bust of the founder. 

Eastern was built in 1939 and closed in 1986. Residents in adjoining 
neighborhoods have expressed strong concern about the site, given its 
visible location and the much reduced use of Memorial Stadium across 
the street after the Orioles moved to their new stadium, Oriole Park at 
Camden Yards, beginning with the 1992 season. High school and college 
football games have continued at the stadium. It became the home to a 
Canadian Football League team in the early 1990s, and for the 1996 and 
1997 season the newly relocated National Football League (NFL) Balti- 
more Ravens, formerly the Cleveland Browns, used it for home games. 
But the long-term future of Memorial Stadium remained unclear at the 
time of the study. Thus residents express especially strong interest in re- 
cycling the Eastern High site. 

In January 1995, a proposal was submitted to convert the site to a com- 
mercial center. Some believed, howevel, the proposal would detract from 
other commercial interests in the area (56). In March 1995, Johns Hopkins 
made a bid for the property to be used as a satellite campus. In the 1980s, 
Hopkins Hospital had successfully converted the old City Hospital site 
on Eastern Boulevard in southeast Baltimore into a research/medical 
site. On the Homewood campus, building projects through the 1980s 
have used up almost all of the remaining open space. By the mid-1990s, 
some Hopkins offices were housed in high-rise towers off campus, on the 
northern side of University Parkway. Homewood needed additional 
space if it was to add activities. 

Con'm-lunity members strongly supported the proposal, many believ- 
ing it would bring additional employment opportunities into the area. 
They also felt it would help "shore t,p" the surrounding neighborhoods, 
such as Waverly, Better Waverly, Ednor Gardens-Lakeside, and Cold- 
stream-Homestead-Montebello (5, 47, 57, 86). 

Fells Point,  Development ,  and Mega-Bars.  The Fells Point section of 
tile city, emotionally if not geographically centered at tile base of Broad- 
way ill East Balti,nore, and the adjoining neighborhoods with harbor 
frontage such as West Canton and Canton, experienced considerable de- 
velopment during the 1980s. Along Boston Street, at least one high-rise 
went in, and condominiums were constructed on the vacant land along 
the water. Some sites look not unlike the vacant lot just south of the aban- 
doned Continental Can factory where Barry Levinson placed the diner 
for his mid-1980s movie Diner. 
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Fells Point has had for a number of years, and continues to have, an ac- 
tive night life, built in part on excellent seafood like Bertha's Mussels and 
large numbers of small bars. In February 1995, some developers decided 
it was time to try and do things big time. 

Developers asked the city to consider adding 1,200 restaurant and bar 
seats along the harbor from Fells Point to Canton. The proposal called for 
open-air bars and restaurants carrying exotic names mid props such as 
tiki huts and palm trees (92). 

The proposal immediately drew fire. Opponents argued the exotic 
decor would clash with neighborhood architecture and that more rowdy 
young drinkers would be drawn to the waterfront (92). As one local 
politician put it, residents did not want to make money by having people 
come into the neighborhood and get falling-down drunk. 22 

The city's zoning board rejected one proposal for the first open-air bar 
and restaurant along the Fells Point waterfront (90). In March, plans to 
build the restaurant and bar in Canton were killed when the city liquor 
board denied the project a license (89). 

In April 1995, the General Assembly of Maryland passed a bill banning 
large waterfront bars--large meaning over 150 seats--from Little Italy, 
located west of Fells Point, to Canton, located east of Fells Point. The bill 
prohibited the transfer of liquor licenses to such businesses in these loca- 
tions. Licenses would only be granted if these places took in 80% of prof- 
its on food (88). 

But then the newly elected governor Parris Glendening stepped in. He 
vetoed the bill that would have banned the waterfront bars. An aide ex- 
plained: The governor vetoed the bill because there was no public hear- 
ing and new restaurants could be prevented from obtaining liquor li- 
censes (87). John Pica, a state senator from Baltimore, also pushed for the 
veto of the bill, stating that the requirement for a restaurant to take in 
80% in food profits was too restrictive. This decision sparked anger from 
neighborhood residents who are still trying to find a way to ban the 
mega-bars (91). 

Special  Tax Dis t r ic t s .  In December 1994, residents of Charles Village 
approved a plan to increase their property taxes. Underlying this seem- 
ingly irrational behavior was their desire for more city services. 

The special tax district they proposed and approved was loosely mod- 
eled on downtown BIDs (business inlprovement districts), where store- 
owners pay an extra assessment for extra services like street cleaning or 
foot patrol officers. The downtown BID in Baltimore sponsored, among 
other activities, "crime and grime patrols," started in March 1995 with a 
staff of twelve to fourteen public safety officers and a two- to four-mem- 
ber clean team. Teams in distinctive uniforms could be seen trimming 
grass around trees and clem~ing sidewalks. 
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Charles Villagers hoped they could get safer and cleaner streets with 
their extra funds. The taxation plan was expected to provide $400,000 for 
the district and to be supplemented by $100,000 from Johns Hopkins Uni- 
versity, the Homewood campus of which.is directly east of Charles Vil- 
lage (105, 137). Two years latin, as Charles Village celebrated its 100th an- 
niversary in 1997, the benefits district leader credited the initiative with 
helping to reduce crime markedly in the locale (139). 

In March 1995, another special tax district was proposed for the resi- 
dential neighborhoods just north of the downtown, from Centre Street 
north to Twentieth Street, and from the Jones Falls Expressway o n  the 
east to Howard Street on the west (126). The special taxing districts ap- 
pear to have growhlg appeal. Some hope it might help keep the middle 
class in the city (123). 

Talkiug Trash and Graffiti. Baltimore, like every other major city, has 
trash problems. In September 1994, Mayor Schmoke reorganized the Bu- 
reau of Solid Waste and mounted nightly patrols. The latter were in- 
tended to deter illegal dumping in alleys and vacant lots (27). In January 
1995, a new battle plan was developed to make the city cleaner. It called 
for dividing the city into twenty sections. Monthly, each section would be 
invaded on designated days by groups of collectors and trucks. The city 
also planned to target alleys, streets, and vacant lots, as well as removh~g 
bulk trash and graffiti (124). Schmoke hoped that the city's cleanup ef- 
forts would help city residents to feel better about themselves and their 
community (128). 

Schmoke's graffiti prevention initiative echoed Mayor Schaefer's wide- 
ranging antivandalism initiatives of the early 1980s, when he had formed 
a mayor's task force on the issue. At that time, city hall had a mayor 's  an- 
tivandalism coordinator for the cit}; Dan Lipstein, and had vigorously 
prosecuted several graffiti writers. One of those caught turned out to be 
an art student at the Maryland Institute of Art (149). 

Population and Job Shifts. The somber-hued backdrop for these efforts 
was continued population losses. These losses had afflicted the city of 
13altimore and Washington, D.C., since 1950 (20: 773). They continued 
apace ill the early 1990s. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the num- 
ber of Baltimoreans dropped from approximately 736,000 in 1990 to an 
estimate of 703,000 in 1994, as many city residents moved to the suburbs 
(16). It has been reported that those leaving the city were middle-class 
families who had struggled with high property taxes, a fear of drugs and 
crime, a failing public education system, and the belief that nothing 
would get better hi the city (108). 

Accompanying tile city population losses was the increasingly African- 
American population in the inner suburban ring, first noted at the end of 
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the 1970s (51). A June 1995 report predicted that Baltimore County was 
changing so quickly it could be 30% African-American by the year 2005. 
The report showed that many African Americans were making the exo- 
dus from the city of Baltimore, a trend noted nationwide since 1970 by 
William Julius Wilson (156). But whereas middle-class African-American 
households had moved out h~ earlier decades, the influx into surround- 
ing Baltimore County in the 1990s contained more working-class and 
poor households. Their migration into the county was begirming to bur- 
den infrastructure in the ilmer-ring suburbs (21). 

Families were not the only ones making an exit from the city. The his- 
toric Har Sinai congregation voted to sell its property on the 6300 block 
of Park Heights Avenue and move to the suburbs following the depart- 
ing members of the congregation (1, 55). Even major African-American 
churches have considered ea~ exodus from the city (138). 

Along with families and churches, numerous businesses, some quite 
large, have left the city. United States Fidelity and Guaranty Corporation 
(USF&G), the tawny tower of which symbolized the Imler Harbor revi- 
talization and the Baltimore renaissance of the 1970s, and the upper sto- 
ries of which had been home to eagles, arulounced plans to vacate (22). 
Given such losses, Schmoke proclaimed as a major victory Alex Brown 
and Sons' decision to keep its headquarters downtown. Schmoke's office 
had apparently lobbied hard to keep the firm (129). Brown's financial ac- 
tivities hi Baltimore dated back to the War of 1812 (20: 199). In June 1995, 
it was reported that Baltimore was able to hold city job losses to their 
lowest level in five years. Meanwhile, the metro area continued to grow. 
"Taken as a whole, metropolitan Baltimore added 14,600 jobs last year, 
growing by 1.3 percent, to a total of 1.11 million, the Labor Department 
said. Many of the jobs were in the commercial construction, service in- 
dustries ea~d health care" (58: A9). 

Will the Empowerment Zones Empower? 

As our field effort was winding down in Baltimore in the spring of 
1995, the city was selected as an empowerment  zone site (125). These 
zones represented one of the major initiatives of President Clinton's 
first term. The goal was to use federal funds to help create economic de- 
velopment in disadvantaged cities. Specific sites in each location were 
specified as the empowerment  zone. Cities and sometimes regions 
competed to be chosen. Six were finally selected. Baltimore was one. 
Improvement efforts were to be targeted at some of the worst-off sec- 
tions of the city. 

Figure 2.7 displays a billboard thanking President Clhlton for the em- 
powerment  zone funds. The sign is next to a recently reopened and 
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FIGURE 2.7 Just East of Midtown Beh, edere, Looking Toward Down- 
town. Residents Thank President Clinton "for Our Empowerment Zone." 
Photo by author. 

prompt ly  graffiti-covered bridge, just east of Midtown,  the ne ighborhood 
where  we had our  field office dur ing  the course  of the study. On this 
cleab spring morn ing  in April 1995, the view looks toward the d o w n -  
town. Although the geographer  David Harvey has detailed the job losses 
and internat ional izat ion of commerce  reflected in the d o w n t o w n  land- 
marks, it is almost easy to be hopeful  (60). 

But when the view shifts closer, it is a little harder. Just next to the sign 
are abandoned  houses. On the street arotu-ld the corner, Steve Pardue  and 
1 walked on broken glass and saw more vacant houses  with no windows,  
as well as kids playing in the street, watched over by a few older women.  
As we traveled east frorn this site, further from the downtown,  moving 
through neighborhoods  like Middle East, the volume of vacant, boarded-  
up housing and u , lemployed men sitting about  grew substantially. We 
do not yet know how many of those houses will still be windowless  and 
abandoned and how many of those men will still be sitting out on sunny, 
spring weekday  mornings when the e m p o w e r m e n t  zone funds are spent  
and gone. 

Notes  

David Linne generated the first draft of tile material reporting on newspaper 
accounts, which originally appeared as a separate chapter. He also assisted in 
preparing the data for tile multicity crime and structural comparisons. 
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1. Those seeking more comprehensive  reviews of significant events in Balti- 
more taking place before 1970 would  do well to consult 110. For Maryland his- 
tory, see 20. 

2. Those other cities, and their 1970 populat ions  were: 
EL PASO 322,261 
SAN JOSE 446,504 
JACKSONVILLE 528,865 
SEATTLE 530,890 
COLUMBUS 539,377 
PHOENIX 581,600 
MEMPHIS 623,755 
BOSTON 641,053 
SAN ANTONIO 654,289 
SAN FRANCISCO 715,674 
MILWAUKEE 717,124 
INDIANAPOLIS 744,570 
CLEVELAND 751,046 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 756,510 
PHILADELPHIA 1,948,609 

3. Of course,  some of these cities began losing popu la t ion  before 1970, but  
those broader  trends go beyond tile scope of tile current project. 

4.1970 and 1980 figures are rates per  census tract (148). 
5. Readers seeking detai led information on changes for other Part I crimes will 

find them in the final report  for Grant  93-1J-CX-0022, available from tile National 
Criminal  Justice Reference Service (on-line at h t tp : / /www.ncj rs .org) .  

6. For time comparison cities, we report  unweighted average rates across cities, 
ignoring city size. To have weighted by size would  have given too much weight 
to Philadelphia.  

7. In carrying out this test, and in describing crime changes, we made use of a 
s tandard ized ,  weighted  crime percentile measure.  We first averaged time crime 
rate for the three years  at the beginning of each decade: 1970-1972, 1980-1982, 
and 1990-1992. Then, for each average, we found its populat ion-weighted per- 
centi le score. For more details ,  see Chapter  4. Each popula t ion-weigh ted  per- 
centile score looks at the proport ion of time city populat ion with a score at or be- 
low that communi ty ' s  score. So if a neighborhood has a percentile score of 75 for 
robbery, it means that its robbery rate is higher than is found in neighborhoods 
containing 75% of the city 's  population.  

Choice of 1990 versus 1980 versus 1970 populat ion seems somewhat  arbitrary. 
We examined  the f igures using different  we igh t ing  schemes and found no 
marked differences. 

It is possible  for several  neighborhoods  to have a percentile score of zero, if 
they all have a crime .'ate of zero. They are all "t ied" for time safest position. Only 
one neighborhood,  however,  can have a pe,centi le crime score of 100. 

The percentile crime distr ibutions are not normal; rather they are uniform, or 
flat, in appearance.  They are too platykurtic.  But this deviat ion from normali ty is 
a lot less serious than problems with skewness and extreme outliers that crop up 
when using crime rates or logged crime rates. 
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Some percentile crime dis tr ibut ions are sl ightly posi t ively skewed if a large 
proportion of neighborhoods score zero on tlle crime in question. Murder  is tlme 
only crime where  this results in noticeable skewness. But time skewness statistic is 
still well within tile acceptable range. 

8. Are there changes in crime reporting practices rather than changes in crime 
per se in the 1970s that might explain these shifts? By the early 1980s, we did see 
the implementat ion of 911 technology. But the police commissioner  through the 
1970s was Donald Pomerlat,, so there were none of the high-level political shifts 
that can so often dr ive  shifts in crime levels. And the changes we see appear  
across a number  of crimes, including homicide, the crime least likely to be influ- 
enced by technological or political crosscurrents. 

9. Interrater reliability for all the items of interest here, with the exception of lit- 
tel, were about .70 or higher (see Chapter  3). Given l i t ter 's  unacceptably low reli- 
abilit)5 it was not analyzed. 

10. We go from ninety streetblocks to eighty-seven streetblocks because one 
streetblock assessed in 1981 was d ropped  since it was not residential ,  even 
though we surveyed residents at an adjoining apar tment  complex in 1994; one 
streetblock assessed in 1981 (unit block East Biddle St.) was confused with an ad- 
joining streetblock (unit block West Biddle St.) and no 1981 assessments  were 
available for the streetblock where residents were interviewed in 1994; and a 
streetblock added  in 1994 to the survey did not have 1981 assessment informa- 
tion. 

11. The "half a house" in these figures is due to the averaging across two raters. 
12. In 1994, raters also counted graffiti, but they did not do so in 1981. 
13. K. Maguire and A. L. Pastore, eds. (1996), Sourccbook of Crimfital Justice Sta- 

tistics 1995 (Washington, D.C.: USGPO), page 152, Table 2.31. 
14. Sourcebook of Criminal ]ustice Statistics 1995, page 151, Table 2.32. Balti more, 

of course, is predominant ly  African-American and has been so since the 1980s. If 
we look at the portion of African Americans saying yes to this question, there is 
still no discernible trend (Table 2.33, pp. 152-153). The 1982 figure for African 
Americans and others is 61%; the 1994 figure is 56%. 

15. Ferraro and LaGrange, among others, have criticized many fear indicators. 
In Ferraro's view many of the items are "less than stellar" (1995: p. 32). Chapter  6 
considers this debate in more detail. 

16. A 95% confidence interval is used hel'e. 
17. Since the results exclude the downtown,  public housing locations, and a 

small number  of unorganized areas, the results, strictly speaking, do not apply  to 
all types of residential locations in the city. But they still apply  to the wide range 
of other residential settings. 

18. Stated more technically we are at tempting to manage the inflation of Type 1 
error levels by using this more restricted error level. We opted for the 99% inter- 
vals levels because for each topic under discussion, fear and perceived problems, 
we had multiple, related outcomes. Therefore, to have used a conventional alpha 
of .05 and the associated 95% confidence intervals would have resulted in an in- 
flated alpha level. 

Strictly speaking, it would have been most appropr ia te  to use a Bonferroni-ad- 
justed alpha level. This would have been .0125 for the feat" items and .0045 for the 
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perceived problems. Communicat ing these specific alpha levels is somewhat  
technical for the general reader, so we compromised by setting alpha at .01 and 
the confidence intervals at 99%. 

The results reported here were generated using hierarchical linear models. 
More specifically, we carried out one-way analysis of variance (ANOVAs), with 
no Level I predictors and no Level II predictors, to estimate grand means on each 
outcome and the confidence interval around each grand mean. These means and 
the confidence intervals are based on Empirical Bayes estimates of "true" scores, 
taking into account variations in data quality in each neighborhood and varia- 
tions in sample size in each neighborhood. 

For the 1982 results based on thirty neighborhoods and the 1994 results based 
on those same neighborhoods, we show unweighted results. We also examined 
the results if we weighted respondents to take into account relative neighbor- 
hood size and our slight underrepresentations of renters, African Americans, and 
men. ~hose weighted results, for 1994 and 1982, were virtually identical to those 
reported here and resulted in conclusions no different from those described here. 

19. Block had been defined earlier in the interview as the streetblock--the two 
sides of the block face between the two cross streets. 

20. Again, as with the fear items, the means shown are empirical Bayes popula- 
tion estimates. 

21. Earlier evidence showed that urban fear has not been increasing nation- 
wide since the 1970s. The General Social Survey data provided information on 
fear in urban African Americans, and urban, elderly African Americans. Again, 
fear was not demons t rab ly  increasing through the 1980s for either of these 
groups. 

22. As a Philadelphia aside, along the Delaware waterfront, mega-bars such as 
Hooters and Dave and Buster's abound. But these sites are not contiguous to a vi- 
able residential neighborhood. 
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3 
The Incivilities Thesis: 

Theory, Measurement, and Policy 

Tile incivil it ies thesis, outlined briefly ill tile first chapter, deserves close 
reexamination. It has received a lot of attention from policymakers and 
the press. Coverage in the popular media has included such outlets as the 
New ll~rk Times, the Christian Science Monitol, and LI.S. News and Worht Re- 
port (37: 292), to name just a few. If we look just at the first two months of 
1997, for example, Jerry Skolnick was arguing in Newsday that policing 
strategies based on the incivilities thesis helped bring crime down (88); 
and in the IMIshington Post, George Kelling, one of the "founding fathers" 
of the incivilities thesis, squared off against Richard Moran, a frequent 
contributor to National Public Radio on social science topics. Kelling said 
the new policing strategies deserved credit for the crime drop, whereas 
Mo,'an said we just could not be sure (45, 62). At about the same time, just 
up the road from Washington, D.C., in Baltimore, city couFlci] leaders 
harshly criticized Police Comlnissioner Frazier and Mayor Schmoke for 
failing to mount policies similar to New York's "zero tolerance" for disor- 
der (57, 58). Zero tolerance policies include aggressive police arrest poli- 
cies targeted at those committing misdemeanor crimes on the street such 
as public urination, public drinking, disturbing the peace, vagrancy, and 
so on. New Yo,'k Police Commissioner William Bratton, who had been in- 
spired by the incivilities thesis to mount disorder-reduction initiatives in 
the subways, was applying it to the streets of the city (7: 152) amid a ris- 
ing volume of complaints about police brutality (37: 299). Policing strate- 
gies grounded in the incivilities thesis ,eceived credit for nluch of the 
c,ime decline witnessed in large cities beginning in the earl), 1990s (37: 
fn7, fnll). 

The incivilities thesis has drawn so nluch controversy because it forms 
part of the conceptual core of several new policing approaches, including 
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problem-oriented policing (28), where officers work with other agencies 
m~d local citizen leaders to identify community problems and bring the 
needed resources to bear on those; communi ty  policing, involving, 
among other elements, "a re-orientation of patrol in order to facilitate 
two-way communication between police and the public" while assuming 
"a commitment to broadly-focused, problem oriented polichlg" (86: 5); 
third-party policing (9), where police work alongside other regulatory 
agencies; and zero tolerance policies or order mahltenance polich~g for 
low-level misdemeanor crimes (7, 46, 106). 

Of course, community policing, third-party polichlg, and problem-ori- 
ented polichlg are strategies and orientations to policing in which con- 
cern goes far beyond issues of social and physical hlcivilities (15). These 
h~itiatives address police-community interaction and consultation (2, 3, 8, 
10, 34), together with departmental attitudinal and organizational shifts 
(32, 33, 48a, 56, 63), and raise new questions of process and outcome eval- 
uation (19, 85, 86, 104). The range of available strategies in the realm of 
community or problem-oriented policing go far beyond reduchlg social 
and physical incivilities. The purpose here is not to evaluate all aspects of 
community or problem-oriented policing, even though the present dis- 
cussion has implications for that broader policy context; nor is it to exam- 
hie the meta-philosophical underpinnings of these strategies, as Harcourt 
(37) has done. 

Rather, the current chapter pursues two more modest goals. First, it ex- 
amines the evolution of the h~civilities thesis over the past twenty-five 
years. The thesis has emerged in five relatively disth~ct versions over that 
period. In addition, hi the course of that evolution, focus has shifted in 
three important ways: from differences at one poh~t in time to differences 
over time, from differences between neighbors to differences between 
neighborhoods, and from a focus on fear of crime to a focus on increasing 
crime and neighborhood decline. In short, due to conceptual drift there 
are several different versions of the incivilities thesis currently being 
floated; we want to be clear how each may be relevant, in different ways, 
to policy proposals and evidence reviewed. 

The second goal pursued is the clarification of two distinct but related 
measurement questions raised by the incivilities thesis and its evolution. 
As mentioned in Chapter 1, some presume that incivilities result from 
broader neighborhood conditions of disorder or social disorgaalization; if 
this is so, different hldicators of incivilities should tie strongly together. 
The close connection should show at one pohlt in time and in shifts over 
time. It also should appear even if different data sources are used for the 
indicators. A high degree of interrelatedness among the indicators would 
reflect their convergent validity, a desirable quality from a measurement 
perspective (91: 133). Also of hlterest, theoretically and for measurement 
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purposes, is whether the incivilities indicators demonstrate discriminant 
validity (12). Agahl, this is a desirable propert); one we hope the indica- 
tors share. If the incivilities indicators have it, they will link more 
strongly to one another than to indicators for different but related con- 
structs. 

Data from several Baltimore studies are used, as well as information 
from several other cities around the United States, to address these mea- 
surement questions. The evidence reviewed, I suggest, fails to adequately 
and consistently demonstrate the desired properties of convergent and 
discriminant validity across different approaches to data collection and 
different levels of aggregation. 

O r g a n i z a t i o n  

Five distinct variants of the incivilities thesis have been proposed by Wil- 
son-Garofalo-Laub, Huntel, Wilson and Kelling, Lewis and Salem, and 
Skogan. I describe the central processes highlighted by each theory. Plac- 
ing these versions of the incivilities thesis in a temporal ordering reveals 
several clear shifts in emphasis and scope over the period, which are de- 
scribed. The following section briefly st, mmarizes empirical support to 
date for some of the key hypotheses in each version of the theory. Follow- 
ing that, the measurement questions raised above receive detailed con- 
sideration, using data from five different cities. The chapter closes with a 
discussion of the polic}; practice, and theory implications of these mea- 
surement results. 

Var ia t ions  on  a T h e m e  

This section summarizes five different versions of the incivilities thesis. 
After reviewing tile processes of central interest to each, shifts in thinking 
on this topic are described. 

Wilson 1975/Gar(!falo and Laub 1978 

Ill Thinking about Crime, Wilson asks why are urban residents so fearful 
for their safety when personal victimization is still a relatively rare event? 
He suggests it is not just crimes that they find troubling. The daily has- 
sles they are confronted with on the street--street crazies, panhandlers, 
rowdy youth, and "hey honey" hassles--and the deteriorated conditions 
that surround them--trash-strewn alleys and vacant lots, graffiti, deteri- 
orated and abandoned housing--inspire concern (105). 

In a closely related vein, Garofalo and Laub suggest that fear of crime 
reflects a more general "urban unease" rather than a specific concern just 
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about crimes that have occurred or may occur (25). This led to their dic- 
tum that "fear of crime" was more than "fear" of "crime." Again, the key 
idea is that urban conditions, not just crime, are troublesome, hlspiring 
residents' concern for safety. 

These theories emerged h~ the wake of the first analyses of the National 
Crime Survey showing residents' fear was far more widespread than 
their victimization (14, 20). They attempted to explain this slippage. For 
all three theorists, the outcome of hlterest was fear of crime, an affective 
state reflecting safety-related concerns about possible street victimization 
(23). Fear is distinct from perceptions of risk, a more cognitive assess- 
ment of the likelihood of victimization (51). It is also separate from worry 
about property crimes while away or worry about the potential victim- 
ization of family members (20, 100). 

In both theories, the authors provide no explicit specification of the re- 
lationship between these concern-hlspirhlg conditions and actual crime 
or victimization, except to note that the conditions are far more prevalent 
than crime or victimization. In short, they do not try to either connect the 
causes of incivilities to or discoru~ect them from the causes of crime. 

One further similarity: Both statements focus on individuals, on psycho- 
logical rather than community dynamics. Although community differ- 
ences are implicitly acknowledged, the key focus is why are so many 
more people afraid than would be expected given the prevalence of vic- 
timization. 1 High fear levels and neighbor-to-neighbor fear differences 
are of central interest. 

Hunter 1978 

Hunter presented a paper titled "Symbols of Incivility" at the 1978 meet- 
ings of the American Society of Criminology (43). 2 As in the Wilson- 
Garofalo-Laub version of the incivilities thesis, the outcome in question 
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was still fear of crime, and it was assumed that incivilities were far more 
prevalent  than crime or victimization. 3 Figure 3.1 depicts Hunte r ' s  causal 
model.  

Hunte r ' s  f ramework  elaborates on the earlier s tatements of the thesis 
in four major ways. Perhaps most  important ,  he describes in some detail 
how residents may  interpret  signs of incivility; he considers what  resi- 
dents "read into" these conditions. He proposes  that local residents at- 
tribute d isorder ly  actions and deter iorat ing physical condit ions to two 
sets of factors. On the one hand,  residents may  thhlk local deter iorat ion 
and problems indicate neighbors  and local, citizen-based organizat ions 
are unable to manage  or preserve the neighborhood.  On the other hand,  
observers also may conclude that public agencies outside the neighbor-  
hood,  such as various city services, are either incapable of preserving or- 
der as they are chartered to do or unwilling to do so. Seeing that matters 
are out  of hand in the ne ighborhood  and that local actors or external  
agencies, or both, cannot  or will not intercede, residents feel vulnerable 
and at risk of victimization. 

Hun te r ' s  descript ion of these processes is impor tant  because it sug- 
gests how the causal attributions residents make- - the i r  conclusions as to 
why incivilities occur and pers i s t - - shape  their fear. It is not just the pres- 
ence of the signs of incivilities that is threatening, it is the meaning at- 
tached to them. Ferraro has cont inued this symbolic h~teractionist inter- 
pretat ion of incivilities and fear (23). Hun te r  suspects residents  blame 
actors both within and outside the communi ty  for these conditions. 

Hunte r ' s  second contribution is to nonrecursively link crime with inci- 
vilities. Each causes the other; one does not precede the other. This view 
suggests that extensive hlcivilities will be found in high-crime neighbor-  
hoods, and high crime will be found h~ neighborhoods  with extensive de- 
terioration and disorderly street behavior. 

Third, Hunte r ' s  model  connects incivilities and crime in a second way, 
through a common under ly ing  exogenous cause: ne ighborhood disorder. 
It is not clear, however,  if by disorder  he means specifically social disor- 
ganization, the inability of a communi ty  to regulate itself and work to- 
ward common goals (11, 49), or the communi ty  characteristics more gen- 
erally associated with high offense or high offender rates (1, 39). 

Finally, Hunter ' s  model  moves us from the individual-level processes 
described by Wilson and Garofalo and Laub to a contextual model  (6). 
The focus earlier was on psychological processes. Here these processes 
are elaborated, but within the context of neighborhood crime rates and 
mutual  impacts of cr ime and incivilities. In short ,  these psychological  
processes are linked to varying communi ty  contexts. 

Hunte r ' s  elaborat ion of the thesis leads to specific empirical  predic- 
tions. (1) Communi t ies  with higher crime rates should have more exten- 
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sive incivilities. (2) High community crime rates and extensive incivilities 
should share common structural origins, such as hastability, low status, 
and more extensive minority populations. But even after putting these 
common origins aside, (3) crime and incivilities should still "feed" one 
another. Controlling for the structural orighas, crime should have an in- 
dependent impact on incivilities and vice versa. 

Wilson and Kelling 1982 

In their first of two Atlantic Monthly pieces on the topic, Wilson and 
Kelling elaborate the thesis in three important ways (106). This article has 
proved enormously influential on researchers examining fear of crime 
(23) and on policy analysts in community polichag (35). 

First, Wilson and Kelling inject a temporal perspective, describing a 
specific, multistep process whereby persistent physical or social incivili- 
ties lead to higher neighborhood crime rates; see Figure 3.2. The proposed 
sequence is as follows. A sign of incivility such as a broken whadow is not 
importmat per se. Some whldows are always getthag broken, some homes 
are always deteriorating, and some homes are always behag abandoned. 
More important is how long the broken whldow remahas unrepaired, the 
house remahas dilapidated, or the buildhag stays abandoned. If the condi- 
tion is not repaired in a relatively short time, then residents will infer that 
resident-based b~formal control on the streetblock is weak and that resi- 
dents do not care about what is happenhag ha the neighborhood. They will 
hafer the neighborhood is socially disorganizedA 

Making such a judgment, residents become increasingly reluctant to 
use public spaces or to intervene in disorderly situations. As the with- 
drawal becomes more general and residents' informal control weakens, 
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their concerns about safety rise. In the language of routine activity theor}; 
natural guardians and place managers grow more reluctant to act (21). In 
Jane Jacobs's terms, there are fewer eyes on the street (44). 

At the same time, local "lightweight" offenders--spray-painting teens 
or heckling corner groups- -become emboldened, causing further resi- 
dent apprehension and withdrawal. For local delinquents and predelin- 
quents, the persistent physical incivilities symbolize opportunities for 
delinquency (13, 99). 

After the above conditions have been in place for a time mad local, resi- 
dent-based control has weakened markedb;  motivated, "heavy duty" 
potential offenders from outside the neighborhood become aware of al- 
tered conditions, and the lower risks of detection or apprehension associ- 
ated with offending in that locale. If offender motivation is high enough 
and if enough targets are available, such persons move into the locale to 
commit street crimes. 

In short, the authors temporally sequence the connections between 
physical deterioration, increasing local delinquency, decreasing resident- 
based control, and increasing serious street crime. 5 Time not only shapes 
the sequence, it also influences the interpretation attached to incMlities 
by residents and other users of the local spaces. 

Kelling and Coles recently updated the thesis and placed it in a 
broader legal context (46). They further developed the rationale for order 
maintenance policing around social incivilities, but also pointed up the 
challenges in police and community working closely on reducing disor- 
der (46: 168). In addition, they clarified why disorderly conduct and 
physical deterioration have increased so dramatically in cities. They ar- 
gue police have retreated--unwisely--from order maintenance, instead 
concentrating on serious crime. This shift has been partially encouraged 
by modifications in cMl law, placing overly stringent limits on police and 
other agents of public control. These shifts have facilitated increasing in- 
civilities, especially social ones. 

As is apparent from the above-suggested dynamics, a second major 
difference in Wilson and Kelling's thesis, compared to prior incarnations, 
is the expanded range of outcomes. Individual and group behaviors as 
well as physical neighborhood quality are added outcomes of interest. 
The authors move beyond feat" pet" se to encompass resident-based infor- 
mal social controls over street life; the vitality of street life itself; and, per- 
haps most important, hacreasing neighborhood crime rates. Their inclu- 
sion of neighborhood crime rates as the ultimate outcome of interest 
justifies policing initiatives to reduce social incivilities or to mobilize 
other public agencies and work with them, reducing physical incivilities. 

Given their concern for comnlunity policing, Wilson and Kelling also 
address the geography of deployment, a third difference from prior treat- 
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ments. 6 They roughly separate communities into three groups: those 
with assured stability, those deteriorated beyond hope, mad those previ- 
ously stable but currently threatened with an uncertain future, not unlike 
the "teetering" neighborhoods that were the focus of one of Housing 
Commissioner Henson's  initiatives described in the previous chapter. 
They suggest that incivilities and reduction of incivilities will have the 
strongest impacts on behavioral, crime, and emotional outcomes for this 
last set of neighborhoods. Therefore these places merit remediation ef- 
forts, including community policing. 

The above focus brings us to the fhlal contribution of the model. Wil- 
son and Kelling state specific roles police officers can play in helping 
communities fight incivilities. In essence, the job of community or prob- 
lem-oriented police is to learn what conditions are troubling residents 
and merchants in these teetering neighborhoods and help them address 
these concerns. 7 The officers might move rowdy groups out of an area, 
notify agencies so that landlords are cited for needed repairs, or arrange 
to get junked cars towed or trash-filled lots cleaned. These problem-soh,- 
ing roles for community police officers have received some attention in 
different demonstrations and evaluations (36, 89). 

Lewis and Salem 1986 

Returning to a sole focus on fear of crime, and a cross-sectional as op- 
posed to longitudinal perspective, ha their 1986 volume Dan Lewis and 
Greta Salem argue that both the extent of signs of incivility and crime 
levels contribute synergistically to fear (53a). They suggest that if crime 
and signs of incivility are both at high levels, residents will exhibit the 
highest fear levels. If crime is high but signs of incivility are not, or vice 
versa, residents will be less fearful. In analysis of variance terminology, it 
is the two-way interaction effect that most strongly influences fear, not 
the mahl effects of each. Lewis and Salem support their argument using 
data from a three-city, multineighborhood survey conducted as part of 
the 1975-1980 Northwestern "Reactions to Crime" project. 

Lewis mad Salem's model continues the trend of separating the causes 
of crime and incivility. By implication, if one can be high and the other 
low, each has some unique causes. If the origins of each are distinct, we 
have a stronger rationale for addressing each with separate initiatives. 

Skogan 1990 

The last version considered here extends the theoretical and empirical in- 
vestigation to the neighborhood level (83, 84). Skogan's variaaat of the in- 
civilities thesis focuses on neighborhood change as the ultimate outcome 
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of interest. Labeling signs of incivility as disorder (84: 2), he "argues that 
disorder plays an important role in sparking urban decline." His defini- 
tion of disorder is "[it] reflects the inability of communities to mobilize 
resources to deal with urban woes. The distribution of disorder thus mir- 
rors the larger pattern of structured inequality that makes inner city 
neighborhoods vulnerable to all manner of threats to the health and 
safety of their residents" (84: 173). In short, as with Hunter 's model, there 
are two causes of disorder: social disorganization within the community 
itself and inequality resulting from broader urban dynamics operathlg 
outside the neighborhood. This interpretation of incivilities ties us again 
to the social disorganization literature and, simultaneously, to the work 
on urban hlequality (107). 

Incivilities lead to a range of psychological, social-psychological, be- 
havioral, and ultimately ecological outcomes, such as neighborhood de- 
cline. First, echoing Wilson and Kelling, Skogan suggests incivilities un- 
dermine informal social control (84: 65). Second, as did prior theorists, he 
proposes disorder "sparks concern about neighborhood safety and per- 
haps even causes crime itself. This fu,'ther undermines community  
morale" (84: 65). Third, incivilities "undermine the stability of the hous- 
ing market" (84: 65). Impacts of neighborhood crime on house values 
have been well established in the literature (54, 92); separate impacts of 
incivilities, net of other factors, have not. 

In short, Skogan argues, "Disorder can play an important, independent 
role in stimulating this khld of urban decline" (84: 12, emphasis added). 
Current theorists, given Skogan's arguments and evidence, accept as 
proven that "disorder, both directly and as a precursor to crime, played 
an important role in neighborhood crime" (46: 25). Skogan's work has 
proved enormously influential. Harcourt, however, after reanalyzing 
Skogan's data, has questioned the conclusions drawn (37). 

Skogan's version takes us beyond Wilson and Kelling's model in three 
ways. He focuses explicitly on neighborhood change, in the form of de- 
cline, as the ultimate outconle of interest. It was included but not empha- 
sized in Wilson and Kelling's treatment. Skogan promotes it as the out- 
come of most inte,'est to residents and policymakers alike. High fear and 
weak informal local social control may be important in their own right, 
but gain added significance because they contribute to later decline. The 
evolution in this series of models--f ,'ore a focus solely on psychological 
outcomes in Garofalo and Laub's version to one solely on ecological out- 
comes--is now complete. 

Second, Skogan expands the scope of mediating dynamics given his in- 
terest in neighbo,'hood change. The first versions of the thesis focused on 
fear; subsequent versions expanded to hlclude weak informal social con- 
trol and withdrawal from street life. Skogan augments the relevant proces- 
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FIGURE 3.3 Skogan's Longitudinal Ecological Incivilities Thesis 

sual dynamics further, drawing in intent to move, neighborhood satisfac- 
tion (84:88 ff.), community solidarity (84:70 ff.), and involvement in pri- 
vatistic crime prevention. Other authors before Skogan (e.g., 47) argued 
that perceptions of neighborhood deterioration act "as a major catalyst in 
provoking a move" (47: 183), or contribute independently to neighborhood 
decline (24). The literature, however, has failed to consistently link crhne or 
crinle-related neighborhood conditions with actual mobility (92). 

Third, in several analyses Skogan explicitly acknowledges that struc- 
tural conditions give rise to signs of incivility. He reports that poverty, 
instability, and racial composition all contributed equally to signs of in- 
civility and crime in the form of robbery victimization rates (84: 75). In 
his analyses, signs of incivility almost totally mediate the impacts of 
ne ighborhood  structure on victimization. Furthermore,  in an earlier 
statement of the thesis, he suggests "random shocks" arising from de- 
velopments  outside the neighborhood itself also can influence the ex- 
pansion of incivilities (83). In short, his is the first model to start sys- 
tematically examining links be tween  incivilities and communi ty  
structure (see Figure 3.3). Nonetheless, his modeling of incivilities as 
mediating variables seems counter to his statement (84: 12) that incivili- 
ties make independent  contributions to outcomes such as neighbor- 
hood decline (37). Further, it leaves open the question of the appropri- 
ate policy focus. The quest ion of the causal position of 
incivilities--vis-h-vis fundamental neighborhood features such as sta- 
tus, stability, and racial composit ion--is  important practically as well as 
theoretically. Skogan concludes that since disorder mediates impacts of 
s t ructure on robbery  victimization, "direct action against disorder 
could have substantial payoffs" (84: 75). But at the same time, his data 
show that structural factors explain 65% of disorder itself (84: 75, Figure 
4-3). If disorder is so heavily determined by basic neighborhood fabric, 
does it make sense to try and take direct action against disorder, or in- 
stead to focus on neighborhood fundamentals? 
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Evolution qf the Perspective. 

The main variants of the incivilities thesis reveal numerous differences. 
In four areas, these differences reflect a clear evolution in the perspective 
applied. 

Expansion of Outcomes. The models progress from concerns about fear 
of crime (Wilson-Garofalo-Laub, Hunter, Lewis and Salem) to neighbor- 
hood street life and crime (Wilson and Kelling) to neighborhood struc- 
tural decline (Skogan). The enlargement of outcomes increases the im- 
portance of the thesis; it becomes relevant not only to reactions to crime 
but also to the stability and viability of the larger urban community fab- 
ric. The broadening scope also provides additional rationales for neigh- 
borhood stability or order maintenance policing initiatives. 

Sh!fting Levels qfAnalysis. As the theorists have augmented outcomes, 
they also have shifted levels of analysis upward. Garofalo and Laub 
adopted a psychological pe,'spective. Hunter and Lewis and Salem pro- 
vided contextual models, pointing up impacts of conlmunity as well as 
psychological factors. Wilson and Kelling's discussion includes both 
streetblock and neighborhood outcomes, but the most central dynamics 
appear to be at the streetblock level (97). Skogan moves us explicitly to 
the neighborhood level, using both neighborhood predictors and neigh- 
borhood outcomes. Reactions to crime, such as fea~, and other person-en- 
vironment transactions, such as neighborhood satisfaction or intention to 
move, are modeled at the neighborhood level because they may link to 
long-term neighborhood stability. Ecological dynamics occupy center 
stage. 

In an examination of measurement issues, two concerns surface related 
to this shift in interest. The migration of interest across levels of analysis 
presumes that the reactions to crime and pe,'son-environment transac- 
tions seen as part of the ,leighborhood-level d x;namics have substantial 
ecological components, that is, that sizable between-neighborhood vari- 
ance exists in these variables, relative to the pooled within-neighborhood 
va,iance. In addition, the migration suggests researchers might want to 
use ecologically based rather than psychologically based incivilities indi- 
cators. These measurement issues receive consideration below. 

Sis!fling Temporal Perspective. The models evolve in their temporal per- 
spective. Tile theorists start out discussing why some people are more 
afraid than others at one point in time (Wilson-Garofalo-Laub, Hunter) 
and end up focusing on changes over time in real, informal social control, 
street life, neighborhood crime rates, and neighborhood structure (Wil- 
son and Kelling, Skogan). Wilson and Kelling provide the most detailed 



104 The Incivilities Thesis 

temporal sequencing. Despite their sequencing, however, they do not de- 
scribe how long it will take for the entire process to complete a cycle. 

Again, as with the change in levels of concerti, there are measurement 
implications. One would expect, given the shift from cross-sectional to 
longitudinal processes, that indicators would change correspondingly, 
and researchers would  start to look at changes in fear, neighborhood 
structure, and incivilities, for example. 

Progressive Unlinking of Crime and Incivilities. The early models (Wil- 
son-Garofalo-Laub, Hunter) suggested a common origin for both crime 
and incivilities. Incivilities were presumed to vary from neighborhood 
to neighborhood, roughly paralleling crime differences from neighbor- 
hood to neighborhood, but  appearing at higher rates and thus influenc- 
ing more residents. Hunter ' s  model provides incivilities and crime with 
a common cause. Skogan, by contrast, explicitly anticipates that incivil- 
ities will make independent contributions to neighborhood change, net 
of ne ighborhood structure and, presumably, neighborhood crime, al- 
though indicators for the latter were not available in his data set. 8 And 
Lewis and Salem anticipate that crime and incivilities can vary inde- 
pendently, leading to situations where one is high and the other not. 
The modeling implication is that neighborhood crime rates and neigh- 
borhood incivilities can be separated from one another in a cross-sec- 
tional model  and that changes in each can be separated in a longitudi- 
nal model. 

Empirical Support for Hypotheses 

Before turning to a detailed discussion of measurement issues, I provide 
a brief summary  of what we know about some of the key hypotheses 
generated by each version of the incivilities thesis. I organize the evi- 
dence by theory version. I do not consider the extensive evaluation re- 
search on community policing programs based on some version of this 
thesis; for recent reviews of this work see 22: 8-27; 46; 81: 3-7. That evalu- 
ation work often fails to provide sufficient detail about timing of mea- 
surement and scope of indicators, making it difficult to address specific 
hypotheses mounted ill these models. 

Wilson-Garofalo-Laub 

Multiple studies support  the key idea that those perceiving more neigh- 
borhood problems are more concerned for their safety. Initial analyses of 
individual-level outcomes confounding differences between neighbors 
and neighborhoods (e.g., 53) have been confirmed by later studies parti- 
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tioning predictor  variance (16), correctly model ing wi th in-neighborhood 
correlated errors, and controlling for direct and indirect victimization ex- 
periences (96). In short, we have strong evidence that those who are more 
afraid th,'m their neighbors see more local problems than do their neigh- 
bors. It is not clear at this time, however,  whether  social or physical disor- 
ders are more  troubling to residents. Nor  is it certain whe ther  the per- 
ceived p rob lems  cause tile fear, or vice versa,  or both,  or if some 
as-yet-unspecified psychological factor, such as anxiety, causes both fear 
and the perception of problems. 

Hlll#~'r 

Hunter ' s  key idea is that both incivilities and local crime rates may con- 
t r ibute i n d e p e n d e n t l y  to ou tcomes  such as feat'. One s tudy  using as- 
sessed incivility indicators could not test this thesis because incivilities 
and crime were so closely linked (95). It is the case that, controlling for 
neighborhood crime rates, individuals who perceive more local problems 
than their neighbors are more fearful than their neighbors (96). Data from 
Seattle ne ighborhoods  suggest  that average  perce ived incivilities in a 
ne ighborhood and tile neighborhood burglary rate both contr ibuted in- 
d e p e n d e n t l y  to burglary-speci f ic  fear of cr ime (74) and to pe rce ived  
crime risk (73). 9 

The work so far suggests that, net of local crime rates, both hldividual  
and communi ty  differences in perceived incivilities contribute cross-sec- 
tionally to reactions to crime such as fear and perceived risk. We do not 
yet  have s tudies  simultaneously examin ing  impacts  of ind iv idua l  and 
communi ty  perceived incMlities while controllhlg for local crime or vic- 
timization rates. 

Wilson and Kelling 

Numerous  studies claim to find suppor t  for portions of tile Wilson and 
Kellmg thesis. These  s tudies  vary in tile degree  to which tile), app ly  
needed statistical controls. Tile suggestion that streetblocks with more in- 
civilities have more  cr ime p, 'oblems gains s u p p o r t  from a Balt imore 
s tudy using perceived indicators of each incivili ty after controll ing for 
streetblock composi t ion and layout (65).m This streetblock analysis, how- 
ever, does not confirm that tenet in the longitudinal manner  in which it 
was framed. A further limitation of tile s tudy is that land use mix on tile 
block, which may be more important  than incivilities as an influence on 
block crime (50), was not taken into account. 

Another  analysis a t tempting to link incivilities and drug  crime prob- 
lems at different  t imes fails to focus clearly on changes.  Returning  to 
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neighborhood leaders in the 1990s--neighborhoods where residents had 
been interviewed hi the late 1970s and early 1980s--Chicago researchers 
(87) find that perceived social and physical disorder reported seven to 
twelve years previously strongly predicted severity of current drug prob- 
lems in the neighborhood. The authors concluded these results "point 
strongly in the direction of the 'broken windows'  hypothesis: that levels 
of noncriminal decay and social disruption can spawn more serious 
problems ha the future by undermining the capacity of communities to 
respond to crime" (87: 525). 

The conclusion, however, may be premature. The authors did not con- 
trol for the earlier level of perceived drug problems ha the communities, 
thus their outcome did not reflect community change. In addition, their 
data source, with just a small number of communities, did not easily per- 
mit removing the influence of community structure from the relation- 
ship. So the researchers could not gauge the hadependent impact of inci- 
vilities. 

Another longitudinal hypothesis receiving some cross-sectional sup- 
port is Wilson and Kellhlg's suggestion that incivilities have the strongest 
impacts in teetering neighborhoods.  In sixty-six Baltimore neighbor- 
hoods ha the early 1980s, the impacts of assessed social and physical hlci- 
vilifies on fear of crime were most evident in neighborhoods of moderate 
stability (103). Separate analyses on the same data showed extremely 
weak impacts of hlcivilities on fear in the most deteriorated neighbor- 
hoods (102). Both analyses, however, failed to simultaneously control for 
all relevant features of community fabric. 

Empirical research on hlteractions between incivilities and other pre- 
dictors as they influence reactions to crime appears to have moved be- 
yond the theoretical groundwork already laid out. For example, how in- 
civilities-infested residents see their locale may alter the connections 
between race and risk perception (73). The relevant conceptual underphl- 
nings for such a moderating effect are not clear, n 

Far better developed is the theoretical basis for interactions between 
perceived disorder, at the hldividual level, and social support on fear of 
crime. Weaker impacts of perceived disorder on fear appear among those 
with more local ties (72). This represents an example of the buffering hy- 
pothesis developed hi the social support  literature (41). According to the 
bufferhag hypothesis, the deleterious effects associated with confronthlg 
significant stressors are weaker among those with more available cophlg 
resources. Social suppor t  represents one such resource. In this s tudy 
mentioned, however, the moderating effect was extremely small in size 
compared to the main effect. In short, at least for outcomes such as reac- 
tions to crime, it appears that hldividual-level impacts of hacivilities are 
conditioned by other factors or that incivilities themselves alter the con- 
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nections between personal characteristics and these outcomes. So far, the 
size of both these types of moderating effects is modest. 

A third feature receiving empirical support is Wilson and Kelling's 
suggestion that hlcreasing incMlities may signal delinquent opportuni- 
ties to local teens and other "lightweight" offenders. Replicated contex- 
tual models in one Baltimore study linked neighborhood assessed deteri- 
oration with residents' agreeing that unsupervised teen groups are a 
problem in their neighborhoods (99). Agahl, regrettably, this confirma- 
tion was cross-sectional rather than longitudinal, as the hypothesis has 
been stated. Nonetheless, this finding begins to document links between 
hlcivilities and social disorganization processes. (Such connections have 
been anticipated by social disorganization theorists (11a). Reports of un- 
supervised peer teen groups have been used as a key indicator of weak 
local informal social control (77). 

Skogan 

Skogan joined data from forty neighborhoods ill six cities, o.iginally col- 
lected in different studies completed between 1977 and 1983. Eighteen of 
tile neighborhoods were natural areas of Chicago, some of which were 
surveyed three times (84: 188). Tile studies operationalized incMlities us- 
ing subjective, survey-based responses where respondents indicated how 
serious tile 3, perceived different hlcivilities to be in their own neighbor- 
hoods. He analyzed neighborhood-level outcomes using simple and 
multiple regressions and path analyses. Treating the time of tile surveys 
as roughly comparable, he analyzed all tile data in a cross-sectional de- 
sign. 

Skogan examined tile causes of incivilities (84: 60, his Fig. 3-3). He 
found that nonwhite neighborhood racial composition, povert)5 and in- 
stability were all linked to higher incivility levels. He also examined a 
range of conseqt, ences of incivilities. He found that in neighborhoods 
where incivilities were perceived to be more intense, neighbors were less 
willing to help one another (84: 71), robbery victimization was more ex- 
tensive (84: 75), residential satisfaction was Ioweb and more people in- 
tended to move (84: 82). He also found some extremely strong cor,'ela- 
tions ( > .80) between signs of incivility and indicators of neighborhood 
structure, such as unemployment (84: 173). 

Harcourt's recent, detailed critique points to several shortcomings of 
Skogan's analyses and data treatment, including the treatment of missing 
data in tile incivilities indices, inattention to a small number of neighbor- 
hoods with undue influence on the outcomes for some analyses, and the 
choice of robbery victimization as an outcome (37). One co,lclusion Har- 
court .'eaches after this careful reexamination is the same point being 
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raised here: The independent contribution of incivilities is still an open 
question. 

Using census and crime data for Cleveland and Washington, D.C., 
Harrell and Gouvis proposed to test Skogan's thesis using census tracts 
as the unit of analysis (38). They wanted to learn if leading indicators of 
decay helped predict later crime changes. Unfortunately, questions arise 
about the decay indicators. The ones they chose did not focus on incivili- 
ties per se, but  instead were rates for crimes such as arson (see also 71). 
Their study showed that some crime rates helped predict later shifts in 
other crime rates. 

Summing Lip on Empirical Support 

To date, we have the strongest confirmation for the Wilson-Garofalo- 
Laub psychological model. Studies routinely find extremely strong con- 
nections between individual differences in perceived incivilities and in- 
dividual differences in fear of crime; these remain after controlling for 
neighborhood crime rates and neighborhood structure. Studies also find 
contextual impacts of neighborhood-level perceived or assessed incivili- 
ties on individual-level outcomes such as fear, suggesting multilevel im- 
pacts may be operating. We do not yet have studies using the same indi- 
cator and comparing individual and contextual incivility impacts. 

The effects of incivilities observed at the individual level and at the 
community level sometimes appear contingent on other factors. At the 
community level, Wilson and Kelling's thesis predicts disorder impacts 
contingent on community  stability; Lewis and Salem's model predicts 
impacts contingent on local crime rates. Some empirical support has been 
obtained for the first, although further testing is needed with more ade- 
quate statistical controls. Testing of Lewis aald Salem's hypothesized hl- 
teraction effect--incivilities prove especially problematic in high-crime 
locales--has not yet been carried out. Part of the problem with doing so 
is that, especially with assessed indicators, disorder usually correlates 
very strongly with local crime rates. Researchers have begun suggesting 
that individual-level impacts of perceived incivility may be conditioned 
by other personal attributes, and work looking at these contingent im- 
pacts is beghuling. 

Also receiving substad~tial support is Hunter 's  version of the thesis. It 
suggests both crime and incivilities contribute to fear. This idea receives 
support using perceived disorder indicators at the individual level control- 
ling for other personal or neighborhood features. Assessed disorder at the 
community level correlates too strongly with crinle to test for independent 
contributions without committing the partialling fallacy (26, 95). 12 



The Incivilities Thesis 109 

But in contrast, support is essentially nonexistent when we turn to ex- 
plicitly longitudinal versions of the incivilities thesis. Even though re- 
searchers interpret results from several cross-sectional studies as lendhag 
support to the thesis, these are still just cross-sectional data. To test Wil- 
son and Kelling's version of the thesis, we need longitudhaal studies of 
streetblocks--in communities, using a large number of communities and 
tile ability to partial out the independent contributions of incivilities to 
changes, over time, in fear of crime, resident-based informal controls, per- 
ception of risk, and offender movement patterns. To test Skogan's ver- 
sion of tile thesis, we need comparable community-level data sources so 
we can gauge impacts of incivilities, net of community structure and 
crime rates, on neighborhood structural changes and changes in crime. 
These studies have not yet been completed. 

A Theoret ica l  As ide  on  D e m o g r a p h i c  and 
Structural | s s u e s  

Tile incivilities thesis and its variations, despite a widening scope of out- 
comes over time, has maintained a narrow focus on the input side. Ver- 
sions of tile theory have largely failed to incorporate other community 
and individual factors linked to outcomes such as fern, changes in neigh- 
borhood crime, and neighborhood decline. We know a fair amount about 
tile latter connections (e.g., 60, 78, 80; more generall); see 30, 55). To prove 
practically and theoretically useful, work on the longitudhlal, ecological 
version of tile incivilities thesis will need to be integrated with this estab- 
lished body of work. This integration is beginning to occur (79). 

The only pattern of findings that would justify continued separate de- 
velopment of this version of the thesis would be one showing indepen- 
dent impacts of incivilities regardless of community composition. Cross- 
sectional results so far already point away from such a picture of only 
free-standing impacts, suggesting instead some contingent impacts. 
Those contingent impacts depend on features of community, such as sta- 
bility, that also influence the outcomes of interest here (103). Some work, 
such as Skogan's neighborhood-level analyses, suggests a different type 
of connection, whereby neighborhood features that we know influence 
crime also shape incivilities, and the latter affect tile outcomes of interest. 
So here tile comlection between structure and incivilities is not contin- 
gent, but rather a mediating one; incivilities "carry" tile impact of prior 
structure. In short, the work to date already points toward the need for a 
fuller integration between current understandings of communities and 
crime with longitudinal, ecological impacts of incivilities. Similarly, 
along the lines of Garofalo and Laub's version, we have begun to see ira- 
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pacts on outcomes such as fear that may depend on community factors. 
So for this version as well, broader integration seems warranted. 

The purpose of the current volume is not to complete that integration, 
but rather to lay the groundwork for it. That more modest purpose is ac- 
complished by (1) clarifying the causes of incivilities, (2) examining the 
relationships among incivilities indicators, and (3) looking at the impacts 
of incivilities in that broader context. We turn now to the second of these 
questions. 

From Theory to Research: Incivilities Indicators 

Three important measurement questions arise from the incivilities thesis. 
First, all variants presume incivilities refer to a construct independent of 
related ones. At the individual level, this means incivilities indicators 
would be separate from indicators for perceived risk, anxiety, fear of 
crime, territorial cognitions, sense of community, attachment to place, or 
neighborhood confidence and satisfaction. At the neighborhood level, this 
means hlcivilities indicators would be separate from indicators for neigh- 
borhood structure (status, stability, racial composition, and etl'u~ic hetero- 
geneity) and crime. In short, discriminant validity (12) has been presumed 
for incivilities indicators, hi this section, a small number of data sets are 
examined to see whether the evidence supports such a presumption. 

A second important measurement question is multimethod convergent 
validity. As noted above, incivilities theorizing began with a focus on 
psychological dynamics (Wilson-Garofalo and Laub), moved to an inter- 
est in social-psychological processes (Wilson and Kelling), and evolved 
finally into a focus on community dynamics and outcomes (Skogan). Par- 
alleling this drift across levels of eulalysis have been shifts ill the incivili- 
ties indicators used. For psychological processes, researchers used sur- 
vey-based perceptions of incivilities. To capture social-psychological and 
ecological variation in incivilities, most researchers have averaged sur- 
vey-based perceptions across residents in a streetblock or in a neighbor- 
hood. A smaller number of researchers have responded to the shift to- 
ward ecological processes by gathering on-site assessment data, 
including site and streetblock features, and aggregating those items to 
the streetblock level for social-psychological investigations or to the 
neighborhood level for ecological investigations. 13 

Our confidence ill the construct validity of incivilities will be boosted if 
both convergent and discriminant validity appear: incivilities indicators 
from different methods converging with one another and simultaneously 
separating from indicators of related constructs. Ideally, at each level of 
aggregation, different indicators of incivilities, based on different data 
collection procedures, would correlate closely with one another and 
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would correlate little with related constructs (12). Researchers have not 
yet investigated this question. 

Finally, the latest variant of the incivilities thesis focuses on changes 
over time. But as yet, researchers have not extensively examined the rela- 
tionships among changing incivilities. When we examine changes, as re- 
quired by the ecological, longitudinal version of the thesis, we will be 
most confident that different indicators tap into one broad incivilities 
construct if the various changes correlate strongly with one another and, 
simultaneously, prove relatively independent of other aspects of commu- 
nity change. 

Such measurement questions go to the heart of what incivilities are. As 
mentioned in Chapter 1, many presume incivilities reflect a broader 
problem, variously called disorder, social disorganization, lack of social 
efficacy, or some other attribute. Although theorists may attach these 
meanings to the indicators, the connections they draw may presume too 
much. These connections need to be empirically established, not just 
stated. The process of verifying these connections is a process of estab- 
lishing constrt, ct validity and deciding what meaning to attach to the in- 
dicators (17, 91). Such decisions about meaning depend crucially on ex- 
aminations of convergent and discriminant validity. 

Discriminant Validity 

Does evidence suggest that incivilities indicators are distinct from other 
features of community, such as its structure, its crime rates, and its land 
use patterns? 

Structural Dimensions of Community. Researchers utilizing census 
data to describe comnaunity structure generally refer to three indepen- 
dent dimensions: socioeconomic status, stability and racial and youth 
composition (4, 42, 42a, 43). 14 These dimensions appear when researchers 
analyze cel-lsus data from U.S. and foreign cities. These three dimensions 
also can be used to describe the st,'uctural pathways along which neigh- 
borhoods may change over time (43, 98). 

Status is captured by variables reflecting income levels, house values, 
occupational and educational levels, and the extent of poverty and un- 
employment. Stability is best captured by variables reflecting the extent 
of homeownership and the proportion of households at the same address 
five years prior to the census. Housing type, such as the percentage of 
one-unit structures, is also relevant. Race amt youth composition is reflected 
in percentages Hispanic and African-American and the proportions of 
the population between zero and five years or between six and thirteen 
years of age. 
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Assessed incivilities indicators link strongly to neighborhood structure. 
Using 1981 data from on-site assessments of 800+ streetblocks in Balti- 
more, aggregated to the neighborhood level (n=66), Sally Shumaker, 
Steve Gottfredson, and I completed an exploratory principal components 
analysis of assessment-based incivilities and land use indicators (103). 
We defined a general incivilities index based primarily on physical items, 
such as graffiti and abandoned buildingsA 5 

We found moderate-to-strong links between this index and both total 
reported crime and community structure. The simple correlations were 
crime (.64), instability (.59), income (-.53), and proportion African-Amer- 
ican (.40). Neighborhood structure explained 63% of the variation in as- 
sessed signs of incivility and 55.8% of the variation in residents' per- 
ceived signs of incivility. 

To better understand the connections among the different indicators, I 
carried out several exploratory principal components analyses. In such 
an analysis, underlying linear composites "explaining" the connections 
among the variables are recovered (48). (This analysis is closely related to 
factor analysis, a procedure that recovers underlying factors, or dimen- 
sions, from a matrix of correlations or covariaalces.) Each recovered com- 
ponent can be forced to be orthogonal to each other recovered compo- 
nent; thus each component  can be independent.  Furthermore, the 
analysis reports how much each observed variable "loads" on each re- 
covered component. This is analogous to saying how much each variable 
correlates with each recovered component. Confirmatory factor analyses 
represent more advanced structural equation modeling techniques 
wherein the researcher specifies beforehand how many dimensions to re- 
cover and which observed variables link to which dimensions (5). In 
these exploratory principal components, if different incivilities indicators 
load on the same component, even when the indicators are based on dif- 
ferent data collection procedures, this would suggest convergent valid- 
ity; if incivilities indicators load on components that are separate from 
the components where indicators of different constructs load, this would 
suggest discriminant validity. 

Exploratory principal components analyses of the 1981 incivilities data 
and 1980 census data from sixty-six Baltimore neighborhoods closely 
connect this same incivilities index with a structural component captur- 
ing poverty, low education, and neighborhood instability Even if we ro- 
tate four components (of community structure plus incivilities), incivili- 
ties continue to load highly on a poverty component. 

Minneapolis-St. Paul data for twenty-four small commercial centers 
and their residential surround (for information on the data, see 59) 
showed that neighborhood instability correlated .62 with assessed vacan- 
cies in small commercial centers, and assessed graffiti correlated .87 with 
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percentage of the neighborhood that was African-Americaal (93, 96). Ex- 
ploratory principal components analyses of these Twin Cities data lh~ked 
graffiti with the racial dimension of neighborhood st,'ucture, and vacan- 
cies with instability in the surrounding neighborhood. 16 

These two analyses using assessed disorder indicators for two study 
sites suggest disorder is not readily separable from neighborhood struc- 
ture. What do perceived disorder indicators show? 

As mentioned earlier, Skogm~ reported strong correlations, up to .8, be- 
tween neighborhood structure and perceived incivilities. Comparably 
strong links emerge from the British Crime Survey (40). 

To obtain a more detailed picture of these connections with perceived 
indicators, Ellen Kurtz and I completed a secondary analysis using data 
sets spanning 216 communities in five cities: Atlanta (6 neighborhoods) 
(31), Baltimore (30 neighborhoods) (94), Chicago (56 neighborhoods) (52), 
Minneapolis-St. Paul (24 neighborhoods) (59), and Seattle (100 neighbor- 
hoods) (61). Only the six Atlanta neighborhoods were used by Skogan in 
his comlnul~ity-level analyses, so these data sets provide us with a fresh 
view on these questions. 

All five data sets shared three perceived incivilities--vandalism, trou- 
blesome teens, vacant buildings. Aggregating perceived incivilities to the 
community level, an exploratory principal components analysis included 
those items along with neighborhood structure and one crime indicator: 
neighborhood assault or robbery rates. Five components were retained 
and rotated: three for community structure and one each for hlcivilities 
and crime. 

The three incivilities separated out from the other community features, 
emerging on their own component (I). Each incivilities variable had a 
loading above .60 on the component; this would be considered a fairly 
strong "correlation" between the component and each indicator. Compo- 
nent I1 captured instability with both relevant variables--proportion liv- 
ing there for five years and proportion homeowners- -showing strong 
negative loadings. Component III captured crime and had only one high 
loading--assault rate (.94). Component IV reflected both status and racial 
composition, the loadings suggesting that higher-status neighborhoods 
were less likely to have a high proportion of African-American residents. 
Component V had only one high loading, the robbery rate (.79). 

In short, in this set of cities, except for a moderate connection between 
incivilities and low status, perceived incivilities appear to be relatively 
independent of crime and structure at the neighborhood level. This 
analysis is limited, of course. 17 Reanalysis with more indicators or a con- 
firmatory rather than exploratory approach would be desirable. 

The relative independence of perceived incivilities from both neigh- 
borhood structure and crime using these five cities' data contrasts with 
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the stronger cormections seen both in Baltimore and in Minneapolis--St. 
Paul between assessed incivilities aald neighborhood structure. How peo- 
ple think about the problems they see in their neighborhoods appears 
less closely connected to fundamental neighborhood fabric thml are the 
conditions on which they are reporthlg. 

What are the connections at the individual level? Using these same 
variables from the same five cities, less the crime rate variable, a series of 
exploratory individual-level principal components analyses, should pro- 
duce four components: status, stability, race, and incivilities (n=8,195). 
Again, as with the ecological-level principal components analyses, the in- 
civilities indicators formed their own separate component. No other vari- 
ables loaded above .40 on the incivilities component. 18 At the individual 
level, perceived incivilities separate clearly from other sociodemograph- 
ics. When two indicators for person-environment bonds were added 
(neighborhood satisfaction, attachment to place) and five components 
were requested, perceived incivilities and person-environment bonds 
each associated with different components. 

Such restllts suggest that at the h~dividual level, perceived incivilities are 
readily separable both from characteristics of the perceiver and from per- 
son-place bonds such as attachment to place (82). Although these analyses 
use only data from one method source--surveys--they suggest that per- 
ceived incivilities at the individual level do have discriminant validity. 

C r i m e .  Using the same five-city data set described above, neighbor- 
hood-level cormections between neighborhood perceived incivilities aald 
neighborhood crime rates, before and after controlling for neighborhood 
structure, were explored. The number of neighborhoods ranges from 6 in 
Atlanta to over 100 in Seattle. 

Hunter ' s  model in particular suggests that crime and incivilities are 
linked in two ways: because of their common structural origins and be- 
cause each "feeds" the other. If he is correct, we should see strong con- 
nections between crime and incivilities; we also should see connections 
that are noticeably weaker but still of moderate strength after removing 
the effects of neighborhood structure. 

The restllts appear in Table 3.1. The first colunm shows the city-by-city 
correlations of community-level perceived problems with vandalism, 
teens, and abandoned buildings and the community reported robbery 
rate. The second column repeats these correlations after partialling for 
(removing the influence of) percentage African-American, percentage 
homeowners, and average education. The third and fourth columns re- 
peat the same information for the reported assault rate. Correlations are 
averaged across the five cities at the bottom of the table. I also show the 
median (middlemost) correlation from each column. Given the small 
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TABLE 3.1 Neighborhood-Level Correlations: Crime Rates and Perceived IncMlities 

Crime 

Robber)' Assauh 
Rate Rate 

Cit), lncivilit)' Partiallcd Partiallcd 

Atlanta Vandalism .53 .69 - .  13 .99 
P, owdy Teens .32 .81 .52 .06 
Abandoned Buildings .76 .88 .94 .92 

Baltimore Vandalism .10 .14 .10 .03 
Rowdy Teens .09 .18 .32 .05 
Abandoned Buildings .34 .33 .54 .26 

Chicago Vandalisnl .22 .45 .23 .38 
P, owdy Teens .30 .25 .38 .34 
Abandoned Buildings .56 .30 .67 .50 

Minn.-St. Paul Vandalism .72 .40 .73 .45 
l~,owdy Teens .32 .22 .46 .46 
Abandoned Buildings .68 .38 .73 .63 

Seatlle \qmdalism .71 .49 .72 .51 
Rowdy Teens .51 .15 .62 .15 
Abandoned Buildings .54 .18 .65 .31 

Average Vandalism .46 .43 .33 .47 
P, owdy Teens .31 .32 .46 .21 
Abandoned Buildings .58 .41 .71 .52 

4-City Average Vandalism .44 .37 .43 .34 
Rowdy l'eens .31 .20 .45 .25 
Abandoned Buildings .53 .30 .65 .43 
Median 0.51 0.33 0.54 0.38 
Median (4 city) 0.425 0.275 0.58 0.36 

NO'rE: Four-city average ignores Atlanla data, with only six neighlmrhoods. 

n u m b e r  of n e i g h b o r h o o d s  (n=6) in A t l an t a ,  t i le n u m b e r s  are  r e a v e r a g e d  
af ter  d r o p p i n g  d a t a  f rom tha t  city. 

The  c o r r e l a t i o n s  ill Table  3.1 s u g g e s t  s eve ra l  po in t s .  Pe rce ived  inc iv i l i -  
t ies l ink bo th  to local  c r i m e  ra tes  a n d  to c o m m u n i t y  s t ruc tu re .  Before  re- 
m o v i n g  the  in f luence  of c o m m u n i t y  s t ruc tu r e  a n d  af ter  a v e r a g i n g  ac ross  
d i f f e ren t  t y p e s  of p e r c e i v e d  inc iv i l i t ies ,  c o m m u n i t y  c r i m e  ra tes  e x p l a i n  
a b o u t  one  q u a r t e r  of  t i le c o m r n u n i t y  v a r i a t i o n  in p e r c e i v e d  inc iv i l i t i e s  
( m e d i a n  r = .5'1 a n d  .54 for r o b b e r y  a n d  assau l t ,  r e spec t ive ly ;  .42 and  .58 if 
we  ignore  At lan ta ) .  But c r i m e ' s  c o n n e c t i o n  to c o m m u n i t y - l e v e l  p e r c e i v e d  
p r o b l e m s  is n o t i c e a b l y  l o w e r  a f t e r  w e  r e m o v e  t i le  c o n n e c t i o n s  d u e  to 
s t ruc tu ra l  o r ig ins ;  t he rea f t e r  t i le o v e r l a p  is on ly  a b o u t  10% to 15% (me-  
d i a n  r = .33 a n d  .38; .28 and  .36 if w e  i gno re  At lan ta ) .  19 See F igu re  3.4. 
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FIGURE 3.4 Community-Level Correlations Between IncMlities 
and Crime Before and After Controlling for Neighborhood Structure 

Land Use Features. Using the 1981 general index of assessed incivilities 
based on information from sixty-six Baltimore neighborhoods (103), we 
were able to separate signs of social and physical incivility fronl indica- 
tors of residential versus nonresidential land use mix. The resulting com- 
ponent loadings appear in Note 15. In short, these results suggested signs 
of incivility could be discriminated from land use and block layout pat- 
terns and that indicators of signs of incivility converged as expected. 

We were similarly successful in Baltimore and in Philadelphia, using 
two additional streetblock data sets, and more rigorous analytic tech- 
niques. In the early 1990s, Barb Koons, Ellen Kurtz, and Jack Greene col- 
lected on-site information from a large number of blocks in one north 
Philadelphia neighborhood, Logan. Using this information, along with 
the on-site assessments from fifty Baltimore blocks collected in the late 
1980s, we successfully separated land use mix from signs of incivility us- 
ing confirmatory factor analyses (101). I am not aware of any other avail- 
able data sources available that would permit examining connections be- 
tween land use and assessed incivilities. 2° The current Chicago 
Neighborhoods Human Development Project is gathering and analyzing 
extensive assessed and perceived incivility data, as well as land use in- 
formation, but these data are not yet publicly available (79). 

If we turn to other micro-level features in the urban residential environ- 
ment, such as defensible spacefeahnvs and territorial signage (90), we do not 
yet know if they can be separated from signs of incivility. Multimethod- 
multitrait investigations at the block aald neighborhood level are needed. 
Block-level investigations conducted in New York City by Perkins, Wm~- 
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dersman, Rich aald Florin, and in Baltimore by Perkins and me, contahl 
both hlcivilities and territorial variables, but the requisite analyses have 
not yet been completed (see especially 68; see also 64, 65, 66, 67). 

Summing Up on Discriminant Validity. Are incivilities at the commu- 
nity level separable from communi ty  structure and crime? Yes, if we rise 
indicators based on aggregated, resident perceptions. Incivilities are not 
as clearly separable from structure if we rely on on-site assessments.  
Analyses at the streetblock level in two different cities ~ ld  at the neigh- 
borhood level in one city clearly separate assessed hlcivilities from land 
use features. In short, at the communi ty  level, discrimh'~ant validity de- 
pends in part on the type of indicator used. 

At the individual  level, incivilities appear easily separable from other 
constructs,  such as person-envi ronment  bonds,  when  both constructs  
rely on the same data collection instrument. Researchers have not yet in- 
vestigated connections between incivilities and related constructs, such 
as territorial signage, where the two constructs rely on different data col- 
lection methods. 

Convergent Validity and Multiple Assessment Modes 

A key idea behind tile mul t i t ra i t -mul t imethod approach to validity is 
that expected convergences and divergences within and between con- 
structs, respectivel); should appear even when  mult iple methods  pro- 
vide indicators of the same construct  (12). When we turn to mult iple  
methods,  focusing on cross-sectional or longitudinal  perspectives, inci- 
vilities indicators  from different  data  sources fail to converge as ex- 
pected. 

Using cross-sectional data from fifty Baltimore streetblocks collected in 
1987, I carried out an exploratory principal components  analysis of inci- 
vilities and crime. (For details on data collection, see 66.) These data came 
from [hree different sources: resident surveys (perceived social incivili- 
ties, perceived physical incivilities), on-site assessments (residential dete- 
rioration, non.'esidential deterioration, males on the street), and counts of 
crime and disorder events in the neighborhood from local newspapers  
(serious crime news, quality of life crime news, and disorder news). The 
analysis suggested two independent  dimensions. 21 

Unfortunately,  the mul t i t ra i t -mul t imethod  matrix did not generate  
strong evidence of convergent and discriminant validity independent  of 
assessment method. Results for the first component  look promising ini- 
tially. 

Three variables from two different data sources had high loadings on 
the first component  and refer to incivilities: perceived social incivilities 
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"FABLE 3.2 Correlations Between Four Indicators of Unexpected Changes in Incivilities 

Assessed Perceived 

Vacant Grq[fiti Pto,sical Social 

Graffiti 0.364 
0.473 

Physical 0.138 0.286 
O. 140 0.362 

Social 0.078 0.097 
0.104 0.107 

0.274 
0.378 

NOTE: Number of observations: 30 neighborhoods. Galnma coefficients; Spearman rank 
order correlations in italics. Vacant = average counts of vacant housing across blocks in 
the neighborhood; Graffiti = probability both raters agree graffiti present on average 
block; Physical = perceived physical incivilities; Social = perceived social incivilities. All in- 
dicators are measures of unexpected change (observed - expected) calculated using multi- 
level models. The predictor was the corresponding indicator from 1981 or 1982; the out- 
come was from 1994. 

(.85), perce ived  phys ica l  incivilities (.94), mad assessed hlcivilities of on- 
block househo lds  (.85). The first c o m p o n e n t  clearly refers to incivilities. 
Ser ious  c r ime  news ,  m e a s u r e d  f rom n e w s p a p e r  stories,  however ,  also 
loads substant ia l ly  on the c o m p o n e n t  (.639), suggest ing more  than inci- 
vilities m a y  be represen ted  here. 

On  the second componen t ,  the i tem with  the highest  loading is disor- 
der  n e w s  f rom the n e w s p a p e r  stories. Nonres iden t ia l  assessed incivili- 
ties, ma le s  h a n g i n g  out,  and other  cr ime news  also load highly  on the 
componen t ,  as does  serious cr ime news.  In short,  the second c o m p o n e n t  
contahls  indicators  of bo th  signs of h~civility and  cr ime f rom two differ- 
ent me thods .  The second c o m p o n e n t  appea r s  to favor  i tems based  on the 
n e w s p a p e r  sources.  

The results  f rom these fifty blocks are s o m e w h a t  encouraging,  in that 
two  s u r v e y - b a s e d  incivili ty i tems and  one a s s e s smen t -ba sed  incivili ty 
i tem a p p e a r e d  together.  But they are d iscouraghlg  because one compo-  
nen t  s eems  to favor  the survey  items, whereas  the second c o m p o n e n t  fa- 
vors  n e w s p a p e r -  or assessment -based  items. Such results need  to be con- 
s idered with  great  caut ion given our  small  n u m b e r  of cases here. 

The incivilities thesis, especially as s tated by  Wilson and Kelling and  
Skogml,  e m p h a s i z e s  the impor tance  of changes in hlcivilities. The street- 
b lock da ta  descr ibed in Chapte r  2, when  aggrega ted  to the ne ighborhood  
level and  combined  wi th  the su rvey  data  available,  pe rmi t  learning how 
unexpec ted  changes  hi perceived incivilities and  unexpec ted  changes  hi 
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assessed incivilities relate to one another. Each variable in the analysis 
here reflects unexpected change at the neighborhood level--1994 scores 
after partialling for respective 1981-1982 scores--in perceived physical 
incivilities; perceived social incivilities; changes hi vacant, boarded-up 
houses; and changes in graffiti. 

The relationships among the four changing incivilities indicators ap- 
pear in Table 3.2. 22 It shows both gamma and rank-order coefficients, in 
consideration of some outliers in the data. These figures show moder- 
ately strong correlations within change indicators of the same type (as- 
sessed or survey-based) and generally weaker connections across differ- 
ent types of indicators. The exploratory principal components analyses 
appear to confirm the separation by data collection mode. After rotathlg 
to a varimax solution (see 29 for rationale), perceived social (.91) and per- 
ceived physical (.84) incivilities changes load strongly on the first compo- 
nent whereas vacant housing changes (.83) and graffiti changes (.82) have 
strong loadings on the second component. 23 

Some researchers might argue that we should have tried a solution ro- 
tating to correlated components rather than orthogonal components and 
simple structure. Oblique rotations, however, raise extremely serious 
concerns about construct clarity (29). Fu,'thermore, looking at the factor 
loadings suggested clear orthogonality between the two components. 

These analyses using different data sources raise questions. Changes in 
incivilities may be far less unitary than previously thought. Neighbor- 
hoods where perceptions of disorder were increasing unexpectedly were 
not necessarily the same neighborhoods where on-street conditions were 
worsening dramatically, nor were they the same neighborhoods where 
relative crime rates were unexpectedly rising. More details on some of 
these discrepancies are discussed in Chapter 4. 

The divergent patterns apparent in the latter analysis suggest two pos- 
sible interpretations. One is that changes in different incivilities indica- 
tors may be driven by different processes. Factors changing residents' 
perceptions, for example, may be heavily influenced by media reports 
and certain high-profile events in the neighborhood, whereas changes in 
vacancies may be drive,1 by longer-term trends in local housing markets 
and job markets. Another possible interpretation is that perceptions are 
not responsive immediately to ongoing changes in the locale. The percep- 
tions may be "sticky" arid slow to incorporate more recent events. 24 

Conclusions on Measurement Questions 

This portion of the chapter addressed three measuren~ent questions 
raised by the incivilities thesis. 
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The first question is, can we separate hlcivilities indicators from related 
constructs? Are h~civilities at the neighborhood level disthlct from com- 
munity structure and community crime rates? The answer is yes, if we 
use aggregated indicators based on residents' perceptions. If we use as- 
sessed h~dicators, it is harder to separate them from community structure 
and crime, but they are distinct from land use features. At the hldividual 
level, perceived incivilities appear easily separable from related con- 
structs such as attachment to place. In short, discriminant validity for 
survey-based items appears acceptable, but not so for assessment-based 
items. 

The second and third questions asked about cross-sectional and longi- 
tudh~al convergent validity: Do h~civilities h~dicators based on different 
data collection methods converge as expected? The data examined sug- 
gest they do not. Cross-sectionally, at the streetblock euld neighborhood 
levels, indicators tend to converge as much by method as by construct. 
When examining longitudb~al data, focush~g on unexpected changes in 
neighborhoods over an extended period, such as a decade, indicators 
also cluster by method. 

Other researchers using shorter time frames have observed compara- 
ble patterns. In an analysis around a Spokane housing community for 
the elderly, for example, researchers noted that different assessed inci- 
vilities indicators changed in divergent ways, and residents' changes in 
perceptions did not neatly reflect those changing conditions (27). 
Analyses of assessed and perceived incivilities in low-income public 
housing communities in Chicago revealed similarly divergent patterns 
(69). Residents '  pat terns of perceived problems shifted more in re- 
sponse to episodes of gang war versus gang peace than they did in re- 
sponse to actual cleanups. These parallel findings from the Midwest 
and Northwest  show that the longitudh~al divergences across indica- 
tors observed here are not limited just to the study site and the change 
period. 

Implications for Policy, Practice, and Theory 

There are four approaches to gauging the amount of disorder in a lo- 
cale: surveys, on-site assessments of conditions by trained raters, cen- 
sus data, and archival data. Most of the work on the incivilities thesis 
has used indicators based on the first two methods. Census data pro- 
vide only one indicator, vacant housing. Archival data usually can only 
supply indirect data, such as property tax delinquencies (70) or news- 
paper reports (66). Practitioners or policymakers evaluating initiatives 
geared to reducing incivilities need to choose the type of data on which 
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they will rely for evaluating program impact. The foregoing analyses 
suggest which type they choose will have important implications for 
their evaluations. 

Should practitioners or policymakers choose survey-based assessment, 
they are focusing on an outcome more readily separable from fundamen- 
tal community fabric. Therefore, it should be "easier" to generate 
changes on survey-based outcomes compared to assessment-based out- 
comes, because the former are less structurally dependent. In short, if an- 
alysts choose survey-based measures they can more easily argue that ha- 
civilities are a problem separate from neighborhood fabric and 
neighborhood crime, and they can more easily get results. This is a prac- 
tice often followed (for example, 86). 

But the analyses presented, in particular the investigation into changes 
in incivilities, warn against assuming conditions have improved just be- 
cause residents think they have. Over a long period, such as a decade, it 
appears that different incivility indicators tap into different pathways of 
neighborhood change. Residents' perceptions might worsen while neigh- 
borhood conditions improve--or  the reverse. Other researchers, using 
much shorter time frames of one to two years, also find divergence be- 
tween perceived incivility changes and assessed incivility changes (27, 
69). In short, if evaluators rely on survey-based incivility indicators, they 
may more readily find resident views improved, but will not necessarily 
know how conditions have actually changed. 

In sum, what we know about incivilities and how to fix them depends 
on the theory we are using to frame the issue and the type of indicators 
used. The version of the theory receiving strongest empirical support to 
date is the Wilson-Garofalo-Laub individual-level one. In addition, the 
incivilities indicators it views as appropriate, survey-based reports of 
neighborhood problems, have demonstrated the expected convergent 
and discriminant validity patterns. These indicators point most clearly to 
a separate problem deserving a separate policy focus. 

By contrast, for the later versions of the incivilities thesis, shifting from 
an indMdual focus to a community one and from a cross-sectional per- 
spective to a longitudinal one, empirical support is lacking, and measure- 
ment questions persist. To date, we have no longitudinal tests of the inde- 
pendent contributions of incivilities to neighborhood changes in fear, 
crime, or structure. Chapters 4 to 6 examine new data relevant to these is- 
sues. In addition, it is not clear if we should rely on on-site assessments 
or aggregated resident perceptions to gauge incivilities. The two types of 
indicators appear to reflect different, relatively independent dynalnics, 
failing to demonstrate convergent validity when indicators from more 
than one method are used. 
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Researchers  and  prac t i t ioners  m a y  wan t  to w id en  the scope of in- 
qu i ry  into incivilities to consider  two addi t ional  issues: a g roup  that has 
been  left  ou t  and  a concep t  that  has been  left out.  Researchers  have  
ove r looke d  the m a n y  others  who  use ne ighborhoods  besides the resi- 
dents :  bus ines s  p e r s o n n e l  w o r k i n g  at local e s tab l i shments ,  service  
p rov ide r s  such as UPS dr ivers  pass ing th rough ,  cable technicians,  or 
p h o n e  repair  personnel .  Researchers have  not  cons idered  their perspec- 
t ives.  W h a t  types  of local cond i t i ons  d r a w  their  a t t en t ion?  Do they 
m a k e  in fe rences  c o m p a r a b l e  to those  m a d e  by res idents  or are their  
conclus ions  ma rke d ly  different? In short,  are the at t r ibut ions m ad e  de- 
p e n d e n t  on the type  of interpreter?  We have  one s tudy  front Minneapo-  
lis-St. Paul  where  the impacts  of assessed incivilities on business per- 
sonnel  were  oppos i te  f rom what  was expected  based on research with 
res idents  (96). 

Turning back to theory, researchers have not  explored the com-tection 
be tween  incivilities and  social disorganizat ion.  An extraordinar i ly  rich 
conceptual  and empir ical  li terature exists on the latter topic (49, 75, 76, 
77). One of the premier  items used to gauge the presence of social disor- 
ganizat ion is the presence of unsuperv i sed  teen groups.  Such groups  also 
have  been  labeled as a key social incivility. Are social incivilities little 
more  thmt htdicators  of social disorganization? Or do they refer to a re- 
lated but  distinct set of local processes? If we want  to make  such a differ- 
entiation, how should  we go about  it? If we are concerned that social inci- 
vil i t ies and  social d i so rgan iza t ion  have  c o m m o n  origins or similar 
geographic  pat terns,  how do we lay those concerns to rest? Is the Wilson- 
Garofalo-Laub htcivilities thesis no more  than the psychological  counter-  
par t  of c o m m u n i t y  social disorganizat ion dynamics?  By considerh~g the 
re la t ionship be tween  incivilities and social disorganizat ion,  research in 
this area will at least become less theoretically hlsular. 

N o t e s  

Portions of earlier versions of this paper were presented at the annual meetings 
of time American Psychological Association, New York City, August 1995, and at 
the first National Institute of Justice-sponsored conference, "Measuring What 
Matters," Washington, D.C., November 1995. A somewhat different version ap- 
pears in R. Langworthy, ed. (1999) Measuring what matters. Washington, D.C.: Na- 
tional Institute of Justice/Office of Community Oriented Policing Services. 

1. Skogan and Maxfield's (87a) indirect victimization model also attempts to 
address this same question. But instead of moving beyond crime per se to con- 
sider other conditions, time authors discuss how crime impacts can be amplified 
through local social networks. 
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2. This presentat ion significantly influenced workers  in the field at that time 
and merits attention here. Hunter ' s  influence can be seen in publications such as 
53 and Skogan and Maxfield (87a). 

3. Hunter appears  to be the first to coin the term "symbols  (or signs) of incivil- 
ity." 

4. Whereas Hunter allowed that residents would make inferences either about 
residents and organizations in the neighborhood or about public agencies outside 
the neighborhood, or both, Wilson and Kelling suggest the inference made refers 
to internal actors, i.e., other residents. 

5. Unrepaired signs of incivil i ty inspire nonser ious  cr ime initially, but  con- 
tribute to later increases in serious crime, tile latter arising from offender in-mi- 
gration. Unfortunately, Wilson and Kelling fail to explain how prior crime levels 
might contribute to unrepaired signs of incivility in tile first place. Their view ap- 
pears to be different from that of Hunter, who suggests that crime and incMlit ies 
have the same structural origin and are nonrecursively locked in an escalating 
loop. 

6. This "triage" feature of their model  has d rawn enormous  criticism, espe- 
cially fronl critical criminologists. Those debates are not directly relevant to the 
features of the model being examined here. 

7. Kelling and Coles develop in detail what  actions are relevant and some of 
tile issues surrounding officer-comnlunity cooperation. 

8. Skogan uses robbery vict imizat ion as an outcome variable,  but  does  not 
carry out analyses using victimization as a predictor  so that its impacts can be 
separated from the impacts of perceived incivilities. 

9. Researchers did not test contributions of perceived incMlit ies at the individ- 
ual level to fear of crime or to perceived risk, after controlling for the local victim- 
ization rate. 

10. The partial  impact, however,  exceeded the coefficient l inking perceived 
vandalism with assessed vandal ism on the block, suggesting that on-site incivili- 
ties may influence local crime in ways that do not involve residents '  perceptions. 

11. With a modera t ing  effect, a third var iable  influences or condi t ions  the 
strength of the relationship between two other variables. 

12. A researcher commits tile "partiall ing fallacy" when he or she tries to sepa- 
rate out the independent  influence of several predictors on an outcome when the 
predictors correlate too strongly with one another. After par t i a l l ing- - removing  
the influence of a part icular  p red ic to r - -ve ry  little of the other predictor(s) re- 
nlains. 

13. The only previously archived data set containing exh'usive assessed as well 
as perceived incivil it ies at the Inter-University Consortium for Political and So- 
cial P, esearcll (ICPSP,) is from Minneapolis-St. Paul (59). The Skogan and Annan 
(85a) data set contains only a limited number of assessed incivil it ies indicators 
and no land use data. 

14. Prior to 1970, variables describing youth populat ion related to the stability 
dimension,  also called, before 1970, a familism dimension.  For 1970 and there- 
aftez; however, youth populat ion relates more closely to the race dimension in t.r- 
ban comnaunities. Thus we refer to the latter as a race and youth dimension.  
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15. The individual  items and the principal component  loadings are shown in 
the following table: 

I Incivilities II Commerc ia l /  
residential 

Small groups  .86 .06 
Graffiti .78 .33 
Volume of males on street .72 -.04 
Vacant houses .71 .23 
Housing  dens i ty /b lock  size .69 .32 
Litter .69 .46 
Commercial  / industr ial  / 

inst. land use .13 .86 
Percent residential  frontage -.35 -.84 
Parking lots .04 .77 
Ameni t ies  d rawing  foot traffic .31 .64 
High t raff ic /high volume streets .08 .52 
Vacant lots .14 .50 
Lambda 5.25 1.79 

16. The exploratory principal components  analyses reported here for Balti- 
more and Minneapol is-St .  Paul need to be interpreted with extreme caution, 
given the extremely low ratios of cases to variables. 

17. Al though this exploratory principal components  analysis has an acceptable 
ratio of cases to var iables  (216:9), it is problematic in that for status and racial 
composi t ion we have only one indicator variable each. Thus these components  
cannot be clearly defined. Nonetheless, we have three perceived incivilities indi- 
cators, permit t ing relatively clear definition of this component .  

18. Removing Seattle from the analysis, since its over 5,000 cases "drove" the 
analysis, and reanalyzing the remaining 2,893 cases, produced slightly different 
results. Most notably, education almost reached a sizable negative loading (-.39) 
on the incivilities component ,  suggesting that low status and perceived neighbor- 
hood problems related. But the incivilities indicators continued to load tightly to- 
gether. 

19. The table hints at a couple of addi t ional  points qualifying the main pattern. 
First, the incivili t ies-crime connection may depend  to some extent on the specific 
incivil i t ies in quest ion and on the city. In Baltimore, perceived problems  with 
abandoned  bui ld ings  connect more strongly to crime than the other two incivili- 
ties. In Seattle, all three connect to crime with about equal strength. Second, the 
removal  of ne ighborhood structure may have varying influences on the incivili- 
ties-crime relationship,  depending  on the incivility and the city. 

20. The Greenberg and Robe (31) data set from Atlanta contains perceived inci- 
vilities along with land use information. It does not contain information on as- 
sessed incivilities. 

21. These results should  be viewed caut iously since the ratio of variables to 
cases exceeds the recommended ratio of 1:10. 
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22. All indicators  are ne ighborhood- level  indicators.  Unexpected change = 
(1994 actual s c o r e -  1994 predicted score), where the actual score is an Empirical 
Bayes estimate of true neighborhood score derived from hierarchical linear mod- 
els (HLM), or hierarchical generalized linear models  (HGLM), and the predicted 
score is likewise derived h'om HLM or HGLM. n = 30 neighborhoods.  

For the on-site assessment items, time period of change is 1981 to 1994 and time 
same blocks were assessed in 1981 and 1994. For the survey items, the period of 
change is 1982 to 1994. Excellent interrater reliability was obtained for both as- 
sessment items at both time points. For vacant houses, the reliability coefficients 
were .78 (1981) and .93 (1994) using Cronbach's  alpha. For graffiti p resen t /absen t  
on each block the rel iabil i ty coefficients were .78 (1981) and .83 (1994) using 
Kappa as the reliability coefficient. 

Time perceived problems were obtained by the s tandard format survey item 
where respondents  were asked if the issue was not a problem (0), somewhat  of a 
problem (1), or a big problem (2) (see Chapter  2). We carried out a principal com- 
ponents analysis of time perceived problems, extracting two eigenvalues explain- 
ing 60% of the total variance. Rotating the two components  to a varimax solution, 
one component  picks up just physical problems: vacant houses, vacant lots, peo- 
ple who do not keep property up, and litter. A second component  focuses on so- 
cial problems: insults, teens, noise, bad elements moving in, and people fighting. 
Vandalism had moderate  Ioadings on both components .  Putting vandal i sm to- 
gether with time other physical problems, we created an index with a reliability 
(Cronbach's alpha) of .80. The reliability of time social problems was .86. 

23. 1 ,epeated the analysis adding reactions to crime, such as changes in avoid- 
ance. Again, the survey items related closely to one anofllel; loading better than 
.80 on their dimension. And the two assessment items loaded better than .80 on a 
separate dimension.  Repeating time analysis again adding  unexpected changes in 
three c r imes - - robbe ,y  assault, and la rceny--provided  a diffuse patte .n as well. 
The crime variables went together on one dimension,  the survey items went  to- 
gether on a different dimension,  and the assessment va.'iables clustered by them- 
selves. A two- rather than three-component  solution, resulted in a slightly less 
clean pattern of load ings, but the assessment-based variables were still separated 
from the survey-based variables. 

24. I am indebted to Pare Lattimore and Jack Riley for this suggestion. 
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Origins of Incivilities 

A Story About  One Broken W i n d o w  

Tile April morn ing  sun shone, but  failed to dispel the m i d - m o r n i n g  chill 
on the corner  where  Steve Pardue and 1 stood in Midtown,  a neighbor-  
hood not too far north of d o w n t o w n  Baltimore. The earlier steel c, 'ush of 
d o w n t o w n - b o u n d  commute r s  had drained away, and it was  a lmost  quiet  
on the block. Stretching north from the corner, the block seemed ahnos t  
stately: well-kept,  dignified stone or brick four-s tory row houses dat ing 
from the beginning of the twentieth century lined the street. The houses  
have been conver ted  to apa r tmen t s  and,  on the east side, occasional law 
offices. It was  one of the bet ter-kept  blocks in Midtown.  The sober  brick 
and s tone facades  no t w i t h s t and i ng ,  the n e i g h b o r h o o d  is d iverse .  We 
were a few blocks from a well- "Mlown gay nightclub. The ne ighborhood  
is h o m e  to i lumerous  s tudents .  Small and m e d i u m - s i z e d  businesses  or 
offices can be found on m a n y  of the blocks. Since this par t icular  block 
was well mainta ined,  we were surpr ised to see across from us a broken,  
boa rded-up  fourth-story window. 

As we twirled the lenses on our  cameras ,  p repa r ing  to take shots,  a 
middle-aged  African American  crossed the street to us. He  had a mus-  
tache and glasses and wore a leather Chicago Bulls cap and a blue wind-  
breaker. He was carrying a b room and had on rubber  gloves. Naturally,  
he wanted to know what  we were doing. We explained,  and he told us 
about  the building,  where  he was the caretaker, and its tenants. 

He stressed to us that all types of folks live in the building.  "You want  
blue hai~, I got it. You want  green hair, I got it. You want  purple  hail, 1 got 
it." But, he emphas ized ,  those looking nattiest on the outs ide m a y  have  
the wors t -kept  apar tments .  "We got folks dressed nice with apa r tmen t s  
you cannot  believe the mess."  We asked for the story behind the window.  

The fourtll-floor tenant, a woman ,  was a long-term renter. A few },ears 
ago, she sudden ly  changed all he," locks, got a large dog,  and started re- 
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fusing to let anyone into the apartment. Then, a couple of years ago, the 
window got broken. She boarded it up herself and told the maintenance 
man it was not a problem. In explaining his "live and let live" attitude, 
the Bulls fan stressed that the neighborhood has lots of different kinds of 
folks, and some tolerance is required for getting along. Permitting her to 
keep her broken window appeared to be part of that requirement. 

Focus and Organization 

That morning we heard a story about one out-of-place broken window. 
In this chapter, assessment, census, and survey data ground a broader 
story: Where do neighborhood deterioration and residents' perceptions 
of neighborhood problems come from? The incivilities, or broken win- 
dows thesis, as explained in Chapter 3, suggests a range of consequences 
for individuals and neighborhoods. But far less attention has been given 
to the causes of social and physical incivilities, especially as they shift 
over time. 

Understanding the causes of these fluctuations may prove important. 
On a practical level, it may help us predict areas where deterioration will 
emerge in future. In a theoretical vein, clarifying the sources of shifting 
incivilities may help us explain how they intertwine with other neighbor- 
hood qualities and processes. 

The next section recounts different perspectives on the origins of inci- 
vilities. The analyses following use assessment-based indicators. Finally, 
controlling for the views of residents in 1982, I look at how residents' per- 
ceptions of local problems in those same neighborhoods had shifted by 
1994. 

Perspectives on the Origins of Incivilities 

In general, four different perspectives on the origins of incivilities appear 
in the literature: historical focusing on legal shifts, structural, racial, and 
random urban dynamics. 

The Historical-Legal Perspective 

The courts are largely to blame, according to Kelling and Coles's presen- 
tation of the historical legal perspective on increasing incivilities (22). 
They argue (22: Chapter 2) that long-term shifts in legal views over the 
past three decades have facilitated the emergence of widespread incivili- 
ties in urban communities. Courts have backed away from the rights of 
communit ies  to maintain orderly street life in favor of the individual 
rights of the homeless, panhandlers, and others. Coupled with this legal 
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shift have been modifications ill polichlg, with increashlg attention de- 
voted to serious index crimes and less effort expended on order mainte- 
nance. This has led to "bad public policy" (22: 5). 

Such a perspective provides a broad historical framework for under- 
standing how variations in criminal justice processing may have con- 
tributed to increasingly disorderly street conditions and the lack of coun- 
termeasures. Of course, numerous other factors outside of the criminal 
justice system may have contributed to increasingly uncivil street behav- 
ior, including cultural and institutional shifts (e.g., 24). But Kelling and 
Coles's argument may help us understand how such shifts went unchal- 
lenged. Their views would appear to be most useful when considering 
disorderly street behaviors such as harassment, public urination, public 
drunkenness, and dealing, for example. 

But at the same time, tile perspective also seems limited. Tile argument 
sheds less light on increasing physical deterioration in urban communi- 
ties than on increasing disorderly behavior. In addition, the perspective's 
macro-level focus, although relevant to multidecade trends, does not 
help us understand differences between neighborhoods in one city and 
how those differences might widen or narrow over time. The framework 
seems to imply that betweenmeighborhood differences arise solely from 
differences in enforcement patterns. Although such differentials un- 
doubtedly contribute to spatial variations ill incivilities (23), they may 
not be tile most powerful contributor. 

The Structural Perspective 

By contrast, all expanded human ecology model, one more hi keeping 
with the new urban sociolog}; would expect the increases in incivilities to 
be spatially patterned (11, 18). It would expect dramatic increases to oc- 
cur ill locations where there has been a failure of public control. 

Public control is strong when the neighborhood, through its connec- 
tion with local political powers, is able to ensure that outside resources 
flow into and help maintain the neighborhood (11, 20). Ill neighborhoods 
where local organizations have failed to maintain successful working re- 
lationships with city hall and public control is weaker, decreases in ser- 
vice result. Street cleaning occu.'s less often; it takes the city longer to 
board up abandoned houses or to tear down unsalvageable structures. 
Residents are less likely to receive assistance from local authorities in 
carting away junk from abandoned lots. Police make fewer efforts to 
clear the streets of disorderly youth, should they gather the,'e, and are 
less likely to respond to other minor disturbances (23). 

Such differentials in service delivery or enfo,'cement emerge from the 
relative location of the community iF~ the broader political economy (19, 
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29). As the location's economic value to outside interests--its exchange 
value--declines, so too does its power and the services it receives. Where 
Kelling and Coles's perspective focuses on broad shifts over time, this 
structural framework concentrates instead on differences between com- 
munities, seeking the origins of witnessed differences in incivilities in 
community fabric differentials linked to socioeconomics. 

The structural framework also has implications for changes over time. 
It would expect that increasing incivilities will occur in politically weaker 
locations. In Baltimore, this means neighborhoods that are of lower sta- 
tus, a n d / o r  less stable, and/or,  according to some analysts, more pre- 
dominantly African-Americaal. As status and stability decline, residents 
contribute less to local income and property tax revenues. Furthermore, 
in unstable or increasingly unstable locations, it becomes more difficult 
to mobilize the widespread resident support needed for initiatives that 
could increase public control. 

The systemic, ecological perspective also anticipates that crime itself 
may spur increased incivilities. The mediating processes might be sev- 
eral. For example, we know that crime influences house prices (34, 47). 
Crime may lead investors to reconsider maintaining owned properties 
they live in or rent out. Alternatively, turning to social incivilities, the rel- 
evant dynamics may center around street activity and crime's ability to 
erode orderly street life while impairing residents' willingness to try and 
regulate that street life (48). 

Those supporting the neighborhood from outside, as well as the resi- 
dents themselves, might be affected by a neighborhood's  increasing 
crime rates. Rates ratcheting up might signal to those outsiders on whose 
service and intervention the neighborhood depends, such as, for exam- 
ple, realtors, that the future of the neighborhood is ill jeopardy (34). 

Outside agents such as police may play key roles in the crime-to-de- 
cline sequence as well. The crime level in a community influences pa- 
trolling officers' attitudes toward and responses to minor crimes and in- 
civilities (23). Officers may respond more leniently and display less 
vigor--less willingness to initiate official processing of an event-- in  
higher-crime locales. But regardless of the responsible dynamic and 
whether those processes involve residents or outsiders, or both, the sys- 
temic model anticipates crime may lead to increased deterioration and 
perception of neighborhood problems. 

The Racial Perspective 

Racial composition represents a key element in community structure. 
Whereas ecologists such as those described above include racial compo- 
sition as a feature of neighborhood fabric equivalent in importance to 
other features of structure, aa~other group of scholars accord race a pre- 
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eminent position, arguing that racial composition is more influential than 
status or stability. The theories they develop provide a different perspec- 
tive on tile origins of social and physical incivilities. 

Historical connections between social incivilities and urban neighbor- 
hood racial composition can be traced at least to tile late nineteenth cen- 
tury. Ill Philadelphia, Lane argues that discrimination at that time against 
the largest African-American community, located near the city center, 
served not only to keep violence and vice levels high in the locale but dis- 
orderly behavior and drunkenness as well (26: 159). Despite the com- 
plaints of African-American middle-class and professional leaders and 
strong political support at the polls for the domh~ant Republican politi- 
cians and their machine, it was more expedient for local political leaders 
to zone tile community for vice. Lane further makes the case that mem- 
bers of tile African-American community were systematically excluded 
from emerging employment opportunities in "good" hldustrial jobs (26: 
134) and from comparable educational opportunities (26: 27), thereby 
limiting legitimate earning opportunities. It seems plausible, then, that in 
such a context residents would have less resources to maintain housing, 
landlords would experience less pressure to maintain properties, or both. 
Lane's thesis suggests an important historical perspective for the lhlk be- 
tween community racial composition and incivilities. 

Moving us forward about seventy years, for several predominantly 
African-American West Baltimore neighborhoods, McDougall argues for 
a comlection between racial composition and incivilities driven most re- 
cently by demolition mid subsequent public houshlg construction in tile 
1950s (32: 54). Discussblg Upton, at the base of Pennsylvania Avenue, he 
suggests the demolition shredded neighborhood fabric, and the influx of 
households from all over the city to tile new public housing further 
eroded community ties. To meet this new demand, "Dives and prostitu- 
tion infested lower Pennsylvania Avenue" (32: 54). Empirical work in 
Chicago has established that the siting of public housing communities 
does destabilize tile surrounding neighborhoods (10). McDougall argues 
that in the Baltimore case, historical patterns of mayoral neglect of pre- 
dominantly African-American commu.lities have continued into the pre- 
sent, even under Mayor Schmoke, an African American. 

Consequently, given the more distant and more recent political histories 
described here, we would expect both social and physical incMlities to be 
high and to increase more markedly fll predominantly African-American 
communities, controlling for other factors, as well-established patterns of 
neglect o," weaker service delivery and code enforcement persist. 

Turning from a political to an economic perspective on race, William 
Julius Wilson highlights tile increasing concentration of urban African 
Americans in extremely poor neighborhoods, with poverty rates over 
40'7,,. He links racial composition with social and physical disorder in ur- 
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ban communities, but for economic reasons rather than service delivery 
reasons (54). Manufacturing has declined, as shown in Chapter 2, and 
many jobs have moved out of the city (22); lackhlg a work routine people 
are more likely to stay out late and be rowdy. In addition, an economy 
based on drug dealing has replaced the legitimate economy in many 
poor, urban, African-American communities. This economy spawns set- 
thlgs that breed social disorder: open-air and in-house drug markets. 

Although Wilson does not directly address physical deterioration, his 
argument can be easily extended to this concern. In a poor neighborhood, 
those who own their homes are unlikely to be able to afford upkeep. 
Their means are too limited. Those who rent are likely to be renting from 
landlords spendhlg minimal funds on upkeep. In the case of dilapidated 
rental units, Wilson's argument would probably be close to Logan and 
Molotch's discussion of mhlimizh~g investments ill lOW return--that is, 
low exchange value--locations. 

Witson's argument focuses on severely distressed communities where 
unemployment  is extremely high. But even hi locations where economic 
disadvantage is less extreme, racial composition may link to higher inci- 
vilities due to changes h~ the nature of available jobs. Crutchfield and 
Pitchford argue that labor stratification mediates or cortnects community 
economic structure and violent crime (15). They disthlguish the primary 
labor market---employees are valued and trained, receive decent wages, 
and expect job security--from the secondary labor market--employees 
are treated as temporary help, receive little training euld low wages, and 
can expect little stability or advancement. As one African-American, hi- 
net-city, Washington, D.C., informant put it over thirty years ago, a hard- 
working dishwasher just becomes a hard-workh~g dishwasher (28). 

When secondary employment dominates in a locale as the primary la- 
bor market shrinks, as has happened with manufacturing jobs moving 
out of central cities, individual residents and those around them have 
fewer connections to their employment. The discipline and rationality 
demanded  for holding down a manufacturing job--showing up for 
work, every day, at 7:30 A.M., sober--no longer applies. If a resident loses 
his or her "McJob," he or she figures it is no great loss. Thus chances of 
involvement in drug use, drhlking, or rowdy behavior all may increase. 
Not only may social incivilities increase, but so too may physical incivili- 
ties, as working residents'  relatively poor long-term employment  
prospects make it more difficult for them to secure mortgages and those 
who already are owners have fewer funds to maintain housing. 

What Crutchfield aald Pitchford describe, as hldustrialism gives way to 
posth~dustrialism, is the historical reversal of the salutary effects experi- 
enced by Irish immigrants h~ big cities hi the latter half of nineteenth cen- 
tury and by urban African Americans in the middle third of the twentieth 
century as industrial jobs opened up (26). These shifts have clear implica- 
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tions for levels of social incivilities. The implications for changes in phys- 
ical incivilities are present as well, but more indirect. 

The focus on labor stratification illuminates what may be happening in 
predominantly African-American communities before unemployment  
gets to the extremely high levels described by Wilson. It suggests that 
prior to reachh~g this stage, shifts in the labor market, with secondary 
employment opportunities dominating, also may encourage more wide- 
spread social and physical incivilities. 

One additional perspective on race, linked to Wilson's discussion, may 
help us understand the spatial patterning of incivilities. Although Wilson 
folds in the impacts of segregation combined with economic disadvan- 
tage, Masse), concentrates more exclusively on the spatial pattern. He has 
documented increasing patterns of urban racial segregation over the past 
few decades (30, 31). He points out that despite fair housing laws, 
African Americans remain systematically seg.'egated in specific urban lo- 
cations. He uses the term hypersegregation to describe current condi- 
tions in extremely disadvantaged African-American communities where 
residents are segregated on several dimensions and may not see any 
whites for days on end (30). The extreme isolation emerges because 
African-American urban communities are sizable; since these communi- 
ties have high scores on several different dimensions of segregation, their 
residents were more residentially segregated and spatially isolated than 
other minority populations, such as Hispanics and Asians, in both 1980 
and 1990. Given such extreme isolation and the "compact spatial configu- 
ration" in these locations, and given the older housh~g there, we would 
expect physical incivilities to increase faster in African-American com- 
munities than in Hispanic, Asian, or low-income white locations. The 
more compact spatial configuration leads to a given prevalence rate I of 
physical incivilities having a stronger visual impact. If the incivilities, 
such as, for example, vacant houses, are packed into a smaller area, 
neighborhood conditions would look worse than if the same rate of va- 
cant housing were spread over a wider area. The stronger visual impact 
is likely to lead to faster witladrawal of lending capital, more rapid aban- 
donment  of marginal properties by landlords, and the like. In other 
words, Massey's argument implies some physical incivilities, such as 
abandoned housing and abandoned stores, will increase faster in 
African-American communities because of their more spatially compact 
and isolated form. 

Random Llrban Dynamics 

Some incivilities theorists assume that incivilities can increase ill any 
place, at all), time. Such upswings, according to this view, are part of dy- 
namic urban living. Increases in incivilities, when they do occur, proba- 
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bly arise from external causes; they are part of the "random shocks" that 
go with modern urban life and can befall any community (43). Or the 
shocks may be less random, a part of broader trends, such as a downturn 
hi house prices in a certain part of the city. This view sees shifts in incivil- 
ities operating more independently of the structural features of the com- 
munity and more independently of conlmunity-city relationships. What 
is important is not where and why the incivilities show rip, but rather 
how speedily they are addressed and remediated by local actors. If such 
random shocks are important and the predominant feature shifthlg inci- 
vilities hi a locale, efforts to predict such shifts, ushlg earlier structural at- 
tributes of neighborhoods, should prove fruitless. 

An Unexciting, but Necessary, Methodological 
Aside on Change 

Ill the work presented hi this and the following two chapters, we will be 
lookh~g at different temporal relationships between our predictors and 
outcomes. Which approach we take depends in part on the available data 
and in part on our theoretical aim. It is necessary here to briefly explain 
the approach taken to operationalizing change. Unfortunately, this is an 
area where experts have disagreed for some time and continue to do so 
(1, 2, 5, 25, 37, 38, 39). I will illustrate our approach to operationalizing 
change by considering the relationship between crime and house prices. 

In examining how crime might have changed house prices, the first 
question is how will we get each variable into the most usable form? 
House prices have several undesirable properties. Across a range of 
neighborhoods, there are likely to be a large number of lower-priced lo- 
cations and a much smaller number of higher-priced locations, with 
some of the higher-priced locations having extremely high scores. Such a 
distribution is "skewed," because there are more lower thin1 higher cases 
and the higher-scoring cases are more spread out than the lower-scoring 
cases. For a number of reasons, these are undesirable features of the vari- 
able. Of course, we also have the problem of inflation across a decade, 
drivhlg house prices up generally and making it difficult to directly com- 
pare 1970 with 1980 house prices, for example. 

One transformation making house prices more manageable is to rise a 
population-weighted percentile at each decade (12). Each neighborhood 
is placed on a scale, from 0 to 100, its score reflecthlg its house price and 
the percentage of the total city population where the average neighbor- 
hood house price is lower than that neighborhood's price. A house with a 
neighborhood house value percentile of 25 is a neighborhood compared 
to which 25% of the city's population lives in neighborhoods with less ex- 
pensive housh~g and 75% of the city's population lives h~ neighborhoods 
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with more expensive housing. If a neighborhood's house value percentile 
score is 90%, then the correspondhag figures are 90% of the city's popula- 
tion lives in neighborhoods with cheaper average housing and 10% live 
in neighborhoods where average prices are n'tore expensive. For each 
decade--1970, 1980, and 1990--we can standardize house prices at that 
time, so the figures reflect how the neighborhood stacked up against 
other neighborhoods in the same city in terms of house prices at that 
time. The higher-priced neighborhoods will have higher house value 
percentile scores. 

Similarly, we can construct, for the beginning of each decade, weighted 
percentile crime rate scores for each crime. For the beginning of each 
decade, three years of crime data were averaged (1970-1972, 1980-1982, 
1990-1992) before calculating percentiles weighted by neighborhood 
population. Again, as with the house price figures, the weighted crime 
percentiles indicate how the neighborhood stacked up against other 
neighborhoods in the cits; at that time, on that crime rate. If you live in a 
neighborhood with a weighted robbery percentile score of 10, 10% of the 
city's population live in neighborhoods with lower robbery rates, and 
90% of the city's population live in neighborhoods with higher robbery 
rates. The higher-crime neighborhoods will have h~,her percentile scores. 

The logic of these percentile scores is inherently comparative. The fo- 
cus is on how each neighborhood compares to other neighborhoods in 
the city. This comparative logic is inherent ha a broader ecological per- 
spective examining the roles played by different communities in the 
broader urban fabric (8). 

Capturing Unexpected Change 
Change across a decade has two portions: first, that amount predictable 
from the neighborhood's position at the beginning of the decade and af- 
fecting all ,aeighborhoods during the period; and, second, that piece not 
predictable fi'om the foregoing. I label the latter unexpected change. 

Imagine, for example, that the average neighborhood racial composi- 
tion increased from 45% African-American to 55% over the course of a 
decade. Imagine further--and this is an unrealistic assumption, neces- 
sary just to simplify this theoretical example--that the amount of the in- 
crease was the same in almost all neighborhoods, regardless of initial 
racial composition. Consequentl}; we would expect each neighborhood's 
racial composition to increase by about 10% African-American. This 
would reflect an expected change, given the overall city changes taking 
place during the period. Thus, if a neighborhood decreased its percent- 
age African-American population by 20% or increased its percentage 
African-American population by 30%, these are changes that deviate 
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from the expected. As a result of an unexpected change taking place ill a 
particular neighborhood,  its relative position on the variable might 
change. This shift hi the neighborhood's relative position h~ the ordering 
on this variable would represent unexpected change. 

We can separate expected and unexpected portions of change using re- 
gression techniques. Returning to the question of house values, if we pre- 
dict 1990 house price percentile scores with 1980 house price percentile 
scores, ushlg all neighborhoods h~ the city, we see the results shown in 
Figure 4.12 

Two neighborhoods are identified on the chart: number 71 corresponds 
to an East Baltimore neighborhood between the downtown and Patterson 
Park that hosts a lively night scene and number 266 corresponds to a small, 
predomhlantly African-American neighborhood close to the Edmondson 
Village area. Each started with a 1980 house value percentile score of about 
30. By the end of the decade, number 71's score was much higher thm~ ex- 
pected, as shown by its location high above the regression lh~e. The vertical 
distance between the observed 1990 score (about 90 on the Y axis) and the 
corresponding expected score shown by the correspondhag value on the 
regression line (about 35 on the Y axis) is a residual. Its size and direction 
captures the type mad amount of unexpected change experienced by that 
conmlunity h~ that time period on this variable. 

By contrast, number 266's relative house value had slipped somewhat 
more than expected, as shown by its position below the regression line. 
The amount of unexpected change is much less for the westside neigh- 
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borhood than it is for the eastside neighborhood. Number 266 ended the 
1980s having moved lower on house value, relative to the other neigh- 
borhoods, during the period. 

Comparable unexpected change scores for other features of neighbor- 
hood change, such as homeownership,  racial composition, and crime 
were constructed; for some indicators unexpected changes for a different 
decade, from 1970 to 1980, were viewed as well. 

In examhling neighborhood structural and crime changes, hfformation 
from all of Baltimore's neighborhoods, excluding the downtown and pub- 
lic housing, is used. It is all the neighborhoods in the city that "set the 
stage" for the unexpected changes. 3 When considering assessed hlcivili- 
ties, most analyses using these unexpected change scores concentrate on 
sixty-six or thirty neighborhoods, for the most part widely separated from 
another throughout the city. But when looking at survey and physical as- 
sessment data with information from two points in time, unexpected 
change measures can be construed only for the blocks or neighborhoods 
supplying both types of data. Regardless of the data source, when refer- 
ring to unexpected change, it is these residual scores that are referenced. 

Since the 1920s, ecologists such as McKenzie have recognized the ad- 
verse impacts that unexpectedly rapid change may have on how a com- 
munity functions (33). More recently, Bob Bursik has documented longi- 
tudinal links between unexpected community changes and shifting 
delinquency rates (8, 9). The focus on unexpected change via the residu- 
als described above is grounded in this perspective. 

Va;ying Temporal Perspectives 

One temporal perspective looks at changes occurring simultaneously. For 
example, we might ask how did unexpected robbery changes from 
1980-1982 to 1990-1992 link to unexpected changes ill house values from 
1980 to 19907 Such an approach does not allow one to clearly state that 
one change is causing the other, because both changes are taking place in 
the same time frame. 13ut one can see if one change accompanies the 
other. I label this a dynantic perspective. 

Potentially providing more causal insight is a perspective linking be- 
ginning-of-the-decade scores with unexpected changes taking place as 
the decade later unfolds. One might ask how the robbery percentile score 
for 1980-1982 linked with unexpected house value changes from 1980 to 
1990. The assumption here is that conditions at the beginning of the pe- 
riod set the stage for and shaped what followed over the next ten years. 1 
call this a partially longitudinal perspective because the predictor, although 
its measurement precedes the changes captured in tile outcome, is static, 
looking at conditions at one point in time. 
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Finally, and also providing causal insight, one can link unexpected 
changes hi one decade with unexpected changes in the following decade. 
For example, how did unexpected increases or decreases in robbery h~ 
neighborhoods between 1970 and 1980 influence unexpected changes h~ 
house prices in those neighborhoods hi the following decade, between 
1980 and 19907 Such a cross-decade framework assumes that unexpected 
changes have a reverberating importance, setting in motion processes 
that echo forward into the next decade. I label this a fully longitudinal per- 
spective because it captures dynamics over a two-decade cycle. 

Each of these perspectives conceptualizes linkages between predictors 
and outcomes in different ways and uses different indicators. The differ- 
ent perspectives may provide different answers. 

Another Necessary, but Unexciting, Aside on 
Multilevel Models 

In some of the analyses to follow, I have carried out multilevel models 
(6). These incorporate predictors at two different levels. For example, 
mlalyses predicting changes in graffiti have a streetblock-level outcome, 
graffiti hi 1994; a streetblock-level predictor, graffiti in 1981; and neigh- 
borhood-level predictors from around 1980. These models are appropri- 
ate when the units from the lower level of analysis (called Level I) are 
nested in the higher level of mlalysis (called Level II). Analyses here ex- 
amine streetblocks nested within neighborhoods; analyses examining 
perceived incivilities and reactions to crime (Chapter 6), consider indi- 
viduals nested withh~ neighborhoods. Multilevel models provide numer- 
otis advantages for these types of data situations, as compared to regres- 
sion models with contextual predictors (4). 

Advantages of multilevel models are several. First, multilevel models 
consider features of the data to generate estimated "true" scores at Level 
II. For example, multilevel models will generate for each neighborhood 
the best estimate of the likelihood that graffiti were observed there in 
1994, after taking h~to account the data ranges within and between neigh- 
borhoods,  the amount  of similarity be tween data points in the same 
neighborhood, how many cases were supplied by each neighborhood, 
aald where each neighborhood's mean is positioned relative to the mean 
for all the neighborhoods. Second, multilevel models partition the data, 
telling us how much of the differences in scores arise from estimated 
"true" differences between Level lI units (e.g., neighborhoods). The con- 
tribution of neighborhood differences to item variance is described. 
Third, the models report whether those Level II differences in outcome 
scores are significaa~t, that is, are they more than just samplhlg error? Af- 
ter Level II predictors have been entered, the models also report whether 
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tile remaining, or residual, Level II differences in the outcome represent 
just error  or whether  significant differences remain.  Finally, mult i level  
models  can accommoda te  analyses where  relat ionships among  predic- 
tors and outcomes are linear, as well as less restrictive analyses where lin- 
ear re la t ionships  are not  p resumed.  The latter a ssumpt ions  are some- 
times more appropr ia te  with count  data, skewed data, or data matchhlg 
other distributions than the normal  one. 

Overview of Indicators, Outcomes, and Controls 

I approach the question, "Where  do tile incivilities conle from?" in differ- 
ent  ways: with di f ferent  types  of indicators ,  wi th  differ ing levels of 
analysis, and with different decades. Since the central concern is changes, 
where feasible analyses control for prior levels of tile incivilities and fo- 
cus on tile remaining outconle variation, that is, the unexpected changes. 

Assessment-based outcomes are three and at two levels. For each of 
sixty-six ne ighborhoods  with streetblocks assessed in 1981, a general ,  
neighborhood-level  incivilities index, based mostly on physical features 
such as graffiti ,  litter, hous ing  density,  and vacant  hous ing  was con- 
structed (51). 4 Volume of people on tile street also was part of the index. 5 

Since 1981 was the initial assessment for these streetblocks, no directly 
comparable  measure  obtained earlier is available as a "control ," which 
would permit  focusing solely on changes in incivilities dur ing  the 1970s. 
Nevertheless,  several of the indicators hi our  sumnlary  measure refer to 
housing condit ions and abandonment .  Tile percentage of housing units 
in each ne ighborhood that had been vacant for six months  or more ac- 
cording to the 1970 census was used as a rough proxy measure  for earlier 
physical incivilities. Although this percentage included a number  of va- 
cant units that were for sale or for rent, it probably included a sizable 
number  of units that had been abandoned.  The correlation between this 
1970 proxy for housing deterioration and tile 1981 incivilities measure is 
.435. Using OLS regression and resulting residuals, it was possible to con- 
t,'ol for 1970 housing deterioration and focus on the unpredictable por- 
tion of tile 1981 incivilities, that segment  .lot predictable from the neigh- 
bo rhood ' s  score on the 1970 de ter iora t ion  indicator.  6 13ecause of 
multicollinearity problems, it was necessary to residualize tile outcome 
at each step in the analysis. In other words, tile analysis of change focuses 
on the residuals after predicting 1981 incivilities with 1970 ne ighborhood 
housing deterioration. After entering neighborhood structure and st,'uc- 
rural change, tile ou tcome was again , 'esidualized to see how well the 
crime variables could predict  that outcome. This first analysis used re- 
gression rather  than mult i level  models  because  all tile va . iables  are 
neighborhood level. 
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TABLE 4.1 
Level 

Origins of Incivilities 

Predicting Incivilities: Outcomes, Assessment Dates, and Controls for Prior 

Assessment Control Variable Period for 
Outcome Date Jbr Prior Level Predictors 

General incivilities index 1981 1970 % vacant Structure and crime: 
(66 neighborhoods) units six nmnths - 1970 

or more - unexpected change, 
1970-1980 

Graffiti prevalence (90 blocks 1994 Same variable, Structure and crime: 
in 30 neighborhoods) same block, - 1980, 

1981 - unexpected change, 
1980-1990 

Abandoned housing incidence 1994 Same variable, Structure and crinle: 
(90 blocks in 30 same block, - 1980, 
neighborhoods) 1981 - unexpected change, 

1980-1990 
Perceived neighborhood 1994 Same variable, Structure and crime: 
problems (general index, same neighborhood, - 1980, 
social index, physical index) 1982 - unexpected change, 
Individual level 1980-1990 

1994 individual 
characteristics 

At  the level  of specific streetblocks,  ana lyses  examined  two  changes  
taking place be tween  1981 and  1994: the l ikelihood that  both  observers  
on the s t reetblock wou ld  agree graffiti were  present  (a prevalence  mea-  
sure) mad the v o l u m e  of vacant,  a b a n d o n e d  housh~g (gul incidence mea-  
sure).  Raters  a s sessed  these fea tures  on ou r  n ine ty  s a m p l e d  blocks in 
1994. Other  raters had  recorded the same  block features on e ighty-seven  
of those s ame  blocks  in 1981. Consequent ly ,  these s t reetblock analyses  
control  comple te ly  for the earlier hldicator  level w h e n  examh~ing change.  

The last two  ou t comes  examined  are unexpec ted  ne ighborhood- leve l  
changes  ha perce ived  social and  physical  ne ighborhood  problems.  Resi- 
d e n t s '  s u r v e y  r e sponses  in 1994 p r o v i d e  the basis  for these ou tcomes ,  
control l ing for co r respond ing  perce ived  p rob lems  repor ted  by  residents 
in 1982. In addi t ion  to lookhlg at separa te  social and physical  perceived 
p r o b l e m s  indexes ,  ana lyses  also cons ide r  all pe rce ived  p r o b l e m s  to- 
gether. 

To get at the causes  of changing incivilities, after r emov ing  the h~flu- 
ence of earlier incivilities, ne ighborhood  structure and cr ime are used as 
pred ic tors .  For stabili ty,  the r ep resen t ing  var iab le  is the pe rcen tage  of 
houses  that  are o w n e r  occupied.  For race, it was  the percen tage  of the 
popu la t i on  that is Afr ican-American.  Sh~ce hi Balt imore ne ighborhoods '  
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TABLE 4.2 Impacts of Prior Neighborhood Swucture and Structural Change on 
197{)-1981 Changes in Assessed, Neighborhood-Level lncMlities 
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Predictor Beta 

1970 House value (percentile score) 
Unexpected change, 1970-1980, house value percentile 
1970 % African-American 
Unexpected change, 1970-1980, % owner occupied 
Unexpected change, 1970-1980, % Africa n-American 
1970 % owner occupied 

-.369 
-.289 

.249 
-.215 
-.197 
-.121 (ns) 

NO'l'13:n=66 neighborhoods. 

race and youth  composi t ion intertwine, some models  include age vari- 
ables as well. For status, most  analyses use percentile house rank based 
on house values (12). In a few analyses, percentage of households  below 
the pover ty  line provides  s tronger results and is thus occasionally em- 
ployed rather than the house value percentile. For crime, weighted per- 
centile scores either for robbe,'y or assault are used, choosing the one that 
works best with the outcome in question. 

P,'edictors are separated into two different portions: the scores from a 
decade earlier and unexpected changes hi the predictor between that ear- 
lier time and the time the outcome was assessed. Since the latter unex- 
pected changes are residuals, as shown in the example (Figure 4.1), they 
are or thogonal  to the earlier level for the cor responding  variable. This 
separation distinguishes between conditions causing later changes in inci- 
vilities (the part ial ly longi tudina l  perspec t ive  exp la ined  above)  and 
changes in conditions accompanying shifts in incivilities (the dynamic  per- 
spective explained above). Table 4.1 summarizes  the outcomes,  prior con- 
trois, and predictors. 

Incivilities Observed 

Changes in Neighborhood Deterioration, 1970-1981 

Impacts of  Neighborhood Fabric altd Changes ilt the Fabric 7. Tile re- 
suits from an OLS regression model  examining 1981 incivilities in sixty- 
six neighborhoods,  after controlling for 1970 vacant housing levels, ap- 
pear in Table 4.2. The table shows s tandardized regression coefficients, or 
betas. These capture the independent  (partial) impact of each predictor  
on the outcome. All the impacts, save the last, are statistically significant, 
suggest ing the connect ions  are not due  to chance partial associations. 
Neighborhood structure, as of 1970, and changes in ne ighborhood struc- 
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ture from 1970 to 1980 link to hlcivilities shifts. These six indicators ex- 
plained a significant 50% of the changes in incivilities, s Predictors are 
listed in order of their decreasing impact on incivility change. 9 

Earlier neighborhood status caused, and contemporaneous changes ill 
status accompanied, incivility shifts. Neighborhoods with higher-priced 
housing initially or where relative house prices were increasing unex- 
pectedly were locations where incivilities were least likely to increase 
during the 1970s. These two powerful connections with status under- 
score both a static and a dynamic connection between neighborhood ex- 
change value and shifthlg hlcivilities. 

More disturbing is the substantial lagged impact, representing the 
third largest standardized impact, of 1970 racial composition on increas- 
ing deterioration. Controlling for class and stability, neighborhoods 
where African-American populations predominated in 1970 were at risk 
of hlcreasing deterioration in the comhlg decade. 

How do we interpret this connection? In the case of Baltimore, Mc- 
Dougall argues, when looking at neighborhoods like Harlem Park, Up- 
ton, and Park Heights, that differential service delivery and code enforce- 
ment has adversely affected these locations for several decades (see also, 
49). Results here may well reflect such discriminatory practices. 

Nevertheless, as discussed above, other race-based processes separate 
from discrimination per se may be relevm~t as well. How do these other 
arguments fare? 

The expansion of Crutchfield's argument about labor stratification re- 
ceives some empirical support. Although the expansion offered ad- 
dressed mostly social h~civilities, it also applies to physical deterioration. 
Shifts from primary to secondary labor market opportunities result in 
owners havhlg fewer funds to mah~tain dwellings as well as lower rents, 
leadhlg to less hlcentive for landlord upkeep. The drop hi mmlufacturh~g 
(blue-collar) employment expected by this argument does appear. Look- 
ing at predominant ly (over 95%) African-American neighborhoods in 
1970, several witnessed substantial drops over the 1970s.m These are the 
some of the same neighborhoods where incivilities increased most dra- 
matically over the decade. 

Receivh~g less support as m~ h~terpretation is Wilson's extreme disad- 
vantage argument. The n of neighborhoods with over 40% unemploy- 
ment in 1970 was just too low. 

Massey's focus on the spatial compactness of segregated African- 
American neighborhoods may be more relevant. The predominantly 
Africm~-American neighborhoods on the near eastside or near westside 
are denser neighborhoods, but this is in part because of the time when 
they were constructed (40). Thus the compactness confounds with the 
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age of the housing stock. It could be that deterioration accelerated in 
these locations not because of the spatially compact nature of the settle- 
ment and the arrangement of adjoining predominantly African-Ameri- 
call neighborhoods, but rather because of the more advanced age of the 
housing. 

At the sa,ne time, racial change has impacts opposite to those of earlier 
racial composition. If, during the 1970s, a neighborhood was in the 
process of becoming more African-American, as several were, there was 
less chance of incivilities increasing. Neighborhoods increasing unexpect- 
edly on the proportion African-American also were less likely to exhibit 
increasing deterioration, controlling for the other predictors. The neigh- 
borhoods in question were usually located further out from tile city cen- 
ter than the neighborhoods already predominantly African-American by 
1970. Most of them were in the process of changing from slightly African- 
American to more integrated during the period (52). 

Tile connection fits with some of tile work on neighborhood racial 
change (16, 41). When a neighborhood begins to become African-Ameri- 
can, the leading edge of integration is carried by middle-class, in-migrat- 
ing households, who often "bid up" prices in the process. Neighbor- 
hoods ill the early stages of racial integration may have been slightly 
better looked after, or at least less deteriorated, as part of the p.-ocess. 

Although 1970 stability failed to influence changes in deterioration, in 
part because homeownership overlapped so strongly with relative house 
values, changes in homeownership linked to changes in deterioration. As 
expected by ecological theors; neighborhoods with declinhlg homeown- 
ership saw increasing deterioration. As stability wanes, so too does up- 
keep. 

In sum, neighborhood fabric and changes in that fabric explain about 
half the changes in incivilities at the neighborhood level. The findings 
support the structural perspective introduced earlier, highlighting most 
strongly tile causal impacts of status and race on later changes in incivili- 
ties. In contrast to expectations, initial stability did not help buffer neigh- 
borhoods from increasing incivilities. Accompanying deterioration shifts 
are the expected structural changes (stability, status) and one unexpected 
one (race). 

Impacts  ql: Crime and Changes in Crime. Looking at the impacts of 
crime percentile scores and unexpected changes in crime percentiles 
showed that earlier crime levels had no lagged impact oil later deterio- 
ration changes. ~ But unexpected increases in robbery accompanied un- 
expected increases in deterioration, explaining a modest amount of ad- 
ditional variance in the outconle. 12 Increasing deterioration is thus 
accompanied by shifts toward a relatively more dangerous, crime-rid- 
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den street environment. As the incivilities thesis of Wilson and Kelling 
expects, crime and grime spiral upward  together; but  it is not clear 
which causes which, and the connection, albeit significant, is not 
robust. 13 

Results so far have suggested the incivility fluctuations are caused pri- 
marily by earlier status and racial composition. Does a different pattern 
emerge when considering specific incivilities rather than an index and 
examining changes in a different decade, the 1980s? We turn now to 
changes in assessed graffiti aald abandoned housing during the 1980s on 
streetblocks in the 1994 sample of thirty neighborhoods. The upcoming 
analyses not only switch decades, levels of analysis, and outcomes, they 
also allow more precise change estimates because the same outcome vari- 
able is available at both points in time. These analyses use multilevel 
models. 

Streetblock Changes in Graffiti and 
Housing Abandomnent, 1981-199414 

The changes of interest are graffiti and boarded-up houses. Overall 
changes in these measures were noted in Chapter 2. The analysis here ex- 
amines the reasons behind the differing rates of change in different sites. 
Clearly, these two attributes represent only a small fraction of physical 
incivilities of interest. Nonetheless, they are features figuring promi- 
nently in the incivilities literature and widely tapped when residents are 
queried about perceived neighborhood problems. 

Averaging across the estimated true scores for each streetblock in each 
neighborhood yields the probability that both observers agreed graffiti 
were present on a typical streetblock ha each neighborhood. In 1981, these 
neighborhood prevalence rates ranged from 7.7% to 19.6% (median = 
9.5%). In 1994, they ranged from 5.7% to 79.8% (median = 13.8%). 15 

Changes in Graffiti. With a few exceptions, neighborhoods where graf- 
fiti were unlikely to be observed in both 1981 and 1994 were located fur- 
thest out from the city center. Several of the low-graffiti locales bordered 
Baltimore or Anne Arundel  County. Perhaps their outer-city location 
helped buffer them from the changes leading to increased graffiti in other 
places. Up until recently, they had a reputation as fairly stable places. In 
these locations, the prevalence of graffiti remained basically unchanged; 
at both points in time the probability of observing graffiti was around 
10%. For the most  part, outer-city neighborhoods were more likely to 
have a predominantly white population in 1980. So 1980 neighborhood 
racial composition may serve as a predictor of increasing graffiti, given 
its link with distance from the city center. 
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Another neighborhood, not bordering one of the adjoining suburban 
counties but near the former Memorial Stadium site, also remained con- 
sistently low on graffiti. This neighborhood was hltegrated, but predomi- 
nantly white, in 1980 and also had relatively high homeownership at the 
time. Also, accordhlg to one former local leader, it is a neighborhood with 
an organization that has worked extremely hard on maintaining neigh- 
borhood quality. From the earl}, 1970s up through the early 1990s, rob- 
ber}, there has remained relatively low. 

A more heterogeneous batch of neighborhoods showed relatively 
modest increases in the prevalence of graffiti: middle-class to well-off, 
predominantly white neighborhoods along or near the York Road corri- 
dor in the northern section of the cit}; as well as a stable white neighbor- 
hood in the northeast cornet, experienced only modest increases. Several 
in the outer northwest sector, areas that changed from heavily Jewish to 
predominantly African-American in the 1960s and 1970s, also increased 
just slightly on the presence of graffiti. Homeownership has been, and re- 
mains, relatively high in this latter g,'oup of neighborhoods. In short, an 
outer-city location, or a "mid"-city location combined with significant 
stability or middle-class presence, appeared to buffer these neighbor- 
hoods from increasing graffiti. 

Where did graffiti's presence increase noticeably? It jumped consid- 
erably in all of the East Baltimore neighborhoods: from 8% to 30% in 
one, from about 14% to about 29% in two others, and from 15% to 76% 
in another. Steve Pardue and I noted local efforts to combat graffiti 
while driving around this last location, near Patterson Park. In this 
neighborhood, a few houses south of a main east-west artery, we 
stopped to admire a newly painted row house wall fronting an alley. 
The shiny gray was marred by a spray-painted green "tag." On several 
corners, we saw portions of walls that had been repainted in attempts 
to cover graffiti. 

Ecologically, each of these eastern neighborhoods is quite different. But 
in all cases, the neighborhood is neither predominantly renters nor pre- 
dominantly homeowners, but mixed in tenure. In addition, in all these 
neighborhoods Steve Pard t, e had some difficulty contacting long-term 
leaders. Furthermore, most of these eastside neighborhoods were close to 
problem areas or hosted a lot of nonresidential land uses. One, for exam- 
pie, contains a large maintenance area for city buses. A few blocks west, 
large-scale drug activity had been targeted in a sweep early in 1994. An- 
other neighborhood is surrounded by industrial land uses and also con- 
tains a subsidized housing complex. Two other neighborhoods are close 
to high-poverty locations. In short, these eastside neighborhoods have 
several factors working against them: moderate stability at best, lack of 
uniform residential fabric and acco,npanying small streets that would fa- 
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cilitate resident oversight of street activity, and proximity to high-poverty 
locations. Whether these situational factors "cause," or just covary with, 
leadership and organizational difficulties that also appeared to plague 
several of these neighborhoods is not clear. 

Away from the eastern sector of the city, three different neighborhoods, 
two on the westside, and one along the York Road corridor, also show 
marked but  not extreme growth hi prevalence of graffiti, increasing from 
about  10% to about 30%. Although in different sections of the city, all 
were lower or lower middle class socioeconomically, and all had been 
predominantly, if not almost exclusively, African-American for at least a 
decade. 

Experiencing more sizable hlcreases than the above group of neighbor- 
hoods were three neighborhoods that have gentrified or flirted with the 
process. Not only have these three experienced some gentrification in the 
recent past, but they also border significantly higher crime, more prob- 
lem-ridden neighborhoods. The increases in the prevalence of graffiti in 
these locations may be linked with degentrification or intensifying prob- 
lems nearby. 

Finally, where do we see the most dramatic increases? The largest hi- 
creases in prevalence show up in two of our highest-crime, most disad- 
vantaged neighborhoods: Both had 1994 prevalence rates of over 75%. In 
addition, local organizations in both these locales do not have as high a 
profile as do the leaders and organizations in some other neighborhoods. 
Both these sites include or are proximate to large-scale, open-air drug 
markets. 

A third neighborhood dramatically increasing on graffiti is a center city 
neighborhood, with significant numbers of shops and large thorough- 
fares, not too far from downtown.  Graffiti prevalence here went from 
about 17% to about 80%. 

As in the earlier example with 1980 and 1990 house prices, 1994 graffiti 
prevalence can be separated h~to two portions: that portion predictable 
from earlier 1981 levels (expected change) and that portion not pre- 
dictable from 1981 levels (unexpected change). 

H o w  did the neighborhoods sort out on unexpected graffiti change? 
The ordering is somewhat different from that based simply on the 1994 
observed score, particularly at the "high" end. The most dramatic, unex- 
pected upsurges in graffiti appeared in three near-westside neighbor- 
hoods that are or are near extremely high crime neighborhoods: In all 
these neighborhoods the probability of observing graffiti on a typical 
streetblock in 1994 was about 20% higher than it "should" be. If we look 
at the reverse end, neighborhoods where observed graffiti were slightly 
less frequent than expected, we focus on three predominantly white 
outer-city neighborhoods abutting Anne Arundel or Baltimore Counties. 
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Summa1"y Thoughts on the Bl'eakdown by Neighbol'hoods Dramatic changes 
in the prevalence of graffiti emerge from a complex mix of forces. For 
some of these, corresponding quantitative indicators are available. But 
the neighborhood-by-neighborhood analysis suggests potentially com- 
plex interactions of local factors difficult to model with a limited number 
of cases. In addition to crime and neighborhood structure, a county 
boundary, proximity to extremely high crime neighborhoods or large 
open-air drug markets, land use mix within the neighborhood, strength 
of neighborhood identity; and qualities of local leadership and organiza- 
tions all appear potentially relevant. Graffiti stayed low in some stable 
neighborhoods. Graffiti also stayed relatively low in some neighbor- 
hoods experiencing sizable racial change. This case-by-case analysis sug- 
gests that even though we may be able to capture some of the relevant 
factors in our models, we may be missing additional, context-specific 
components of these changes. 

Gra.f.fiti: Between Versus Within Neighborhoods. At both points ill time, 
multilevel models reveal that graffiti vary more across neighborhoods 
than across streetblocks within neighborhoods. In 1981, about 84% of the 
variance arose from differences between neighborhoods and 16% from 
pooled differences between streetblocks in the same neighborhood; in 
1994 about 94% of the variation arose from neighborhood differences. 
Graffiti prevalence in 1981 explains about a third of the between-neigh- 
borhood differences in graffiti prevalence in 1994. After controlling for 
the 1981 levels, 64% of the 1994 neighborhood variation remains unex- 
plained. This unexplained variation represents unexpected changes. 

Explaining the Llnexpected Changes. Indicators for 1980 neighborhood 
structure, unexpected changes ill neighborhood structure from 1980 to 
1990, and 1980 crime levels were used to predict graffiti changes. 16 How 
well do these predictors work? The total model explains about 63% of the 
between-neighborhood variation in graffiti, leaving about  36% unex- 
plained. The variation left represents a nonsignificant amount  of be- 
tween-neighborhood differences. In other words, after these predictors 
are entered, only "chance" differences are left between neighborhoods. 

Neighborhood st,'ucture has impacts that unfold over time, setting the 
stage for changes in graffiti over the following decade. Those neighbor- 
hoods with higher initial status (gamma = -.074; t = -5.8; p < .001), more 
homeownership (gamma = -.035; t =-2.28; p < .05), and a higher propor- 
tion of African Americans (gamma = -.048; t = -3.77; p < .01 ) were all less 
likely to experience graffiti upsurges. The status and stability results fit 
with structurally oriented ecological theory. The race results do not. The 
race coefficient is probably reflecting the fact that in neighborhoods al- 
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most exclusively African-American in 1981, graffiti prevalence was al- 
ready high, in relative terms, and could not increase as markedly there as 
it could in neighborhoods with lower initial scores. 

The results for robbery (gamma = .079; t=4.17; p < .001) suggest that 
crime too has effects materializing over time. Controlling for structure, 
neighborhoods with higher relative robbery scores in 1980-1982 were 
more likely to later experience more graffiti. Here, in contrast to the sixty- 
six neighborhoods results using the general incivilities index, crime does 
lead to later grime. 17 

Incivilities theory predicts that as a neighborhood declines, incivilities 
should increase. Given that thinking, neighborhoods experiencing unex- 
pected drops in relative house prices should also have witnessed increas- 
ing graffiti. The results here do not support that expectation. House price 
changes do not covary with graffiti changes. 

In sum, crime and neighborhood structure help predict later increases 
in graffiti prevalence. Stability, status, and racial composition all have 
significant impacts, although the race impacts are opposite what would 
be expected given a structural perspective. Crime plays a role as well, 
making future deterioration more likely. As seen in the results with 
changes over the 1970s for the general incivilities index, the strongest 
predictor is prior neighborhood status. 

Changes in Vacant Housing. The second streetblock-level change in hi- 
civilities examined was vacant, boarded-up housing. 18 In 1981, a vacant, 
boarded-up house was noted by raters on about every third block. On 
these same blocks, in 1994, a vacant, abandoned unit was seen on about 
every other block. 

In 1981, only one neighborhood, a westside, predominantly African- 
American neighborhood near Pennsylvania Avenue, had a true score eso 
timate above one vacant house per streetblock. In 1994, slightly less than 
three vacant houses per streetblock were counted in that neighborhood, 
based on sampled streetblocks. For all the other neighborhoods, the 1994 
rates ranged from a vacant house on three out of every four blocks to a 
vacant house on one out of every ten blocks. 

The 1981 sorting on vacant units shows some similarities to the sorthlg 
on 1981 graffiti. The lowest rates appear in predominantly outer-city 
neighborhoods, touching the city boundary. The highest hlcidence rates 
appear hi near-westside neighborhoods or near-eastside neighborhoods. 
But there is far less similarity between graffiti and vacant housing when 
we look at the change rather thaa~ static measures. 

Changes in Incidence Rate. Sorting the neighborhoods on their 1994 va- 
cancy incidence rate, most neighborhoods have about the same place as 
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in the 1981 ordering. There are, however, a few notable exceptions. The 
two southwest-most neighborhoods, Weldon Pond and Shady Park, each 
bordering Anne Arundel County, moved from ranks of twenty-sixth and 
twenty-fifth, respectively, to ranks of eighth and sixth. Odds of findh~g a 
vacant, boarded-up house on blocks in these neighborhoods went from 
one for every eight streetblocks to almost a vacancy per streetblock in 
Shady Park and a vacancy every third streetblock for Weldon Pond. Both 
these neighborhoods experienced sizable racial and status change during 
the intervening period. 

Three other neighborhoods changing markedly in their relationship to 
the other neighborhoods are Midtown, East Parkview, and Ell-nton. In 
these neighborhoods, the estimated "true" rate of abandoned units ap- 
pears to have decreased markedly. 

For Midtown, tile 1980s brought several changes. Tile proportion of 
males in tile population increased noticeably. The new Meyerhoff Syln- 
phony Hall opened nearby. Street cleanup improved due to a privately 
ftmded effort. In short, this is a neighborhood that despite its high crime 
.'ate has built a niche supporting younger, alternative lifestyles, some pro- 
fessional offices, and major amenities; further, it has garnered a city hall 
colnmitment to t,pkeep. Local building managers play key roles in tile 
maintenance of the location as well, as evidenced ill our opening vignette. 

East Parkview as well became increasingly attractive to gays during 
the 1980s. According to the district placmer hlterviewed, East Parkview 
has become known "up and down the East Coast" as a good place for 
gays to buy houses. Relative house values increased dramatically in the 
neighborhood between 1980 and 1990, gohlg from about the thirtieth per- 
centile to about the seventieth percentile, underscorhlg the increasing de- 
sirability of the locale. With the increasing attractiveness of the housing 
comes fewer abandoned units. At the same time, graffiti also increased 
markedly in the locale during the 1980s. So we have a locale where one 
incivilities change indicator dropped dramatically--vacant units--even 
as another indicator spiraled upward. Figure 4.2 shows the two sides of 
changes in East Parkview: James Dean's image looks out from one living 
room window, while a few blocks away waning ethnic identities in tile 
neighborhood leave tile Polish Veterans Association of America Post 112 
with graffiti and broken windows. 

Ehnton's case is less easily understood. Tile neighborhood has strong 
leade,'ship, but a lot of the small commercial centers in the neighborhood 
seem to host "fringe" businesses such as tanning salons and beeper sales. 
Yet there are signs of some city hall commitment here too. We spoke with 
a carpenter making modifications to a house soon to open as one of two 
precinct substations, for example. But again, the immediate causes of the 
improvement are not readily apparent. 
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FIGURE 4.2 Two Faces of a Changing East Baltimore Neighborhood:  
James Dean and tile Polish Veterans Association. Photos by author. 
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One other point about tile changes in the abandonment  rate should not 
be overlooked. The incidence rates in the highest-scorhag neighborhoods 
have gone up, and the rates in tile lowest-scoring neighborhoods have 
gone down. In other words,  the between-neighborhood differences are 
more extreme in 1994 than they were in 1981. ~9 This chmlge ill the range 
is partially masked when we look at the citywide averages. If you were to 
ask in 1981, "Citywide,  what  are lay chances of finding an abandoned 
unit  in a ne ighborhood in the city?" tile answer  is one vacant unit  on 
about every third streetblock. 2° In 1994, based on the same streetblocks 
and extrapolating to all neighborhoods, your ci tywide chances of findhlg 
abandonment  are a little above one unit on every other streetblock2 -t This 
increase in tile overall, c i tywide incidence rate of abandonment ,  how- 
evm, is not significant. 22 In other words, it is not the case that generally 
and citywide tile abandonment  picture is worse than it was in tile early 
1980s. Yes, there are several neighborhoods,  especially those close," to tile 
city center, where a b a n d o n m e n t  rates have increased noticeably. But 
there are also some locales where it appears to have decreased some- 
what, including at least one center city neighborhood. In many neighbor- 
hoods,  it has remained relatively constant.  In other words,  c i tywide,  
worsening condit ions appear  in several locations, but this worsening 
takes place in a context of stable or even very slightly improving condi- 
tions in other locations. Such a pattern agrees well with tile results cited 
in Chapter 2, showing no significant increases in tile perceptions of inci- 
vilities. It also disagrees, however, with the media coverage of the aban- 
doned housing problem in the 1990s, also described in Chapter 2. 

Certainly tile most troublhlg change is this intensification of tile prob- 
lem in several historically African-American, centrally located neighbor- 
hoods. Less noticeable, but also causing concern, is tile blooming of aban- 
donment  on the city's far southern edge (Weldon Pond, Shady Park). 
These latter two neighborhoods also illustrate, as did East Parkview, dis- 
crepant orderings on different incivilities indicators. But here tile discrep- 
ancy also arises between static indicators. So in ordering communit ies  on 
incivilities, whether at one point in time or ove," time, tile indicator cho- 
sen significantly influences the ordering. At a broader conceptual level, 
these incongruities fail to lay to rest tile important  questions about tile 
construct  val idi ty of incivilities in t roduced in Chapter  3. Static and 
changing incMlities indicators are not tied closely together, suggesting 
they are m~t driven by an underlying and broader disorder dynamic.  

Unexpected Change. After t, sing tile 1981 abasldonment rate to predict 
tile 1994 abandonnlent  rate on each block, tile resulting residuals repre- 
sent neighborhood-level unexpected change. Looking at the overall list, 
in eight of the thirty neighborhoods 1994 abandonment  rates were higher 
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FIGURE 4.3 1981-1994 Unexpected Changes in Graffiti Prevalence and 
Incidence of Abandoned Units per Streetb|ock 

than they "should" have been given the 1981 rates and subsequent over- 
all shifts; in twenty-one of the neighborhoods they were lower than they 
should have been given the 1981 figures. But the unexpected increases in 
several neighborhoods are quite sizable, whereas the unexpected de- 
creases are much more modest. 

As expected, the unexpected increases were concentrated in our near- 
eastside and near-westside, long4erm predominantly African-American 
neighborhoods: Olney, West Pine Civic, Sutton-Kent, and Warren. The 
first three on this list had at least one more abandoned unit per street- 
block than expected; Olney had four more per streetblock than expected. 
Our two racially changing, far southern neighborhoods, Weldon Pond 
and Shady Park, also show more abandonment than expected, as does 
Garfield above Patterson Park hi East Baltimore. 

A racially mixed, gentrifying neighborhood, Jackson, had a much 
higher thaal expected score--one to two abandoned units per streetblock 
more than expected--underscoring our conversation with the local 
leader there. He emphasized local organization efforts to stabilize hous- 
ing, cited abandonment as a key neighborhood problem, and lamented 
the city's unwillh~gness to promptly assist on these matters. 

Two Unexpected Changes. Do unexpected neighborhood changes on graf- 
fiti agree or disagree with unexpected changes on abandonment? In East 



Origins of Incivilities 161 

Parkview, as noted above, the two change hldicators were moving in op- 
posite directions. What happens for all the neighborhoods? The rank-or- 
der correlation between these two change indicators is sizable and signif- 
icant (.47, p < .01; gamma, an alternate ordinal indicatol, is .36). Figure 4.3 
plots the two sets of scores. 

Several neighborhoods are "spread out" on unexpected changes in 
graffiti, but have roughly the same vacancy score. For these neighbor- 
hoods, unexpected graffiti shifts appear to be a more sensitive indicator 
of increasing incivilities than do the unexpected abandonment shifts. 

A smaller group of five neighborhoods shows a roughly monotonic re- 
lationship between unexpectedly increasing vacancies and unexpectedly 
increasing graffiti. In these neighborhoods, both indicators appear about 
equally sensitive to increasing physical disorder. And one neighborhood 
has a moderately high unexpected change score on graffiti, combined 
with an extremely high score on unexpected abandonment change. 

In short, considerable and significant overlap exists between the two 
indicators of unexpected changes in incivilities. But the overlap is not 
sufficient to convince us that each refers to the sa.ne underlying process. 
Different indicators may be capturing different pathways of decline and 
disorder or different stages in one process. At the least, questions about 
the construct validity of incivilities are not safely laid to rest. 

Predicting LInexpected Changes in Vacancy. Unexpected chmlges ill inci- 
dence of vacant housing were predicted with hldicators of 1980 structure; 
unexpected change in neighborhood structure from 1980 to 1990; and a 
1980 crime measure, aggravated assault. 23 After entering these predic- 
tors, the remaining between-neighborhood variance on the outcome was 
not significantly different from zero2 -4 

Two structural features strongly predicted later unexpected changes in 
abandonment rates: poverty in 1980 (t = 3.5, p < .01) and honleownership 
in 1980 (t = 3.7, p < .001). Neighborhoods where more lived below 
poverty were most likely to see abandonment increasing later. Each addi- 
tional '10% of the population living below the poverty line in 1980 re- 
suited in 1.4 additional, unanticipated, abandoned houses appearing on 
a random block in that neighborhood in the next decade. NeighboHloods 
already extremely disadvantaged in 1980, including several near-westside 
and one near-eastside, predominantly African-American locations, saw 
their housing problems intensify much more than expected in the follow- 
ing decade. In the 1990s, problems with vacant housing and controversial 
city-led efforts to restore or clear vacant housing have received attention 
in several of these same neighborhoods (see Chapter 2). The results here 
dramatically underscore arguments made (54) about poverty's disinte- 
grative impacts on communities, starkly illustrating how poverty's dam- 
aging effects reverberate forward in time. 
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Somewhat  surprisingly, neighborhoods where homeownership was 
higher in 1980 were more likely to see their housing problems worsen. 
This result was unexpected given our theoretical perspective, but under- 
standable given our sample. Neighborhoods in the sample where the un- 
expected increases were sizable, m~d that were predominantly white in 
1980, had fairly high homeownership rates in 1980 (e.g., 80%; 65%; 74%). 
These homeowner  rates were higher than the rates (e.g., 50%; 48%) in 
neighborhoods that did not increase as much on vacancies. In short, we 
have some neighborhoods, stable in 1980, located close to racially chang- 
ing locales, or themselves experiencing racial change over the next dozen 
years, with unexpectedly worsening housing problems. Although some 
argue in different ways that high stability, reflected in high homeowner- 
ship rates, is a sine qua non for preventing the emergence of incivilities, it 
may not be enough. In short, it may be a necessary, but not sufficient, 
condition, depending on local events or events in nearby neighborhoods. 

In addition, the impacts of one dimension of neighborhood structure, 
such as stability, are linked with how the neighborhood scores on other 
dimensions, m~d it is the profile across these dimensions that is important 
for chmlging incivilities. Different neighborhood features can support or 
work against one another. One neighborhood in the sample, Lloyd, expe- 
rienced significant racial chm~ge in the 1980s, but in the context of stable 
or slightly increasing class status. The locale saw no significant increase 
in graffiti. Chamging racial composition does not necessarily foretell fu- 
ture neighborhood problems, and high stability does not guarantee a 
problem-free neighborhood future. A broader view of neighborhood 
composition appears warranted. 

Results also revealed two marginally significant impacts. Increasing 
abandonment  was somewhat  more likely in neighborhoods where 
poverty increased unexpectedly during the decade (t = 1.77; p < .10). So 
not only does disadvantage spur later deterioration, it also intensifies as 
that deterioration worsens. Also, increasing abandonment was somewhat 
more likely in neighborhoods where assault rates were higher in 1980 (t = 
1.91; p < .10). So, again, the suggestion is that crime leads to later grime. 

Summary Comments on Changes in Graffiti and Abandoned Housing. 
The last two series of analyses focus on unexpected changes in on-site 
features of our s tudy blocks and suggest some general points about 
changes in observed physical incivilities. As anticipated by the structural, 
conflict-based perspective articulated by Logml and Molotch and Gottdi- 
ener, as well as others, initial neighborhood status shows the strongest 
and most consistent influence on later changes. Neighborhoods doing 
poorly, as reflected in lower house prices or higher poverty rates, were 
more likely to crumble further in the following decade. 
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The other two structural dimensions proved less consistently relevant. 
Initial stability helped prevent later graffiti hlcreases, but appeared to facil- 
itate later increases hi abandoned units. The latter result appeared lhlked 
to some sample idiosyncrasies. Racial composition had an hldependent 
impact on graffiti chmlges opposite to what was expected by the conflict 
theorists and had no hldependent impact on later abandonment changes. 

Crime appears to facilitate the later emergence of grime. For both out- 
comes, initial crime levels slightly boosted later deterioration hlcreases. 

Intercorrelations across incivilities indicators have raised rather than 
settled questions about the construct validity of incivilities. Although for 
both the static and change scenarios, we see moderate, positive correla- 
tions appear between graffiti and worn-out housing, several markedly 
discordant neighborhoods also appear. In one locale, graffiti surged 
markedly even as the relative housing abandonment rate dropped pre- 
cipitously. Such divergent changes, across time, in assessed physical inci- 
vilities changes have been noticed in other locations, such as Spokane, 
Washington (17). Researchers there tracked changes in incivilities over a 
year and found no consistent trend across the different indicators. Each 
rather was driven by more specific processes. 

Three possible explanations may account for the scattered pattern of 
incivilities changes observed: (1) Changing incivilities may just be more 
loosely coupled with one another than anticipated. The connections may 
be sloppy between the underlyhlg decline process and the various ob- 
servable consequences. (2) Alternativel}; hlcreasing disorder in a locale, if 
it is the broader dynamic driving incivilities shifts, may take place in dis- 
tinct or at least distinguishable stages; the observable consequences--  
various assessed hlcivilities--may "kick in" at different stages. The plot 
of changes in graffiti against abandonment showed numerous neighbor- 
hoods bunched together on abandonment shifts, but spread out on graf- 
fiti shifts. Are these neighborhoods at an earlier stage of increasing inci- 
vilities than those where both abandonment  and graffiti expanded 
during the 1980s? (3) Finally increasing incivilities, like neighborhood 
decline (46), may not be one process, but several. The type of increasing 
incivilities experienced may depend on historical factors, geographic po- 
sition in the city, o." something else. Neighborhoods may sco.'e differently 
on various incivilities shifts because they are following different path- 
ways toward increasing disorder. 

The first and third explanations offered above suggest the disorder 
construct is far less helpful than researchers and policy analysts had an- 
ticipated. Naturally, this raises the question, should the construct be jetti- 
soned altogether? The second explanation noted above intimates the dis- 
o,'der construct may still prove useful, but that it is more time-dependent 
than had been envisioned. 
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In the next section, analyses examine residents' changing perceptions 
of incivilities. Examining the origins of these reports may help clarify 
which of the above scenarios most appropriately apply. 

Incivilities As Perceived by Residents 

Numerous  investigations hlto incivilities and their consequences have re- 
lied on residents' reports of local conditions (e.g., 27, 36, 44). Studies find 
both perceived and assessed hlcivilities contribute to outcomes such as 
fear of crime (3, 13). Other studies clarified who perceives more neigh- 
borhood problems, or the kh~ds of locations where residents, on average, 
label their environs as more problem-ridden--poorer ,  less stable, less 
predominant ly  white neighborhoods,  for example (e.g., 45). But re- 
searchers have yet to examine why, over a long period of time, neighbor- 
hoods become viewed as more or less problem-plagued by their resi- 
dents. That is the focus here. 

The perceived incivilities sections in the 1982 and 1994 surveys ask 
about  perceived problems in the neighborhood. Those items were intro- 
duced in Chapter 2. These analyses will use multilevel models, and the 
outcome will be perceived problems reported by hldividual residents in 
1994. 25 By controlling for problems perceived in those same neighbor- 
hoods  in 1982--albeit  by different res idents-- the between-neighbor- 
hoods portion of the outcome is transformed into unexpected changes 
from 1982 to 1994. 

What Goes with What? 

Studies typically total or average incivilities, focusing on the resulting 
general hldex. This is warranted since answers about the severity of dif- 
ferent problems usually "hang together" quite well. The same pattern ap- 
peared for the 1994 respondents. 26 In addition to predicthlg such a gen- 
eral index, analyses also predicted two broad types. As described in 
Chapter 1, social hlcivilities refer to "people problems," whereas physical 
hlcivilities refer to "place problems." Obviously all physical problems are 
caused by people. Nonetheless, these two foci are different. Separate h~- 
dexes were constructed for physical and social problems. 27 We can first 
look at all the problems together, then at the social and physical problems 
separately, to see if the predictors are different. Separating out the physi- 
cal and social problems anticipates Chapters 5 and 6, where analyses ex- 
amble impacts of each type. By looking at physical and social perceived 
problems separately, we may be able to make more focused policy rec- 
ommendations and gah~ added theoretical insight. 
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Considering all the incivilities togethm, about one third of the 1994 
variation arose from differences between neighborhoods and about two 
thirds from differences between neighbors. Focusing just on social inci- 
vilities, the neighborhood component is a little higher, over 40'/,,. And ex- 
amining just physical incivilities, a little less thml 30% arises from differ- 
ences between neighborhoods. In all cases, the ecological component is 
highly significant, suggesting there are marked differences between 
neighborhoods and not just sampling errors. 

Residents'  perceptions of problems in their neighborhood in 1994 
prove roughly similar to the perceptions of those interviewed in 1982. In 
all cases, 1982 levels explained well over half of the 1994 between-neigh- 
borhood differences and about one fifth to one fourth of the total varia- 
tion in 1994. The ,'emaining unexpected changes in incivilities across 
neighborhoods are significant and sizable. 28 Stated differently between 
the two surveys, neighborhood views about disorder changed dramati- 
cally. 

Chapter 2 noted the divergence between assessed and perceived indi- 
cators of incivility changes, l'-'articular neighborhoods demonstrate well 
this dive,'gence. Elmton, along the southern tier of the city, was the neigh- 
borhood increasing most strongly on perceived physical problems. But 
based on on-site assessments, this neighborhood, of the thirty, actually 
improved the most on both graffiti and vacant housing, generating the 
lowest residual ranks on both these'change measures. Jackson, a gentrify- 
ing locale on the westside of town, presented a reverse picture. Residents 
in 1982 rated their neighborhood as having severe physical and social 
problems. In 1994, they rated the problems as slightly less severe, leading 
to an unexpected lessening of perceived problems, that is, a low residual, 
or unexpected change, score. The neighborhood ranked twenty-seventh 
on perceived physical change and twenty-ninth on perceived social 
change. But when we compare on-block conditions in 1994 and 1982 sug- 
gest matters have worsened conside,'ably: The neighborhood ,'anked sec- 
ond on unexpected increases in both vacancies and graffiti. Discrepancies 
between assessed and perceived change indicato,'s can be found toward 
the "middle of the pack" as well. West Pine Civic, for example, ranked 
ninth on perceived change in physical problems but scored noticeably 
highel, with two third places, for change based on on-site assessments. In 
other words, for this neighborhood, assessments suggested conditions 
had deteriorated mo,'e significantly than perceptions indicated. 

These discrepancies in some instances appear related to recent features 
of neighborhood history. In the case of l!lmwood, the local leader had en- 
listed local "thugs" (the leader's term) to help keep out dealers and out- 
siders who did not belong. Residents here did not perceive physical 
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problems worsening, even though on-site assessment suggested a mod- 
est increase in deterioration. Elmton's discrepancy, noted above, may 
have arisen in part from a murder around the time of the 1994 survey and 
continuing tensions between residents (mostly white) and residents of a 
nearby public housing community (mostly African-American). 

These case histories help better specify the possibility, noted above, 
that some incivilities indicators may be more labile than others. It ap- 
pears that perceived indicators may respond better to recent changes 
than do assessed indicators such as vacancies and graffiti. But another 
potential explanation deserving attention is the problem of neighbor- 
hood exodus. Since the 1982 survey, residents most concerned about local 
problems may have left, leaving behind less concerned residents. Thus 
residents interviewed in 1994 may be different from those interviewed in 
1982 hi ways that depend on 1982 problem perceptions and allied fea- 
tures of neighborhood structure. This differential exodus explanation, 
however, does not predict the pattern of divergences seen here. The exo- 
dus pattern should result in neighborhoods where changes in assessed 
incivilities outstripped changes in perceived incivilities. But the pattern of 
shifts observed is not so simple. We see some instances where observed in- 
creases in deterioration appear to outstrip increasing concern (e.g., Jack- 
son). But we see numerous other hlstances where the increasing concern 
seems to outstrip the increasing problems (e.g., Ehnton). And which pat- 
tern appears is not linked to stability in 1980 or 1990. In addition, the dif- 
ferential exodus thesis overlooks divergences within perceptions be- 
tween shifts in social versus physical incivilities. These crop up in 
numerous neighborhoods as well. In short, it seems quite unlikely, given 
the shifts seen here, that the divergences between perceived versus as- 
sessed unexpected changes in incivilities emerge simply or mainly from 
differential exodus patterns. 

In addit ion to cases of divergent changes, several neighborhoods 
demonstrate convergent patterns of changes, where both perceived and 
assessed change indicators link tightly together. In these locales, problem 
increases do indeed seem severe. Neighborhoods worsening most 
rapidly on both assessed and perceived indicators include several closer 
to the city center, with lower income and more predominantly African- 
American populations. These neighborhoods also have, or are near, seri- 
ous, open-air drug market problems. Furthermore, these neighborhoods 
are located in the city sectors where, during the 1970s, problems with 
housing abandonment increased more substantially than they did else- 
where in the city (53). In other words, the locations where we see consis- 
tently and markedly worsening incivilities in the 1980s across most indi- 
cators appear to be continuing trends toward faster deterioration that 
appeared in the 1970s. 
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One filial note on divergences between perceived and assessed incivili- 
ties shifts. The divergence observed here also appeared in the Spokane, 
Washington, research project mentioned above. Researchers assessing 
conditions at the study site documented hlcreasing physical hlcivilities, 
such as graffiti, over a one-year time span, even as residents in the project 
reported perceiving less physical deterioration in the community (17). 
The divergence seen here between various changing incivility indicators 
does not appear to be specific to Baltimore. 

Predicting Llnexpected Changes in Perceived Problems 

In this section, hierarchical linear models and hierarchical generalized 
linear models predict changes in total incivilities. More specific changes 
in perceived social and perceived physical incivilities are also examined. 

lbtai  Incivilities. Unexpected change ill total perceived incivilities re- 
flects 1980 neighborhood makeup. Relative house value, percentage 
African-American, and percentage of owner-occupied households, after 
controlling for tile earlier level of perceived problems explain tile shifts in 
perception. 29 These variables, along with tile earlier level of perceived 
problems, explain 27% of the total variation in perceived problems in 
1994. 

In addition to 1982 perceived problems, tile other predictors with sig- 
nificant impact are relative house value (t = -4.1, p < .01) and percent 
African-American (t = -2.1; p < .05). Problems were less likely to increase 
in locations with more expensive housing at the beginning of the 1980s. 
Problems were less likely to increase in predominantly African-American 
neighborhoods after controlling for other factors. Impacts of prior stabil- 
it), were negligible (t < 1). 

The opposite-to-expected race result deserves comment. In 1982, per- 
ceived p,'oblems were already quite high in many of ~he predominantly 
African-American neighborhoods close to the city center. A measurement 
"ceiling effect" may have prevented these averages from moving much 
higher. In mixed or predominantly white neighborhoods, worsening con- 
ditions took place against a lower starting point. Alternatively, residents 
in these locations may have become increasingly cognitively adapted to 
local incivilities as tile}, intensified during the 1980s. 3" 

Results do not provide a clear answer to tile question of crime impacts. 
Assault has a marginally significant impact (p < .06) on later increasing 
problems. But this impact appears to be explaining just chance differ- 
ences between neighborhoods. The remaining between-neighborhood 
differences in tile outcome were already nonsignificant after ente,ing ear- 
lier problems and 1980 structure. 
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Entering only neighborhood structural changes and crime changes, or 
just prior crime levels aald crime changes, shows that neither model "ex- 
plains away" the between-neighborhood differences in changes in per- 
ceived problems. The models most effectively explaining the between- 
neighborhood differences in changing incivilities are those using 1980 
neighborhood structure. 

In sum, unexpectedly increasing perceived problems reflect the ini- 
tially lower relative status and initially lower African-Americaal composi- 
tion of the neighborhood. The incivility shifts are not explained as clearly 
by changes in the neighborhood fabric or changes in the crime rate. So, 
changes in one of the central indicators of disorder in numerous studies, 
aal index of perceived incivilities, largely reflects problems emerging over 
time from living in lower-status neighborhoods. To a lesser extent, it re- 
flects earlier racial composition, but it links to the latter opposite to the 
expected direction. It does not reflect ongoing changes in the locale. Con- 
sequently, in contrast to expectations from the longitudinal, ecological 
version of the incivilities thesis, intensifying incivilities are not produced 
as the neighborhood structurally weakens - -owners  are replaced by 
renters and house values drop. Instead, intensifying incivilities emerge 
later in locations already economically disadvantaged. 

Turning to the individual-level portion of perceived problems shows 
only one significant correlate: education. Those with more education 
than their neighbors perceive more local problems. Length of residence 
and presence of friends in the neighborhood have no influence on per- 
ceptions. The finding that those with more education perceive more 
problems agrees with earlier Baltimore neighborhood research (14). 

Social Incivilit ies.  As for changing social incivilities, none of the mod- 
els tried can "explain away" the between-neighborhood differences in 
ratings of these problems, after controlling for earlier problem levels. 31 
The model including 1980 structure and begirming-of-the-decade crime 
measures appears to be the strongest. The only relevant structural vari- 
able with a significant impact is relative house value; in higher-value 
neighborhoods perceived social problems are less likely to subsequently 
increase (t = -3.1, p < .01). Race (t < 1), stability (t < 1), and assault (t = 1.3, 
ns) are not relevant. Social incivilities were most likely to intensify ill 
neighborhoods with lower initial socioeconomic status. 

Looking at individual-level predictors, the only item of significance is 
length of residence; those who have lived in the neighborhood for a 
shorter time than their neighbors perceive more problems in the locale. 
Again, these results agree with earlier Baltimore neighborhood research 
eald also fit with an adaptation model to local problems (14, 50). 
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Physical Incivilities. Between-neighborhood changes in perceived physi- 
cal incivilities cam be "explained away" by 1980 neighborhood structure 
(t = -5.4, p < .001 for 1980 house value; t = -5.01, p < .001 for % African- 
American; t = -3.06, p < .01 for stability). 32 Initial crime levels make a con- 
tribution as well (t = --4.3, p < 001). But, again, as with the earlier models, 
the crime variable may just be explaining "chance" between-neighbor- 
hood variation, since 1980 structure alone explained most of the be- 
tween-neighborhood differences. 33 

In contrast to the changing perceptions of total and social incivilities, 
changing perceptions of physical incivilities relate rnore broadly to 
neighborhood structure; all three dimensions of status, stability, and race 
appear relevant. Unexpected problems are more likely to increase in 
lleighborhoods with lower value housing, more renters, and fewer 
African Americans. Again, as with total perceived problems, the models 
including structural change and crime change, or earlier crime and crime 
change, do not "explain away" the between-neighborhood differences in 
these perception shifts. The only individual-level variable of relevance 
(results not shown) was education; those with more education than their 
neighbors perceived slightly more problems. 34 

D i s c u s s i o n  

Table 4.3 sumnaarizes results across different outcomes, concentrating 
solely on significant or close-to-significmat fhadings and ignoring relative 
differences ill the strength of the findings. 35 The analyses in this chapter 
have investigated a variety of incivilities indicators, focusing on the 
causes of and accompaniments to changes on these indicators. The exam- 
ination spanned both the 1970s and 1980s as the periods of interest, fo- 
cusing mostly on the latter; indicators relied both on on-site assessments 
and on residents' reports of neighborhood conditions. 

Despite efforts to cast a wide net, assessment-based indicators for dis- 
orderly social behavior are lacking. Social incivilities occur at an ex- 
tremely low base rate in most neighborhoods, and researchers have com- 
mented on the difficulties of assessing such (7, 17). It is these behaviors 
that are of central interest in some current versions of the incivilities the- 
sis (22: 14-15). I was able, howeveb to gauge changes ill perceived social 
disorder. 

The pattern of results obtained here has implications for the different 
theoretical perspectives introduced at the beginning of the chapter and 
for how we think about incivilities. The structural perspective anticipates 
that incivilities will burgeon in economically disadvantaged and politi- 
cally weak communities within the city. In neighborhoods having less 
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TABLE 4.3 Summarizing the Causes of Changing Incivilities at the Neighborhood Level 

Neighborhood 
hlcivilities Perceived Perceived 

(social HlCallt Social Physical 
Changes in: and phxsical) Graffiti Housing Problenls Problems 

O u t c o m e  year 
Outcome 
Level 

Earlier Slrllclltre 
Status ,Z 
Stability 
Race ¢" 

Change in Structure 
Status ,/ 
Stability ,/ 
Race ¢'(-) 

Crime 
Earlier 
Change ,/ 

Remaining Level II variation 
nonsignificant? 

1981 1994 1994 1994 1994 
Neighborhood Block Block Individual Individual 

,/ J ¢ ,/ 
¢ ¢(-)  ¢ 
¢(-)  ,/(-) 

,/ J 

(¢) 

~s  ~s  ~s  

NOTE: ¢¢ ---- s ignif icant ;  ( J )  = marg ina l ly  s ignif icant ;  ( - )  = oppos i te  theoret ical ly  ex- 
pected direct ion.  

political pull  and lower  exchange value for outs ide interests, investment  
will lag, code enforcement  will be lax, services will go undel ivered,  and 
few will want  to move  in. Which part icular  feature of the ne ighborhood 
is most  impor tan t  in this process depends  on the part icular  author. Wil- 
son and Crutchfield highlight race and economics,  McDougall  focuses on 
race per  se, Logan amd Molotch emphas ize  exchange value to outside in- 
vestors,  and Bursik and Grasmick focus on public control  l inked to polit- 
ical pull  as well as communi ty  stability. 

The structural  perspect ive highlighting economic factors receives the 
s t rongest  suppor t  f rom current  results. Ne ighborhood  economic status, 
usua l ly  c a p tu r e d  with relative house  value,  s t rongly and consis tent ly  
predicts later shifts in incivilities. The communi t ies  with lower hlitial ex- 
change value exper ience the most  sensational later increases ha incivili- 
t i e s - e v e n  though problems were serious there initially. The impacts of 
d i sadvan taged  posit ion cascade forward,  intensifying over  time. Under-  
class ne ighbo rhoods  can become more  deeply  en t renched over  time ha 
this position. The connect ion appears  for survey-based as well as assess- 
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ment-based indicators and for behavioral as well as environmental qual- 
ity issues. Prior status proved to be the only predictor of later chmlges in 
perceived social problems. Logan and Molotch mid Wilson have correctly 
pinpointed the pivotal elements of structure hastening further commu- 
nity disintegration. 

Structural theorists emphasizing the importance of stability to neigh- 
borhood viability receive modest support from the results. Stability sig- 
nificantly predicted two of the five outcomes--changes in graffiti and 
changes in perceived physical incivilities. The outcome was significant 
but opposite the expected direction for changes m vacant housing. The 
latter connection suggests residential stability may not serve either as a 
necessary or a sufficient condition for dampening future problems. In 
some stable neighborhoods, dynamics in adjoining neighborhoods or 
other features of the neighborhood itself seeded future problems. 

African-American neighborhood composition, pivotal to the race- 
based perspective, made only one contribution in the expected direction 
to later disorder change: 1970 racial composition affected growth h~ the 
1970s in assessed incivilities. The only contributions of race as a lagged 
predictor in the 1980s were opposite the expected direction. The differ- 
ence between the i,npact of race on disorder growth in the 1970s and 
1980s may be a function of the closer link between economic standing 
and racial composition in urban locations in the latter decade (54). Fur- 
thermore, from 1970 to 1990 we see an increasingly tight co~'mection be- 
tween racial composition and economic status in Baltimore neighbor- 
hoods. 36 Consequentl}; given the increasingly close coupling, it becomes 
more difficult for racial composition to demonstrate independent im- 
pacts. 

Turning to the contributions of race in the unexpected direction to inci- 
vilities changes in the 1980s, these may reflect, as noted above, ceiling ef- 
fects or cognitive adaptation effects in historically and now exclusively 
African-American neighborhoods located close to the city center. 

Earlier crime levels contributed to two assessed shifts, but did not con- 
tribute to later changes in perceptions. The two impacts observed con- 
tribute further to an ah'eady extensive literature on the impacts of crime 
on communities and expand the outcomes shaped by crime. We now see 
that crime causes later grime. The impacts, however, are modest, com- 
pared to the influence of neighborhood status. 

The change periods examined were rather length}; about a decade. In 
this broad a time span, the incivilities theorists suggest that crime should 
increase in a locale as the grime increases. But these results did not pro- 
vide consistent evidence to support that position here. In the 1970s, rela- 
tive cri,ne changes accompanied deterioration changes, but not so for the 
1980s, where the analyses control more specifically for the earlier level of 
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incivilities. My inclination is to view the discrepant results between the 
1970s and the 1980s as arising from the proxy 1970 measure used for ear- 
lier incivilities rather than historical differences. If I put more faith in the 
results using precisely the same control variable for initial incivilities, it 
appears that changing incivilities, either perceived or assessed, are more 
disconnected from crime changes than anticipated. Taub and his col- 
leagues have suggested that there are various pathways to neighborhood 
decline (46). Consequently, it should not prove surprising to find differ- 
ent pathways to hlcreashtg incivilities or different types of shifts in inci- 
vilities. 

The far-from-unitary shifts on incivility indicators over time proves 
even more troubling when considered in light of the independence of 
these shifts front concurrent structural and crime changes. For all incivil- 
ity changes--perceived and assessed--dynamic changes from 1980-1990 
in structure mid crime tracked the incivility shifts more poorly than did 
initial structure and crime. This pattern seems to refute a central proposi- 
tion of the ecological, longitudinal version of the incivilities thesis, which 
expects structural decline and waning safety as incivilities intensify. Here 
the change period of twelve to thirteen years for incivilities is an advan- 
tage. The long period makes it harder to argue that the increasing incivil- 
ities have not yet had enough time to influence other neighborhood dy- 
namics, or vice versa. 

In short, changing incivilities tell us more about how a neighborhood 
started out than how that neighborhood is changing. Intensifying incivil- 
ities appear to emerge largely front initial relative inequalities across 
neighborhoods. They are the sequelae, unfolding over time, of initial eco- 
nomic and crime differences across neighborhoods. Whether the intensi- 
fying incivilities reflect endogenous processes driven solely by those in- 
equalities, exogenous processes as agencies and external stakeholders 
react to those inequalities, or both, is not clear. In the next two chapters, 
we turn front changing incivilities to initial incivilities. How do incivili- 
ties, as an important  component of initial neighborhood fabric, con- 
tribute to later changes in neighborhood safety m-td makeup? 

N o t e s  

1. A prevalence rate indicates the proportion of a population with a condition. 
The population may be individuals, households, or addresses in the example be- 
ing discussed here. 

2. Strictly speaking, the regression shown in Figure 4.1 violates some of the as- 
sumptions of ordinary least squares (OLS) regression; more specifically, the resid- 
uals appear heteroscedastic, their variance being greater at lower as compared to 
higher 1980 values. Various procedures can be applied to weight the large residu- 
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als downward;  these result in little substantial movement  in tile regression line 
and no substantive differences in the residuals shown. 

3. Regression purists will note that in tile regressions using information from 
tile entire city, each neighborhood 's  outcome score, and thus its residual, is likely 
to be influenced by outcome scores in immediately surrounding neighborhoods 
and perhaps even more faintly influenced by neighborhoods one neighborhood 
away. l do not control for these spatially autocorrelated impacts in constructing 
these residuals. Controls for spatial autocorrelation are typically appl ied when 
the researcher is concerned about estimating and document ing the strength of a 
predictor 's  influence on tile outcome for each independent  unit and wants out- 
come scores for each unit unt rammeled by dynamics  in spatial ly adjoining lo- 
cales. 

But that is not tile purpose  here. Rather, recognizing that such autocorrelations 
are undoubtedly  operating, and in that context, tile goal is to develop measures 
of unexpected change. Tile unexpected change measures exactly reflect what is 
happening  in that ne ighborhood,  given what  has been happen ing  in tile city 
overall as well as in adjoining neighborhoods. Whether tile sources of that change 
are purely endogenous  is not critical. 

4. The outcome used principal conlponents scores, based on a principal com- 
ponents analysis separat ing assessed features into an incivilities component  and 
a land use mix component .  The principal  component  Ioadings are shown in 
Chapter  3, Note 15. 

5. Tile indicator variables here focus la,gely on physical as compared to social 
incMlities. In repeated assessment efforts, we have found that social disorder  oc- 
curs too .'arely to be meaningfully assessed bv block raters. Other studies suggest 
s imilar  base rate problems.  For example,  on-site s ta t ionary observers  in Min- 
neapolis 's  highest-crime locations recorded only one to two minutes  of disor- 
derly behavior an houb between the hours of 7 P.M. and 3 A.M. (42). Walking ob- 
servers, dur ing dayt ime hours, spread out over low-, medium-,  and high-crime 
blocks, are likely to encounter a far lower volume of disorderly behavior. 

6. Clear ly  1970 controls for earlier levels of neighborhood incivilities are far 
from perfect. Therefore this analysis of change needs to be examined in tile con- 
text of other analyses that provide better controls ff~r earlier incivility levels. 

7. To ensure marginally acceptable levels of statistical power, a two-tailed al- 
pha level of .10 was adopted for the analyses with sixty-six neighborhoods.  

8. This was equivalent to 40% of tile explained variance in total incivilities. 
9. The regression seen here represents one of several that were run. Alternate 

indicators for each construct were tried, for example, substi tuting poverty h~r rel- 
ative house rank. No substantial differences were observed from tile results dis- 
cussed here. Multicollinearity and residual diagnostics were also examined to en- 
sure that no cases excessively influenced tile results. Outliers were not a problem 
because tile outcome itself, being a principal components  score, was already nor- 
malized. 

10. Looking at neighborhoods that were over 95% African-American in 1970, 
and more than 3,000 population in 1970, and in inner-city locations, some of tile 
nx~st sizable drops  in percentage blue-collar employed fronl 1970 to 1980 were 
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tile following: 32.5% to 26%; 36.8% to 25.8%; 45.6% to 26.2%; 37.4% to 24%; and 
41.3% to 26%. 

11. The outcome was again residualized, so that it now represented changes in 
deterioration after controlling for tile predictors discussed above. The progres- 
sive residualizing is required because of the strong correlations between crime 
and neighborhood structure. 

12. For unexpected changes in robber},, b=.006; beta=.220. It explained an addi- 
tional 4.8% of residualized change in deterioration and 2.9% of total change in de- 
terioration (F(1,57)=2.91; p < .10). 

13. Of course, one can give crime a "better shot" at explaining tile outcome by 
allowing it to predict deterioration changes before controlling for neighborhood 
structure and changes in structure. That analysis shows a lagged impact of as- 
sault rate and tile same contemporaneous impact of changes in robbery. These 
two variables together explain about 31% of the variance in deterioration 
changes. Adding further crime predictors seriously inflates tile standard errors of 
the predictors, suggesting multicollinearity problems. So giving crime and crime 
change a better chance at explaining changes in incivilities, shows a stronger con- 
nection, but crime still explains markedly less than do structure and structural 
change. 

14. In Chapter 2, I ,'eported analyses using eighty-seven blocks that were as- 
sessed in both 1981 and 1994. The analyses here use all ninety blocks, substituting 
1981 neighborhood means for the three blocks lacking 1981 scores. 

15. These estimated true scores are different from the observed scores reported 
in Chapter 2. 

16. These analyses used two-level, hierarchical generalized linear models. 
Level l predictors are group mean centered. Models with uncentered predictors 
provided comparable results. It was not possible to include additional measures 
of crime change or structural change. Additional variables produced anomalous 
results, e.g., residual variances higher than the starting variances. Tests, coeffi- 
cients, and standard errors are based on population estimates with robust stan- 
dard errors. 

17. Results also show an age connection; unexpected declines in percentage of 
population aged six to thirteen accompanied increasing graffiti. Areas with lots of 
preteens in 1980 and fewer a decade later probably also had lots of teens and 
young  adults a decade later. 

18. Again, these analyses use generalized hierarchical linear models, given the 
skewed cotlnt variable. Again, Level I is streetblocks, Level 11 is neighborhoods. 
Whereas with graffiti tile focus is on prevalence, with vacant housing the focus is 
instead on incidence rates. 

19. Consequently, the reliability of tile neighborhood true score estimates has 
increased from .41 in 1981 to .82 in 1994. 

20. The Empirical Bayes weighted-population estimate is .348. 
21. Tile Empirical Bayes weighted-population estimate is .586. 
22. The confidence interval around the 1994 population rate overlaps tile confi- 

dence interval around tile 1981 population rate. 
23. Results are from a generalized linear multilevel model; it assumes a Pois- 

son distribution of the outcome with constant exposure. Predictors have been 
grand mean centered. 
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24. X2(22) = 33.65; p > .05. 
25, Here Level 1 = individuals,  Level I1 = r~eighborhoods. 
26, Adding  tip all the different incivilities produces an index with a reliabilit% 

or internal consistency, of .89 by Cronbach's  alpha. 
27. Details and measurement  propert ies appear  in Chapter  3, endnote  22. 
28. The two unexpected disorder  changes based on on-site assessments of graf- 

fiti and vacant housing as our predictor of changes in perceived physical  prob- 
lems explain only an insignificant 9.9% of the outcome in a regression (F(2,27) = 
1.48, ns). Neither predictor has a significant regression coefficient. 

29. The remaining between-neighborhood variation is nonsignificant (X2(25) = 
33.36; p > .10). These two-level HLM models  use nonlinear, Poisson estimation. I 
also examined results from linear models  after t ransforming the outcome, and 
they were not remarkably different. Throughout,  neighborhoods were weighted 
by population size. Results reported are based on the populat ion-average model 
with robust standard errors. 

30. The dynamics involved here are explained more ful ly in 50. 
31. Between-neighborhood differences in perceived prob lems  account for 

about 40% of the total variation. The models  tested can explain no more than 
three fifths to three fourths of this between-neighborhood variation. The remain- 
ing between-neighborhood variation is always significant. These are hierarchical 
generalized linear models, assuming a Poisson distr ibution for the outcome with 
constant exposure. 

32. X2(25) = 33.93; p > .10, for the model with just 1980 structural predictors. 
33. These results are from the model  with the crime var iable  in. The only 

marked change when crime is not in the model is that the impact of stability be- 
comes ma,ginal ly significant. 

34. The crime variable was removed from the model; the model  would not con- 
verge if Level I predictors are included along with the crime va,iable. 

35. Given the n of thirty neighborhoods,  to improve statistical power  to mar- 
ginally acceptable levels, an alpha level of p < .10 was used for Level I1 effects. 

36. The squared correlations between weighted house value percentile and per- 
centage African-American were as follows: 

Year Linear r 2 Curvil inear R 2 
1970 .089 .10 
1980 .138 ,16 
1990 .258 .296 
l show the ctu'vilinear correlation, as well as the linear one, to take into account 

different dynamics  affecting integrating neighborhoods in each of the decades. 
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5 
Impacts of Incivilities on 
Later Crime and Decline 

This chapter and tile next report oil several of tlle key hypotheses behind 
tile longitudinal, ecological version of tile incivilities thesis. The focus 
here is oil two groups of outcomes: changes in crime and changes ill 
neighborhood fabric. Tile next chapter examines reactions to cri,ne, in- 
cluding fear of crime, avoidance, and moving intentions. As described in 
Chapter 3, the outcomes examined in this chapter were "added on" to 
tile thesis hi its later incarnations, whereas reactions to crime had been of 
h~terest for those examining the impacts of incivilities from the begin- 
ning. Tile purpose here is to learn whether either assessed or perceived 
incivilities, measured in 1981 or 1982, contributed independently either to 
crime changes over tile 1980s in the sixty-six neighborhoods or to 
changes in basic neighborhood makeup. 

As was noted in Chapter 3, in his analyses of forty-plus neighborhoods 
from several cities, Skogan observed an independent impact of incivili- 
ties on robbery (34, but cf. lt). But as was pointed out in Chapter 3, those 
analyses were cross-sectional and did not permit the testing of tile hmgi- 
tudinal ideas in tile ecological version of tile incivilities thesis. 

Tile analysis will proceed as follows. To construct unexpected changes 
in tile outcomes, for each crime, the 1990-1992 population-weighted per- 
centiles are regressed on 1980-1982 popu|ation-weighted percentiles and 
the residuals retained. In the case of each structural change, the 1990 
scores are regressed on the 1980 scores and tile residuals retained. These 
six residuals will be further collapsed into three independent pathways 
of change. As discussed in Chapter 4, these unexpected changes capture 
how much the target neighborhood shifted over tile period vis-a-vis 
other neighborhoods in tile city. Results will show tile impacts of incivili- 
ties, measured either in 1981 (assessed) or 1982 (perceived), on tile 
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changes. In addition, to get at the independent impact of the h~civilities 
analyses control for neighborhood structure in 1980. 

The rationale for impacts of incivilities was described in Chapter 3. The 
following section develops more fully how and why fundamental neigh- 
borhood features can shape later decline. 

A Systemic Perspective 

Of interest from a systemic perspective are the lagged impacts of other 
neighborhood features on changhlg crime and declhle. Ample ideas from 
urban sociology generally, and the systemic social disorganization model 
more specifically, help broaden our thinking about causes of changing 
neighborhood quality and changing neighborhood crime rates. These 
theorists address one or more of the followhlg four structural features of 
neighborhoods:  status, stability, racial composition, and racial hetero- 
geneity. 2 

Urban theorists concerned with stratification devote considerable at- 
tention to lhlks between neighborhood status, reflected, for example, hi 
relative neighborhood house values, and neighborhood outcomes over 
time (8, 17). Neighborhood house values shape the neighborhood's ex- 
change value for residents and outsiders. The stronger the economic re- 
turn to house sellers in the neighborhood and to outside entrepreneurial 
hlterests, the stronger the commitnlent of the outside entrepreneurs and 
local politicians to preserve neighborhood quality. Stated differently, 
neighborhood decline and increashlg crime should both be less likely in 
higher-status neighborhoods. Not only are they more "protected" to be- 
gin with, but strong inside and outside interests work to mah~tain safety 
and quality (17: 19, 49). Chapter 8 provides more specific information, 
from qualitative interviews with experienced communi ty  leaders, on 
some of the processes whereby high-status neighborhoods maintahl their 
relative prestige. 

Those concerned with disadvantaged neighborhoods concentrate on 
the reverse end of the status dimension. In low-blcome locales, there is 
little rationale for entrepreneurs or policymakers to stem further decline. 
Exchange value already has ebbed to too low a point. Of course, such a 
view overlooks the long-term higher costs to public agencies, and the 
taxpayers support ing those agencies, for delivering services such as 
policing and fire protection and subsidizing medical care for indigent 
households, not to mention the long-term costs for criminal justice pro- 
cesshlg and the broader community if offending, arrest, and incarcera- 
tion rates climb ill such locations. 

Status issues lhlk to racial composition ill urban locations, and the two 
have joined even more tightly in large cities over the past two decades 
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(42, 43). Consequentl3; in older cities, because neighborhoods predomi- 
nantly African-American for a long time, in contrast to predominantly 
white neighborhoods, are more likely to be economically disadvantaged, 
for economic reasons alone structural decline and increasing crime are 
more likely there too. Outside entrepreneurial interests may see little ex- 
change value to preserve in many of these neighborhoods. In Baltimore, 
public housing siting decisions in the 1950s and 1960s and urban renewal 
area selections may have contributed to declining status, as well as 
school problems, in several near-westside, predominantly African-Amer- 
ican neighborhoods (19). 

Of course, the connection between relative status and race does not 
deny the existence of a number of middle-class, predominantly African- 
American neighborhoods in Baltimore; nor does it deny that African- 
American neighborhoods may sometimes receive treatment based 
largely on racial rather than economic considerations (19). Neighbor- 
hoods may be poorly serviced just because they are occupied by African- 
American households (18); they also may experience declining quality 
and increasing crime emerging from the extreme spatial segregation 
along racial lines that has obtained in many larger cities in the past two 
decades (23, 30). 

Ethnic heterogeneity and instability each may lead to declining neigh- 
borhood quality and increasing neighborhood crime through similar 
processes of weakened informal social control, sparser local social ties, 
and more reticence to hxtervene in disorderly or criminal events (5, 29). 
Declining collective efficacy and increasing social disorganization appear 
largely reflective of shifthlg internal dynamics, but external ties, called 
public control by Bursik amd Grasmick, may play a role as well. As inter- 
hal shifts occur in collective efficac)5 or perhaps independently of those 
shifts, neighborhood ties to external public agencies, external public re- 
sources, and external private investment may atrophy as a result of weak 
or ineffectual neighborhood leadership or representation. Compositional 
changes i,1 adjoining neighborhoods can p,'ove influential as well (12, 22). 

In short, if we turn from the incivilities thesis per se and consider a 
broader causal net for changing neighbo.'hood quality and crime, each el- 
ement of a neighborhood's factorial ecology (13)--status, stability, and 
racial composi t ion-- is  directly addressed in this broader theoretical 
framework. 3 Analyses test these predicted impacts at the same time im- 
pacts of incivilities are estimated. 

FOCtlS 

Ill stun, tile suggestion that incivilities make an independent contribution 
over time to changes in crime and changes in neighborhood quality re- 
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mains untested. Work to date has used inappropriate indicators, has 
tested the thesis with just cross-sectional data, or has modeled mediathlg 
rather than independent impacts. Tile focus here is on changes hi neigh- 
borhood crime rates and changes hi neighborhood quality. 

Data and Analysis 

Analyses use neighborhood-level data for the sixty-six neighborhoods 
randomly sampled hi 1981 from all Baltimore neighborhoods. Tile analy- 
sis here, therefore, will be an ecological one. (For details on the samplhlg 
mid respondents, see 38.) Tile resulting sample was 66% female and 37% 
African-American; median 1981 household income was between $20,000 
and $25,000; median education was twelfth grade. (Other urban samples 
from around the same period using comparable methods also obtained 
roughly comparable gender ratios; see 7.) The sixty-six neighborhoods 
themselves included an extremely broad array of setthlg conditions. In- 
formation from the 1980 Census showed that the neighborhoods ranged 
from 100% African-American to 100% white, with an average of 44% 
African-American (median = 33%); poverty rates ranged from 1% to 59% 
(average = 16%; median = 12%); unemployment rates ranged from 0% to 
32% (average = 10%; median = 9%); owner occupancy rates rmlged from 
6% to 89% (mean and mediml = 55%); proportion with a high school edu- 
cation or better ranged from 13% to 41% (mean = 27%; medim~ = 26%). 

The perceived incivilities indicators are based on neighborhood aver- 
ages from about twenty-five residents per neighborhood, hlterviewed h~ 
1982. Eight perceived disorder problems were formed hlto two more gen- 
eral problem indices with acceptable measurement properties (see Chap- 
ter 3). One index (alpha = .80) picks tip just physical problems: vandal- 
ism, vacant houses, vacant lots, people who do not keep property up, 
and litter. A second index (alpha = .86) focuses on social problems: hi- 
suits, teens, noise, bad elements moving hi, and people fighting. The as- 
sessed incivilities hldicator was based on a principal components analy- 
sis of neighborhood-level data averaged over the blocks in each 
neighborhood (see Chapter 3, Note 15 or reference 40). It focused mostly 
on physical features such as vacant housing, litter, and graffiti, but also 
hlcluded two social items, the presence of small groups on the street and 
the volume of males present. 

Results appear here for the four violent Part I crimes. The hlcivilities 
thesis has most clearly addressed changes in street crime such as assaults 
and robberies. Rapes and homicides are examined as well so that the 
reach of the impacts of incMlities can be established. 4 For each Part I vio- 
lent crime, the goal was to assess how much each neighborhood's crime 
rate had gone up or down between the early 1980s and the early 1990s, 
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relative to other neighborhoods.~ Using average 1980-1982 reported 
neighborhood crime rates, all average crime rate was constructed for 
each neighborhood for the period. Tile same was done for 1990-1992 re- 
ported neighborhood crime rates. We then converted the three-year aver- 
age crime rate for each crime for each period for each neighborhood into 
a weighted crime percentile score. The 1990-1992 population-weighted 
percentiles were regressed on the 1980-1982 percentiles and the residuals 
retained. 

These calculations of unexpected crime changes were carried out using 
all city neighborhoods save the downtown and public housing commu- 
nities, so that the relative shift of each non-public-housing neighborhood 
in the overall residential fabric of tile city could be gauged. Scatter plots 
of beginning-of-the-decade and end-of-the-decade crimes, for each 
crime, showed there were not marked nonlinearities, or outliers, unduly 
influencing the results. 

As a methodological aside, the procedures followed here in construct- 
ing change indicators, although widely supported mad used (3, 4, 38), are 
not without their critics, who recommend different approaches, includ- 
ing the use of change scores (1, 27, 28). This debate appears to show no 
signs of diminishing. The regression residual approach used here best 
captures overall changes relative to other neighborhoods, and thus it is in 
keeping with an ecological orientation; furthermore, the regression resid- 
uals provide indicators by defhlition independent of initial scores and in- 
dependent of overall trends affecting all city neighborhoods. 

Structural decline was operationalized with six change indicators that 
most would agree represented worsening conditions: weighted house 
value percentiles, percentage owner occupied, percentage one-unit struc- 
tures, percentage with at least some college, poverty, and vacant housing. 
For the first four items, decreasing scores represent declhae; for poverty 
and vacant housing, increases represent decline. As with the crime data, 
each of these indicators was operationalized by taking residuals. The 
1990 score of each variable was regressed on the 1980 score, residuals re- 
tained, and principal components analysis carried out on the residuals. 
Again, as with the crime changes, these decline indicators reflect unex- 
pech'd decline. 

The six indicators were collapsed into three independent dimensions. 6 
Changes in bon~eownership and one-unit structures clustered together to 
reflect a shift in stability. Changes in vacancy rate and poverty rate joined 
together to reflect changes in degree of disadvantage. Changes in portion 
with at least some college education and relative house value together 
formed a dimension of status change. 

Given the lack of bi- and multivariate normal distributions in some in- 
stances, analyses were completed three different ways. 7 First, Kendall 
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tau-B nonparametric correlation coefficients linked incivilities with each 
outcome after partialling parametrically for neighborhood structure. Sec- 
ond, partial Kendall tau-B nonparametric correlation coefficients looked 
at the same relationship, but partialled nonparametrically (31: 223-229). s 
Finally, multiple regressions via structural equation modelhlg were car- 
ried out, using asymptotically distribution-free estimation procedures for 
the parameters and their standard errors. 9 These estimation procedures 
cml "accept" data structures lacking multivariate normal distributions. 

After presenting the zero-order Kendall tau-B coefficients for descrip- 
tive purposes, the results from the structural equation modelhlg appear, 
shlce these permit the most compact presentation of results. A separate 
model  appears for each crime outcome, each structural outcome, and 
each incivility indicator. Given questions about a broader disorder con- 
struct mid loose connections between incivility indicators (Chapter 3), it 
seemed more appropriate to examine how each indicator fared rather 
than to construct a more general hidicator. Furthermore, support for the 
incivilities thesis will be most convinchlg if an impact appears not only 
across different crimes or different structural changes, but also across dif- 

ferent  incivilities indicators. There were no substantial differences in re- 
suits, except as noted below, between the first approach (nonparametric 
coefficients after parametrically partiallhlg) and the structural equation 
results presented here.10 

Changes  on Dec l ine  Indicators in the 1980s 

Table 5.1 shows how the sample of neighborhoods scored on the six cen- 
sus-based indicators of decline contributing to the three independent 
pathways of decline described above. The two status indicators show 
that the percentage of the adult population with at least some college 
climbed noticeably in the sample. At both points hi time, this hidicator 
correlated strongly with house values. And those values increased hi the 
sample, as they did in the city mid nationwide during the 1980s. (Figures 
shown here do not control for hlflation.) At both pohlts in time, the sam- 
ple included neighborhoods at least a full standard deviation below the 
citywide mean neighborhood house value as well as the highest-priced 
neighborhoods in the city. 

The two disadvantage indicators show a slight worsening of condi- 
tions hi the sample neighborhoods from 1980 to 1990. The median per- 
centage of households in poverty increased almost 2%; the median per- 
centage of houses abandoned or for sale or rent hlcreased almost 2%. In 
some of the neighborhoods, poverty rates topped half of the households 
present h~ both 1980 and 1990. 
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TABLE 5.1 Characteristics of Study Neighborhoods on l)ecline Parameters, 198(I and 
1990 

Mean Median SD Min Max 

9a Residents over 24 with at least some colh'ge 
1980 23.8 19.8 16.6 3.0 82.0 
1990 36.4 34.1 18.9 0 91.3 

Neighborhood average house value 
1980 $33,473 $28,755 $19,417 $11,630 
1990 $66,748 $52,867 $42,499 $26,895 

96 Householdsinpovcrt)' 
1980 16.5 12.1 13.9 1.3 59.5 
1990 17.8 13.9 12.9 0 61.5 

% ~4want housing units 
1980 7.1 4.2 7.1 .7 30.8 
1990 7.8 6.1 5.0 1.9 22.5 

% One-unit structun's 
1980 7(I.3 75.2 18.3 13.6 92.3 
1990 69.4 71.3 21.8 4.5 97.8 

%Owncr-occupiedhousingunits 
1980 54.6 55.2 21.4 5.9 88.8 
1990 55.1 53.9 19.5 9.2 90.4 

$113,856 
$281,933 

Stabil i ty indicators, if we look at the medians, also showed a sl ight 
worsen ing  over  tile decade,  with the median  percentage  of one-trait  
structures d ropping  from 75% to 71% and median percentage owner-oc- 
cupied housing units dropping  slightly from 55% to 54%. 

C r i m e  Rate C h a n g e s  

Looking at tile bivariate relationships (Kendall tau-B correlation coeffi- 
cients) between incivi l i t ies, structure, and crime changes helps set tile 
stage for the mult ivar iate results to follow. Incivi l i t ies show several con- 
nections suppor t ing the longitudinal, ecological version of tile incivilities 
thesis. Assessed incMlities linked significantly to later increases in homi- 
cide (.238; p < .01), rape (.196; p < .05), and assault (.17; p < .101. Perceived 
physical and social incivilities both affected later shifts in relative rape 
(.303, .299, respectively; ps < .01) and assault rates (.349, .273, respec- 
tively; ps < .011. The pattern suggests different types of incivility indica- 
tors shape different types of later crime changes. 
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These bivariate results also showed strong links between 1980 struc- 
ture and later crime changes. Relative homicide, for example, was more 
likely to subsequently increase in predominant ly African-American 
neighborhoods (.392; p < .01) and ill neighborhoods with lower relative 
house prices (-.176; p < .05). Race also linked significantly to changes in 
rape (.237; p < .05) and assault (.186; p < .05), with larger increases ill more 
predominantly African-American neighborhoods. More stable neighbor- 
hoods were somewhat less likely to experience later increases in assault 
(-.172; p < .10). Before isolating independent impacts, these bivariate re- 
sults suggest that of the three structural dimensions, status and race ap- 
pear more influential on later crime changes than stability. And of course, 
incivilities linked strongly to structure as well, although the connection 
depends both on the structural dimension and on the type of incivility in- 
dicator. 

Moving on to multivariate results, regression results via structural 
equation modeling appear in Table 5.2. To repeat, the estimation proce- 
dures used did not require multivariate, normal distributions among the 
variables. For homicide changes, the only predictor with consistent 
lagged impacts across all three incivilities indicators was race; homicide 
was more likely to increase unexpectedly during the 1980s in neighbor- 
hoods more predominantly African-American in 1980, after controlling 
for incivilities, status, and stability. This linkage is deeply disturbing. 
More importauat than incivilities, status, or stability in setting the stage for 
later relative increases in lethal violence was racial makeup. Stated differ- 
ently, the single feature, of those assessed, that best predicted later relative 
increases in homicide was haitial racial composition, and this co~-mection 
persisted regardless of the indicator used for incivilities, and after control- 
ling for status and stability, haterpreting this impact of racial composition 
is difficult. Is it possible that this connection is historically contingent? 
Open-air drug markets for crack-cocaine expanded sizably in Baltimore 
and ill other large cities, begirming in the latter 1980s. Often, as drug mar- 
kets were set up, there was competition among rival sellers, often leading 
to shootings. The geography of where these markets were set up de- 
pended on issues of access to customers and access to unsupervised loca- 
tions like vacant housing (26). Inner-city neighborhoods that had been 
largely historically African-American, and were usually ahnost exclu- 
sively African-Americaaa by 1980, may have witnessed increasing relative 
levels of lethal violence because of their central-city location, making it 
easier for customers to get to them, and to the larger volume of older, of- 
ten worn-out housing stock that could often be found in these locales. The 
analyses control for housing vacancies with the incivilities indicator. 

Of course, if relative lethal violence linked to the drug trade was in- 
creasing in these locales,, that does not tell us about the locations of vic- 
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tiros or perpetrators  or how many  of each came from within the neigh- 
borhood where  the crime was located. Offense location, offender  loca- 
tion, and victim location are all distinct (2). Homic ide  case studies hi Bal- 
t imore f rom 1988 (32) and all early 1990s e t h n o g r a p h y  of one  West 
Bal t imore d rug  corner,  close to a few of our  s tudy  ne ighborhoods ,  
pointed out  that in many  cases the customers d rawn ill were from other  
neighborhoods,  mid many  times they were not  African-American (33; see 
also 9). So the violence taking place in these p r e d o m i n a n t l y  African- 
American communi t ies  was increasing over  the period and was at least 
partly related to the drug trade. It is difficult, howevel ;  to go much  fur- 
ther than this and d raw inferences about  specific case characterist ics.  
Drawing  a direct connect ion  be tween  ecological  features and specific 
cases would be to commit  the ecological fallacy, (10, 41). ~ 

Assessed incivilities demonst ra te  an independen t  impact (p < .10) on 
later relative homicide change, contr ibuting to the later increase as hy- 
pothesized. 12 Tile independen t  impact does m~t appeab however,  when 
either perceived social or perceived physical hlcivilities, tile type of indi- 
cator on which most work in tile area has relied, are used. In short, the re- 
suits for this crime are s imultaneously encouraging and troubling. They 
are theoretically encouraging because they show a lagged impact, tile ex- 
pected independen t  effect of incivilities, on the one violent cr ime type 
with the least amoun t  of measurement  uncertainty ill reporting. They are 
troubling because the same effect does not appear  in tile equat ions with 
tile most widely used type of hlcivilities indicator. 

Worries about the inconsistent pattern of results using different incivil- 
ities variables would  be lessened if at least one of them proved  consis- 
tently influential  across different  crimes. But the results did not show 
such consistency. Turning to rape, we see that perceptions of social hlci- 
vilifies contr ibuted independent ly  to later relative increases (p < .10). In 
this equation, it was tile only significant predictor. In tile equat ion using 
assessed incivilities, incivilities were not influential on later rape shifts, 
but  ne ighborhood status was; relative rape rates were less likely, to in- 
crease in ne ighbo rhoods  with h igher  house  values  (p < .10). Assaul t  
showed tile same pattern as rape: an independent  impact of perceived in- 
civil i t ies--physical this t ime-- in  one equation, and in another  equation a 
nonsignificant impact of assessed incivilities but an independent  impact 
of house value. Relative assault rates we,'e more likely, to increase later in 
locales where residents had earlier reported mo,'e physical incivilities; as- 
sault was more likely to increase later in ne ighborhoods  with initially 
lower status. None  of tile predictors in the model  forecast later relative 
robbery, changes. In the equation with assessed incivilities, higher  stabil- 
ity came close to demons t ra t ing  a dampen ing  impact on later robbery 
shifts. So for three different crimes, different incivilities indicators prove 
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TABLE 5.2 Predicting Later Crime Changes 

Crime / huticator b se b/se p < 

Homicide/  
Assessed Incivilities 
(R:=0.339) 

Perceived Physical Incivilities 
(R2=0.328) 

Perceived Social Incivilities 
(R'=0.328) 

Rape/ 
Assessed Incivilities 
( R 2 = 0 . 1 5 7 )  

Perceived Physical Incivilities 
(Re=0.165) 

Perceived Social Incivilities 
(R2=0.183) 

Robbery/ 
Assessed Incivilities 
(R2=0.078) 

Perceived Physicallncivilities 
(R2=0.078) 

Incivilities 4.084 3.124 1.307 .10 
~%I.RANK8 0.044 0.091 0.483 
BLACK80P 0.321 0.066 4.877 .001 
OWy80p 0.096 0.139 0.695 

Incivilities -0.175 0.826 -0.212 
\%LRANK8 --0.041 0.116 --0.356 
BLACK80P 0.326 0.068 4.805 .001 
OWN80P 0.002 0.132 0.015 

Incivilities -0.193 0.504 -0.382 
\%LRANK8 --0.053 0.103 --0.514 
BLACK80P 0.320 0.072 4.414 .001 
OWN80P -0.004 0.126 --0.035 

Incivilities -3.515 4.356 -0.807 
\%LRANK8 -0.234 0.137 --1.710 .10 
BLACK80P 0.110 0.087 1.263 
O\VN80P -0.172 0.163 -1.057 

lncMlities 1.397 1.389 1.005 
\%LRANK8 -0.053 0.142 -0.375 
BLACK80P 0.110 0.089 1.226 
OwNSOP -0.029 0.140 -0.205 

Incivilities 1.082 0.679 1.594 .10 
\%LRANK8 --0.022 0.149 --0.150 
BLACK80P 0.142 0.095 1.496 
OWN80P -0.008 0.135 -0.060 

Incivilities -2.818 3.111 -0.906 
\%LRANK8 -0.067 0.120 --0.559 
BLACK80P 0.047 0.081 0.575 
OWN80P -0.246 0.161 -1.532 

Incivilities 0.828 0.866 0.956 
VALRANK8 0,050 0.140 0.359 
BLACK80P 0.044 0.083 0.537 
OWN80P --0.145 0.135 --1.079 

(continues) 
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Crime / Indicator b se b/se p < 

Perceived Social IncMlities 
(Re=0.076) 

Aggravated Assatflt/ 
Assessed IncMlities 
(R2=0.124) 

Perceived Physical lncMlities 
(R2=0.150) 

Perceived Social IncMlities 
(R2=0.1311) 

Incivilities 0.463 0.492 0.942 
\~LRANK8 0.045 0.128 0.355 
BLACKSOP 0.058 0.090 0.645 
OWN80P -0.150 0 . 1 3 8  -1.087 

Incivilities -3.105 3.336 -0.931 
VAI+P, ANK8 -0.247 0 . 0 9 6  --2.585 
BI,ACK80P -0.014 0 . 0 8 8  -0.159 
OWN80P -0.252 0 . 1 6 9  -1.495 

Incivilitics 1.826 1.058 1.727 
\',\LR,',NK8 -0.040 0.111 -0.362 
BI.ACKS(JP -0.012 0.086 -0.141 
OWN80P -0.092 0.119 -0.776 

llKMlities 0.656 0.566 1.160 
VALRANK8 -0.102 0.100 --1.027 
P,t.ACKSOP 0.005 0,084 0,056 
OWN80P -0.130 0 . 1 1 6  -1.127 

.05 

.(15 

NOTE: Probability tests 1 tailed fi~r incivilities, 2 tailed otherwise. Structural equation 
estimates with asymptotically distribution free estimates. 

relevant, and which indicator is used also affects which structural  im- 
pacts appear. 

In sum, the general pattern seen here is one of expected-but-not-con-  
sistent lagged incivilities impacts fo," three violent crime changes. But a 
few more specific points deserve me,ltion. First, the failure of any inci- 
vility indicator to predict  robbery changes  underscores  an impor tan t  
difference between these longi tudinal  results and Skogan ' s  cross-sec- 
tional ones (34: 193, Table A-4-1; but cf. Harcourt  11), where he found an 
independent  impact  of disorder  on robbery victimization across thirty 
ne ighborhoods .  ~3 Second,  race was the only aspect  of neighborlaood 
structure to consistently i,lfluence a crime change regardless of the inci- 
vility indicator used. Race mattered consistently for later shifts in lethal 
violence. Less consis tent  across indicators ,  but  re levant  to two later 
crime shifts, was initial status. Higher  initial house values significantly 
d a m p e n e d  later relative increases in assault and rape. But the lagged 
impact of house values appeared only in the equations with assessed 
incivilities. 
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Do the results show support for the incivilities thesis? Yes, but not as 
consistently as one might hope. For no crime do the results show an inde- 
pendent impact of incivilities regardless of type of indicator. Perceived 
social incivilities affect assault, perceived physical incivilities affect rape, 
and assessed incivilities affect homicide. The three incivilities indicators 
each predicted one crime change in the hypothesized direction. That the 
predicted impacts emerge is encouraging for the theory; that the impacts 
are not consistent across different and presumably comparable indicators 
is worrisome. 

Predicting Decline 

Again, inspecting the nonparametric bivariate connections (Kendall tau- 
Bs) sets the stage for the multivariate results. These show that two of the 
three pathways of structural change were linked to earlier structural con- 
ditions. Declining status--unexpected decreases in relative house values 
mid proportion with at least some college--was more likely in predomi- 
nantly African-American neighborhoods (-.158, p < .10) .  14 Further, in- 
creasing disadvantage was less likely in neighborhoods that were more 
stable initially (-.268; p < .01). No features of initial fabric linked to stabil- 
ity changes. Bivariate results further linked initial incivilities to these 
same two pathways of decline. Declining status was more likely in neigh- 
borhoods where neighbors in 1982 saw more physical incivilities (-.145; p 
< .10) or more social incivilities (-.141; p < .10). Finally, increasing disad- 
vantage was more likely ill locales where assessed incivilities were more 
extensive in 1981 (.140; p < .10). Initial incivilities did not link to later 
changes in stability. 

The multivariate results, with separate equations for each outcome and 
for each incivility indicator, appear more consistent than did the crime 
change equations. What was or was not significant did not fluctuate so 
markedly from equation to equation or outcome to outcome, but there 
still were inconsistencies. The general patterns emerging were that inci- 
vilities appeared to matter marginally--only for one outcome and only ill 
one equation--whereas race and stability proved consistently important. 
(See Table 5.3.) 

Race affects unexpected changes, relative to other neighborhoods, on 
status. Initial racial composition predicted status changes in all three 
models. The race impact was in the direction expected, given generally 
lower exchange values for predominantly African-American neighbor- 
hoods--relat ive status slipped faster in more predominantly African- 
American neighborhoods. This probably represents a complex set of ex- 
ternal and internal forces in these locales (19). Further exploration of 
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"IABLE 5.3 Predicting 1,ater Decline 

Omcome / huticator b st' b/se p < 

Changes in Status/ 
Assessed Incivilities 
(R 2=0.069) 

Perceived Physical lncMlities 
(112=0.071 ) 

Perceived Social Incivilities 
(1C-=0.073) 

Changes in I)isadvantage/ 
Assessed Incivilities 
( R 2 =0,234) 

Perceived Physical Incivilities 
(R-'=0.206) 

Perceived Social Incivilities 
111,2=0.197) 

Changes in Stability/ 
Assessed Incivilities 
(R2=0.024) 

Perceived Physical IncMlities 
(R2=0.016) 

Incivilities -0.022 0.196 <-1 
\rALRANK8 -0.004 0.008 <-1 
BLACK80P -0.008 0.005 -1.727 
OWN80P -0.009 0.007 - l . 3 2 l  

IncMlities -0.017 0.102 <-1 
VALRANK8 -0.002 0.011 <-1 
m.ACK80P -0.008 0.005 -1.706 
OWN80P -0.008 0.008 -1.002 

IncMlities -0.015 0.043 < - I  
VAI,RANK8 --0,006 0.009 <--I 
BI.ACK80P -0.009 0.1105 -1.755 
OWNS0P -0.010 0.006 - I  .664 

.10 

.10 

.10 

Incivilities 0.261 0.116 2.250 .05 
\5\LRANK8 0.003 0.003 < 1 
BI,ACKg0P --0.008 0.003 -2.610 .05 
OWN80P -0.011 0.005 -2.370 .05 

Incivilities -0.040 0.047 <-1 
VALRANK8 --0.004 0.005 <-1 
m.ACK80P -0.008 0.003 -2.520 
O\VN80P -0.018 0.007 -3.200 

Incivilities -0.004 0.013 <-1 
VAI.RANK8 -0.002 0.004 <-I  
m.ACK80P -0.{1{}8 0.003 -2.440 
owNg0P -0.017 0.005 -3.200 

lncMlities -0.112 0.187 <-1 
VAI.RA N K8 -0.001 0.004 <-  I 
BI,ACK80P 0.003 0.003 < I 
OWN8OP -0.1)02 0.007 < -  1 

IncMlities 0.005 0.057 < I 
VAI.RANK8 0.001 0.007 < 1 
m.ACK80P 0.003 0.003 < 1 
OWN80P 0.001 0.005 < 1 

.05 

.01 

.05 

.01 

(c,mtimws) 
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TABLE 5.3 (continued) 

Impacts of Incivilities on Later Crime and Decline 

Outcome / huticator b se b/se p < 

Perceived Social Incivilities 
(R2=0.016) IncMlities -0.001 0.028 <-1 

VAI.RANK8 0.0001 0.006 < 1 
BLACKSOP 0.003 0.004 < l 
OWN80P 0.0001 0.005 < 1 

NOTE: l-tailed test for incivilities; 2-tailed test for other predictors. Structural equation 
results with asymptotically distribution free estimates. 

some bivariate  relationships suggested the impact  was limited to neigh- 
bo rhoods  in the sample  already p redominan t ly  African-American (70% 
or over)  in 1980. Ne ighborhoods  with this mak eu p  drif ted d o w n  more 
than d id  p r e d o m i n a n t l y  white ne ighborhoods ,  and especially more  so 
than a smaller  g roup  of initially integrated ne ighborhoods  in the sample 
(40% to 70% Afr ican-American in 1980). In the sample,  p redominan t ly  
Afr ican-American ne ighborhoods  lost relative housing value faster than 
other  sample  neighborhoods.  This dynamic  operat ing over  time helps ex- 
plahl how the connect ion between race and lower  exchange value, seen 
cross-sectionally,  replicates and reinforces itself, becoming  t ighter  and 
t ighter  over  successive decades (16, 43). 

Notab le  in their  absence were impacts  of incivilities; in none  of the 
equat ions  for status change did a significant one appear. The failure of 
any indicator  to hlf luence later status changes contradicts the longitudi- 
nal hlcivilities theorists. It does not appear  to be the case that hlcivilities 
on their own  cause later softening of the housing market  or decreashlg 
at tract iveness to modera te ly  educa ted  residents or potential  in-migrmlts. 
In short,  gr ime does not lead to later status declhle35 

T u r n i n g  to changes  in d i s a d v a n t a g e ,  incivi l i t ies  theor is t s  receive  
some suppor t .  Incivil i t ies s h o w e d  expec ted  lagged impacts  in one  of 
the th ree  mode l s .  N e i g h b o r h o o d s  whe re  more  ex tens ive  incivil i t ies 
were  r e c o r d e d  by  ra ters  in 1981 increased  faster  on vacanc ies  and  
p o v e r t y  in the 1980s (p < .05), relat ive to o ther  ne ighborhoods ,  control- 
l ing for 1980 structure.  Incivilities based on residents '  assessments  did 
not  show the expec ted  impacts. So, again, as with the crime results, the 
pa t te rn  for this o u t c o m e  is both  e n c o u r a g i n g - - b e c a u s e  an expected  ef- 
fect e m e r g e d - - a n d  t roub l ing - -because  the influential  indicator  is not  
the one  wide ly  used  in the l i terature,  and the widely  used ones did not  
work  out.  

As with the earlier pa thway  of decline, race was significant in all mod- 
els. But here  the results were opposite the direction anticipated. Disadvan- 
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tage increased less in more predominantly African-American neighbor- 
hoods. Close examination of a number of scatter plots showed why. The 
neighborhoods exclusively or almost exclusively African-American at 
the beghming of the period already demonstrated moderate levels of va- 
cancy and poverty. Although matters there worsened (median unex- 
pected poverty change = -.14%, n=23), they worsened more dramatically 
in neighborhoods starting out the decade relatively integrated (median 
unexpected poverty change = -2.8%, n=11). 

More expected were the homeownership impacts. Greater stability i_n 
1980 helped prevent increasing disadvantage over the following decade. 
This connection appeared in all three models. This lagged impact 
strongly confirms ecological theorists who expound the virtues of stable 
neighborhoods (e.g., 20). 

In contrast to the relative predictability of the first two pathways, 
changes in stability were not predicted by any of the variables in our 
model. 

In sum, incivilities proved relevant to one pathway of decline, increas- 
ing disadvantage. As with the crime changes, howeveb the impact only 
showed up for one type of incivility indicator. Viewing this result with 
more confidence than may be warranted, and hi the context of nil impacts 
of incivilities on status shifts, it appears that actual deterioration spawns 
more deterioration when the deterioration betokens a neighborhood al- 
ready in an underclass position relative to other neighborhoods. This sup- 
ports Skogan's suggestion that incivilities may have some self-propagat- 
ing qualities (34). If the housing and economic situation in a 
neighborhood is already so bad that the neighborhood abounds with graf- 
fiti, abandoned houses, and lots of people hanging out, those problems 
will worsen, as shown by more empty units and more povert); in the 
years to come. For the 1970s, Jeanette Covington and 1 documented how 
already-disadvantaged neighbo,'hoods in Baltimore in 1970 became more 
deeply entrenched in this status as the decade p,'ogressed (38). That 
process appears to be continuing into the 1980s. In Chapter 4, I reviewed 
the neighborhoods where abandoned housing was increasing in the 
1980s; it was growi.ng particularly in low-income, predominantly African- 
American near-westside and, to a lesse," extent, near-eastside neighbor- 
hoods. If we knew how much deterioration was evident on the street in 
1981, we could help predict how much worse the degree of disadvantage 
would become, as reflected in vacancies and poverty. Nonetheless, it is 
not clear how we should interpret such an incivilities impact since it did 
not appear when we relied on residents' views about incivilities. 

The results control for status and race, two factors with a major influ-. 
ence on how outsiders gauge the exchange value of the locale. So it is 
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probably not just a lack of outside investor interest spurring faster de- 
cline. Here are some possibilities: (1) For some reason, these locales with 
high assessed incivilities in 1981 were already underserved by the public 
agencies concerned with the physical environment (sanitation, fire, hous- 
ing); they also may have been underserved by police as well, because of- 
ficers' responsiveness may have been lower in these more disorderly con- 
texts (15). That spatial differentiation continued forward in time, 
deepening the differences between less deteriorated and more deterio- 
rated locales. The information supplied by some neighborhood leaders 
about deterioration issues and connections with outside agencies (Chap- 
ters 7, 8) would seem to support this idea. The poverty increased be- 
cause, as Shaw and McKay pointed out, it is only in the deteriorated lo- 
cales that extremely low income households can find affordable lodgings. 
(2) Neighborhoods with extensive assessed incivilities in 1981 were more 
likely than other neighborhoods to have established criminal subcul- 
tures, given the larger numbers of people on the street and the greater 
number  of available places without supervision, such as abandoned 
houses, to carry on criminal activities (36). Those subcultures grew and 
became more dominant  over the decade, especially after the crack co- 
caine invasion circa 1987, thereby deepening deterioration. (3) Residents 
euld perhaps especially leaders h~ the locales with high incivilities in 1981 
may have lacked strong public control and were unable to secure exter- 
nal resources and services (5). This ineffectiveness, hi ways separate from 
the service differentials first mentioned, may have shaped residents' and 
leaders' neighborhood maintenealce efforts over the followhlg decade. 

The above-described processes are speculative only; with details lack- 
hlg about the dynamics in each neighborhood, it is difficult to decide in 
favor of one set of processes over another. In Chapters 7 and 8, however, 
comments from neighborhood leaders provide some insight into the rela- 
tionships between neighborhoods and outside agencies and resources. 

Discussion 

Both incivilities ~ld  basic neighborhood composition have demonstrated 
impacts on crime changes; at least one hlcivilities indicator demonstrated 
an independent impact on three of the four later violent crime changes 
examined. Furthermore, at least one feature of neighborhood fabric 
demonstrated lagged impacts on three of the four violent crime changes. 
But neither structural nor incivility impacts, except the impacts of race on 
changing homicide, proved consistent across the equations using differ- 
ent indicators of incivilities. The lack of consistency across different indi- 
cators does not appear to be solely an artifact of different-strength con- 
nections between incivilities and structure. Rather the different 
indicators themselves connect in various ways to each outcome. 
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The crime results also underscored a continuing spatial stratification of 
local crime rates along socioeconomic lines, showhlg how these differen- 
tials persist and move forward hi time. Relative status buffered neighbor- 
hoods against later unexpected hlcreases in rape and assault in at least 
one equation for each outcome. Higher-status neighborhoods were better 
at protecting themselves from these two violent crime changes in the 
1980s. Work on community crime prevention might suggest this protec- 
tion emerges largely from different police-community relations in high- 
versus medium- versus low-status locales (24, 25). But the qualitative 
material to be reviewed in Chapters 7 and 8 shows the sources of relative 
protection differences are several, involving a wide array of actors and 
factors, including public control, history, and fundamental differences 
not only in resources but also in strategic planning approaches. That 
qualitative material suggests the buffering effects of higher initial status 
are "real," and beneath the simple coefficients presented here lie complex 
processes both internal to and external to the neighborhoods in question. 

Turning to the structural decline outcomes, incivilities revealed an 
even weaker pattern of lagged impacts--significant in only one of the 
nine equations. Assessed dete,'ioration, controlling for initial structure, 
did facilitate later relative growth in poverty and vacant housing. As seen 
when looking at the crime outcomes, the impact here on disadvantage 
change did not hold up across various indicators of incivilities. In short, 
we are unable to make a strong case that grime leads to later structural de- 
cline. 

When the outcome switched from crime changes to structural changes, 
not only did impacts of hlcivilities weaken, lagged impacts of structure 
emerged more consistently. Race, consistently relevant to only one crime 
change, proves consistently relevant here for two pathways of structural 
change--status and disadvantage. Stability likewise proved consistently 
relevant to changing disadvantage. Changes in structure link to initial 
structure (e.g., 13, 14). Results here suggest these links are stronger than 
the links of structure to later crime change. 

But the connections were sometimes not as expected in the case of race. 
In keeping with McDougall's arguments, more heavily African-Ameri- 
can neighborhoods dropped faster on status, relative to the other neigh- 
borhoods. This finding may be evidence of discrimination, although 
other factors also could be at work. But when we switched to looking at 
another pathway of change, disadvantage, initial African-American com- 
position protected the neighborhood against further erosion. As noted 
above, this connection emerged from differences between initially inte- 
grated and initially African-American neighborhoods. 

More consistent than race, and fully in keeping with ecological theory 
on this topic, were the impacts of stability. Higher levels of initial stability 
consistently protected against later increases in disadvantage. 
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The longitudinal results shown here provide weaker support for the 
latest versions of the incivilities thesis than other cross-sectional exami- 
nations (11, 34) have done. It is often the case that when researchers 
shift from cross-sectional to longitudinal analyses, support for an idea 
weakens. This is true especially in the work on communities and crime 
(21: 136-138). This seems to be the case with the longitudinal, ecological 
version of the incivilities thesis. In the one test most closely comparable 
to the cross-sectional, neighborhood-level, decline and disorder work, 
with robbery as the outconle, a highly significant cross-sectional rela- 
tionship seen hi other work appeared as nonsignificant in a longitudi- 
nal f ramework  (but cf. Harcourt 's  comments  on the initial robbery 
analysis [11]). 

Certainly there is some support for the ecological and longitudinal ver- 
sion of the incivilities thesis. The longitudinal impact of assessed incivili- 
ties on later homicide shifts may be the strongest case hi pohlt. But that 
support seems slightly stronger for crime change as compared to struc- 
tural decline, and it is not as robust as the cross-sectional work has sug- 
gested. 

Evidence reviewed hi Chapter 3 revealed that different types of indica- 
tors, for either static or changing incivilities, often failed to link tightly to- 
gether. Chapter 4 commented on these divergences in the context of some 
specific neighborhoods. This lack of convergent validity appears even 
more troubling when considered hi light of some of the results seen here: 
It appears that lagged impacts on later crime or structural changes are not 
general across different incivility indicators; to some extent each type of 
incivility indicator is linked with disparate lagged outcomes. Just as there 
can be different pathways of neighborhood change or neighborhood de- 
cline (35), there niay not be one level of incivilities or incivilities change 
hi a locale. Instead we may have a loosely linked set of neighborhood is- 
sues--housing vacancies, uncivil neighbors, rowdy teens, or poor hous- 
big maintenaaice--each amplifying the other issues less than mlticipated 
aa~d each deservhlg separate recognition and separate remedies. 

Turning to community  structure, results here show more consistent 
lagged impacts for structure than for incivilities. These results are fully in 
accord with the political economy perspective on neighborhood shifts 
(17: 123). When all is said and done, hlitial racial composition, stability, 
and status appear more important for predicting later neighborhood de- 
clhle than hlcivilities, and status and race appear at least as important as 
incivilities for predicthlg crime changes. 

Certahlly the current work has numerous limitations. First, some may 
argue that the change period examined here is too lengthy. For re- 
searchers relying on dece~n~ial census data, however, there are no alterna- 
tives for gaughlg community structure without funding for very sizable 
community surveys. Second, results here are limited to one city and one 
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decade of charge .  External validity, however ,  as m u s t  be the c~ise, is an 
empirical  quest ion and  cannot  be gauged  a priori. Third, some may  ar- 
gue that the p a t h w a y s  of s t ructural  decline were  too " th in ly"  def ined,  
with only two variables  for each pathway.  Certainly different results with 
di f ferent  s t ruc tu ra l  va r iab les  are possible .  But the focus here  was  on 
changes  in fabric that all would  agree are ei ther desirable or undesirable.  
One hopes  that the six variables used mee t  that s tandard.  Fourth, sonre 
may  argue  that the equat ions  should have  included interaction terms, so 
that  incivilities could  have  s t ronger  or weake r  impac t s  t inder  va ry ing  
condit ions and  thus have  a s t ronger  overall  impact.  I find this a reason- 
able suggestion,  but  the purpose  here was to test the longitudh-~al, eco- 
logical version of the incivilities thesis. That  thesis does  not concern itself 
with interaction terms, but rather with "main  effects" of incivilities after 
controlling for structure. Finally, some may  have  wished  for cr ime vari- 
ables to be included in the s t ructural  change  equat ions.  They were ex- 
cluded in fairness to the incivilities thesis. To have  included cr ime would  
have made  it even more  difficult for incivilities to demons t ra t e  an inde- 
pendent  impact.  Offsett ing these concerns, of course, are the n u m e r o u s  
ad\ ,antages  of the current  ilwestigation. They include the use of rnultiple 
types  of indicators  for incivilities; ana lyses  p r epa red  to a c c o m m o d a t e  
non-normal ly  dis t r ibuted data; and,  most  important ,  a lol'tgitudinal ana- 
lytic design captur ing  ou tcome shifts over  time, the very shifts of central 
interest to the incivilities thesis. 

This chapter  has gauged  two of the three outcorne areas where  incivili- 
ties were expected to change ne ighborhood  life: shifts in fabric and vio- 
lence. The thesis has not fared as well as expected,  pro\,hlg of rninimal 
re levance to s t ruc tu ra l  chm'tges and m o d e r a t e  re levance  to c r ime 
changes.  The next chapter  turns at tention to the ou tcomes  that initially 
drew the attentiorl of incivilities theorists: fear, local commi tmen t s ,  and 
other reactions to crime. Perhaps  the thesis will fare bet ter  with these out- 
comes, which have  been of interest for longer. 

Notes  

I. Harcourt (11) has reanalyzed Skogan's data, playing closer attention to out- 
liers and how they may have influenced results. He also has redone other fea- 
tures of tile analysis. His leexamination leads to some markedly different conclu- 
sions. He also has provided an extensive theoretical critique of the decline and 
disorder thesis. 

2. Analyses do not include initial relative crime rates as predictors of structural 
change. Analyses first sought to learn whether incivilities showed a lagged im- 
pact on structural charlges. To look for this impact after controlling for crime 
rather than before would be to make aim even more stringent test of time incivilities 
thesis. 



198 Impacts of Incivilities on Later Crime and Decline 

3. In Baltimore, during the time period examined the two major racial groups 
present were African Americans and whites. Given the lack of large proportions 
of other racial groups, it was not possible to simultaneously examine impacts of 
ethnic heterogeneity and racial composition. 

4. Harcourt (11) has criticized Skogan's 1990 (34) neighborhood analysis for fo- 
cusing just oll robbery results and has shown different results with different 
crimes. 

5. Of the four violent crimes, skepticism about measurement issues is likely to 
be strongest for rape and weakest for homicide. Therefore, results that appear 
only for rape should probably be viewed with considerable caution. 

6. Time principal components analysis yielded three eigenvalues greater than 
1.0: 1.91, 1.38, 1.16. These three explained a cumulative 74% of the variance in the 
items before rotation. The varimax rotated solution provided an extremely clean 
componen t  matrix. Percent owner  occupied loaded .91 and percent one unit 
structures loaded .90 on Component  I (Changes in Stability). Percent vacant units 
loaded .83 and percent households in poverty loaded .83 on Componen t  II 
(Changes in Disadvantage). Percent with at least some college education loaded 
.83, and house value percentile loaded .83 on Component  111 (Changes in Status). 
All variables, again, represented unexpected change between 1980 and 1990. The 
principal components analysis was carried out for all neighborhoods in time city 
(n=262), excluding only the downtown and public housing communities. 

A parallel analysis was completed using time percent of time adult population 
with a high school degree but no better. That variable, however, produced a mud- 
dier principal components  solution. I will report, howeveb on time places where 
the results differed depending on which education variable was used. 

Some might argue that time loss of households with at least some college might 
not represent neighborhood decline. It is true that a neighborhood can be destabi- 
lized by the influx of large numbers  of professional households who bid tip 
house prices beyond the reach of long-term residents. But those households often 
have completed college or have gone beyond to complete additional professional 
degrees. The variable here focuses rather on at least some college or more, not 
college completion or professional degree. 

The principal components solution here uses only two variables to define each 
component.  Ideally, each component would be defined by more variables. But ex- 
panding the number of variables runs the risk of including some variables that 
people would not agree represent decline. All six variables included here repre- 
sent changes that almost all would agree are deleterious for a neighborhood. 

7. See 37: Figures 7-A-1 through 7-A-13 in chapter 7, Appendix A. 
8. Unfortunately, this procedure allows for partialling only one variable at a 

time, and the procedures to determine the statistical significance of the partials 
have not been specified. 

9. AMOS version 3.6 was used to obtain these estimates. 
10. To obtain an acceptable level of statistical power, an alpha level of .10 (one- 

tailed) was adopted for the incivilities and .10 (two-tailed) for features of neigh- 
borhood composition. The direction of expected incivility impacts was cleai, lead- 
ing to the one-tailed tests, whereas for lagged impacts of structure, effects opposite 
to those predicted were of substantial interest, leading to two-tailed tests. Power 
analyses for closely related models suggested that regression results should yield 
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power of about 87% for the impacts of incivilities and 78% for tile impacts of fea- 
tures of neighborhood structure, given a medium effect size. The generous alpha 
level used here was not shrunk to control for multiple correlated outcomes in the 
case of the four violent crime rate changes. Some might argue the level should be 
Bonferroni-adjusted. The regression results shown here treat all the variables as 
observed and all predictors as correlated and presume error in tile outcomes. 

11. To commit the ecological fallacy is to presume that relationships observed 
at one level of analysis (e.g., neighborhood-level, ecological connections) apply at 
a smaller level, e.g., to indMduals  or incidents. Such presumptions are not war- 
ranted because the relationships may operate differently at different levels of 
analysis. 

12. This is one result that depended on the analysis approach. If structure is 
paranaetrically partialled from assessed incivilities and then nonparametrically 
correlated with homicide change, the result was nonsignificant. 

13. Of course, in addition to the cross-sectional vs. longitudinal approach, the 
outcome in his s tudy was based on self-report whereas analyses here use re- 
ported crime data. With the latte,; it is not possible to separate out robberies of 
residents from robberies of nonresidents. 

14. If the status change component used awl education variable that was per- 
cent who had completed high school education and gone no further, status 
change also linked to initial status. Status was less likely to drop in neighbor- 
hoods with initially" higher house values (. 17; p < .05). 

15. This result does not contradict tile substantial literature linking crime and 
related dynamics to house values--see Chapter 4. It is quite conceivable that 
crime but not incivilities would independently influence house prices. 
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6 
Longitudinal Impacts of 

Incivilities on Reactions to 
Crime and Local Commitment 

Unders tanding  why some people are more afraid of crime than others 
and why such fears are higher in some locations than others has been of 
continuing interest to researchers and policymakers alike for well over  a 
quarter  century. Incivilities theorists have contr ibuted to that discussion, 
describing how disorder ly  local social condit ions (called social incivili- 
ties) and deter iorated local physical conditions (called physical incivili- 
ties) cont r ibu te  to fear and other  reactions to crime. As descr ibed  m 
Chapter  3, these outcomes have been of central interest since the earliest 
versions of the incivilities theory. But as also noted h~ that chapter, the na- 
ture of the connection between hlcivilities and reactions to crime such as 
fear has shifted. The early theorists argued at the individual  level: Those 
who were sur rounded  by more deteriorated or disorder ly  cond i t ions - -  
usually operat ional ized as those who perceived themseh,  es to be s o - -  
were more fearful. 

The conneclion has been well documented ,  even though it is not yet 
clear which causes which. Laler theorists  such as Wilson and Kelling 
added add itional arguments  eithe," at the small group or streetblock level 
or, as did Skogan, at the neighborhood level. That neighborhood-level ,  
longitudinal connection has not been documented  and is the focus of this 
chapter. More specifically the longitudinal,  ecological version of the the- 
sis posits lagged ne ighborhood- leve l  impacts of incivilities on fear. In 
ne ighborhoods  where  incivilities are more widespread ,  over  t ime resi- 
dents should become more fearful, see the sur round as more dangerous,  
and become more desirous of leaving. Using evidence  from the thirty 
neighborhoods  where residents were interviewed in 1994, do we see evi- 
dence of these suggested impacts? 

203 
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Before turning to the main evidence, however, a broader background 
for work on reactions to crime is provided. The following section looks 
beyond concerns about incivilities per se and reviews the predictors of 
fear, avoidance, and mobility intentions. 

Reactions to Crime 

Much has been written on reactions to crime, such as fear of crime, avoid- 
ing dangerous places, taking steps to protect person or property, or jobb- 
ing with neighbors to collectively combat crime. (For reviews see 6, 9, 24, 
30, 60.) 

Fea r 

Well-documented since the mid-1970s have been the demographic corre- 
lates of safety concerns. Expressing more fear are women; African Ameri- 
cans and other minorities; and, in most studies, older persons. Various 
hlterpretations arise to explahl each of these differentials. 

Gender. Several researchers ascribe gender differences to fear of sexual 
assault (29, 43, 58). Warr suggests this results from women's greater fear 
of dark, nighttime scenes (59). Ferraro shows this concern is especially 
high among younger women (12: 97). Young women, he argues, are more 
vulnerable to sexual assault because they may move often and be in- 
volved in family transitions. 

Others argue from a markedly different approach, suggesting that 
women's fear of crime is different from men's throughout the life course. 
For example, Stanko argues that women from an early age learn to fear 
men and remember this lesson. Women may have as much to fear from 
known males, such as ex-lovers or ex-husbands, husbands, or employers, 
as they do from strange men. Their fears are not just about rape, but 
about "hey honey" hassles and a wide array of possible other intrusions 
from males. "Early lessons in danger become part of a lifetime of negoti- 
ating danger, hlside and outside the home" (43: 49). 

Race. Race differences receive various interpretations as well. Skogan 
and Maxfield suggested that race differences in fear reflect the more dis- 
orderly ecological context in which African Americans are likely to find 
themselves, at least as compared to whites in the same urban settings 
(40). Because of where they live, African Americans experience higher 
ecological vulnerability. But one study found that race differences per- 
sisted even after controlling for disorder and crime h~ the surrounding 
neighborhood (5), raising questions about the relevance of ecological vul- 
nerability as an interpretation of race differences. 
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Impacts of race, ,'uld gender too, may interact with age in shaping fear 
(26). It is not clear from the work to date if these interactions dramatically 
outweigh the main effects of each attribute. 

Turning to neighborhood racial context, at least one study fails to find 
independent impacts of racial composition on fear after controlling for 
neighborhood status and stability (46). Discrepant findings for net im- 
pacts of neighborhood racial composition across studies may reflect dif- 
fering study contexts (e.g., statewide telephone surveys with census data 
attached vs. clustered, urban neighborhood samples), varying controls 
applied (e.g., some control for neighborhood crime rate but others do 
not), or different definitions of "neighborhood." 

The racial heterogeneity of the locale may influence fear (23, 34, 35), as 
may the discrepancy between an individual's race and the overall neigh- 
borhood makeup (5). Merry's thesis linking intercultural distance posi- 
tively to fear provides a clear-cut theoretical interpretation for impacts of 
community racial diversity (23). 

To sum up on race, the following points are suggested. African Ameri- 
cans, compared to whites, routinely report higher fear levels. Even after 
controlling for features of the neighborhood, including crime and hlcivil- 
ities, these differences persist. Race impacts can be moderated by gender 
or age. Less often examined are fear differences between whites and 
other racial groups, such as Asians or Hispanics. Even less work has been 
completed on fear differences within racial groups, for example, contrast- 
ing Chicano, Puerto Ricano, and Cuban Hispanics. At the neighborhood 
level, racial composition may not be influential after controlling for other 
features of the neighborhood with which it may closely link, including 
crime, stability, status, and disordeb but the racial diversity of the neigh- 
borhood does appear relevant. As racial heterogeneity increases, it may 
become increasingly difficult for residents to interpret the street behavior 
of those belonging to dissimilar cultural or ethnic groups. 

Age. Although individual-level gender and race differentials on fear are 
beyond dispute, age impacts are not. Most studies find increasing fear 
with age (12: 67-69). But not all. Ferraro's (1994) results with a national 
telephone sample conducted in 1990 asking people about fears of specific 
crimes showed slightly lower fear among older respondents. Rountree 
and Land, analyzing a Seattle community survey also completed in 1990, 
find a slight negative impact of age on perceptions of neighborhood 
safety (34: Table 3; see also 35: Table 4). Ferraro suggests discrepant find- 
ings may emerge given measurement, analytical, and time differences 
across studies. 

Not only are there questions about age's solo impact on fear, but sev- 
eral studies suggest age's impact on fear may be conditional on other fea- 
tures of the person or context. Ortega and Myles suggest interactions be- 



206 Impacts on Reactions to Crime and Local Commitment 

tween age, gendel, and race (26). Maxfield finds age effects stronger in 
higher-crime neighborhoods, suggesting in those locales the elderly feel 
particularly at risk (20). He suggests the vuhlerability arises not from the 
person characteristics, but  rather from lh~ks between person and setting 
characteristics. And Liska and colleagues have added a different wrinkle, 
proposing that the connection between fear aa~d other reactions to crime, 
such as constrained behavior, gets stronger the older the respondent (18). 

Knowh~g if there is an age-fear link has important policy implications 
(4). If there is a strong positive linkage, as "boomers" become elderly in 
larger numbers, nationwide, fear of crime should hlcrease. This general 
fear increase has not yet surfaced (24). 

Status. Typically, higher-status respondents, measured through educa- 
tion or income, report lower fear levels. Work suggests this relationship 
holds at the neighborhood (46), streetblock (52), and hldividual levels (5). 
At the neighborhood level, the connection may be carried by how at- 
tached residents are to their neighborhood and how socially involved 
they are there (46), as well as by urban service differentials (19). At the 
streetblock level, the connection is mediated by physical features that 
support  territorial functioning, such as real and symbolic barriers (52), 
and by lmld use characteristics (16). The presence of some territorial and 
land use factors covaries with status. For example, mixed land use blocks 
are less likely in higher-status neighborhoods. At the individual level, the 
connection may be mediated by territorial cognitions, such as how re- 
sponsible people feel for locations immediately adjoh~ing their residence 
(45, 52). 

Local Crime and Victimization. Studies routinely find weak-to-moderate 
correlations between local crime rates and fear levels (9, 53). A recent 
s tudy by Rountree, however, observed a stronger linkage than has been 
typically observed by using victimization data and separating out differ- 
ent types of fears and different types of victimization (33). Despite this 
last study, importault questions remain about why the col-mection is not 
stronger. 

One reason may be how fear is distributed. Most of the variation in 
fear reflects differences between neighbors, not differences between 
neighborhoods (27). In short, these contextual connections have only a 
relatively small portion of the fear variable with which to work. Another 
possibility is that fear might cause "protective action and decreased ex- 
posure to risky and vuhlerable situations, which in turn, results in lower 
risks of victimization" (24: 14). We do not know in systematic detail the 
behavioral adaptations people are making to living in locales with high 
crime or high victimization rates and how those connect to fear over 
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time. One study linked protective behaviors with later increases hi fear, 
suggesting that steps people take to cope with crime may make them 
more rather than less concerned over time (55). Some quasi-experimental 
work on community crime prevention initiatives also points toward a 
similar dynamic (31, 32). 

Individual victimization experience corulects more consistently to fear 
of crime, with victims reporting more fear (e.g., 40). It appears that indi- 
rect victimization--hearing about local crime events from neighbors-- 
also fuels fear (53). 

As researchers--with a few exceptions--have failed to unearth exceed- 
ingly strong connections between fear and local crime or victimization 
rates, they have turned toward a broader array of neighborhood condi- 
tions to perhaps explain the sources of fear. 

Social Dynamics. Local social dynamics prove relevant. Those who are 
surrounded by similab as compared to dissimilab others; who recognize 
more of the people living nearby; or who have stronger local social ties, 
report less fear (36, 37, 52). 

Territorial Functioning. Also relevant is residents' territorial functioning 
(45, 47, 49, 51). Stronger territorial functioning--having more say about 
who does what where in outdoor spaces nearby~dampens  fear. The im- 
pacts emerge at the streetblock level, and they also explahl fear differ- 
ences between individuals on the same blocks (52). 

The impacts of incivilities are described in detail below, following a 
discussion of other outcomes ,'uld the theoretical evolution of the incivili- 
ties thesis. 

Avoidance, Behavioral Restriction, Constrained Belmvior 

Individual behavioral responses to crime or tile possibility of victimiza- 
tion can include avoiding places seen as dangerous, either all the time or 
at certain times, and more generally restricting one's behavioral orbit. 
For the latter, one may, for example, no longer go out at night or may 
only go out in the evening only if accompanied by others. 

Researchers often join avoidance of specific places and behavioral con- 
straint. For example, for his index of constrained behavior Ferraro used 
three items: "Do you generally avoid unsafe areas during the day be- 
cause of crime? .... Do you avoid unsafe areas during the night because of 
crime?" and "Within the past ),ear, have you limited or changed your 
daily activities because of crime?" (12: 56) 

Has avoidance been increasing? Available national indicators include 
items such as, "Is there any aFea near where you live--that is, within a 
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mile--where you would be afraid to walk alone at night? ''l Gallup polls 
conducted shlce the rnid-1960s show the proportion of U.S. residents say- 
ing yes to this question has varied from 31% to 45% (41: Table 2.32). 
These data suggest avoidance was higher in the 1970s and 1980s than it 
was in the 1960s, but may have come down slightly in the mid-1990s. 
This latest, slight downturn may shadow the national violent crime drop 
wih~essed from about 1992-1993 through--at  least--the first half of 1998. 
It is h~triguhlg that these data show a noticeable jump in the early 1970s, 
when fear also moved tip. 

Going beyond these national restllts for this one item, we see that the 
amount  of avoidance varies somewhat dependhlg on the question. Look- 
ing at results up through the late 1970s, DuBow and his colleagues noted 
that 42% to 52% of respondents would mention specific places they 
avoided going, whereas closer to two thirds would say they avoided 
someplace in the city (9: Table 1). "It is reasonable to assume from these 
studies that a clear majority of urban residents in the late 1970s avoided 
particular places withhl their city because of crime" (24: 22). 

Who is more likely to avoid dangerous places? Nationally, in 1996, 
those who were more likely to say there was a nearby fear-inspirhlg place 
to avoid were women, Africm~ Americans, or nonwhites; had less educa- 
tion; and lived in urban as opposed to suburban or rural areas (41: Table 
2.0016) Ferraro's national telephone survey in 1990 confirmed some of 
these connections (12). After controlling for the impacts of h~civilities and 
perceived risk on constrained behavior, he found the latter higher among 
women; urban residents; and, tip to a point, older respondents. 

What are the kinds of dangerous places that people avoid? In a 1995 
national survey, adults reported avoiding particular locations in their 
neighborhood (29%), public parks or recreation areas (28%), and the 
nearest mall or shopping center (21%) (22: 155). 

Avoidance, constrained behavior, and fear link together in complex 
ways, especially for women, whose behavioral orbits are most restricted 
as a result (14, 28). As mentioned above, Liska's work suggests a tighten- 
hlg of the positive fear-avoidm~ce lh~k as age hlcreases. By contrast, Mi- 
ethe suggests that as people protect themselves more by avoiding dan- 
gerous places and constrainhlg behavior, fear might decline. 

Two main ways questions on this topic have differed are hi the spatial 
scope and the specificity required. Spatial scope has varied from any- 
where in the city, to within a mile of home, to within the neighborhood. 
Given decreashlg territorial control as one moves away from home and 
decreasing recognition of others, we would expect that the chances of 
people saying they avoid someplace would increase with increasing dis- 
tance encompassed (49). Sometimes questions ask for specific place nom- 
hlations; sometimes they ask the respondent to say yes or no to a specific 
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type of place, such as a shopping center; and sometimes they just ask the 
respondent if there is "mlyplace" he or she avoids because it makes him 
or her feel unsafe. It seems likely that as specificity decreases, more re- 
spondents would say there are places they avoid. 

In sum, one third to two thirds of respondents appear to avoid danger- 
ous places. Avoidance does not appear to have increased nationally since 
the early 1970s. Avoidance is clearly more of an issue for urban residents 
and for women. People appear to avoid a wide array of public locations, 
includhlg some that are likely to be high-crime locations. The amount of 
avoidance reported probably depends in part on how the question is 
asked, although we have had no firm tests of this notion. 

Intending to Move  

A few studies link perceptions of crime problems with an intent to move. 
One research project from tile late 1960s used perceptions of crime and 
violence as predictors. More than 1,400 households in forty-three metro- 
politan areas were interviewed at two points in time. Researchers found 
that perceptions of disorder in the neighborhood were strongly linked to 
a desire to move. The connection appeared stronger for central city as 
compared to suburban residents (8). Similarl); in his declhle and disorder 
data set of forty-plus neighborhoods from six cities, Skogan found both 
robbery victimization and perceptions of crime-related problems in the 
neighborhood correlating cross-sectionally with a desire to move out 
(38). 

Intending to move, however, is not synonymous with actually moving. 
Mobility is not as clearly influenced by neighborhood crime or percep- 
tions of neighborhood problems as is the hltent to move. Studies span- 
ning the mid-1960s through the late 1970s do not find individual-level 
connections between perceptions of crime and mobility or suburban 
flight (17, 25, 42, 57). One author concluded, for example, "This study's 
findings . . .  refute the commonly accepted belief that many urban fami- 
lies move because of poo," schools, the lack of police protection, or for 
other deficiencies in public service" (57: 193). The relationship fails to ap- 
pear even when African Americans and whites are modeled separately 
(42). Demographic factors such as race and income, stage of life cycle, 
and location of employlnent represent the strongest factors influencing 
actual moves. 

Numerous studies have relied on the Census Bureau's Annual Hous- 
ing Survey (AHS), now completed every other },ear and called the Amer- 
ican Housing Survey. Unfortunately, this data source provides only a 
small number of neighborhood indicators linked to crime (7). 2 The AHS 
does include interviewer reports about neighborhood conditions that 
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might be lhlked to crime or related problems, but these are available only 
for respondents living in multiunit structures. The characteristics include 
each of the followhlg within 300 feet of the target household: at least one 
abaa~doned building, at least one building with bars on the window, ma- 
jor repair of road needed, major accumulation of trash/litter. A more re- 
cent study, using National Crime Victimization data did suggest that 
some types of victimization may lead to later mobility (10). 

In sum, relatively recent aggregate-level connections between per- 
ceived neighborhood problems and moving h~tention have surfaced, and 
some studies link intention to move and perceived crime problems; some 
suggest, however, the impact may be obviated by other local features 
(44). But connections between local crime, or incivilities, and residents' 
actual mobility are rarely seen, probably for a variety of reasons. One re- 
cent study with victimization data, however, does suggest impacts of vic- 
timization on later mobility. 

Focus 

Some questions about incivilities and fear persist. First, do incivilities at 
the neighborhood level have impacts over time on residents' reactions to 
crime, such as fear, avoidmlce, aald local commitment, as predicted by the 
declhle and disorder version of the thesis? Of particular interest are hide- 
pendent ecological impacts, net of neighborhood structure mid crime, on 
shifts ill the outcomes. In the current investigation, by controllhlg for ear- 
lier fear, avoidance, and commitment at the neighborhood level, the eco- 
logical focus is exclusively on changes in the neighborhood portion of the 
outcome; these shifts are the focus of the longitudinal versions of the the- 
sis. Extaalt deterioration or shared perceptions of local deterioration, over 
time, should hlspire more concern and weaken commitment. The partic- 
ular dynamics carrying the connection may be those origh~ally suggested 
by Hunter; faced with local deterioration, residents conclude that indige- 
nous leaders are ineffective and external political leaders uncaring (15), 
thereby heightening feelhlgs of vulnerability. Alternatively, the dynamics 
may center on weakening local attachment or commitment in the face of 
high incivilities, although cross-sectional results would argue against this 
pathway (46). 

Indicators used to address the above question hlclude both perceived 
and assessed hlcivilities. Research has relied extensively on residents' 
perceptions of incivilities at the individual level or aggregated to the 
neighborhood level. If residents in a locale agree with one another about 
the extent of incivilities, hlcivilities aggregated to the neighborhood level 
reflect a social fact, the views held hi common by residents about these 
neighborhood qualities. Alternatively, assessed conditions, as revealed 
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by how raters score neighborhood conditions, come closer to the policy 
targets of community policing initiatives, local associations' cleanup and 
beautification efforts, or efforts to combat vacant housing. From a policy 
perspective, it is the latter type of incivility--assessed--that suggests the 
most direct program goals. 

The specific focus described so far is on longitudinal impacts. Unfortu- 
nately, both the broken windows version and the decline and disorder 
version of the thesis are silent about the timing of these impacts. How 
long does it take for the process to work over time? Tile lag in this study 
is a twelve-year span. 

In addition to the longitudinal issues of central interest here, this inves- 
tigation also addresses the cross-sectional, individual-level version of the 
incivilities thesis. Although we know that those individuals who per- 
ceive more problems are more afraid, we do not h low which type of inci- 
vility is more fear inspiring. Studies generally use an index combining 
different physical and social incivilities. Here the two types are sepa- 
rated. Rowdy street behavior by unsupervised teen groups or others has 
ahvays been a focus of social disorganization theory. One of the contribu- 
tions of incivilities theorizing has been its attention to physical neighbor- 
hood conditions. But at the individual level, do these perceptions of 
physical problems contribute independently to outcomes such as fear, af- 
ter we have controlled for perceived social incivilities and other demo- 
graphics? 

Data and Analys i s  3 

Ill 1981, my colleagues and I assessed physical and social features oil 
over 800 blocks ill sixty-six randomly selected Baltimore neighbor- 
hoods. Ill 1982, we interviewed twenty-five household heads or their 
spouses ill each of those neighbo, 'hoods (total n=1,622). Ill 1994, in 
thirty neighbo, 'hoods sampled from the sixty-six, we again inter- 
viewed household beads or their spouses. Most of tile 1982 surveys 
were completed by phone; some were completed in the field. Contact 
procedures were the same in the two survey modes. For the 1994 sur- 
vey, all the interviews were co.npleted by phone. Computer assisted 
telephone interviewing (CATI) began in September 1994 and con- 
cluded in early November 1994. Selected households received a preap- 
proach, signed letter. The response rate for the 1982 survey was 73%. 
The response rate for the 1994 survey was at least 51%. But if we ex- 
clude from tile response rate calculations tile nunlbers not used be- 
cause the sample was complete in a neighborhood, the neighborhood 
quota having been reached (n=569), the response rate for the 1994 survey 
was 76.3%. 
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Because Steve Pardue took slides of a random subsample of sampled 
addresses on each block in the summer of 1994, we were able to complete 
a more detailed analysis than is usually done comparing respondent and 
nonrespondent addresses. The slides were coded by trahled raters on fea- 
tures related to upkeep, territorial functioning, and defensible space. On 
four of the six scales, there were no differences between addresses pro- 
ducing a completed interview and those not produch~g a completed hl- 
terview; on two scales there were significant differences. 

The resulting 1994 sample was 33% African-American, slightly under- 
representing the 1990 African-American population hi these same neigh- 
borhoods (average = 41.5%; median = 23.9%). The sample slightly over- 
represented owners (75% compared to 56% average and 51% median 
across the thirty neighborhoods in 1990) and women (60%). Some of 
these discrepancies--raM we cannot say how much--may have been due 
to neighborhood shifts from 1990 to 1994. But perhaps more important, 
the 1994 sample was excellently representative of the 1990 neighbor- 
hoods on racial composition and at least adequately representative on 
the two other ecological dimensions of factorial ecology. 4 The characteris- 
tics of the 1994 saanple appear h~ TaBle 6.1. 

OlltCOlllC'S 

I investigated six outcomes. The first four, described in Chapter 2, were 
standard National Crime Survey (NCS) fear of crime items, except they 
referred specifically either to the resident's streetblock or to elsewhere hi 
the neighborhood. Early in the interview protocol, questions appeared 
about the respondent 's  neighborhood, its name, and its qualities, and 
streetblock was defhled. Therefore the arenas were specified. 

The avoidance item asked, "Are there any specific places in your 
neighborhood that many people try to avoid because they think these 
places might be dangerous?" The question emphasizes that the places are 
within the already-defined neighborhood and that many people avoid 
them, not just the respondent. Residents nominated a wide range of loca- 
tions. The types of places expected to "generate" crime, such as bars and 
schools, were mentioned with moderate frequency. Residents also noted 
nonresidential land uses not likely to have legitimate nighttime users: 
playgrounds, cemeteries, and parks, for example. Respondents made nu- 
merous mentions of specific locations, corners, or streets that were trou- 
ble spots. In some predominantly African-American neighborhoods, resi- 
dents would sometimes assert with confidence "drugs are sold there" 
when namh~g specific locations. Busy nonresidential land uses also hi- 
spired concern. Numerous mentions were made of convenience stores or 
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TABI.E 6.1 Characteristics of 1994 Sample 
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Mean SD Median Minilnunl Maxinlunl 

Age 51.6 16.6 50 20 94 
Length of 18.8 16.2 14 0 85 
Residence 

N % Missing/r@lsed 

Sex Men 275 39.1 
Wcmlen 429 60.1 

Tenu re Owner 529 75.1 
Renter 175 24.9 

R a c e  African-American 231 32.8 
White 425 60.4 
Other 33 4.7 

Educatio,1 El" High School 121 17.2 
High School Only 226 32.1 
Some College 134 19.(I 
BA / BS Only 115 16.3 
Graduate Degree 95 13.5 

Household Size 1 184 26. I 
2 236 33.5 
3 and up 282 40.1 

Marital Status Married 364 51.7 
Single, widowed, divorced, 340 48.3 
never married 

15 (2.2%) 

13 (1.8%) 

2(.3%) 

ma in  t h o r o u g h f a r e s  wi th  a n u m b e r  of stores.  S h o p p i n g  centers ,  7-11s, 
even food stores and  pha rmac ie s  mer i ted  several  ment ions .  

The  m o v i n g  intent ion item asked:  " H a v e  you  ever  seriously cons ide red  
m o v i n g  ou t  of y o u r  n e i g h b o r h o o d ? "  (No (1) / Yes). IF YES: " H a v e  y o u  
cons idered  m o v i n g  very  often (4), n o w  and  then (3), or  very  rarely (2)?" 

The marg ina l  d is t r ibut ions  for all o u t c o m e s  for both  the 1982 and  1994 
su rveys  a p p e a r  in Table 6.2. 1 e x a m i n e d  bivar ia te  scat ter  plots of  ne igh-  
b o r h o o d  m e a n s  for "1982 ve rsus  1994 to ensu re  that  no pa r t i cu la r  '1982 
means  had u n d u e  inf luence on the respect ive  1994 ot, t come means .  

P rev ious  w o r k  has s h o w n  that  incivilities link in different  w a y s  even  to 
different  ,-eactions to crime,  such as d a y t i m e  versus  n igh t t ime  fear (50). I 
op ted ,  therefore ,  to e x a m i n e  o u t c o m e s  sepa ra t e ly  ra ther  than c rea t ing  
b r o a d e r  indices.  Hiera rch ica l  l inear m o d e l s  or  h ierarchical  gene ra l i z ed  
linear mode l s  we, 'e appl ied  to each of the six ou tcomes .  Level I was  indi- 
v iduals ;  Level II was  ne ighbo , 'hoods .  For each ou tcome ,  at least four  sets 
of mode l s  were  run. 
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TABLE 6.2 Distr ibutions of  Outcome Scores 

Fear Items 

Arena Block Neighborhood 

Time of Day Day Night Day Night 

Year 1982 1994 

Very sa~ (1) 6112 538 
(81.9) (76.4) 

Somewhat 114 139 
safe(2) (15.5) (19.7) 

Somewhat 15 17 
unsa~ (3) (2.0) (2.4) 

Very unsa~ (4) 4 7 
(.5) (1.0) 

Don' tMmw 3 
(.4) 

Mean 1.212 1.277 
SD .491 .556 

1982 1994 1982 1994 1982 1994 

332 217 517 400 194 93 
(45.2) (30.8) (711.3) (56.8) (26.4) (13.2) 

229 285 160 230 244 267 
131.2) (40.5) (21.8) (32.7) (33.2) (37.9) 

98 116 43 50 160 161 
13.3) (16.5) (5.9) (7.1) (21.8) (22.9) 

69 79 11 19 124 174 
(9.4) (11.2) (1.5) (2.7) (16.9) (24.7) 

7 7 4 5 13 9 
(1.0) (l.O) (.5) (.7) (1.8) (1.3) 
1.868 2.082 1.382 1.554 2.296 2.599 
.977 .962 .667 .744 1.044 1.005 

Avoidance Item 

Are there any spec(fic places in your neighborhood 
that m,u O, people try to avoid because they think 1982 1994 

these places might be dangerous? n 96 n 96 

No (0) 376 51.20% 363 51.56% 
Yes (1) 280 38.10% 295 41.90% 
Don't  know 79 10.70% 46 6.53% 

Moving hitention 

Have ),ou ever seriousl X considered moving 1982 1994 
out of),our neighborhood? n 95 n 96 

No 1 435 59.20% 323 45.90% 
Yes: very rarely 2 86 11.70% 71 10.10% 
Yes: now and then 3 123 16.70% 145 20.60% 
Yes: very often 4 85 11.60% 159 22.60% 
Missing 2 0.30% 6 0.80% 

NOTE: 1982 n = 735; 1994 n = 704. Data are from the same 30 neighborhoods at both  
points in time. 

Model  1. F i r s t ,  i n i t i a l  r a n d o m  e f f e c t s  A N O V A s  v i a  H L M  e s t a b l i s h e d  

w h e t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  b e t w e e n - n e i g h b o r h o o d  v a r i a t i o n  o n  e a c h  o u t c o m e  

e x i s t e d .  If  s i g n i f i c a n t  b e t w e e n - n e i g h b o r h o o d  v a r i a n c e  d i d  n o t  ex i s t ,  t h e r e  

w o u l d  b e  n o  p o h l t  a d d i n g  n e i g h b o r h o o d q e v e l  v a r i a b l e s  to  t h e  m o d e l  to  
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predict that be tween-ne ighborhood variation. At the bot tom of Table 6.3, 
• the line for Model  1 reports the percentage of the ou tcome variance that 

arises from between-ne ighborhood differences. 

Model 2. The second set of models  entered for each outcome its Time 1 
(1982), ne ighbo r hood  mean  as a predictor .  This set of mode ls  accom- 
plished two purposes.  It reports whether  significant variation remained 
on the outcome,  from ne ighborhood  to ne ighborhood,  after controll ing 
for the earlier  ou tcome  level. If the remaining b e t w e e n - n e i g h b o r h o o d  
variation was not significant, there would be no point  trying to add addi- 
tional, neighborhood-level  predictors to the model.  In addition, it trans- 
formed the ne ighborhood  port ion of the ou t co m e  into an indicator  of 
ne ighborhood change from 1982 to 1994. At the bot tom of Table 6.3, the 
line for Model  2 reports how much total variance has been explained by 
adding in the outcome at Time 1 as a predictor. Shlce the predictor is a 
Level I1 (neighborhood)  predictor, the amoun t  explained cannot  exceed 
the percentage shown in the line for Model  1. 

Model 3. The third set of models  kept the same predictor  from Model  2 
and also added all other predictors save the incivilities indicators: demo-  
graphic predictors  (1994) at Level I and demograph ic  (1980) and crime 
predictors (1980-1982) at Level I1. Level 1 demographics  were length of 
residence, gendel ,  and education. 5 

It was not possible to enter either race or homeowner sh ip  as control 
variables at Level I, because in several ne ighborhoods  all r espondents  
were of one race or one tenure status. Enter ing the variable at Level  I 
would  have  mean t  d ropp ing  those n e i g h b o r h o o d s  from the analysis.  
Added  at Level I! were percentage African-American, percentage home-  
owners,  popula t ion-weighted house value percentile (3), and a robber), 
popu la t ion -we igh ted  cr ime percentile,  all based on beginning-of- the-  
decade (circa 1980) scores. 6 At the bottom of Table 6.3, the line for Model  
3 shows the pe.'centage of total outcome variance explained by all these 
predictors. 

Model 4. Tile final set of models  uses all tile predictors previously en- 
tered and adds incivilities. 7 At the neighborhood level, either perceived 
or assessed incivilities from 1982 or 1981 (respect ively) ,  or both, were in- 
cluded, hnpacts  linked to these predictors tested the hypothes ized longi- 
tudinal impacts from the decline and disorder  version of the incivilities 
thesis. Available indicators included a summary  index of perceived inci- 
vilities (Cronbach's  alpha = .87) or on-site assessments either of preva- 
lence of graffiti or abandoned  housing in the neighborhood.~ These mod- 
els also added current  perceived incivilities at the individual level. These 
last predictors tested the hypothes ized impacts for the individual-level,  
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cross-sectional version of the incivilities thesis, as described by Garofalo 
and Laub and others. At the individual level, both indices for perceived 
social incivilities (groups of teenagers hanging out, noise, people who 
say insulting things or bother people as they walk down the street, fight- 
ing or arguing; Cronbach's alpha = .82) and physical incivilities (vacant 
housing, vacant lots, litter and trash, people who do not keep up their 
property or yards; Cronbach's alpha = .80) were entered. At the bottom of 
Table 6.3, the figure for Model 4 represents the percentage of total out- 
come variance explained after enterblg all these predictors. 

Variance Analysis 

I first discuss the distribution of variance and the percentages of variance 
explained by each model. I then turn to a discussion of individual predic- 
tors. 

How Sizable Are D!fferences Between Neighborhoods? All six outcomes 
contained significant between-neighborhood differences (all p < .01). The 
variation ranged from 15.1% to 3.6% of the total variance (mean = 7.2%, 
median = 6.2%). See the row for Model 1 at the bottom of Table 6.3. 

Are these results typical of what we might see in other cities? An inves- 
tigation of surveys on reactions to crime in four other cities suggest they 
w e r e  (54).  9 Results from these other surveys using relatively comparable 
outcomes found amounts of neighborhood-to-neighborhood variation 
quite closely comparable to the portions seen here. 

How Much Can We Explain? Adding in the 1982 neighborhood mean for 
the outcome explah~ed, on average, a little over 2% of the total outcome 
variation (median = .9%), ranging from a low of 0.1% for block fear at 
night to 7.4% for avoid. See the row for Model 2 at the bottom of Table 
6.3. Although these numbers are modest, they are low in large part be- 
cause the between-neighborhood variation averaged only 7% of the total 
variance. ~0 Focusing only on this between-neighborhood portion of the 
variea~ce, the pattern is more impressive (results not shown). On average, 
1982 outcome scores explained 25% (median = 17%) of the 1994 between- 
neighborhood differences on the outcomes. 

With the addition of lagged demographics at the neighborhood level, 
current demographics at the individual level, and earlier crime, the ex- 
plahled total varieu~ce increased about 7% to 8.9% (median = 9.1%); total 
explained variance ranged from a low of 6% to a high of 12%. See the row 
for Model 3 at the bottom of Table 6.3. 

After controlling for neighborhood outcome meea~s at Time 1 and ear- 
lier neighborhood structure and crime, significant between-neighbor- 
hood differences remain to be explained for moving plans (p < .001), 
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avoidance (p < .01), block fear at night (p < .01), and block fear during the 
day (p < .05). But no significant between-neighborhood differences re- 
mained to be explained for neighborhood fear during the day or at night 
(both p > .05). 11 In short, once people move off their immediate street- 
block, ecological changes in safety concerns while abroad in the neigh- 
borhood have been "explahled away" by beginnhlg-of-the-period neigh- 
borhood fabric and crime. Earlier incivilities were not relevant to these 
ecological shifts because there was nothing left to explain beyond chance 
between-neighborhood variation. 

Results for the last set of models appear at the bottom of Table 6.3 
(Model 4), showing total explained variance. These models added in both 
earlier incivilities at the neighborhood level (if warranted) and current 
incivilities at the individual level. For all six outcomes, the total ex- 
plained variance jumped considerabl}; from around 9% for Model 3 to 
17% (median total explained = 16.7'}',,); the total explained variance in 
Model 4 ranged from 11.1% to 24.1%. Clearly given this jump, incivilities 
contributed substantially to the outcomes in question. 

For the two neighborhood fear items, the contribution of incivilities 
was solely at the individual level. But for the other four outconles, how 
much of the impact of incivilities was based on individual, Level I differ- 
ences, reflecting impacts of current (1994) perceived incivilities on the 
outcomes, and how much reflected neighborhood-level, lagged, causal 
impacts? A set of submodels addressed this question (results not shown). 
These contrasted the contributions of h~dividual-level demographics mid 
individual-level perceived incivilities to see how much total variation on 
the outcome was explahled using just individual-level predictors. Look- 
ing at all the outcomes, adding perceived, individual-level incivilities in- 
creased the explained total variation to an average of 12.4% (median = 
14.1%); this was a substantial increase from 4.5% (median = 5%) of the to- 
tal variation explained when only using individual-level demographic 
predictors for these six outcomes. The increase in total explained varia- 
tion was most substantial for moving intentions and neighborhood day- 
time fear. The only outcome for which perceived incivilities appeared ir- 
relevant was avoidance. 

In accord with Garofalo and Laub's version of the incivilities thesis, 
then, current perceived problems contributed substantially both to con- 
cerns about personal safety and to neighborhood commitment. If resi- 
dents saw more problems than their neighbors, they were more afraid 
than their neighbors and more serious about moving out of the neighbor- 
hood. They were not, however, more likely to nominate nearby danger- 
ous locations. 

Another set of submodels (results not shown) examined the contribu- 
tion of incivilities at the neighborhood level and their hypothesized 
lagged impact, looking just at the explained neighborhood-level varia- 
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tion rather than the explained total variation. Controlling for earlier 
neighborhood structure and crime made the most substantial contribu- 
tion; the explained between-neighborhood variation hlcreased from an 
average of 25% (median = 17.3%) to aa~ average of 58% (median = 59.2%). 

By contrast, prior neighborhood-level assessed or perceived incivilities 
made a far more modest contribution. 12 For block fear at night and dur- 
ing the day and for avoidance, incivilities failed to increase explained be- 
tween-neighborhood outcome variation at all. For only one outcome, 
movhlg intentions, was the contribution noticeable; neighborhood-level 
explained outcome variation went from 48.9% to 59.1%. 13 In short, for 
only one of the six outcomes did the hypothesized lagged impact of inci- 
vilities on ecological changes emerge as sizable. 

Examination of these between-neighborhood contributions of earlier 
incivilities in the context of total outcome variation shows much more 
modest results, since the between-neighborhood differences are such a 
modest part of outcomes. The biggest neighborhood contribution of prior 
incivilities, as noted above, increased the explahled neighborhood-level 
variance for movhlg h~tentions from 49% to 59%. Lookhlg at the contri- 
bution in terms of the total variance, we went from 3.9% of the total vari- 
ation explained to 4.7% explained. This was a modest impact by most 
practical standards, although a program with a significant, moderate- 
sized impact could still dramatically affect a variance component  of 
around 1%, which is the difference we are seehlg here (11). 

To sum up so far: Results have controlled for neighborhood structure 
and crime in the early 1980s and for early 1980s outcome level, so that at 
the neighborhood level the outcomes captured changes. Assessed hlcivil- 
ities and perceived incivilities from the early 1980s were allowed to pre- 
dict shifting responses to crime and neighborhood commitment evident 
by the early 1990s. For two outcomes there were no significant neighbor- 
hood changes to explain. For three other outcomes, prior incivilities 
made no sizable contribution. For one outcome, intention to move, prior 
incivilities explained about 10% of the neighborhood change in the out- 
come over the period. Over a significant time frame, such as the twelve- 
year period elapsing between the first and second surveys in these neigh- 
borhoods, neither 1981 assessed incivilities nor average 1982 perceived 
incivilities contributed as substantially to changing reactions to crime 
and neighborhood commitment as had been anticipated by the longitudi- 
nal version of the incivilities thesis. 

To sum up on the h~dividual-level incivility connections: In a cross-sec- 
tional framework, strong support appears for Garofalo and Laub's ver- 
sion of the thesis. In 1994, those who, compared to their neighbors, were 
more afraid, were more likely to say there were dangerous places nearby, 
aald were more likely to hope to move also perceived more physical and 



Impacts on Reactions to Crime and Local Commitment 219 

social problems nearby than did their neighbors.  Perceived problems ac- 
compa n i e d  he igh t ened  safety concerns  and w e a k e n e d  n e i g h b o r h o o d  
commitment .  Depending  oil the outcome,  incivilities appeared as impor-  
tant as or more  impor tan t  than demographics  in explainhlg these out- 
comes. 

Impacts of Specific Predictors 

Table 6.3 shows the results for individual  predictors  across the six out- 
comes. For each outcome,  the table displays two sets of models.  In the 
first set of models,  sociodemographic  controls were applied at the indi- 
vidual level; at tile communi ty  level, controls included the prior level of 
the outcome from the 1982 survey, a 1980-1982 crime measure,  percent- 
age African-American, house  value percentile, and percentage owner  oc- 
ct.pancy, each of tile last three from the 1980 census.  These were  tile 
Model  3 results. The second set of models,  shown further to the right un- 
der  tile co lumns  "+ Incivili t ies," added  cur rent  perce ived  incivilities 
(Time 2, 1994) at tile individual level and earlier (Time 1:1981 or 1982) in- 
civilities at tile ne ighborhood level. These were the Model 4 results. For 
HGLMs, separate columns also show exponent ia ted coefficients (eb). 

Daytime Fear c)n the Streetblock 

Those more concerned than their neighbors about safety oil their home 
streetblock dur ing  the day  were more  likely to be women  and to have 
less educat ion than their neighbors.  Women's  fear score for this item was 
about  1.08 times tlle men's  fear score. Each addit ional  ,,,ear of educat ion a 
respondent  had more than his or her neighbors reduced his or her fear 
score about  2%. Both of these connections with fear remained significant 
after adding in incivilities. 

At the ne ighborhood level, before we add incivilities, dayt ime fear on 
the home streetblock was somewhat  (p < .10) less likely to increase f,'om 
1982 to 1994 in p redominan t ly  Afr ican-American neighborhoods .  This 
unexpected  marginal  impact  of racial compos i t ion  d isappeared ,  how- 
eveL after adding in neighborhood-level  incivilities. 

By contrast, the impact of earlier ne ighborhood status on fear change 
remained significant after  adding  tile incivilities measures.  Neighbor-  
hoods with more expensive housing initially were less likely to experi- 
ence increasing fear from 1982 to 1994. The top-pr iced  ne ighborhood  
(100th percentile) had a fear score about  one-fifth of tile score (.2) of the 
lowest-priced ne ighborhood (1 st percentile). 

Perceived incivilities s trongly influenced day t ime  fear on tile street- 
block. Those perceiving more social and more physical problems in tile 



"FABLE 6.3  H i e r a r c h i c a l  M o d e l s  P r e d i c t i n g  R e a c t o r s  to  C r i m e  a n d  L o c a l  C o m m i t m e n t  

Outcome Day Block Fear ''t' Night Block F e a r  "l' 

t , o  

Model Prio~ +Incivilities Prioa +Incivilities 
Controls Controls 

b e(b) b e(b) b e(b) b 
s e  s e  5e  s e  

e(b) 

Level I: hutMdual 

Level II: Neighborhood 

Gende r  0.0761)* 1,0790 I).0729" 1,0756 0.2112"** 1.2352 0.2047*** 1.2271 

0.032(I 0,0333 0.0331 {),0325 

Educat ion  -0 .0180"  0.9822 -0.0227*** 0.9776 - 0 . 0 1 8 5 +  0.9816 -0 .0234* 0.9769 

0.0080 0.0077 0.0100 I).0094 

Length of  Residence 41.1)1)02 11.9998 ~}.1)001 0.9999 /).1)025" 1.0025 1/.0/)25"* 1.0025 

0.0015 0.0015 0.0011) 0.001)9 

Perceived Social Incivilities - -  0.1271" 1.1356 - -  0.1243"** 1.1323 
0.0562 0.0262 

Perceived Physical Incivilities - -  11.1089" 1.1151 - -  0.1556"* 1.1683 
0.0476 0.0461 

Marr ied  . . . .  

1982 O u t c o m e  Level 0.2040 1.2263 0.1487 1.1603 0,0707 1.0733 0.1)413 

0,139t) 0.1611 0.0927 0.0950 

1980 % Afr ican-Amer ican  - 0 . 0 0 1 3 +  0.9987 -0 .0010  0.9990 - 0 , 0 0 1 1 +  0.9989 -0 .0008  

0.0006 0.0007 0.0005 0.00{15 

1980 HouseValue  Rank -0.0020** 0.99 -0 .0015"  0.9985 -0 .0009  0.9991 -0 .0002  

0.0007 0.0006 0.0008 0.0009 

1980 % H o m e o w n e d  -0 .0003  0.9997 0.0002 1.0002 -0 .0000  1.0000 0.001)7 

0.0007 0.0007 0 .0010 0.0010 

1980 Robbery  Percentile 0.0009 1.0009 0.0006 

0.0007 0.0006 

1.0421 

0.9992 

0.9998 

1.0007 

1.0006 0.0021" 1.0021 0 .0017+ 1.0017 

0.0010 0.0009 



1981 Graffiti - -  0.1340 

0.0960 

1982 Perceived Incivilities - -  

Model 1: Percent variation at Level II 4.5 

Model 2: Percent total variance explained 0.69 

Mc)del 3: Percent total variance explained 6.4 

Model 4: Percent total variance explained 14.6 

1.1433 - -  1.2173 

3.6 

0.1 

8.8 

0.1966" 

0.0894 
I 

15.3 

Outcome Da), Neighborhood Fear 'a' Night Neighborhood Fear 

Model Prio~ +hlcMlities Prio~ +Incivilities ~ 
Contro~ Controls 

b e(b) b e(b) b b 
SO SC SO SC 

Level I hldividual 

Lcvcl lh Neighborhood 

Gender  O. 1282"'" 

0.0288 

l-ducation -0.0174+ 

0.0087 

Length of P, esidence 0.0029"" 

0.0010 

Perceived Social Incivilities 

Perceived Physical Incivilities 

Married I 

1982 Outcome Level 0,,I-134"'" 

0.0921 

1980 % African-American -0.0017" 

0.0006 

t.1368 0.1256"* 1.1339 0.4352 *** 0.4273"** 

0.0312 0.0730 0.0693 

0.9828 ~).0237"* 0.9766 -0.0345" -0.0474"* 

0.0079 0.0130 0.0124 

1.0029 {).01)33" " 1.0033 0.0047" 0.0052" 

0.0009 0.0022 0.0021 

0.2381 "*" 1.2688 - -  0.451)0"** 

0.0422 O.O862 

O. 1005" 1.1057 i 0.3025** 

0.0479 0.11983 
_ _  _ _  I 

1.5580 0.4398"'* 1.5524 0.1502 0.1533 

0.0910 0.1548 0,1523 

0.9983 ~ .O016"  0.9984 -0.1)031 * -{}.0031 * 

0.0006 0.0013 O.O013 

(contim~es) 

b ~  



(continued) 
1980 HouseValue Rank -0.0020"* 

0.0007 

1980 % Homeowned -41.0002 

0.0008 

1980 Robbery Percentile 0.0002 
O.00O6 

1981 Graffiti 

1982 Perceived Incivilities 

Model 1: Percent variation at Level II 8.5 
Model 2: Percent total variance explained 4.5 

Model 3: Percent total variance explained 12.2 

Model 4: Percent total variance explained 

0.9980 -13.0019" 0.9981 -0.0041"* -0.11040** 

0.0007 0.0014 0,0014 

0.9998 -4).0001 0.9999 -0.0(105 -0,0005 

0.0008 0.0020 0.01120 

1.0002 0.0001 1.0001 0.0056** 11.0056" 

0.0006 0.0018 0.0018 

3.8 
0.72 

9.5 

24.1 18.8 

Outcome Avoid "'h" Moving 

Model Prior, +Incivilities Prior, +incivilities 
Controls Controls 

b e(b) b e(b) b b 
SO SC se  5c 

Level I Individual 
Gender -0.1701 0.8436 -0.1928 0.8246 q).0050 -0.0078 

0.1703 0.1769 0.0931 0.0870 

Education 0.0329 1.0334 0.0135 1.0136 0.0313+ 0.0154 

0.1)305 0.0357 0.0164 0.0154 

Length of Residence -0.0I)34 0.9966 -0,0022 0.9979 -0.0054+ -0.0042 
0.0052 0.0064 0.0028 0.0027 

Perceived Social Incivilities - -  0.9438*** 2.5698 - -  0.7828*** 
0.2105 0.1070 



I+evcl I1: Neighborhood 

Perceived Physical Incivilities 

M a r r i e d  0.1194 

0.1800 

1982 O u t c o m e  I+evel 2.2598 

1.0728 

19811% African-American -0 .0087 

0.0047 

1980 House Value P, ank  q) .0125 + 

0.0054 

1980 % H o m e o w n e d  0.00(}3 

0.0064 

1980 l~,ohbery IYrcentile 0.0125+ 

0.0069 

1981 Graffiti 

1982 Perceived Incivilities 

Model 1: Percent variat ion at l+eve111 15.1 

Model 2: Percent total variance explained 7.,15 
Model 3: Percent total variance explained 111.9 

Model 4: Percent total variance ext+,lained 

1.1268 

9.5810 

0.9914 

0.9876 

1.0003 

1.0125 

0.3116+ 

0.1730 

0.0624 

0.2275 

3,3195 • ' *  

0.7132 

-0 .0139  + 

0.0037 

-0 .0208  +++ 

0.0052 

-0 .0063  

0.0048 

0.0122+ 

0.0065 

-0 .7810  

0.5136 

- I . 3 0 5 3  

0.8498 

11.1 

1.3656 

1.0644 

27.6469 

0.9862 

0.9794 

0.9937 

1.0122 

0.4579 

0.2711 

0 . 1 8 5 9 +  

0.0980 

-0.0911 

0.3318 

- 0 . 0 0 4 8 +  

0.0023 

-0 .0047+  

0.0026 

-0.0074+ 

0.0035 

0.0050 

0.0031 

7.9 

0.98 

5.9 

0.1807 

0.1219 

0.1350 
0.0916 

q) .6263 

0.3879 

-0.111148" 

0.0023 

-0 .0033 

0.0032 
-0.{)107" 

0.0039 

0.0041 

0.0033 

-0 .6864 

0.4397 

1.2066+ 

0.6032 

18.2 

+ = p < .10, two tailed 

• = p < I)5, two tailed 

•" = p < .01, nvo tailed 

• "" = p < .001, two tailed 

a. Populat ion average model  with robust  s tandard  errors.  

b. HGI+M n+Lodel with poisson dis t r ibut ion with overdispersion. 

c. No incivilities entered at Level II because no significant Level II var ia t ion remaining.  

d. I+IGLM model  with Bernoulli  d is t r ibut ion.  

e. Aggravated Assauh percentiles are used ra ther  than robbery  percentiles. 

t~,.~ 

G ~  



224 lmp,lcts on Reactions to Crime and Local Commitment 

locale than their neighbors expressed more concern. Each unit increase h~ 
perceived social incivilities increased respondents' fear score by about 
14%; each unit increase in perceived physical problems increased the 
score by about 11°/o. 14 At the neighborhood level, however, indicators of 
earlier incivilities, assessed graffiti in this case, had no significant influ- 
ence on neighborhood-level fear chmlges. 

Nigh t t ime  Fear on the Streetblock 

Three individual-level demographic factors proved important with re- 
gard to nighttime fear on the streetblock. Gender again influenced the 
outcome, but more strongly than for the prior outcome. Women reported 
a nighttime fear score about 23% (or 1.23 times) higher than men's. This 
larger impact for gender with tile nighttime as compared to daytime item 
underscored Warr's suggestion that women, as compared to men, find 
dark scenes more concern-inducing (58, 61). Education again has a signif- 
icant impact, of around the same magnitude and in the same direction as 
seen for the last outcome; those more educated than their neighbors ex- 
pressed less concern. But one item not significant before at the h~dividual 
level, and significant here, is length of residence. Those living longer in 
the neighborhood than their neighbors expressed more safety concern. 
Each additional decade of greater-thml-average residence increased the 
fear score by about 2%. 15 

Contrasts with the results for daytime streetblock fear also appeared 
with the community predictors. The results with earlier graffiti included 
show only graffiti had a significant impact (p < .05); earlier robbery level 
had a marginally significant (p < .10) influence on shifts in fear. With graf- 
fiti, nighttime streetblock fear was about 22% higher in neighborhoods 
where graffiti was seen on every streetblock by raters, as compared to 
neighborhoods where it was seen in none of the streetblocks. And fear 
was about 17% higher in the highest robbery neighborhoods, compared 
to the lowest robbery neighborhoods. Neither race, nor status, nor stabil- 
ity proved relevant. Race's earlier impact, as with the daytime streetblock 
item, was rendered nonsignificant after adding h~civilities. 

For nighttime streetblock fear, the shift in neighborhood means from 
1982 to 1994 was explained solely by earlier crime and earlier graffiti. For 
this one outcome, crime and grime did lead to later fear. 

Perceived incivilities contributed as well at the individual level to 
nighttime streetblock fear. Each unit of additional perceived social inci- 
vilities increased the fear score about 13%; each additional unit of per- 
ceived physical problems increased it about 17%. So, as with the other 
streetblock outcome, both contemporary social and physical perceived 
incivilities contributed independently to fear. 
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Neighborhood Fear 

Two fear items addressed tile neighborhood beyond tile streetblock. For 
both these items, all three sociodemographic predictors proved relevmlt. 
For being abroad during the day in the neighborhood, women 's  fear 
score was about 13% higher than men's. For nighttime fear, women 
scored .43 units higher on the four-point scale thml did the men. 

Increasing education, as before, linked to lower fear. For both out- 
comes, each year of schoolhlg more than one's average neighbor lowered 
tile fear score about 2% for the daytime item and about .05 outcome units 
for tile nighttime item. 

Again, as with the streetblock items, living longer hi the neighborhood 
resulted in more neighborhood fear. Each decade respondents had lived 
in the neighborhood longer than their average neighbor boosted daytime 
fear about 3% and the nighttime fear score about .05 outcome units. 

Differences between neighbors on both perceived incivilities indices 
linked to higher fear. Social incivilities appeared more hlfluential. Each 
unit increase on this index~rela t ive  to the lleighborhood average- -  
boosted daytime neighborhood fear about 27%, compared to an 11% 
boost from each perceived physical incivilities index unit increase. For 
nighttime fear, each additional unit of perceived social incivilities in- 
creased the outcome score by .45 units, compared to .3 units for the phys- 
ical problems. 

Turning to lagged community impacts, both initial status and racial 
composition influenced fear changes, and, for each, the impacts were 
stronger for nighttime fear. For race, the difference between all-white m~d 
all-African-American neighborhoods in 1980 was 20% for daytime fear 
and .3 units for nighttime fear. Fear was less likely to hlcrease in predom- 
inantly African-American neighborhoods. 

Earlier status impacts were about conlparable with the race impacts. 
Neighborhoods with the most expensive housing in town in 1980 were 
about 20% lower for the daytime item, as compared to locations with the 
least expensive housing; for the nighttime item the difference was .4 out- 
come units. 

In short, neighborhood fear was less likely to increase in locales that 
at the beginning of the period had more expensive housing or were 
populated by predominantly African-American households.  16 These 
lagged structural impacts appeared slightly stronger for the nightti,ne 
outcome. 

As renaarked earliel, no lagged neighborhood-level incivilities indica- 
tors for these two neighborhood fear outcomes merited entry because be- 
tween-neighborhood outcome variation was already explained by prior 
outcome scores, crime, and structure. 
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Avoidance 

For dangerous places to avoid, no significant impacts of individual char- 
acteristics appeared; neither gender, nor education, nor length of resi- 
dence influenced the outcome. The only significant coefficients were 
those linked to current perceived hlcivilities. Of the two, social incivilities 
had a much larger effect. For each additional unit on the social hlcivilities 
hldex above the neighborhood average, chances of reporting dangerous 
nearby places hlcreased 156%. By contrast, for each additional unit on 
physical problems perceived, the chances of reporthlg a nearby place to 
avoid hlcreased only about 37%. Perceivhag more unruly nearby behav- 
ior than their neighbors led residents to conclude there were dangerous 
places to avoid in the neighborhood. They presumed that these are places 
their neighbors would recognize too. 

Turning to neighborhood predictors, earlier race and status played sig- 
nificant roles. Those living in the most expensive neighborhoods were 
about 2.1 times less likely to agree there were dangerous places to avoid 
compared to those ha the least expensive neighborhoods. For race, those 
living in completely African-American neighborhoods were about 1.4 
times less likely to agree there were dangerous places to avoid compared 
to those livhag ha completely white neighborhoods. As with the other out- 
comes, the Level II results reflected changes from 1982 to 1994, since we 
have controlled for the earlier level of the outcome. 

These two structural results each reflected different dynamics. The 
house value impact demonstrated the protection afforded by livhlg in a 
higher-status neighborhood, w These protective effects may emerge from 
actions taken through a local improvement organization or relationships 
maintained with city agencies, hacluding the police, to help the neighbor- 
hood manage fluctuations in order versus disorder taking place in and 
around the locale (.19). Fieldwork completed ha several of these locations, 
including meetings attended and leaders interviewed, confirmed the 
power advantage wielded by higher-income neighborhoods. See Chap- 
ters 7 and 8 for more details. 

The racial impact, opposite the expected direction, proved to have an 
interesting source. In 1982, high proportions of residents in several neigh- 
borhoods racially mixed at the time (30% to 70% African-American in 
1980) reported dangerous places to avoid; 35% to 88% of respondents did 
so at the time. All of these neighborhoods, save one, experienced unex- 
pected hacreases between 1980 and 1990 ha the African-American portion 
of the population,  even though in none of them the 1990 percentage 
African-Americada exceeded 70%. As these neighborhoods continued to 
integrate or resegregate, the portion later reporting one or more danger- 
ous places to avoid decreased for most of these neighborhoods. Further- 
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more, the proportion also decreased in two neighborhoods between 70% 
and 95% African-American in 1980. 

In other words, the negative impact of earlier African-American racial 
composition emerged from neighborhoods somewhat African-American 
hi 1980 and becoming increasingly African-American between 1980 and 
1990. Residents in those sites, on average, were less likely to nominate 
nearby dangerous places in 1994 as compared to 1982. As the locales 
moved beyond an initial racially mixed composition, dangerous place 
nominations decreased, as also happened in neighborhoods almost ex- 
clusively African-American at the begin ning of the period.~8 

The model shown hi Table 6.3 includes two earlier neighborhood inci- 
vilities indicators: graffiti and residents' average perceptions. Neither 
contributed significantly to changes in dangerous place nominations. 19 
Neither did earlier assault levels. 

Intention to Move 

Tile prospect of moving was weakly linked to three demog,'aphics; it was 
contemplated somewhat more often by those who were married, were 
better educated, and had lived there a shorter time (all p < .10). But enter- 
ing perceived local problems weakened all those impacts. Those who 
thought more often about moving than their neighbors were those seeing 
more disorderly social behavior in tile locale than their neighbors. For 
each unit increase on the social incivilities index, scores on the four-point 
outcome increased almost .8 units. 2° 

At the neighborhood level, race, stability, and perceived incivilities 
all influenced shifts in intentions. Residents were more likely to be 
looking for exit in 1994, as compared to 1982, in neighborhoods with 
mo,'e perceived problems, fewer homeowners ,  and fewer African- 
American households at the beginning of the period. All-white neigh- 
borhoods in 1980 were about .5 units higher on tile four-point outcome 
than were all-African-American neighborhoods. Neighborhoods com- 
posed solely of renters in 1980 scored about 1.1 units higher on the out- 
come than did neighborhoods with only homeowners. And finally, see- 
ing more incivilities at Time 1 in the locale increased residents' desire 
to leave in tile following decade. Each unit increase in average per- 
ceived problems resulted in a 1.2-point increase in the four-point out- 
come. This represents an important piece of support for the longitudinal 
incivilities thesis. 

These Level 11 results for homeownership and incivilities are as we 
would expect. But how about the race results? How do we explain pre- 
dominantly African-American neighborhoods being less likely to increase 
in rnoving intention? 
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A couple of different, but perhaps overlapping dynamics may be re- 
sponsible. During the period, deterioration intensified markedly in sev- 
eral of these almost exclusively African-American neighborhoods. These 
shifts would not have been fully captured by our incivilities indicators 
from the beginning of the period. Whether through declining city ser- 
vices and inspections, simple aging of the housing stock, or other 
processes, housing quality eroded markedly. (See Chapter 2.) At the same 
time, the gap between house prices in these locations and the prices hi 
feasible outer-city destinations increased as well. In short, following the 
constrained rationality model of mobility, residents may have increas- 
ingly recognized how limited their options were (13). Alternatively, a dif- 
ferent argument could focus on increasing community building in these 
locales. Local communi ty  development  initiatives supported and as- 
sisted by local institutions of faith and community development corpora- 
tions may have helped strengthen local commitment and sense of com- 
munity (21). 

Closing Thoughts 

Two questions motivated the current investigations. First, did incivilities 
influence ecological changes in fear, avoidance, and local commitnaent, 
over time, after neighborhood structure and crime are controlled for? 
These impacts were hypothesized by both the broken windows and de- 
cline and disorder versions of the incivilities thesis, but had not yet been 
tested with sizable, longitudinal data sets. Using measures based on both 
residents '  shared perceptions and on-site assessments of graffiti and 
abandoned housing, the hypothesized lagged impacts proved significant 
at the adopted significance level, for two outcomes: block, nighttime fear 
and moving intentions. For two other outcomes, the hypothesized im- 
pacts were nonsignificant (block fear during the day, dangerous places to 
avoid). For another two outcomes, the ecological impacts of incivilities 
were irrelevant because the between-neighborhood outcome differences 
remaining represented only chance variation after the outcome at Time 1, 
earlier structure, and earlier crime were entered. In terms of explained 
varimlce, only for the moving intention outcome was the amount of total 
explained variance for the hypothesized lagged impact at all sizable, ap- 
proaching 1%. Although this last finding represents an important piece of 
support  for the longitudinal thesis, it needs to be considered in the over- 
all pattern of results. Lagged impacts of incivilities were neither as con- 
sistent nor as sizable as had been anticipated, given the theorizing to 
date. 21 

These analyses also attempted to better specify the cross-sectional con- 
tributions of individual-level incivilities. If the incivilities thesis is no 
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more than a psychological version of social disorganization theory, im- 
pacts of perceived physical incivilities after controlling for perceived so- 
cial incivilities would be nonsignificant, since only the latter reflect social 
disorganization. Results showed that for the four fear outcomes, both per- 
ceived social and perceived physical incivilities influenced fear signifi- 
cantly. For dangerous places to avoid and movhlg intentions, however, 
only perceived social hlcivilities were significant. Thus, for tile fear out- 
comes, but not for the other two, it appears that the incivilities thesis 
specifies a contribution that goes beyond a psychological version of so- 
cial disorganization processes. This hardy connection provides solid sup- 
port for Garofalo and Laub's version of the incivilities thesis. And it 
clearly portrays this thesis as an individual-level dynamic. Since tile link- 
age operates at tlle individual level, it is not so much that residents in 
some neighborhoods are surrounded by a lot more problems than resi- 
dents in other neighborhoods; rather, different residents living in tile 
same neighborhood see varying amounts of local turmoil and strife, and 
these variations shape differential concerns about safety and differential 
neighborhood commitment. 

But an important question remains about the Garofalo and Laub inci- 
vilities thesis, even though the results here do establish an independent 
contribution of perceived physical incivilities to fear of crime. It is not 
certain the causal ordering is correct. Data on perceived hldividual-level 
incivilities were gathered at the same time as the outcome information. It 
also seems plausible that residents start to feel more concerned for their 
safety, and those concerns affect their cognitions about local neighbor- 
hood conditions. Social psychologists have a long tradition of showing 
tile different ways that affect can shape cognition. That could be happen- 
ing here as well. Alternatively, both perceived local problems and fear 
could be spuriously correlated, both driven by a third variable, such as 
anxiety or depression. Thus, there are still some points needing further 
clarification on this version of tlle thesis. 

The results here also may help explain why assessed incivilities have 
such a weak impact on neighborhood changes in fear and commitment. 
Residents are most troubled by uncivil behaviors. Yet because these be- 
haviors seem to occur rarely--at least when raters are around--it  is ex- 
tremely difficult to find enough of these to rate them reliably. One study 
posted observers in the highest-crime spots in Minneapolis from mid- 
evening until midnight or so and found less than 1-2 minutes of disor- 
derly behavior per hour (2). The incivilities most troublesome to resi- 
dents are tile hardest to reliably assess. 

Turning to other predictors, results show multilevel impacts of status. 
Those who were more educated than their neighbors were less fearful, 
but not more likely to have nominated dangerous places nearby or 
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thought about moving. The individual-level fear impacts are consistent 
with prior works. At the neighborhood level, and in accord with current 
theorizing about urbaul political economies, higher-status neighborhoods 
benefited over time from their privileged status (19). Here we saw de- 
creasing fear (three of four indicators) and decreasing perception of dan- 
gerous places in higher-status locations. In Chapter 8, open-ended infor- 
mation from interviewed neighborhood leaders provides details on 
specific strategies employed in high-status locales to maintah~ use value 
in the form of relative neighborhood safety. The results of those strategies 
may be partially reflected in the lagged impacts of neighborhood status 
seen here. 

Proving consistently important for almost all outcomes was gender; at 
the individual  level, next to perceived social incivilities, this was the 
most consistent predictor. This connection fits well with previous work 
showing strong links between fear and gender (24, 43). But the impor- 
tance of gender did not extend to the nonfear outcomes; women were not 
more likely to intend to move, nor were they more likely to nominate 
dangerous places to avoid. The reach of gender across a range of reac- 
tions to crime has not yet been clearly bounded. 

Proving more surprising were the impacts of ecological racial composi- 
tion, l inked significantly to both neighborhood fear items, places to 
avoid, and moving intentions. In all cases, the outcomes were unlikely to 
increase in neighborhoods almost exclusively African-American at the 
beginning of the period. Different dynamics appeared to undergird this 
unexpected racial connection for different outcomes. This opposite-from- 
expected connection between race and the outcomes could well be highly 
contingent on and driven largely by the particular changes h~ racial com- 
position taking place in the decade of change examined. 

Turning to crime, results revealed lagged impacts at the specified alpha 
level for three outcomes: nighttime streetblock fear; neighborhood night- 
time fear; and dangerous places to avoid. More reported crime, net of 
structure, and net of disorder, results in increasing safety concerns evi- 
dent a dozen years later. Although these lagged crime-fear links might 
not be as robust as some would hope (33), the lag in question is sizable, 
about  a dozen years. Lagged impacts on changing fear might have 
proved stronger had a shorter lag been used. The fact that relative re- 
ported crime rates shape changing reactions to crime for such an ex- 
tended period seems noteworthy. How do the lagged crime impacts com- 
pare to the lagged impacts of incivilities? The latter significantly affected 
changes in two outcomes--moving intentions and nighttime streetblock 
fear--contrasted with crime's impact on three outcomes. It seems fair to 
say that crime is at least as important as grime in shaping the future 
safety concerns and commitments of a neighborhood's residents. 
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Support for Longitudinal Impacts of Incivilities 

This chapter brhlgs to a close the strictly quantitative assessment of im- 
pacts of neighborhood incivilities over time. This and the preceding 
chapter include lagged impacts of neighborhood incivilities on changes 
in: 

• Two out of six reactions to crime 
• One pathway of neighborhood structural decline, increashlg dis- 

advantage 
• Three out of four changes in relative, reported violent crime 

rates 

These results certainly provide partial support for tile longitudinal in- 
civilities thesis. Incivilities do affect some later changes in crime rates, in 
neighborhood fabric, and in reactions to crime. But that support is quali- 
fied in two important respects. 

First, the pattern of results has not proved robust across indicators or 
outcomes. In the chapter examining crime and structural impacts, for no 
single outcome was a significant impact of incivilities observed that per- 
sisted across different indicators for incivilities. The lack of consistency 
across indicators, coupled with a failure (Chapter 3) of the different indi- 
cators to correlate closely with one anothel, leaves open important ques- 
tions about the validity of a broad construct of disorder. The lack of coll- 
sistency across outcomes suggests that tile reach of the longitudinal, 
ecological version of the incivilities thesis may have been overestimated. 

In addition, the pattern of impacts supporting the ecological incivilities 
thesis must be considered in tile context of othei, more consistent find- 
ings, especially for initial status and initial racial composition. Initial sta- 
ttis influenced two later crime changes: relative rape and relative assault 
levels. It also influeilced later changes in daytime streetblock fear; both 
neighborhood day and ilighttime fear; and nominations of dangerous 
places to avoid. The far-reaching impacts of relative neighborhood stand- 
mg speak to tile power of neighborhood exchange value. Once a rela- 
tively prMleged position has been obtained in tile urban community sta- 
ttls hierarchy, a range of social and political processes are set into motion 
(see Chapters 7 and 8) that help protect those advantages. Tile result is 
that crime and fear both grow less in these locales than ill others. 

Notes 

1. Some researchers have criticized the Gallup poll item for asking about areas 
wi th in  a mi le  of home. In an urban area, h-avel ing a nl i le may  take you  th rough 
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severa l  d is t inct  ne ighborhoods ,  and it may be difficult  for the responden t  to 
gauge  that distance. 

2. A recent report  by DeFrances and Smith (7) uses the AHS to get at residents '  
percept ions  of crime problems in their neighborhood. The indicator used was the 
respondent  saying "crime" when asked, "Is there anything about the neighbor- 
hood that bothers you?" In a phone conversation (September 1998), the first au- 
thor repor ted that she had concluded this was tile best way to use the AHS to get 
at crime as a neighborhood problem. 

3. Further  detai ls  on sampling,  analysis, and indicators are available in an on- 
line technical appendix  available at h t tp : / /www.rb tay lor .ne t / technica l .h tm.  

4. We used Pearson's  r and Mu2 (a coefficient reflecting tile strength of a mo- 
notonic relationship) to gauge how representative the 1994 sampled households  
were  of the 1990 popula t ions ,  as repor ted by the census, in each of the thirty 
ne ighbo rhoods  where  we interviewed residents  in 1994. The number  of com- 
pleted interviews per neighborhood averaged 23.4 in 1994 and 24.6 in 1982. The 
correlations for 1994 were as follows: 

Pearson's  r Mu2 
Percent Afr ican-American .96 .99 
Percent with at least high school education .43 .80 
Percent owner-occupied housing units .56 .77 
Tile monotonic  relationships for education and ownership  are higher than tile 

l inear relat ionship for tlle following reason. In tile case of education there was a 
curvi l inear i ty  to tile relationship, with tile proport ion of high school educated re- 
sponden t s  "flattening out" at tile higher percentages of proport ion high school 
educated  in the neighborhood.  In tile case of homeownership ,  there were three 
ne ighborhoods  where the st, , 'vey-census relationship depar ted  somewhat  from 
the s t rong linear relationship at all levels of tile census variable. Because the de- 
par tures  from representativeness on both these variables was not systematic,  but  
l imited to a small  number  of neighborhoods,  we opted not to try and reweight 
the entire sample.  Furthermore,  weight ing was not possible with our models  us- 
ing hierarchical general ized linear models  for binary and markedly  skewed out- 
comes. 

5. Gender  was coded 0 = male, 1 = female; length of residence and education 
were  both  in years.  Length of res idence and years  of educat ion  were  a lways  
group mean centered, so the length variable reflects how much longer or shorter 
the resident  had lived in the neighborhood compared to the average of his or her 
neighbors,  and the education reflects years of schooling the respondent  had more 
or less than his or her average neighbor. Results in the table for avoid and moving 
intention include married vs. unmarr ied respondents.  Addi t ional  analyses com- 
p le ted  (results not shown) showed that its exclusion made  no difference. The 
var iable  also was a d d e d  (results not shown) to tile four fear outcome models  
where  it is not shown in the table, and its inclusion had no significant impact on 
the coefficients for tile other variables. 

For all models  save dangerous  places to avoid, the 1980 robbery percentile was 
the earl ier  crime indicator. For tile avoid outcome, the 1980 aggravated assault 
percenti le was the crime indicator. Tile models  were repeated, substi tuting rob- 
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bery for aggravated assault (results not shown). Results were comparable,  except 
the explained Level I1 variance was less; no shifts in predictor significance were 
observed. 

For the neighborhood nightt ime fear outcome, models  used standard linear es- 
timation. Tile outcome was quite normally distr ibuted.  The other three fear items 
had skewed ou t comes - -many  more people felt safe than unsafe- -and  the distri- 
bution assumptions most closely approximat ing these outcomes were for a Pois- 
son model with overdispersion, requiring hierarchical generalized linear models  
(HGLM), with that distribution, for those outcomes. 

Our  "dangerous  places to avoid" item was, of course, a binary outcome, also 
requiring HGLM with a Bernoulli distr ibution.  The moving intention outcome 
also was not normally distr ibuted,  with so many scoring in the lowest category 
but its distr ibution was much flatter than those fo, the dayt ime fear items and tile 
block nighttime fear items. Nonetheless, tile analyses for moving intention were 
repeated using HGLM with a Poisson distr ibution with overdispersion.  The fol- 
lowing differences f,om those reported in lhble  6.3 surfaced. In the analysis con- 
trolling for demographics ,  earlier structure and prior outcome levels, the 1980 
percentage owner  occupied became slightly less significant (p < .10) than it was in 
the linear model (p < .05). At Level 1, the coefficient for length of residence be- 
came slightly more significant (p < .10 in linear model, p < .05 in Poisson model). 
In time last analysis, adding in incivilities, at Level 11 racial composition remained 
slightly less significant (p < .10) than it was in tile linear model (p < .05). At Level 
l, length of residence, nonsignificant in the linear model, was slightly significant 
(p < .10) in the Poisson model. No differences were observed between the linear 
and Poisson models  in significance of remaining Level 11 residual variance. 

6. Which specific crime indicator was used at Level 11 (robbery or assault) and 
which specific Level I| incivility indicators were used was based on the models  
generating the lowest residual Level 1I variance. 

7. At Level 11, we had several possible incivilities that could enter: average per- 
ceived neighborhood incivilities in 1982; assessed graffiti in tile neighborhood in 
1981; and counts of vacant, boarded-up  residential housing in 1981. IVlost of tile 
models  shown include only time earlier graffiti measure. Some also include the 
earlier perceived incivilities measure. Although these three measures did  not cor- 
relate substantially with one another, their correlations with other structural vari- 
ables ranged from weak to relatively strong. Models for each of time outcomes 
with different combinat ions of incivilities were at tempted,  l 'he  models  shown 
here were the ones resulting in the highest levels of explained variance. Including 
additional incivilities usually did not affect the significance or nonsignificance of 
other structural predictors. 

8. For assessed incivilities, scores were averaged across the two raters on each 
block and then results were aggregated to the neighborhood level. For informa- 
tion on interrater reliabilities see (56). 

9. The four other  cities were Seattle, Minneapol i s -St .  Paul, Atlanta,  and 
Chicago. Contact time author for more details. 

10. The 1982 neighborhood mean can only explain neighborhood-level  varia- 
tion in time 1994 outcome. 
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11. For neighborhood daytime fear, 70% of the between-neighborhood differ- 
ences have been explained; for neighborhood nighttime fear, 98% of the between- 
neighborhood differences have been explained by prior outcome level, structure, 
and prior crime level. 

12. Of course, incivilities were not added for the two neighborhood fear out- 
comes, since no significant neighborhood differences on tile outcomes remained 
to be explained. 

13. Prior neighborhood incivilities were added to models in different ways. 
First, l tried adding in all three items together: 1982 neighborhood average on 
perceived incivilities; 1981 assessed graffiti; and 1981 assessed vacant housing, l 
also tried each predictor separately. Results reported are those producing the 
most explained variance. 

14. Each incivilities index averaged scores across items where the initial items 
each had three response categories: not a problem, somewhat of a problem, and a 
big problem. 

15. Length of residence and age correlate strongly in the sample (r= .702). 
16. The negative connection between fear change and prior racial composi- 

tion proved to have an interesting basis. Essentially, neighborhoods somewhat  
African-American in 1980, between about 15% and 55%, showed much higher 
1994 fear levels than they did in 1982. By contrast, in the almost exclusively 
(over 85%) African-American neighborhoods in 1980, the increase in fear was 
more modest. The different ranged fear "iumps" between the slightly to moder- 
ately Afr ican-Amer ican  vs. almost exclusively Afr ican-American neighbor-  
hoods  in 1980 may reflect some cognitive adaptat ion processes in extremely 
low income, predominant ly  African-American neighborhoods (55). Some of the 
most  deteriorated neighborhoods  in our  sample are predominant ly  African- 
American and have been that way  since at least 1970. They score over a stan- 
dard deviation higher on assessed deterioration than all-white neighborhoods 
in the sample (50). A curvilinear relationship exists between assessed deteriora- 
tion and nighttime fear (55). Thus if fear, already relatively high, was not rising 
substantially in these high-deterioration, historically African-American neigh- 
borhoods,  but was rising elsewhere, as it was in the moderately African-Ameri- 
can neighborhoods in 1980, we can understand the impact of racial composition 
seen here. 

17. The data showed that dangerous place nominations were most likely to de- 
crease in neighborhoods where the 1980 house value rank was above the fifty- 
fifth to sixtieth percentile. Some of the decreases in prevalence were marked (e.g., 
from around 90% to around 40%, or from around 40% to around 15%). All of the 
sizable drops appeared in the neighborhoods with more expensive housing. By 
contrast, in neighborhoods with the less expensive housing, the fraction of re- 
spondents nominating dangerous places to avoid was likely to increase a small- 
to-moderate amount. In short, a protective effect emerges of higher status work- 
ing forward in time. 

18. Results here foct.s on the proportion of residents nominating one or more 
dangerous  places known to residents. Results might be quite different if we 
looked not at the prevalence of dangerous place nominations, but the incidence, 
and counted how many places were nominated by respondents. 
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19. As noted earlier, different combinations of neighborhood-level  incivilities 
indicators, including each indicator on its own, were also analyzed (results not 
shown). In those other models, Level II incivility impacts also were not signifi- 
cant. Results shown here provided the lowest residual Level II variance. 

20. For compar ison  between these results and those using a Poisson model  
with overdispersion,  see above. 

21. Two possible  reasons for weak lagged incivilities impacts  that focus on 
s tudy limitations are the change period used and sample sizes that are too small 
at the neighborhood level. With regard to time first issue, the longitudinal incivili- 
ties thesis is generally silent on how long the impact cycles shouhl be. So we can- 
not know if the twelve- to thirteen-year period used here has been theoretically 
appropr ia te .  In another  invest igat ion,  however,  with a more focused spat ial  
arena, the block, and only one year passing between the two assessments, we also 
have been unable to uncover sizable lagged incivilities impacts (48). An earlier 
s tudy used a change period of five to seven years, but failed to operationalize the 
outcome as a change variable or to control for earlier structure (39). Although it 
could be that the tweh, e-year period used here is too long, and one year might be 
too short, until we have mult iwave investigations in a range of contexts or a more 
grounded,  detailed description of the operat ive social psychological and ecologi- 
cal processes themselves, the appropr ia te  time frame will remain unclear. 

The second potential limitation is addressed by time operat ions of, or the infor- 
mation provided b y  the hierarchical models  themselves. First, on the outcome 
side, IqLMs consider  sample  size, how much residents in each ne ighborhood 
agree with each other, and how far the specific neighborhood mean is from the 
grand mean, making Empirical Bayes adjustments  of neighborhood means to- 
ward the grand mean as sample sizes shrink, as the specific neighborhood mean 
is further fiom the grand mean, and as residents in the same neighborhood dis- 
agree more with one another. The analysis uses these Empirical Bayes estimates 
when gauging ecological impacts. On the predictor  side, HLM reports average 
neighborhood reliabilities, i.e., in terneighbor  agreement ,  across the neighbor-  
hoods in the sample. These represent the precision of time neighborhood-level es- 
timates (1: 43, 57) If time reliabilities are low for the outcomes at Time 1, there is a 
danger  that the ecological par t ia l l ing to create ne ighborhood mean outcome 
change score residuals at Time 2 will be too inexact. If the reliabilities are low fo," 
perceived incMlit ies at Time 1, the key lagged predictor will have too nluch mea- 
surement error. To address  these questions on the predictor side, I calculated the 
reliabilities of all the neighborhood means for the outcomes at Time 1 and for per- 
ceived incivilities at Time I. The more residents in each neighborhood agree with 
one another on an item, the higher the reliability. Reliability of neighborhood 
means for perceived incivilities at Time I was excellent: .85. Reliabilities for the 
outcomes at Time I were acceptable, .60 or better, for the two day fear items (.74, 
neighborhood-day; .75, block-day) and avoidance (.69). They were marginally ac- 
ceptable, .50 to .60, for the two night fear items (.59, neighborhood-night; .55, 
block-night) and moving intentions (.50). 

The implications are as follows. The lagged predictor for perceived incivilities 
had excellent measurement properties and was not adversely affected by having 
only twenty-four respondents per neighborhood. For the assessed incivilities, 
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graffiti and abandoned housing, we looked at a different type of reliability: inter- 
rater. For vacant  houses, it was .78 at the streetblock level (Cronbach's alpha); 
graffiti had a reliability coefficient of .78 (kappa). So the lack of significant im- 
pacts for perceived incivilities cannot be attributed to too few respondents per 
neighborhood in 1982, and for assessed incivilities it also cannot be attributed to 
poor  measurement .  

In addition, for the outcomes at Time 1 only three outcomes have reliabilities 
below .60. For one of those outcomes (neighborhood, nighttime fear), incivilities 
did not have a chance to enter because structure and crime left nothing beyond 
sampl ing  error to explain at the neighborhood level. For the second outcome, 
moving  intentions, we did see the significant expected lagged impact of perceived 
incivilities. For the third outcome, block fear at night, we also saw the significant 
expected lagged impact of assessed incivilities. Thus, the low n per neighborhood 
at Time 1, result ing in less than satisfactory reliabilities of the neighborhood 
means, cannot be used to explain away the lack of results for these outcomes, be- 
cause in two of the three low-reliability outcomes we did get the expected result 
and with the third ou tcome only chance be tween-neighborhood variation re- 
mained after controlling for the outcome at Time 1, structure, and crime. 
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Qual i ta t ive  Evidence from 
Communi ty  Leaders 





7 
The Community Perspective" 
Views About Incivilities and 
Responses to Incivilities in 

the Context of Collective Crime 
Prevention Initiatives 

This chapter considers incivilities from the conlmunity perspective. Tile 
empirical evidence examined so far has concentrated oil the origins and 
impacts of incivilities. Tile material here enables an examination of what 
local groups are doing about incivilities. What steps are they taking to 
cope with social or physical incivilities? What types of hlcivilities are of 
interest in different locales? Do leaders attack a range of incivilities at 
once, seeking to reduce "disorder," or do they sponsor more targeted ef- 
forts? What factors influence their targeting? How are they thinking 
abot, t incivilities and their remediation? Closed- and open-ended infor- 
mation from experienced community leaders is used to answer these 
questions. Tile foct,s is not just on "grime fighting" on its own, but in the 
context of other collective community crime prevention initiatives. 

The broader context of other collective c,ime prevention initiatives is 
critical given the results of the last two chapters showing varying im- 
pacts of incivilities on long-term changes. In general, that pattern of ob- 
served impacts has proven more modest than expected. Therefo,'e, from 
a community perspective, it is important to learn how many "eggs" local 
leaders are putting into the incivilities "basket." In response to the press 
and policymaker attention devoted to incivilities reduction, have they 
narrowed their efforts? Or are they continuing to pursue the range of ini- 
tiatives documented in earlier studies of community crime prevention ef- 
forts? 

243 
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For the purposes of this chapter, I follow Podolefsky's definition of 
community crime prevention: any activities the community pursues be- 
cause it thinks these activities will "do something" about crime or related 
problems (29: 18). Bringing this broader context into view raises an addi- 
tional set of questions. When leaders seek to reduce specific incivilities, 
how are their goals similar to or different from the goals behind their 
other collective crime prevention efforts? In what ways does hlcivility re- 
duction complement other initiatives? Are there instances where other 
collective crime prevention initiatives may shoulder aside concerns 
about incivility reduction? 

In addition to lhlkh~g various crime prevention efforts and rationales, 
the current chapter sketches hi the broader context to see how the links 
between efforts and rationales depend on the community structure and 
the nature of tile local crime problem. Do the leaders of prevention efforts 
view the threats posed by incivilities and the possible cures ill different 
ways across various community and crime contexts? And if so, what 
shapes this variation? How do these differences h~ their views about inci- 
vilities cohlcide with views about other crime-related problems and solu- 
tions? Stated differently, underneath differences in how leaders think 
about and respond to incivilities, are there common themes in their pre- 
vention thhlkhlg, and how do the variations on those themes play out in 
different settings? Focushlg on these two sets of broader issues--how in- 
civility reduction responses link to other collective crime prevention ini- 
tiatives, and how community context affects the broader range of preven- 
tion efforts--provides am initial framework within which to understand 
incivilities, their impacts, emd the collective responses, from the commu- 
nity's vantage poh~t. 

In the same way that the origins and impacts of incivilities can be prof- 
itably viewed within the broader social disorganization and urban polit- 
ical economy perspectives, responses to incivilities may be most readily 
understood if placed in the context of what we already l~low about col- 
lective crime prevention efforts. Such an initial grounding supplies 
ready-made suggestions about different ways community leaders might 
respond to incivilities and the factors that might hlfluence those varia- 
tions. 

The model chosen to theoretically ground this portion of the hwestiga- 
tion was initially developed by Podolefsky in the mid-1970s, based on 
surveys emd qualitative fieldwork in ten different communities in three 
different cities (Philadelphia, Chicago, San Francisco) (13, 29, 30). 
Podolefsky's model linked community structure, local views of crime 
and related problems, and the types of collective responses chosen. He 
suggested two general types of collective efforts: victimization preven- 
tion and social problem reduction. More details about these two types of 
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approaches appear below. Using grounded theory techniques (16), he de- 
veloped a model linking the type of initiative adopted with the demo- 
graphic fabric of the community and the community 's  beliefs about 
crime and related problems. This model was developed hi collaboration 
with other researchers working on the Northwestern University Reac- 
tions to Crime research project (1975-1980) just as those colleagues (Fred 
DuBow, AI Huntel, Dan Lewis, Michael Maxfield, and Wes Skogan) were 
beginning to address incivilities and their impacts on citizens. Advan- 
tages of using this framework include its broad and high-quality eviden- 
tiary basis as well as its consideration of incivilities. 

Nonetheless, Podolefsky's model presents one significant disadvan- 
tage, at least in the eyes of undergraduate students in my community 
crime prevention classes over the years. His data sources date from the 
mid to late 1970s, thus predating the crack invasion experienced in many 
urban communities by about the middle or end of the 1980s (29: 66). And 
as my students remind me constantb; "Crack changed everything." Ac- 
cording to their syllogism, Podolefsky's model can no longer apply to ur- 
ban communities in the wake of the crack cocaine invasion and can no 
longer help us understand what leaders are doing to collectively prevent 
crime. 

There is certainly no question that the crack invasion dramatically 
changed the crime problems confronting many urban communities. It 
spurred violent crime h~creases (31: 202). It changed the political econ- 
omy of drug dealing for local gangs (15). It ravaged countless urban 
neighborhoods (35). In addition, in the communities most severely af- 
flicted by the invasion, drug sales and the problems attendant with those 
sales and with the invoh, ed customers far outstripped many other crime- 
related concerns. 

Data from a nationally representative sample of hospital emergency 
departments provide some details about increasing drug and cocaine 
problems in the 1980s and 1990s. From 1978 to 1994 total "drug-related 
episodes rose by 60 percent . . ,  from 323,100 to 518,500" (26: 5). Of course, 
during this time people were going to emergency rooms more frequently 
anyway, but overall visits increased only 26 percent from 71.3 million to 
89.7 million (26: 5). The increase in cocaine-related episodes was dra- 
matic: "From 1978 to 1994, cocaine-related episodes rose from 3,400 to 
142,900" (26: 9). Much of this increase was concentrated in the late 1980s; 
cocaine-related episodes increased from 28,000 to 110,000 between 1985 
and 1989, an increase of 280%. By 1994 cocaine-related episodes ac- 
counted for about one out of every four drug-related episodes in emer- 
gency departments, and from 1985 through 1992, it was the cocaine-re- 
lated episodes that were driving up the total drug-related episodes (26: 
9). See Figure 7.1. 
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These national changes notwithstanding, Baltimore has a reputation 
among many as predominantly a "heroin" town (25). If it is, then is it 
possible the crack-cocaine epidemic did not hit Baltimore hard? 

The emergency department data suggest it hit very hard, with cocahle- 
lh~ked visits increasing markedly in the late 1980s. Figure 7.2 shows the 
Baltimore area estimated emergency department visit rates per 100,000 
population for 1988 through 1993, for heroin or morphine; cocaine, in- 
cluding crack and powder; and marijuana or hashish. The cocaine rate 
went from around 100 visits per 100,000 population to about 380 per 
100,000 population. The heroin rate increased as well, goh~g from around 
50 visits per 100,000 population to around 250 per 100,000 population. 
But at all points in time, the cocahle-related visit rate appears markedly 
higher than the heroin-related visit rate. Heroin incidents increased, but 
by the end of the period the visit rate for crack cocaine was 52% higher 
than the herohl rate. 

Given the trends seen nationally as well as hi Baltimore, it is no surprise 
that much of the recent work on community crime prevention has focused 
specifically on collective responses to dealers, dealhlg, and drug markets 
(e.g., 11, 20). An exclusive focus on drugs and related problems implies 
two poh~ts: first, that drug activities represent a problem for local crime 
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prevention leaders qualitatively different from previous issues; and sec- 
ond, that tile associated levels of violence pose an unprecedented threat to 
communities. By extension, researchers advocating new drug-centered 
models for understanding collective responses imply that theoretical 
models for collective responses based on information prior to tile crack 
era are outdated and irrelevant. Case studies highlighting collective con- 
frontations with drug dealers and emphasizing how communities have 
been forced to adopt " n e w "  tactics (e.g., 45) underscore how precrack col- 
lective responses, and our models to understand them, are inadequate. 

Certainly, in some ways the problems caused by crack represented 
qualitatively new challenges; in response, groups have adopted new 
strategies s u c h  as direct confrontation, nuisance abatement laws, and 
community prosecution (3, t8, 45). But has tile landscape for community 
leaders shifted completely? Are there no points of contact with how they 
tackled similar issues ill the precrack era? The currellt scholarly focus oil 
"new" approaches, by uncoupling the framework used to understand 
these initiatives from earlier theoretical work, makes it extremely difficult 
to accurately gauge tile amount of change in collective responses. 

Such a view about current collective antidrug initiatives overlooks 
three points. First, prior to the crack invasion, neighborhood leaders, 
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even going back to the late 1970s, were cophlg with drug problems. In- 
deed, drug problems in the late 1980s and early 1990s were more serious 
in just those neighborhoods reporting drug problems in the late 1970s 
and early 1980s (36). The problem was not completely new for leaders in 
many affected locales. Furthermore, what is not clear from current case 
studies is the relative reliance of neighborhood groups on "new" versus 
"old" collective strategies. It may be the case that many neighborhood 
leaders, despite the media attention and concomitant sensationalizhlg of 
confrontational tactics, rely on a broad mix of strategies, many of which 
are not completely new. If communities are relying on many of the same 
types of activities that they drew on previously, it would be of interest to 
learn how big a role confrontational tactics, as well as incivilities-related 
issues, play hi the broader mix. Finally, the factors hlfluenchlg how com- 
munities respond collectively to crime may not have shifted in the wake 
of the crack cocaine invasion. Factors that make a neighborhood more 
likely to follow one strategy versus aa~other may still be connected sinai- 
larly to those choices. 

This chapter examhles whether variations in how communities collec- 
tively respond to drugs and crime follow the same pattern seen in the 
precrack era. The emergence of this "new" crime problem, its impact on 
other crime and nuisance problems, aald the accompanying "novel" col- 
lective responses raise potentially serious questions about Podolefsky's 
model. Does communi ty  structure influence how local leaders think 
about drugs and related problems in the mid-1990s hi the same way that 
it influenced how they thought about nondrug crime problems in the late 
1970s? And do these views link to the type of collective action mounted 
to "cope" with these drug problems or crime problems lhlked to drug is- 
sues? In short, has the emergence of crack so altered how communities 
think about and approach crime prevention that none of our previous 
understandings apply? If Podolefsky's model, which links community 
structure, perceptions of crime problems, and responses to crime, has 
generality, it should apply even after the crack hwasion arrived in urban 
communities. 

The answers have practical as well as theoretical import; they can clar- 
ify what collective reactions are favored in different community setthlgs. 
Such information can be used to more effectively support community- 
based initiatives. Agents outside the neighborhood, whether they be local 
police personnel or activists in broader umbrella associations, can more 
effectively promote anticrime programs with such understanding. Too 
often, outside agents "push" one type of program, in accordance with an 
"implant hypothesis" (e.g., 33): Any program can take root anywhere. If 
programs are pushed that do not fit with the local perspective on the 
crime problem, they are unlikely to take root euld be widely adopted. Or- 
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ganizers can avoid squandering energy if they understm-ld lhlks between 
neighborhood fabric and locals' views of the crime and drug problems. 

Turning back specifically to incivilities, certainly their prevalence in 
some neighborhoods has increased, in part because of the emergence of 
the crack cocaine markets. Chapter 2 reviewed some of those changes on 
the study blocks. It is hard to ka~ow how much of the increase in aban- 
doned housing relates to drug markets. Tax delinquencies and later hous- 
ing abandonment may grow in the shadow of expanding open-air drug 
markets (32). Open-air drag markets by themselves create numerous so- 
cial irritants for residents: noise, fighting, gunfire, and public urination, 
among others (2). Indoor drug markets can create similar problems on a 
smaller and perhaps less obtrusive scale. Therefore, in neighborhoods 
where drug activity is taking place, we might expect local leaders are 
quite preoccupied with incivility reduction. How they define and re- 
spond to these concerns and how those definitions and responses dove- 
tail with other initiatives will be of interest. 

Organization of the Chapter and Questions Addressed 

The following section summarizes Podolefskv's model, describing two 
types of collective responses and how those responses emerge from the 
community fabric by way of community views about crime and related 
social problems. An overview of the sampling and interview procedures 
for gathering the current data appears next. The following sections detail 
collective responses in different types of neighborhoods. Neighborhoods 
are reviewed in the following order: those adopting almost exclusively a 
victimization prevention strategy; those where victimization prevention 
predominates, but social problem reduction strategies also play a role; 
those adopting ahnost exclusively a social problem reduction approach; 
and finally, those with a mixed approach, but where a social problem re- 
duction orientation predominates. The key questions for Podolefsky's 
theory are as follows: 

• Do tile different collective comnlunity responses to crime con- 
tinue to cluster into the types described by Podolefsky? 

• Are the community-level demographic correlates of these differ- 
ent types of collective responses similar to those seen earlier? 

• Do community views about drugs, crime, and crime-related 
problems continue to emerge from community makeup and also 
predict the type of community response adopted? 

As tile focus shifts from locales following pu,'ely victimization preven- 
tion approaches to locales pursuing purely social problem initiatives, 
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leaders" views on and responses to incivilities, as well as variations in 
both, are described. How do leaders' anti-incivility initiatives relate to 
their crime prevention activities? What types of incivilities do they 
choose to address and why? 

A closing section examines whether, and if so in what ways, the origi- 
nal model addresses some new features of collective responses. Can 
these new features be easily folded in? Or do they suggest model modifi- 
cations? To put it another way, if we view the information gathered here 
as input to another round of grounded theorizing rather than as just a 
test of the external validity of the model, what changes are suggested by 
the information gathered? 

In broad terms, this chapter co~nlects to the previous ones in two ways. 
First, the focus helps us understand more about how leaders view incivil- 
ities. What significance do leaders attribute to them? Which specific ones 
are of interest? Do interpretations about incivilities and their impacts 
vary across locales? In addition, by hearing about broader collective 
crime prevention efforts, we can gauge the relative emphasis leaders put 
on incivilities versus other concerns. This too might vary across locales. 
Are there some locales focusing exclusively on hlcivility reduction efforts 
and other locales where incivilities do not even come up on the radar 
screen? 

What Influences the Type of Collective 
Strategies Adopted? Podolefsky's Model 

Podolefsky (29) asked how do residents' views of the crime problem in- 
fluence the type of collective response to crime adopted? He found two 
features of residents' perceptions that predisposed them to adopt one 
particular type of collective response to crime or another. 

Did residents believe the crime problem originated outside the 
neighborhood and was perpetrated largely by outsiders coming 
into their neighborhood? Or did they believe that the crime 
problem involved local residents and local youth? 
Did residents believe that the crime problem emerged from and 
was driven by other local social problems, such as unemploy- 
ment or lack of educational, housing, or recreational opportuni- 
ties? Or did they believe crime problems were relatively indepen- 
dent of these other crime problems and not driven by them? 

Podolefsky's data and model suggested that if residents believed crime 
and related problems emerged from outside the neighborhood, and such 
problems were largely unrelated to other social problems, leaders and 
residents would be predisposed to adopt victimization prevention (VP) 
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TABLE 7.l Selection of Collective Crilne-Prevention Meta-Strategies in Podolefsky's 
Model 

In residents' view: 

In residents' view: 
Where does the crime probh'm come from? 

Inside Neighborhood Outside Neighbortwod 

Crime linked with other 
social ills 
Crime not linked with 
other social ills 

Social Probleln P, eduction 
approach likely to be adopted 

Victimization Prevention 
approach likely to be adopted 

strategies in their collective crime prevention efforts. By contrast, accord- 
ing to Podolefsky's model and data, if residents believed crime and re- 
lated problems arose mostly from perpetrators living inside the neighbor- 
hood and that crime events were largely driven by other problems 
simultaneously afflicting the community, they would be predisposed to 
adopt social problem reduction (SPR) strategies. 1 Podolefsky's labels refer 
to meta-strategie~., or clusters of strategies. The two types represent end 
points on a continuum, with variation along the coY~th'luun-i possible. In 
the current lexicon, the second (SPR) orients toward root causes, the first 
(VP) toward crime control (see Table 7.1). 

Social probh, m reduction (SPR) strategies seek to reduce social problems 
that, in the minds of residents and leaders, are substantially responsible 
for local crime and related problems. Podolefsky identified two groups of 
strategies within this approach: positive, youth-oriented efforts; and 
physical, social, and economic environmental improvement efforts. 

The youth focus encompasses after-school programs, special educa- 
tional programs, job training for teens, counseling or mentoring pro- 
grams for troubled youth, and recreational programs. Local leaders and 
residents hope such efforts would remove youth from potentially crim- 
inogenic situations on the street, provide them with skills and opportuni- 
ties making c.-iminal or delinquent activities less attractive, and equip 
them with skills to resist criminal or delinquent involvement. "These 
positive youth-oriented programs involving recreation, employment ,  
counseling, and education, are responses to what citizens perceive as 
problems of excess leisure time, the lack of effective socialization of 
youth (both in the home and community), and related problems such as 
drug and alcohol abuse" (29: 32). 

Environmental improvements refer to a broad swath of physical, so- 
cial, and economic initiatives. These would include bringing jobs into the 
community, making physical improvements such as rehabbing housing, 
attracting new housing, general cleanup and beautification efforts, mak- 
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ing physica l  changes  to keep t roublemakers  out,  and closing up spots 
spawning  crime such as t roublesome bars or abandoned  houses. Social 
activit ies fu r the r ing  c o m m u n i t y  d e v e l o p m e n t  and  s t rengthening  local 
social ties or residents '  commitment  to the locale also fall in this category. 
All of these activities seek to firm up communi ty  fabric, s trengthen resi- 
dents '  informal  control  over their locale, m~d make  the mix of legit imate 
versus  i l legit imate activities more  conduc ive  to residential  satisfaction 
and posi t ive you th  development .  These are 

efforts to (a) alter the physical and social conditions so as to draw people 
more closely together and form a more tightly knit community (b) alter 
these conditions which are more directly seen to produce a criminogenic en- 
vironment such as getting rid of drug pushers in the community, (c) reduce 
access to the community, (d) make physical changes which will facilitate the 
use of other approaches, and (e) improve the economic conditions of the 
neighborhood, particularly so as to reduce unemployment . . . .  Cleaning up 
streets, alleys, parks, vacant lots and business and residential areas are in- 
tended to increase the pride in community felt by local residents. Residents 
often view lack of community pride and concern as related to crime and 
"uncivil" behavior of residents. (29: 33) 

The last sect ion of the above  quo te  h ighl ights  th inking at the t ime 
about  responding  to minor  physical  incivilities. Residents reasoned that 
c leanup and beautif icat ion efforts would  s imul taneously  stimulate civic 
pr ide  and curb some uncivil behavior  of residents. 2 These assumptions 
are well suppor t ed  by over  two decades of empirical  work  on h u m an  ter- 
ritorial functioning.  Neatness and territorial markers  such as flowers sig- 
nal residents  who  care more about  their locale, are more  watchful,  and 
are more  likely to in tervene should uncivil behavior  take place (4, 40, 41). 
Leaders  in effect with their beautification and cleanup efforts were hop-  
hlg to activate or s t rengthen local residents '  willingness to exercise con- 
trol ove r  the behav io r s  taking place in the public spaces a round  their 
home  amd over  who  has access to those spaces. At the same time, leaders 
hope  the s ignage w o u l d  encourage  outs iders  to behave  more  "civilly" 
there because  they recognize they are being surveil led (39). "Real wor ld"  
examples  suggest  these efforts call prove highly successful (40: chap. 8). 
In short,  the issue is st imulating residents '  localized informal social con- 
trol via the removal  of minor  physical  incivilities; removal  of minor  inci- 
vilities is a means  to the end of enhanced residential territorial function- 
ing, not  an end  in itself. 

This  v iew cont ras t s  with cur ren t  views,  some t w e n t y  years  later, 
where,  as can be seen from Chapter  3, incivility removal  has emerged  as 
ml end  h~ itself. This shift has taken place for a nu m b er  of reasons, includ- 
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ing a shift in outcome focus, on tile part of both residents and leaders as 
well as researchers and policymakers, from "community pride" to less 
fear and crime; and higher crime rates in many of these locales. The 
material below describes how current leaders view incivilities, the con- 
nections between incivilities and outcomes, and how views of those con- 
nections vary across locales. 

It also is worthwhile considering how attitudes toward other problems 
and their resolution have shifted over twenty years and vary across lo- 
cales. Drug sales, even in the mid-1970s, were a concern for some of the 
leaders Podolefsky hlterviewed at that time. Of course, as will be seen, in 
our mid-1990s interviews getting rid of drug sales was a major concern in 
many neighborhoods. But despite the current salience of drug issues, 
there are still variations in how leaders approached the issue. In some of 
the locations with the most serious drug problems, leaders adopted a 
personal approach, helping with the recovery of those they knew. In one 
locale with a large number of active drug market locations, efforts to 
push out dealers, even from one street for part of a day for a local fair 
with uniformed police nearby, proved fruitless. In still another location, 
the leader simultaneously enlisted local dealers to help keep intruders 
out and warned them against dealing within tile lleighborhood or cor- 
rupting local youth. And in several locations, leaders were convinced the 
problem had external origins. But the connecting thread ill these various 
initiatives against drug sales, and for all the environmental improvement 
efforts as well, were hopes to build or restore the social or physical capi- 
tal in the neighborhood with a view toward enhanchlg the long-tern1 abil- 
it}, of the neighborhood to resist crime and delhlquency. 

Podolefsky does mention drug and alcohol counseling. These activities 
were viewed at the time not as crime prevention initiatives, but rather as 
strategies to prevent delinquency and future criminality among resi- 
dents. As we will see later, when drug treatment is mentioned by leaders 
in the current context, they point out both the personal benefits for the ad- 
dicted individuals and the broader benefits to the community. 

In contrast to social problem reduction, viclilnization prevention (VP) ef- 
forts focus ahnost exclusively on preventing victimization of neighbor- 
hood residents. Three clusters of strategies appear in this approach: pro- 
tective, surveillance, and criminal justice oriented. 

In the surveillance category, we find "traditional" community crime 
prevention programs such as Block Watch, Neighborhood Watch, and 
Citizens on Patrol (COP). These seek to reduce victimization of neighbor- 
hood residents by letting potential offenders know they are being 
watched and by contributing information leading to the arrest of offend- 
ers. Programs geared to enhancing the protection of p'ersons, such as 
slreet safety tips, or the protection of property such as Operation Identifi- 
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cation or house security surveys, are part of the protective approach as 
well. Here the hope is to reduce either the chances of immediate victim- 
ization or the costs of victimization events should they occur. 

Environmental efforts designed to keep offenders out, such as blockh~g 
off streets, may reflect victimization prevention as well if the focus is on 
keeping out offenders who would victimize residents. (For a recent ex- 
ample, see 12.) Podolefsky notes (29: 27) that a few mlticrime activities, 
such as street lighting, do not fall neatly into either group. Street closures 
and destruction of abandoned housing may both be examples of other 
activities that are similarly dual purpose, promoting long-term commu- 
nity viability and deterring proximate offenders. 

Criminal justice approaches include court watching and police watch- 
dog efforts. Such activities prod agents in the criminal justice system to 
help prevent crime by pursuing crimhlals and locking up those arrested 
for a long time. 

In some cases, neighborhoods may pursue strategies representing 
"pure" crime control or "pure" attacks on root causes. In other cases, 
neighborhoods may adopt mixed strategies. But the more important 
point suggested by Podolefsky's model is that it is unlikely neighbor- 
hoods will pursue both SPR and VP with equal vigor; neighborhoods 
will favor one or the othel, even if some outside observers might think 
the COlnmunity would benefit by vigorously pursuing both strategies. 
Furthermore, which category of strategies a neighborhood favors de- 
pends largely on the overall structure of the locale. The two general types 
of strategies have been described earlier (see Figure 7.3), and the follow- 
ing section briefly describes the processes underlying the lhlks between 
neighborhood fabric, perceptions of the crime problem, and types of col- 
lective strategies adopted. 

Podolefsky's model not only linked collective crime perceptions with 
the type of prevention strategy pursued; it also suggested those percep- 
tions arose, in part, from the demographic characteristics of the neighbor- 
hood itself. In short, the basic neighborhood fabric--its ecological struc- 
ture--silaped }low residents thougilt about crime and related problems 
and their causes and cures. In other words, 

Community Fabric ~ Views About Crime Problems --~ Type (!f Collectiw: 
Strategy Adopted 

Podolefsky focused attention on three standard dimensions of neigh- 
borhood ecology: ethnic composition, socioeconomic status, and stability. 
Some of the relevant dynamics underlying these connections are de- 
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scribed below h~ abbreviated form. (For more detail on tile processes un- 
derlyhlg these connections, see 29: 43-48.) 

Ethnicity lhlks to how extensive local social problems are. In predomi- 
nantly African-American communities, local social problems such as un- 
employment,  poor houshlg, and lack of recreational and employment op- 
portunities for youth are likely to be more widespread. For example, in 
the 1982 sample of sixty-six Baltimore neighborhoods, neighborhoods al- 
most exclusively African-American were more than one stmldard devia- 
tion higher than all-white communities on assessed deterioration (42). As 
discussed earlier (Chapter 4), the causes of these higher levels of dilapi- 
dation in predominantly African-American communities are multiple, 
extremely difficult to pin down, and subject to controversy. 

Because such social problems are often more widespread in predomi- 
nantly African-Americml communities, and crime may be higher hi those 
communit ies  as well, residents there are more likely to see the crime 
problem as part of a larger constellation of social ills, not as a separate en- 
tity meriting separate treatment. In their eyes, the crime problem 
emerges from other problems. To quote the longtime Baltimore neighbor- 
hood leader and activist Lena Boone, hi this view, "The first criminal is 
the landlord." 

All else being equal, African-American communities are likely to have 
higher densities of released offenders or offenders under supervision 
than are predomh~antly white communities (17). The volume of released 
or supervised offenders may be extremely high in some low-income 
African-American communities (27: 558). Given such variations in re- 
leased offender densities, all else beh~g equal, it is harder for residents in 
low-hlcome African-American communities to argue that offenders are 
comhlg hlto their neighborhoods only from the outside. Although in-mi- 
gration of offenders may occur, that in-migration may take place m the 
context of higher released or supervised offender populations. 

One final point about released offender density merits mention. In 
neighborhoods where residents know they are surrounded by large num- 
bers of offenders or potential offenders, some protection may be pro- 
vided residents if they are part of a group behlg protected by a local gang 
or gang leader. Local gangs may even resource residents to help buy their 
"silence" when police arrive (43). In such setthlgs, residents are under- 
standably reluctmlt to cooperate with or call on the police, as required by 
some community crime prevention programs, especially if residents have 
long-term ties to some gang members (28). 

In short, in predominantly African-American communities, residents 
may more readily see local social problems as the cause of crime and, at 
the same time, may be more willing to ackdlowledge that some of the of- 
fenders connected with the local criminal activity, now and in future, 
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may come from b~side the neighborhood. 3 Such views predispose resi- 
dents and leaders in these neighborhoods to adopt social problem reduc- 
tion rather than victimization prevention collective crime prevention 
strategies. Social problem reduction strategies try to assist offenders as 
well as nonoffenders and delinquents as well as nondelinquents. 

For predominantly Hispanic or African-American neighborhoods, an- 
other dynamic also orients them away from victimization prevention. In 
these communities, views of police are likely to be more negative (19). 
Such views originate, in part, from the less courteous treatment these 
populations receive at the hands of the police (37). Given historically dif- 
ficult relations between many police departments and many urban 
African-American communities, leaders in these communities are un- 
likely to adopt crime prevention programs depending substantially on 
police-community cooperation for their success (35: 147-153; 19). "Tradi- 
tional" victimization prevention programs such as COP, Neighborhood 
Watch, or Block Watch presume such cooperation. 

The social class q[ the neighborhood influences views on the crime prob- 
lem. In higher-class neighborhoods, visible social problems are generally 
less frequent. Housing is likely to be better maintained, local schools and 
job opportunities for youth are both likely to be better, and there are 
likely to be fewer problems with "nuisance" land uses. These advantages 
accrue because of a complex mix of factors that undoubtedly include the 
stronger political clout of such neighborhoods, the preferential treatment 
they may receive from local officials and agencies, and the stronger con- 
trol that local leaders may exercise over residents (23: 49). The control 
may be enhanced by informal ties, background hon~ogeneity on educa- 
tion and income levels, or formal covenants or incorporated neighbor- 
hood associations. (For a fuller discussion of these issues, see Chapter 8.) 

Whatever the origins of the visible social problems that do arise in 
such higher-income neighborhoods, the ilnportant point is that their 
rates are lower. So when a crime problem does occur there, local resi- 
dents are less likely to link it to visible local social problems, given the lat- 
ter are less prevalent in the higher-income locales. Therefore the crhne 
problem is more likely to be seen as a relatively separate issue. Acting on 
those views, residents will be more likely to favor collective approaches 
directly addressing the crime problem--a victimization prevention strat- 
egy - r a the r  than more indirect approaches geared to improving local so- 
cial and physical conditions. 

Furthermore, in these higher-income neighborhoods, relations with the 
police have probably been more amicable (37). Therefore residents are 
generally more willing to cooperate with the police in mounting local 
surveillance or property identification efforts. They do not expect that co- 
operation will create risks for them. 
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The last ecological dimension is stability, called family orientation by 
Podolefsky, perhaps the most complex ecological dimension. More stable 
neighborhoods might have more homeowners,  more households with 
children, more married couple households, households that have lived 
there longer, more one-unit as opposed to multiunit structures, and fewer 
shlgle-parent households. 

Podolefsky generally predicts that in more stable communities, con- 
cern for local youth is higher. Thus residents are predisposed to adopt 
crime prevention programs focusing on long-term prevention. Long- 
term stability in a locale means that residents know each other better 
and, presumably,  become more concerned about  the welfare of their 
neighbors. Given this higher level of concern, residents in. more stable 
contexts seek to prevent delhlquent involvement of local youth and thus 
favor long-term prevention, that is, SPR-focused strategies, such as en- 
hancing recreational and job-training opportunities. Podolefsky (29: 47) 
suggests that stability may be the most important ecological dimension 
of the three. 

But it is not unusual to find stable neighborhoods with few children 
and large numbers of aging homeowners or ones with sizable youth pop- 
ulations but  few married or home-owning households. Podolefsky's  
model  does not directly address what we would expect to happen in 
these communities with mixed scores on stability. With this ecological di- 
mension, more than the others, discrepant scores on relevant hldicators 
seem likely. Presumably, if the suggested indicators did not all point to- 
ward high stability, we would expect a predisposition away from SPR 
strategies and toward VP strategies. 

Data Sources 

To better address the questions raised above, my colleagues and I sam- 
pled an addit ional  forty-two neighborhoods beyond  our already-se- 
lected thirty. 4 In this chapter, I use pseudonyms  for all participating 
neighborhoods to protect the anonymity of their leaders. Toward that 
end, I also have changed some street names and other geographical fea- 
tures. Furthermore, in reporting comments from individual leaders, I 
have sometinles changed the respondent 's gender or other features of his 
or her background. In one (and only one) instance, I have changed geo- 
graphic references in a quote to better mask a neighborhood's identity. 
The additional neighborhoods were stratified on neighborhood popula- 
tion, so that we would include small, medium-sized, and large neigh- 
borhoods. We successfully completed semi-open-ended interviews with 
twenty-seven leaders in our original thirty neighborhoods and thirty- 
two leaders in the additionally sampled forty-two neighborhoods. One 
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addit ional  leader refused to be interviewed,  bu t  re turned  a writ ten re- 
sponse when  prov ided  with a list of key questions (total = 60; 58 com- 
plete enough to be usable). We sought  ne ighborhood  leaders who  had 
lived in the locale for at least seven },ears, so they could prov ide  us with 
insight into changes in the ne ighborhood ' s  name  and popu la t ion  that 
might  have taken place (see Chapter  8). They were not  necessarily cur- 
rent leaders. 

Information from the closed-ended port ion of tile protocol suggests we 
were relatively successful in contacting experienced local leaders. On av- 
erage, tile leaders had lived in tile ne ighborhood for about  a quarter  cen- 
tury (median year moved  in = 1970). Over  75% of respondents  had lived 
ill the ne ighborhood for at least a decade. Those moving  hi more  recently 
either had had relatives living there previously or had had prior contact 
with tile ne ighborhood  and its organizat ion.  For example ,  one person 
had been involved with tile ne ighborhood for a time, but  reported "mov-  
ing in" only recently because he had been living on his boat. Two others 
had had relatives living in the ne ighborhood and had spent  time there 
when younger.  

The leaders it't general were not only experienced with tile locale, but  
heavily invoh, ed as well. On average, at tile time of tile interview they re- 
ported being involved with two communi ty  groups; almost  60% were in- 
volved with two or more groups at tile time of tile interview. At the time 
of the interview, only five (9%) reported no local organizational  hwolve-  
ments. When asked about previous organizational involvement ,  ahnost  
70% reported affiliation with one or more local groups. 

Before leaving the discussion of data sources, the appropr ia teness  of 
our  site location deserves  ment ion.  Podolefsky  (29: 53) acknowledges  
that city context influences collective responses to crime and how those 
responses connect  with communi ty  dimensions.  These data come from 
one city (Baltimore). 1 have already noted that tile rate of cocaine-related 
emergency room episodes outs t r ipped tile rate for heroin-related ones. 
Nonetheless,  one might argue that had we completed interviews in a city 
where tile crack epidemic had been even more sizable than was the case 
in Baltimore, our  conclus ions  about  tile con t inued  appl icabi l i ty  of 
Podolefsky's  model could be different. That may be true. There may be 
other cities where "crack changed eve. 'ything" to a greater extent than in 
Baltimore. On the other band, al though our  data are limited to one c i ty  
that city was m~t one of the three used by Podolefsky  in his original  
grounded theorizing. In addition, it appears that the crack epidemic did 
at least register dramatically in Baltimore (see Figure 7.2). In addition, the 
on-site ev idence  of crack deal ing repor ted by our  field workers  in the 
summer  of 1994 was extensive. David Simon and Ed Burns's e thnogra-  
phy of a West Baltimore drug  corner, done about  the same time as our  
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data collection, amply documents the prevalence of crack dealh~g mid the 
accompanyLng neighborhood devastation (35). 

Finally, the leaders' responses underscored the increash~gly serious na- 
ture of drug problems. Of the fifty-eight leaders providing usable closed- 
ended responses (of sixty total providing some information), thirty-seven 
(64%) rated drug problems h~ their neighborhood as serious (18) or very 
serious (19). Seventy-seven percent agreed that drug problems were 
worse hi their neighborhood compared to ten years earlier. In short, the 
crack epidemic hit Baltimore hard, as shown both by emergency depart- 
ment visits and leaders' comments. Although other cities may have been 
hit harder, there is no reason to suspect that our study site's history and 
character make it especially likely we would or would not find a continu- 
hlg applicability of Podolefsky's model. 

Of course, these data, although spanning a sizable number of neigh- 
borhoods, are too limited to provide a detailed, defhlitive view of collec- 
tive responses to crime hi any one particular neighborhood. In contrast to 
Podolefsky 's  original study, for example, resident interviews in each 
neighborhood are not available, nor are extensive field observations of 
local organization meethlgs. But the purpose here is not to provide a de- 
tailed picture of each community, but to examine connections between 
community contexts, problem views, and problem responses. 

Responses to Drug Sales and Use and 
Related Crime Problems 

According to Podolefsky's model, when examhling different community 
responses to drugs we should find the "purest" victimization prevention 
approaches  in the highest-status, predominantly white communities,  
particularly if there are few children in these locations. We should find 
the "purest"  social problem reduction approaches in predominantly 
African-American, lower-status communities, particularly if these host 
sizable youth populations. In neighborhoods where the demographic 
makeup does not match either of these two profiles--that is, higher-sta- 
tus African-American communities or poorer predomhlantly white com- 
m u n i t i e s ~ w e  should find a blended approach, with elements of both 
strategies. 

Exclusively Victimization Prevention 

Tile leaders in several predominantly white, middle- to upper-income 
neighborhoods reported, as predicted, strategies centered on victimiza- 
tion prevention. Oakwei l  provided one of the clearest examples of a 
"pure" victimization prevention approach. The northern section of the 



The Context of Collective Crime Prevention lnithTtives 261 

city of Baltimore contains several neighborhoods that went up in the first 
quarter of tile twentieth century as planned, high-income COlmnunities, 
developed by a single development corporation, with incorporated com- 
munity associations and accompanying legal powers. These neighbor- 
hoods included Elm Park, Oakmont, Original Birchwood, Pineland, and 
Oakwell. 

Oakwell had some of tile highest-priced housing ill tile city and had 
been similarly positioned for the past twenty years. It was over 90% 
white, and the nonwhites living there were located mostly in less expen- 
sive housing along the neighborhood's  eastern border. As the inter- 
viewer, Steve Pardue, wrote in his field notes, "It is characterized by very 
large, sumptuous homes, many dating from early in tile century, by large 
and beautifully landscaped lawns, and by narrow, slowly winding 
streets. Many of these streets are one-wa); making it quite difficult for the 
uninitiated to get around in tile area without a map." 

Nearby are some neighborhoods that are economically much worse off 
than Oakwell and are predominantly African-American. Only a few 
blocks from Oakwell, one finds an X-rated video store in a commercial 
center clustered around an intersection. Shopping around the intersec- 
tion has declined considerably in the past two decades, as stores geared 
more toward moderate-income households have been replaced by video 
stores, drugstores, and the like. 

The Oakwell leader hlterviewed had lived in the neighborhood for at 
least a couple decades at tile time of tile interview (December 1994) and 
had held several positions on the community association. This leader re- 
ported that the main initiatives pursued by the association were encour- 
aging improved home security, obtaining better street lighting, and the 
funding of a private security patrol. 

Tile origin of tile private security patrol was as follows. The leader 
noted that Oakwell had ahvays had a burglary problem. Its burglary per- 
centile scores were 39, 76, and 98 over the past three decades, suggesting 
an intensifying rather than steady burglary p,'oblem over tile long term. 
In 1992, according to tile leadeb three murders took place. 5 A robbery 
also took place in the neighborhood, and an older couple was assaulted 
by a burglar. 6 In response to this incident, citizens gathered and decided 
to put up money to pay for private pat,-olling in the neighborhood. Ini- 
tially the program used off-duty 13altimore city police personnel, but it no 
longe," does so. Eight security officers pat,'olled tile neighbo,'hood. About 
one third of the neighborhood's residents contribute to tile security ef- 
fort. The Baltimore Police Department was initially "resistant and unco- 
operative" about tile effort. 

In tile mind of our interviewee, tile program has proven effective. He 
suggested the presence of the pat,'ol has "reduced criminal actMty" and 
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"gives peace of mind to residents"; he thought that "overall crime is 
down, although [last year's] murders caused a sense of increasing crime 
in the area, and had the effect of increasing participation in the security 
patrol program." The respondent suggested that the success of the patrol 
was due to "very dogged organizers, who stayed with it." 

Residents believing in a victimization prevention approach tend to see 
the crime problem as coming from "outside." Oakwell's leader strongly 
endorsed this view, and it was probably substantially correct, given the 
attractive targets in the neighborhood to draw in potential offenders. 
Oakwell had paid a nationally known security expert to visit the neigh- 
borhood and make security suggestions. She recommended closing off 
some neighborhood entrances to make it more difficult to get in. Reduced 
entrances, she suggested, combh~ed with the confusing pattern of one- 
way streets already present in the neighborhood, should reduce offender 
in-migration. 

At the time of our leader interview, the neighborhood was leaning 
against petitioning the city for street closures. The neighborhood leader 
had proved politically astute in the past, as evidenced by one incident he 
shared. He thought pushing for the closures might be too politically sen- 
sitive. But his view notwithstandhlg, the followhlg year (1995) the city 
sponsored a planning workshop to discuss the street closures that Oak- 
well sought. One member of our research team attended. At that meet- 
ing, white representatives of Oakwell met with African-American leaders 
from three neighborhoods adjohling or close to Oakwell, to discuss the 
impacts of the proposed closures on the adjoining neighborhoods. Lead- 
ers from those adjoinhlg locales expressed concern about the proposed 
closings, fearing the action would  drive traffic volume in their own 
neighborhoods even higher. Tempers flared at the workshop as partici- 
pants discussed each of the proposed closures, but by the time our ob- 
server left the meeting, some of the proposed closings already had been 
acceded to by leaders from the adjoinhag locations. We heard several re- 
ports that ultimately all of the proposed closures were put into place; 
later trips through the locale seemed to bear this out. 

Apparently, Oakwell was willing to be "politically incorrect" and pur- 
sue boundary-enhancing  traffic pattern changes recommended as a 
crime prevention measure by an internationally renowned expert. The 
process was clearly part of the neighborhood's overall community crime 
prevention plan and, Oakwell leaders hoped, would have an impact on 
crime in the neighborhood. 

For Oakwell 's leader, drugs caused people to come into the neighbor- 
hood and burgle and rob. The neighborhood 's  response was to keep 
them out as best  as possible and to keep close watch over intruders 
through private patrol services. Given this neighborhood's high status, 
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physical incivilities were essentially unknown hi all but one small section 
of the neighborhood. The only social incivilities causing concern were 
would-be offenders passh~g through on foot or by car. Closures and pri- 
vate security were aimed directly at reducing these social hlcivilities mad 
thus reducing street attacks and burglaries. The connection between so- 
cial hlcivilities and crime was direct in the m~nds of residents. 

In Sherman Heights, in contrast to Oakwell, we find majol, heavily 
traveled north-south arteries coursing through the neighborhood. On the 
main streets, one finds moderate-to-upscale row houses, two to four sto- 
ries high, and a few large apartment buildings. On the cross streets and 
the north-south streets away from the main arterials, housing is smallel, 
usually only two stories high, and more modest. The area experienced 
considerable gentrification and revitalization in the 1970s and 1980s. 
Housing went from the nineteenth percentile in price in 1970 to the sixty- 
second percentile in 1980 and the sevent),-ninth percentile in 1990. Reno- 
vators in the 1970s were younger, low- to moderate-income households, 
self-dubbed by one as "weekend warriors," sometimes with children. By 
the early and mid-1980s, the original rehabbers were selling to buyers 
who were lawyers, doctors, or other high-income professionals. 

The 1979 neighborhood mapping of city neighborhoods (see Chapter 
8) showed distinct sections of Sherman Heights. The heart of Sherman 
Heights, labeled Sherman Heights 2, is predominantly white, with a 
modest African-American population that has remained at about 15% to 
20% since 1970. Despite the gentrification of the 1970s and early 1980s, 
homeownership has stayed stead), at 20% to 25% for the period. The lat- 
ter is not surprising given the large student population and the large 
apartment buildings in the locale. The preteen population aged six to 
thirteen years declined from about 9% in 1970 to about 6% in 1990. 

Sherman Heights 2, given its extensive student population, and the 
late-night, perhaps incautious lifestyles often followed by this group, has 
always had a relatively high level of street crime. The figures show the 
relative level, in the case of robbery, drifting down somewhat over the 
past twenty ),ears, from the ninety-third percentile in 1970-1972 to about 
the eighty-third percentile in 1990-1992. On the other band, burglary has 
become more problematic, relative to other city neighborhoods, as Sher- 
man Heights 2 has gone from the sixty-first to the ninety-ninth percentile 
since 1970. The increased burgla,'y p,'oblem may be partially explained 
by the increasing volume of available targets in the locale accompanying 
the partial gentrification (7). Since the increase seems to predate the crack 
invasion, it is probably not due to higher volumes of offenders seeking to 
support their habits and traveling in from adjoining locales. 

Near Sherman Heights is Spruce, also predominantly white, but with- 
out the large apartment buildings of Sherman Heights. Housing is almost 
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completely row houses, although they are smaller than in the heart of 
Sherman Heights, mostly two stories in height. Many students rent there, 
but homeownership has climbed from more than one third pregentrifica- 
tion to about one half postgentrification. Situated closer to high-crime lo- 
cations to its east, Spruce has had a more serious robbery problem than 
Sherman Heights, as reflected in higher robbery percentile scores. Bur- 
glary is a serious problem there as well, but has been serious for longer as 
compared to Sherman Heights. On the day of our interview with the 
Spruce leader, her husband was downtown testifyh~g agah~st a man he 
had seen attempting to break into a car across the street from their home. 

Both Sherman Heights and Spruce respondents lhlked the crime prob- 
lems in their locales to addicted offenders seeking support for their 
habits, even though the serious crime problems in both locales predated 
the crack epidemic. Both leaders viewed the drug problem as originathlg 
outside the neighborhood. The Spruce leader remarked, "A drug dealer 
wouldn' t  last five mh~utes here. He'd stand out h~ a second. There aren't 
any vacant bui ldings-- this  neighborhood is relaxed, but alert." The 
leader apparently viewed vacant buildings as the only type of home base 
from which dealers operated unobserved, concluding that since there 
were no unoccupied buildhlgs, the dealers would be immediately spot- 
ted. In her mind, following the incivilities theory, abandoned housing 
necessarily provided drug-dealhlg bases and, the neighborhood lacking 
vacant units, drug dealing was therefore excluded. Again, as with the so- 
cial incivilities discussed in Oakwell, we see a direct incivilities-crime 
connection in a leader's thh~khlg. 

Perhaps the biggest community  crime prevention initiative being 
mounted around the time of our leader interviews was a special fund. 
(See Chapter 8 for a more detailed discussion of this initiative.) Residents 
would be levied a special tax or assessment that would go to local im- 
provements. Our two leaders were split ill their reactions to the hlitiative. 

The Spruce leader reported having differences of opinion with the um- 
brella orgaalization. This orgaulization, representing a number of adjob~- 
big neighborhoods, was one of the sponsors of the special district hlitia- 
tive. She reported that plans called for extra funds to be spent on hiring 
private security, along the lhles of the Oakwell model, and providing ad- 
ditional sanitation patrols. Again, with the sanitation patrols, we see the 
axiomatic connection of "crime and grime" surfach~g. But in her mind, 
there were doubts about these connections; she considered the proposals 
unwise because the area to be covered was too large for the security pa- 
trols to operate effectively, and the sanitation patrols would be little more 
than "glorified pooper scoopers." Nonetheless, despite this one leader's 
concerns, the special legislation had passed just a couple weeks before 
our interview and was implemented in the months following. 
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Our Sllerman Heights respondent, who worked more closely than the 
Spruce leader with the umbrella organization, expressed more confi- 
dence in the potential benefits from the forthcoming funds, although he 
did not comment on specific initiatives. In his mind, it had not yet been 
determined how the funds were to be spent; that would be done at later 
meetings of local community organization representatives. But it was 
clear from both newspaper accounts and the leaders' comments that sig- 
nificant portions of the funds would be spent on community crime pre- 
vention in the form of victimization prevention activities. The Sherman 
Heights leader viewed the entire district initiative as a reaction to crime 
and geared primarily to preventing victimization. He reported how the 
idea first surfaced in a series of large community meetings following the 
mugging and murdering of an architect hi 1993, a subsequent rape, a kid- 
napping, armed holdups, and several shootings. 

Because both neighborhoods are close to an elementary school where 
local parents in past years helped shape curriculum, there was some 
youth work ongoing in these neighborhoods. But the leaders did not con- 
nect these initiatives with crime prevention, and efforts related to the 
school were listed as lower priority by these organizations. Youth work 
and housing improvements were not major features of their crime p,'e- 
vention strategies. Along these lines, the Spruce leader detailed one story 
surrounding a small vest pocket park nea,'b3; used for football by local 
youth. The organization got the city to buy it in the early 1980s, and the 
organization agreed to maintain it. Ball playing was prohibited there be- 
cause it tore up the turf, as a sign we saw there in 1995 confirmed. Al- 
though not stated, the prohibition may have had as a purpose keeping 
older teens out of the neighborhood. In short, except for education initia- 
tives geared to younger children at a local school and seen as education 
rather than crime issues, the organization's approach to crime lacked a 
youth component. Given the low-to-moderate scores on stability in the 
locale, these views are not surprising. 

In keeping with a victimization prevention strategy, both neighbor- 
hood leaders supported formal surveillance activities such as Citizens on 
Patrol and Neighborhood Watch. Since both i~eighborhoods were pre- 
dominantly white and mode,'ately high status, the requisite functional 
police-community ties can be presumed. 

In Spruce, the organization sponsored organized resident walks 
through the neighborhood in the evening hours. The leader was not sure 
whether Neighborhood Watch or COP was more effective: "It's hard to 
say which is the more effective, only the police would know that [based 
on crime statistics]. 1 don't think there has been more or less crime be- 
cause of these activities, but they do make people feel better . . .  they're 
more willing to go outside." 
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In Spruce, COP was conducted by neighbors who walked around the 
communi ty  with a cellular telephone. It was organized "two or three 
years ago" by the then-president of the Spruce organization. "She single- 
handedly recruited people and started the program." The telephone was 
obtained through a grant. At the time of the interview, the COP was not 
operational because the telephone had broken, and "people think it's 
useless to go out if they caa~'t communicate." About thirty people were 
involved in the program at first, but that number had dropped consider- 
ably by the time the telephone broke, "because people figured out that it 
[the program] goes on mid on." Apparently, for motivational and equip- 
ment reasons, COP proved difficult to maintain. 

The Sherman Heights leader reported similar walking surveillance ac- 
tivities in that neighborhood, but suggested that the activities might actu- 
ally be preventing crime as well as fostering perceptions of a safer neigh- 
borhood. The program there, called the Strollers, had been in existence 
for about three years at the time of the interview. Apparently the effort in 
Sherman Heights was not hampered by the equipment  problems that 
surfaced in Spruce. Perhaps Sherman Heights's somewhat wealthier resi- 
dents could supply their own phones. The leader was hoping to comple- 
ment it with an organized porch-sitting program, where people would 
agree to sit out on their porches for 1-2 hours on designated evenings. 

Whereas the Spruce leader saw COP and Neighborhood Watch as rela- 
tively interchaa~geable programs, the more discerning Shermaal Heights 
leader was less enthusiastic about Neighborhood or Block Watch, com- 
plaining it was "too bureaucratic." According to the leader, the city police 
department required about 60% participation on individual blocks before 
issuing the code number for a resident to use when reporting a crime or 
suspicious activity. 

In sum, in both these neighborhoods leaders viewed the crime prob- 
lem as coming in from outside the area because the drug dealing--in 
their v i ew- -was  taking place outside the neighborhood; these leaders re- 
lied heavily on formal surveillance programs to promote actual or per- 
ceived neighborhood safety and reported plans to begin private pa- 
trolling with future funds from a special plan. Reduction of minor 
physical incivilities would be accomplished through sanitation patrols to 
be funded by the special fund, but one leader thought the activities of 
these patrols were a waste of time. In both locales, major physical incivil- 
ities, in the form of abandoned housing, for example, were not present. 
That absence reassured one leader that the locale was thus safe from 
drug dealing--dealers had no base and would stick out too much. Re- 
sponding to minor physical incivilities was seen in both neighborhoods 
as secondary to patrol activities directly enhancing residents' safety. 

Grove land  is another relatively high status, predominantly white 
ne ighborhood posi t ioned further northeast in the city from the three 
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neighborhoods discussed so far. Its housing stock is relatively high 
priced, rmlking about the seventy-fifth percentile hi both 1980 mid 1990. 
It remains almost exclusively white, being less than 5% African-Ameri- 
can from 1970 through 1990. It is also an extremely stable neighborhood, 
with two thirds to three fourths of the households being home owners 
through the three censuses. There are substantial numbers of elderly and 
near-elderly households, and the preteen population has dropped from 
about one in eight in 1970 to about one in twelve in 1990. Substantial 
racial change has taken place in some of the adjoinh~g neighborhoods. 

Groveland has been experiencing a decreasing relative crime rate, go- 
ing from a robbery percentile score of about 30 in 1970 to 12 in 1990; the 
burglary percentile score had declined from 44 to 5 over the period. This 
fits with the leader's depiction of the locale as a relatively low crime area 
with few muggings. The elderly leader we interviewed there reported 
that the neighborhood's main anticrime activities were prevention ori- 
ented, including having police in to give prevention and household secu- 
rity talks and keeping a Block Watch going. According to the leader, 
about 100 residents were involved with the Block Watch prog,'am. He felt 
the program served a purpose because it "keeps people aware that prob- 
lems do exist." The program began in the mid-1980s at the instigation of 
the Baltimore Police Department. Again, following Podolefsky's model, 
the relatively high status and predominantly white makeup of the neigh- 
borhood made it more likely that good police-community relations--pre- 
requisite to mounting standard community anticrime prevention pro- 
grams like COP and Block Watch--were present. 

The neighborhood, as might be expected given its relatively high sta- 
tus and high homeownership rate, appeared relatively incivility-free 
when we walked through it. In the leader interview, no mention was 
made of either social or physical incivilities meriting attention. Outside 
the neighborhood's boundaries, howevm, the leader admitted there were 
a few problems "around the edges" that the residents we,'e keeping an 
eye on. The organization had been involved m monitoring conditions 
around a used car lot on the neighborhood's botmda,'y--the owner had 
parked vehicles on the street--and in scaling back development plans at 
a local nursing home. 

In all four of these neighborhoods--Oakwell ,  Sherman Heights, 
Spruce, and Groveland--leaders saw the crime and drug problems as oc- 
ctlrrhlg outside the neighborhood. Incivilities were either minor, in the 
cases of Spruce and Sllerman Heights, and to be dealt with by sanitation 
pat,'ols, or nonexistent, in the cases of Oakwell and Groveland. Major in- 
civilities, such abandoned housing, were not even "on the radar screen" 
in these communities because they were almost unknown at the time. In 
the Spruce leader's mind, the lack of vacant housing helped exclude 
dealers. In Oakwell, the neighborhood was taking steps to close off the 
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neighborhood and keep out social incivilities. In Groveland, the leader 
spoke of problems "around the edges." This "out there" mentality about 
crime fits with and helps drive victimization prevention strategies. In the 
next neighborhood considered, although it is predominantly white and 
has an economic status only somewhat lower than Spruce and Sherman 
Heights, housing patterns brought drug-selling problems right to the 
neighborhood edge. 

Further north and west ill the city from Groveland is Maplecroft. Just 
south of the Baltimore County line, it is a neighborhood of tree-lined 
streets, with well-kept row houses and detached houses. The neighbor- 
hood looks moderate-to-upper income, given the housing stock. Immedi- 
ately adjoining neighborhoods are sometimes more impressive, as in the 
case of Pineland, which is almost all detached homes, and sometimes less 
impressive. Maplecroft itself includes or abuts a small number of apart- 
ment complexes that seem to be almost "tucked away" in the neighbor- 
hood. There is one south of the main artery running east-west through 
the neighborhood, and another north of it. Driving around the neighbor- 
hood, one sees few children. Our interviewee here noted with apparent 
satisfaction that there are few if guly children on his block, and that when 
children are noticed, the police are often called because the children are 
thought to be either dangerously far from home or having the potential 
to disrupt the neighborhood-- the categorization seemed to depend on 
the age of the particular children. Given the neighborhood's predomi- 
nantly white, moderate  to moderately high status residents and the 
paucity of children--all factors favoring a VP approach--it  was not sur- 
prising when the leader reported on efforts to stop drug dealing in an 
area near his home. 

The leader routinely walked his dog past  an apartment complex 
around the corner from his house. The complex is technically outside the 
neighborhood boundaries. According to the leader, the complex contains 
over a hundred units, with about one third of the units designated for 
Section 8 assisted housing. During frequent dog-walking trips past the 
apartments, he made note of the particular apartments that seemed to be 
harboring drug-dealing activities. He spent some time talking with chil- 
dren from that area about what went on in various locations withh~ the 
complex. In addition, he also recorded license plate numbers and went 
on a police ride-along, durh~g which the officer concurred that drug traf- 
ficking indeed was going on. 

After gathering information for a few months, he worked through his 
neighborhood association to put pressure on the landlord to do some- 
thing about the problem m~d on the police for an increased presence. The 
association contacted the owner of the apartments and requested help in 
controlling the residents there. Reportedly, the owner refused to engage 
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in any monitoring activities or take any action. Subsequently, the vigilant 
resident approached the Baltimore Police Department, through the 
Maplecroft Community Association, and requested action. He gave the 
police spec!fic information, including the apartment numbers of suspects 
and their names. Soon thereafter, the police conducted raids and made 
arrests. The apartment complex has since been sold, and the leader re- 
ported some improvements at the site. 

Unfortunately, he also reported a "cost" for his crime prevention initia- 
tive. Since the raids and arrests, he does not walk his dog near the com- 
plex, concerned he will be recognized as someone hwolved with the po- 
lice action. The costs of surveillance-related victimization prevention 
initiatives, and how residents seek to minimize the,n, will be explored in 
more detail when 1 examine the predominantly white but lower-status 
neighborhoods in south and southwest Baltimore and predominantly 
African-American communities. 

But before exan~ining such conlmunities, I want to consider one vari- 
ant of white neighborhood much rarer when Podolefsky did his original 
s tudy:  gentrifying neighborhoods (7). 7 In these locales, one is likely to 
find a substantial volume of high-priced, renovated housing, the amount 
depending in part on the stage of gentrification. But in these locales, gen- 
trification is likely to remain spotty, with significant portions of the 
neighborhood remaining unimproved, resulting in neighborhoods where 
residents may vary considerably on status (22, 24, 34). s 

We completed interviews with leaders of three gentrifying neighbor- 
hoods: Sycamore, Midtown, and Jackson. Sycamore is close to the new 
downtown baseball stadium and not far from a high-rise public houshlg 
site recently vacated at the time of the interview and since torn down. 
Midtown is not too many blocks from the central business district. Jack- 
son is surrounded by neighborhoods with severe economic problems and 
not too far away one can find large open-air drug markets. Its housing 
was among the lowest priced in 1970; by 1980 it had reached the sixtieth 
percentile in neighborhood house prices, and by 1990 the seventy-sev- 
enth percentile. Homeownership had increased from 24% to 39% over 
the same period. During this time of increasing house values and stabil- 
it},, the neighborhood also became more integrated, with the African- 
American population g.'owing from less than 13'/,, to over 40'¼, during 
this twenty-year period. 

Given Jackson's location proximate to increasingly distressed neigh- 
borhoods, it was not surprising to see, paralleling these ecological shifts, 
that its crime problems had worsened. The relative robbery percentile 
went from 89 in 1970 to 98 in 1990; the relative burglary score climbed 
from the forty-second percentile in 1970 to the ninety-ninth in 1990. The 
leader candidly admitted that crime was a serious problem in the neigh- 



270 The Context of Collective Crime Prevention Initiatives 

b o r h o o d  and had increased in severity. "It 's got ten more  personal.  It's 
one thing to come h o m e  amd fhld your  stuff stolen, but  a gun in your  face 
leaves more  of an impression. Armed  robberies m~d mugghlgs  are hap- 
pen ing  more ."  

Jackson's leader  reported local part icipation in both Block Watch and 
COP. Block Watch had been active for about  five years at the time of the 
interview, COP about  three to four. The leader felt that COP was the more 
effective of the two. In this program,  about  "fifty or sixty" residents pa- 
trol the locale nightly, equipped  with cellular phones.  They patrol on foot 
m~d hi cars. 

In describing the motivat ion for residents '  part icipation in organized 
p r e v e n t i o n  p rograms ,  the leader  connec ted  local p rope r ty  values  and 
crime. She recognized  concern about  crime had 

obviously affected the ability [of the neighborhood] to attract people in to 
renovate homes. There has also been some population loss. People finally 
get to the point where it doesn't work for them anymore and they move; if 
you feel that your personal safety is in jeopardy, no amount of low-interest 
loans is going to attract you. Even renters and some students are discour- 
aged from living here. Concern about crime tends to put a certain amount of 
stress on the whole neighborhood.. ,  we're not as likely to wander . . ,  down 
the street to see someone. Ten years ago you'd be worried about someone 
breaking into your house while you were gone, now you're wondering if 
you'll make it back . . . .  This is not a perceptual problem, it's very real. 

In the leader ' s  eyes, the problem emerged  from outside the neighbor-  
hood;  the me taphors  she used suggested a siege mentality, "and  we don ' t  
see any  re in forcements  coming  over  the hill." She also recognized the 
economic  distress affecthlg those adjoining ne ighborhoods  and cited the 
large compan ies  that had  left the area. The leader  well appreciated the 
severi ty  of problems in those nearby  neighborhoods.  

In contrast  to the previous  batch of neighborhoods ,  in Jackson major 
physical  hlcivilities in the form of abandoned  housing were of concern. 
The local organizat ion had taken steps to prevent  fur ther  deter iorat ion of 
these units (see Chapte r  8). Minor  physical hlcivilities and social incivili- 
ties were  not  of concern. The extremely serious crime situation there ap- 
peared  to leave scant organizational  energy for minor  hacivilities, espe- 
cially since the ne ighborhood  was su r rounded  by extremely distressed 
locales. 

Sycamore,  located close to the downtown ,  confronted problems similar 
to those afflicting Jackson. Like Jackson, Sycamore was close to severely 
dis t ressed ne ighbo rhoods  in the form of high-rise public housing.  The 
n e i g h b o r h o o d  also had  gent r i f ied  significantly,  but  local polit ics had  
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played a greater role in tile renewal. Sycamore had been targeted under 
Mayor Schaefer as a site for the city's "dollar houses" program in the 
1970s (see Chapter 2). As a result of this hlitiative, large numbers of va- 
cant housing had been rehabbed and large numbers of new residents had 
moved in. 

Before the renewal, housing ill Sycamore had been among tile lowest 
priced in the city; by 1980 tile housing ranked in the ninetieth percentile, 
and it remained at about tile same level in 1990. Homeownership in- 
creased from 16% to 41% from 1970 to 1980, but had dropped slightly to 
38% by 1990. So the renewal had increased both stability and house val- 
ues over a twenty-year span. In the course of tile transition, racial compo- 
sition had shifted from 82% African-American in 1970 to 38% African- 
American in 1990. Driving down the streets of the neighborhood, one 
sees renovated brick housing with exterior brass fixtures. Some of the 
streets are short or nar,'ow or both, giving the neighborhood an "old 
town" feel. Occasional for sale signs--about one or two on a long block-- 
were in evidence. 9 

The renewal process, however; failed to reduce tile neighborhood's 
robbery problem, which shifted between the seventy-second and ninety- 
first percentile relative to other neighborhoods during tile period 1970 to 
1992. Unfortunately, burglary problems worsened, as the locale went 
from one of tile lowest burglary neighborhoods hi the city in 1970 (third 
percentile) to one of the highest (ninety-ninth percentile in 1980, eighty- 
eighth percentile in 1990). Given that houses either empty or with few 
valuables had been replaced by moderate-income homes, and given the 
proximity of nearby offenders, such an increase in property crime is cer- 
tainly understandable (7). 

In keeping with these numbers, the leader reported repeated break-ins 
at his business, and he thought that robberies and break-ins were a seri- 
ous problem in the ,leighborhood. He related some serious crime inci- 
dents "off the record" and expressed concern that should the media get 
access to these stories they would blow them out of proportion. In short, 
our respondent, who operated a business in the neighborhood, recog- 
nized that crime was serious in the locale but also expressed concern that 
giving too much attention to the problem raised the danger of tarnishing 
the neighborhood's public image. 

The specific type of crime of concern to residents, beyond break-ins 
and muggings, arose from extensive crack dealing in and around the 
neighborhood. Tile leader suggested that residents' most likely response 
to suspicious people or evidence of drug activity was  to "call [tile] Nar- 
cotics [division of the police department]." Block Watch had previously 
been active but was no longer so. Given the large numbers of younger 
student, rental households in the locale, problems with maintaining a 
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p rog ra m like this are not  surprising; comparable  lack of hlterest was also 
seen in Midtown,  which also has a significant s tudent  populat ion.  

In contrast  to the incivility concerns ment ioned  in the ne ighborhoods  
so far, the wor r ies  in Sycamore  cen te red  on minor  social incivilities. 
Given nearby  low-h~come communit ies ,  nearby drug  markets,  and some 
bars and l iquor stores, the leader was familiar with drunks  urinathlg on 
his wall  and  addicts  th rowing  up on his front steps w h e n  he came to 
work  in the mornhlg .  He  cited these as serious public order  problems 
and related the story of a white-collar professional neighbor, living hi the 
ne ighborhood  and working hi Washington,  D.C., who had recently come 
by to announce  he was moving  out. The depar th lg  resident ment ioned 
these types of hlcidents as contr ibut ing to his upcomhlg  relocation. The 
l eade r  d id  no t  men t ion ,  however ,  specific ini t iat ives m o u n t e d  by the 
ne ighborhood  to address  these minor  social incivilities. By contrast,  con- 
cerns about  serious crime, and media  en la rgement  of such events,  ap- 
pea red  more  impor t an t  to the Sycamore  leader. In short,  a l though the 
types of h~civilities of concern in Sycamore as compared  to Jackson dif- 
fered, in both  locales concerns about  serious crime far outs t r ipped wor- 
ries about  incivilities. 

M i d t o w n  is gentrif ied like Sycamore,  a l though the process did not  h~- 
volve  the city "dol lar  houses"  program.  Hous ing  there went  from among 
the lowest  priced h~ the city to the nhlety- third percentile in 1980, drop-  
p ing back a bit to the e ighty-seventh percentile hi 1990. Homeownersh ip ,  
however ,  remains very  low, a round  10%. In his field notes, Steve Pardue 
descr ibed the ne ighborhood  as follows: 

Midtown is an irregularly shaped area of perhaps fifteen or twenty 
blocks . . . .  It is comprised almost completely of multi-story attached struc- 
tures, and is home to a wide range of businesses as well as educational and 
several cultural enterprises . . . .  Several major streets run through and 
around the neighborhood . . . .  Most structures in the area are three or four 
stories high, and are backed by alleys. There is nearly always considerable 
traffic in the area, including large trucks; it is often noisy. 

More  than Sycamore,  Mid town has a substantial  "al ternative lifestyle" 
popu la t ion  (see beginning of Chapter  4). Given such a he terogeneous  lo- 
cale, we might  expect  a fairly high tolerance for unusual  street behavior  
and less willingness than in Jackson or Sycamore to label some behavior  
as a public order  problem. Aald indeed,  social incivilities were not men- 
t ioned by  Mid town ' s  leader. Serious crime meri ted far more  attention, as 
it had  in the in te rv iews  with the leaders  of the two o ther  gent r i fy ing 
ne ighborhoods .  Cr ime was as serious in Mid town as it was in the other 
two gentr if ied neighborhoods.  Its robbery and burglary crime percentile 
scores were  both h~ the upper  90s. 
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The neighborhood, like Sycamore, has been unable to mount a consis- 
tent collective crime prevention effort. According to the Midtown leader, 
COP was started three or four years ago, but had become hlactive. Given 
the high rental and student populations, this is not surprising. The neigh- 
borhood had sought status as an improvement district, but this initiative 
had not been finalized by the time of our interview (December 1994). The 
leader suggested, "Nothing has had much of an effect on crime . . .  for 
whatever reasons people are going to have to learn how to protect them- 
selves." 

At the same time, the leader recognized the significant costs crime was 
having for the community, as people drove short distances they would 
have walked in the past and stayed in more at night. She asked, "People 
aren't going out at night; what's the point of livh~g hi the city if you can't 
go out at night?" 

All three of our gentrified neighborhood leaders recognized the signif- 
icant toll crime was having on their areas and ackalowledged the connec- 
tions between the crime problem and long-term neighborhood viability. 
13ut in only one locale, Jackson, were significant collective efforts to pre- 
vent crime reported. The form taken, as predicted by Podolefsky, is crime 
control rather than long-term social problem reduction. But in the other 
two neighborhoods, no collective efforts appeared that were maintained 
over time. Stability in both these locales is extremely low, and hetero- 
geneity is high; both these features probably impede collective efforts, 
s u c h  as  attempts at surveillance programs. 

The significant and almost overwhehning concern about serious crime 
in each of these gentrifying neighborhoods, more serious than in Spruce 
and Sherman Heights, effectively relegated incivility-linked concerns to 
the background. There was no point in worrying about incivilities now to 
prevent worse crime later; crime was already worse. But beyond the 
common backgrounding of concerns about incivilities, marked differ- 
ences in the profile of incivilities across these three neighborhoods sur- 
faced. In Jackson, consternation focused on major physical issues, such as 
abandoned housing. In Sycamore, the leader cited minor social incivili- 
ties on the street caused by drunks and addicts. And in Midtown, hetero- 
geneous demographics and an "alternate" lifestyle ambience precluded 
labeling as uncivil a wide variety of street behavior. Such ,harked va.'iety 
in leaders' views about incivilities, despite the relative structural similar- 
ity of the locales, recalls the discussion in Chapter 3 on the divergence of 
incivility indicators. I suggested there that different incMlity indicators 
may not reflect a common underlying problem such as disorder but may 
reflect different and perhaps only loosely related dynamics. The different 
concerns described by these three leaders appear to support fllat idea. Al- 
though incivilities were far less important to the three leaders than seri- 
ous crime, the incivilities they did (or did not, in Midtown's case) worry 
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about were highly specific to the local context and issues linked to that 
context. They did not see disorder; they saw a housing market problem 
or a drunks and addicts problem. To sweep up their concerns into a 
broader disorder bundle would be to abstract too much; to risk losing the 
focus of their concerns; and to blur the connections between their long- 
term goals for the neighborhood, their prevention efforts, and local dy- 
namics. 

Psvdominantly Victimization Prevention, Some Social Pivblem Reduction 

In southwest Baltimore, and further south in the southernmost section of 
the city, we interviewed leaders in six predominantly white neighbor- 
hoods of varying statuses (West Pine Civic, West Phle Community Coun- 
cil (WPCC), Teaberry, Elmton, Weldon Pond, and Shady Park). These 
neighborhoods have lower economic status than the white neighbor- 
hoods discussed so far. Given their makeup, accordhag to Podolefsky's 
model these locales should adopt an approach combinhag social problem 
reduction efforts with victimization prevention efforts. Of course, if 
neighborhood racial composition has more influence on the type of strat- 
egy adopted than class does, these neighborhoods would exhibit pre- 
domhlantly victimization prevention strategies. Podolefsky did not clar- 
ify the relative influence that different ecological factors would have on 
the type of collective strategies adopted. 

In three of these neighborhoods, residents report significant, sizable, 
and dangerous drug dealing operations: West  P ine  Civ ic ,  West  Pine  
Communi ty  Council (WPCC), and Teaberry. Basic neighborhood fabric 
in these locales was as follows. The African-American population in 
these neighborhoods ranged from 22% ha WPCC to 3% in Teaberry. The 
two West Pine neighborhoods had extremely low priced housing, rela- 
tive to other neighborhoods, as has historically been true there. In 1990, 
in WPCC the housing ranked in the twentieth percentile on price; in 
West Phae Civic, the twelfth percentile. Teaberry's housing, priced simi- 
larly ha 1970, had risen to the sixty-first percentile by 1990. Despite the 
variation in house prices, all three neighborhoods were at least moder- 
ately stable. Homeownership ranged from 44% in West Pine Civic to 72% 
ha Teaberry in 1990. 

As predicted by the model, in some of these neighborhoods we see a 
"mixed" approach to the drug problem, one that encompasses short-term 
crime control and longer-term prevention. But ha some other neighbor- 
hoods ha this group, we see an approach focused largely on short-term 
crime control. West Pine Civic and Teaberr); especially the first, both 
adopted mixed approaches. 

West Pine Civic is a distressed neighborhood. In our surveys, residents 
on some of these blocks reported the highest fear levels of all our 1994 
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t e l ephone  respondents .  Hous ing  stock is var ied and b u r n e d - o u t  or 
boarded-up  housh~g is a common  sight. The avenue markhlg the eastern 
boundary  is an active drug-trafficking area. As Steve Pardue commented  
in his field notes: 

It is a working class community; with straight streets fronted by two-story 
rowhouses, with many formstone facades. There are many beatup Ameri- 
can-made cars along the streets, and few trees. The general level of mainte- 
nance is low. There is trash in most street gutters, and crack vials can be 
found on many sidewalks. Many businesses are now boarded up and van- 
dalized to some extent, especially with graffiti. Except in very cold weather, 
there are many people on the streets. 

As one might  expect  from the street  condi t ions ,  West Pine Civic is 
moderate  to high on reported crime (fifty-eighth percentile on robbery hi 
1990; eighty-seventh percentile on burglary ill 1990). 

Tile leader interviewed reported both control and prevent ion efforts to 
reduce drug  problems. On lhe control side, he said residents call police 
whenever  they see drug activity taking place. The effectiveness of these 
calls is not  clear. Block Watch had been active in the c o m m u n i t y  "for  
),ears" and COP efforts were just beginning at the time of our  hlterview. 
Particularly liked by residents was the anonymous  report ing prov ided  
by Block Watch. When an officer arrives on the scene, he or she need not 
go to the compla inan t ' s  address;  thus the c o m m u n i t y  need  not know 
who made the initial report. This feature of Block Watch is highly touted 
in predominant ly  African-American communit ies ,  as we will see below. 

Also on the control side, the organization notifies a landlord if at least 
two complaints  are received about  drug  dealing by tenants. The organi- 
zation offers assistance ha screening potential  tenants. Some owners  have 
followed up and sought  assistance; others have not. At the time of our  in- 
terview, the organization had just been developing procedures  based on 
nuisance  aba temen t  laws, with assistance from the C o m m u n i t y  Law 
Centre, to take direct action on houses being used for drug dealing. 

Finally on the control side, the o, 'ganization had sought  active foot pa- 
t,-olling in their locale. Residents had decided to hold a street festival to 
emphasize  their request. They sought to close part of Jefferson Street, an 
active drug sale area, so that the festival could be held there. Local deal- 
ers, who have "considered Jefferson their terri tory for ),ears" told resi- 
dents the part), could not take place there. The residents persisted, and 
the event  took place in early November  1994. 

Unfortunately,  more than good food was sold at the fair. Local dealers 
rented a table and sold hot dogs as a cover for drug  t,'ansactions, which 
lhey car,'ied out at the same time. Buyers approached  the table to buy 
food and got a packet slipped to them under  the hot dog. This activity 
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was spot ted after a time, and the extra police assigned to the event 
"moved the dealers around from corner to corner" during the festival. 

The "kielbasa with crack" story underscores the unwittingly close rela- 
tionship between local dealers and local residents in the locale; we will 
encounter other comnlunities where this same closeness also obtains and 
causes substantial concern among residents. Simon and Burns's yearlong 
e thnography completed on a drug corner not far from West Pine Civic 
provides ample evidence of how those engaged in legitimate activities 
are in ter twined with those engaged in illegitimate ones (35). Recent 
ethnographies in other drug-plagued neighborhoods in other cities re- 
port similar connections, sometimes even ill middle-class African-Ameri- 
caul communities (e.g., 28). 

On the long-term prevention side, the organization sponsored fund- 
raising events for tot lots and helped local addicts obtain assistance in re- 
covering. In support  of the latter goal, the local leader reported his orga- 
nizat ion assisted a drug information and recovery center and also 
coordinated with another organization assisting parolees. The associa- 
tion, in collaboration with other local organizations, has sponsored chil- 
dren's festivals for the past two years. 

The closeness between residents m~d local dealers has reached a much 
more threatening level in two other neighborhoods ill this group. West 
Pine Communi ty  Cotmcil (WPCC) is located just southeast of West Pine 
Civic. The leader there reported he was unable to recommend Block 
Watch, Neighborhood Watch, or COP, because participation would be 
too dangerous. He reported two to three drug houses on each block in 
the neighborhood, with the houses used either as sales or as rest areas by 
the dealers. On a mid-July (1998) drive through one section of the neigh- 
borhood,  we saw lookouts on one streetblock where there was a large 
volume of people on the street call out distinctively when we turned into 
the streetblock, notifying dealers of potential surveillance. An interview 
with district police personnel in December 1997 suggested at least three 
very active drug-dealing locations in one corner of the neighborhood, 
and our follow-up observations suggested those nominations were accu- 
rate. In short, our observations supported the leader's suggestion of ex- 
tremely intense drug sales activities in this neighborhood. 

According to the leader, the neighborhood dealers support both local 
users and "people [who] come into town to buy their drugs." It is a big 
business. He related an incident where a resident complained of dealing 
near a tot lot close to her home. After that complaint, a dealer came tip to 
her on the street mid displayed a gym bag of empty shell casings. If he 
wanted to intimidate her, he succeeded. 

In response, the organization went "underground"  with its surveil- 
lance activities. The group, in collaboration with other agencies the 
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leader was reluctant to name, had organized a secret drug watch. Using 
detailed reporting forms they believe will hold up in court, they monitor 
drug activities and use the evidence to get sellers prosecuted. 

Like West Pine Civic, WPCC also reported youth-related, long-term 
prevention initiatives, behlg particularly proud of spearheading an effort 
to reopen a local recreation center. So here too we see a mixed response, 
in accord with what Podolefsky's schema leads us to expect. 

Teaberry's leader reported activities focused largely around crime con- 
trol and admitted there were few youth-related initiatives. But the lack of 
longer-term prevention programs may arise in part from the admitted tilt 
of the organization toward upper-income residents. The leader conceded 
that even though the upper-income segment is in the minority in the 
community, the organization better reflects that segment. The leader 
wondered about the factors responsible for the tilt. Did the organization 
try harder to recruit the higher-illcome residents who had more influen- 
tial local jobs? Did the higher-inconae residents have more of a volunteer 
ethic or more time to become invoh, ed? The reasons are not cleal, but the 
more important point for us here is that the tilt may help explain the lack 
of long-term, prevention-focused community initiatives sponso.'ed by 
the organization. 

In the Teaberry leader's view, drugs in the neighborhood were om- 
nipresent. He saw the drug-trafficking problem as "unsolvable" and 
"common knowledge." He suggested that shipments come in daily in 
cars and vans and are unloaded in the streets or alleys. "You see cars and 
dealers come by and fill their cars with stuff." Teaberry's location, the 
leader recognized, made it ideal as a major distribution area. I forgo de- 
scribing those geographic factors. 

The main citizen-based crime control initiative reported in Teaberry 
used COP as a base. But given the large numbers of dealers in the locale 
and concerns about possible retaliation, Teaberry has moved towa,'d a 
partially clandestine patrolling arrangement, with perhaps fifty residents 
invoh, ed. 

The Teaberry COP effort was started about three years prior to our in- 
terview. A long-time local leader spearheaded mobilizing and maintain- 
ing the effort. The police department also provided support. The effort 
has both an "aboveground" and an "underground"  component. Pa- 
trolling is done on two weekend nights and a randomly chosen week- 
night. Patrollers receive membership cards. 

The aboveground portion uses cars with conspicuous flashing lights. 
The visible effort reassures residents that something is being done. The 
underground portion patrols in unmarked cars or on foot. In some cases, 
patrollers wear disguises to avoid recognition. If they have cell phones, 
they keep them out of sight. The leader acknowledged that although the 
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privacy of the underground approach made it safer for patrollers, it also 
failed to boost residents' morale in the way the aboveground patrol did. 

Dealers have tried to infiltrate patrolling efforts, encouraging their 
cronies to volunteer. These intrusion attempts have forced the organiza- 
tion to screen program applicants. 

When asked about patrol impacts, the leader guessed that crime pre- 
vention activities have probably helped deter some crime, simultane- 
ously uplifting some residents'  morale. Participants benefit too, the 
leader thought; they feel "they are making the neighborhood better by 
dohlg something." 

These last three neighborhoods, by some accounts, appear to face an 
almost overwhehning drug problem. The response from these low- to 
mid-status communities has been primarily crime control oriented, but 
significant long-term prevention activities also have been pursued in two 
of them. The only "pure"  crime control response to the drug problem 
comes from Teaberry, where the organization admittedly caters to the 
higher-status portion of its resident base. 

In these three neighborhoods, serious crime problems drive concerns 
about hlcivilities h~to the background, as also happened in the three gen- 
trifying neighborhoods. In two of them, WPCC and West Pine Civic, seri- 
ous physical incivilities in the form of abandoned housing were wide- 
spread. In these two locales, it seemed that given the pressing and 
serious crime problem and the extensiveness of the abandoned housing, 
the owners of which many times were beyond community reach, there 
was no point hi worrying about reducing physical hlcivilities, m 

On the edge of the city, we had three predomhlantly white neighbor- 
hoods borderhlg suburban counties, each with moderately priced hous- 
hlg h~ the fortieth to sixtieth house value percentile range in 1990: Wel- 
don Pond, Shady Park, and Elmton. In the first two, as expected given 
high homeownershi  p levels of over 60%, we saw a mixed prevention ap- 
proach, but one that mostly favored crime control. Shady Park had begun 
to integrate racially over the past decade; by 1990 it was about  20% 
African-American. 

Shady Park and Weldon Pond create an hlteresting contrast. In Shady 
Park, the local organization, with encouragement and assistance from 
district police personnel,  aggressively pursued funding for COP. Ap- 
proaching a local bank, residents obtained funds for vests and cell 
phones. Accordhlg to the leader, about thirty people patrol on Thursdays 
through Saturdays, both on foot and ill cars. Even though the local orga- 
nization got direction from police district personnel in setting up COP, 
the leader emphasized that police could not listen in on the radios used 
by COP. Whether this heightened their sense of autonomy, protected 
them from some police they had suspicions about, or both was not clear. 
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Initiatives taken against large-scale dealhlg underscored the organiza- 
tion's autonomy. The leader identified two types of dealing problems: 
teens dealing on the street and more organized distribution activities 
housed in an apartment complex, not unlike the situation described ear- 
lier in Maplecroft. For the first problem, patrollhlg citizens report teens 
out past curfew and pressure police to come and send teens home. For 
the second problem, organization personnel took the hlitiative in docu- 
menting the problem; they recorded over 1,000 license plate numbers at a 
particularly troublesome complex and turned those in to the police. Po- 
lice drove around with citizens to better understand the situation, and ac- 
cording to the leader the police eventually came in and "broke up the 
ring." Given easy access from the site to a nearby interstate, such a ring 
seems plausible. 

In Weldon Pond, next door, conditions vary markedly by block. Some 
tidy streetblocks of row houses with neat yards and clean glass storm 
doors are followed by other streetblocks with less well kept detached 
housing and Starsky amt Hutch-vintage vehicles shading weeds in back- 
yards. Weldon Pond, in contrast to Shady Park, reported little victimiza- 
tion prevention activity of an organized nature. The leader we inter- 
viewed there reported that COP had been started about eight years 
earlier, but was now dead. Block Watch had "fizzled out." Why the dif- 
ferent response, in co.nparison to Shady Park? 

Many factors could be responsible, but I am inclined to pay most atten- 
tion to land use differences. Touring the neighborhood highlights how it 
is broken up by large chunks of industrial land uses, isolating residents 
in different parts of the neighborhood from one another. We encounter 
this problem again in Sutton-Kent, much closer to the center of town. The 
leader in Weldon Pond reported extensive problems at a storage facilit); 
for example. These barriers to socializing and travel probably make it dif- 
ficult for residents to develop a broader concern about neighborhood- 
wide problems. 

The leader reported initiatives against specific locations to remedy 
public order problems. For example, public urination and trash problems 
outside a bar had led the organization to contact the state liquor board; in 
response the bar installed bouncers. Thus both neighborhoods reported 
initiatives against teen or young adult incivilities. In contrast to what 
Podolefsky's model predicts, despite relatively high homeownership lev- 
els, the groups did not seem to focus on long-term prevention for teens or 
young adults. This is probably because for both social incivilities inen- 
tioned, teens out late and purportedly dealing and uncivil bar patrons, 
the youth in question were--in the leaders' eyes--not ffo,n the area. 

Ehnton is one of Baltimore's most populous neighborhoods. It is a pre- 
dominantly white, blue-collar community. Housing is mostly two-story 
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brick row houses of small-to-moderate size. Some feel the neighborhood 
has a "tough" quality. Here too the leader recounted orgmlization efforts 
focused on controlling industrial land uses. Subsequent coverage in a 
Baltimore Sun series on the h~dustrial land-use problem she was fighting 
confirmed her concerns (for examples of problems similar but not neces- 
sarily identical to the ones addressed by the leader, see 6, 14, 21). She also 
recounted efforts to monitor a nearby medical waste facility at Hawkins 
Point, where she documented and complained about waste from out of 
state. 

The leader reported no organized crime prevention activities, describ- 
ing how hard it was to get residents out to meetings: "No one is inter- 
ested, television is a priority here." In addition to residents' viewing 
habits, local attitudes toward tile police also may play a role. Although 
police attend local organization meethlgs and provide crime updates, the 
leader expressed frustration at the police department's ineffectiveness in 
addressing local problems such as drugs and prostitution. She summed 
up residents'  perspective by observing, "Citizens won' t  get involved 
with the police because you can't get police involved anyhow." In short, 
a perceived symmetric lack of interest exists. 

How active alv police in the area? When we were touring the neighbor- 
hood in early 1995, we witnessed a row house being converted to a police 
mini-station. The worker there reported another mini-station also under 
construction at the same time. During a December 1997 conversation 
with district police personnel, it appeared that the police department and 
the neighborhood had different views about how extensively these mini- 
stations should be staffed, with the neighborhood looking for a more 
round-the-clock presence thm~ the police felt equipped to resource. 

Is crime in Elmton serious enough to warrant a high police profile? 
Our leader interview occurred soon after a grisly murder, allegedly car- 
ried out by a resident from public housing nearby. But in this neighbor- 
hood, robbery, relative to other city neighborhoods, has historically been 
low and stayed low, in the tenth percentile or lower. Its burglary rate 
placed it in the sixty-seventh percentile in 1970, and although it had 
dropped by 1980, by 1990 it was back to the 1970 level. 

The main social incivility of concern to the orgm~ization was prostitu- 
tion, which the leader reported was a problem in the area. (Not too far 
west of Elmton, along a major artery, early one spring afternoon in 1995 
we spotted both an African-American and a white hooker, literally work- 
ing different sides of the street.) In response, the leader reported, groups 
of about thirty residents would get together in the summer months and 
walk the streets where the activity was heaviest to "move the trade 
along." Although the activity is not sponsored by the local improvement 
association, some of the leaders often take part. 



The Context of Collective Crime Prevention Initiatives 281 

To sum up: In these three predomhlantly white, low- to moderate-sta- 
tus, moderate-stability neighborhoods there are several common features 
of the collective responses. In each locale, there is a focus on specific so- 
cial incivilities: teens gatherhlg and allegedly dealing in one location, un- 
ruly tavern goers in another, and prostitution ill a third. Incivility reduc- 
tion efforts generally seemed geographically focused and targeted to the 
specific issues. Collective crime prevention efforts followed victimization 
prevention strategies; hi one locale the effort appeared viable, whereas in 
the other two it had faltered. In one locale where the effort had "fizzled," 
comments suggested residents viewed the police as unhelpful. In the sec- 
ond location where collective initiatives had waned, land use features 
fragmenting the neighborhood may have played a role. 

So fal, our examples have focused on the impacts of racial composition 
and economic status. Is stability unimportant? One example from pre- 
dominantly white Mantua underscores the importance of stability, as re- 
flected in the prevalence of married couple households and young chil- 
dren. Mantua, in the northeast section of the city, is an enclave of 
detached housing east of a major after}; bordering a large nonresidential 
land use along one side. The houses are relatively high priced, in the 
eighty-seventh price percentile in 1990, and well maintained. Crime is 
low, with robbery and burglary percentiles both below 10. Many of the 
residents there attend the same local parish. Neighborhood ties are 
strong, which is not surprising given the racial and religious homogene- 
ity. Toys, trikes, and scooters litter front yards. A story related by the 
leader interviewed here demonstrates how this strong family orientation 
influenced reactions to a drug problem. A resident's teen began selling 
drugs out of the house. People brought this to the attention of the organi- 
zation, the parents were contacted, and the problem was resolved quietly. 
Again, this fits Podolefsky's model, with the high degree of familism, as 
evidenced by many households with children, suggesting a long-term, 
youth-oriented, rather than a punitive response. 

The contrasts seen so far suggest the following pattern. The predomi- 
nantly white and moderately high to upper hlcome locations favored col- 
lective crime p,'evention approaches focused almost exclusively on vic- 
timization prevention strategies for crime, drugs, and related problems. 
In low- and moderate-income, predominantly white locales, strategies 
mix victimization prevention with social problem reduction, but still fa- 
x, or the former. Features of the locale, such as large nonresidential land 
uses "splitting up" a neighborhood or antipathy toward police, probably 
dampened collective activity in different sites. But in general, the split be- 
tween "pure" victimization prevention approaches and those largely fa- 
voring victimization prevention is along race and economic lines, as 
Podolefsky would have predicted. In the predominantly white, upper- 
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middle- to high-status locations, whether they be stable or unstable, the 
crime problem is viewed as an imported one, also as Podolefsky pre- 
dicted. Leaders tend to see the problems linked to drug selling, using, 
and the associated criminal activities as crime problems, rather than 
problems linked to addiction. When asked ha open-ended questions to 
characterize the major issues comhlg to the attention of their neighbor- 
hoods, when dealing and ushag are mentioned the leaders describe these 
as crime rather than drug problems. We will see a different description 
when we get to predominantly African-American neighborhoods. 

In sum, we do see the "pure" victimization prevention approach in the 
type of neighborhoods expected--predominantly white and middle to 
upper-middle  class. People in these neighborhoods viewed crime as 
mostly outside their locale and did not identify a separate drug problem. 
As we shifted to white low-to-moderate-income and moderate-income 
locations, victimization prevention approaches still predominated, but 
we saw some social problem reduction activity. Most leaders, although 
there were some exceptions (e.g., Jackson), did not view the crime prob- 
lems as lh~ked to a lack of employment, educational, or recreational op- 
portunities. Stability appears less relevant than race mad economic status, 
although hi one highly family oriented mad homogeneous neighborhood 
we did hear of a social problem approach to one drug-dealing hlcident. 

Approaches to incivilities and definitions of problematic incivilities 
varied as well, but the variation appeared less straightforwardly linked 
to ecological structure than did definitions of mad responses to the crime 
problems. Rather, views of mad responses to hacivilities depended on the 
extent of the serious crime problem and highly specific local features. If 
serious crime was high, leaders devoted their attention to that, some- 
times bypassing consideration of serious hacivilities that coexisted with 
the high crime rates, such as abandoned houshag. Attention to more mi- 
nor hacivilities, either social or physical, seemed more likely if the crime 
problem was lower. But the specificity of leaders' views about and re- 
sponses to incivilities underscores the suggestion in Chapter 3 that inci- 
vilities may not be the various manifestations of a common underlyhag 
quality, such as disorder, social disorganization, lack of collective efficacy, 
or lack of public control. Instead they are disthlct issues the appearance 
of which and the amount of concern hlspired both depend on specific lo- 
cal features m~d the specific agendas of local leaders. 

Granted, it appears that some locales are overwhelmed by all variety 
of minor and major physical and social incivilities (see, e.g., 35). In such 
neighborhoods, dealers hawk drugs from the steps of shuttered stores on 
several corners, abandoned houses seem to mar almost every block with 
their fire-blackened eyebrows above busted-out second-story windows, 
and groups of people seem to be fighting mad arguing or talking loudly 
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in front of every other house. But such a profile of incivilities, often found 
ha extremely disadv,'mtaged neighborhoods, is as atypical and mislead- 
ing as the opposite hacivility profile: well-tended yards and well-maha- 
tained houses at every address, little foot traffic at any time of night or 
day, few people socializing loudly outside, and nary an abandoned let 
alone old model car to be seen. Such extreme cases give the impression 
that incivilities are an "all or nothing" phenomenon, driven by some sin- 
gle, darker dynamic. But the extreme cases are rare, in the same way that 
extremely high or extremely low income neighborhoods are rare. Far 
more typical are locales that have one or more specific problems--late 
night teens on corners, as in the Fourth District in Philadelphia; prostitu- 
tion; or abandoned housing. To focus on the extreme "all or nothhlg" in- 
civility sites is to miss the different dynamics playing out across a nluch 
larger number of neighborhoods, dynamics that depend on local geogra- 
ph); local culture, neighborhood fabric, and the hopes of local organiza- 
tions and local leaders. 

Ahnost Exclusively Social Problem Reduction 

I turn now to predominantly African-American neighborhoods that also 
are lower-income locations. Podolefsky predicted that collective efforts 
oriented toward social problem reduction will predominate in these loca- 
tions. And they do. But accompanying and perhaps justifying this strat- 
egy, I also find a particular view on the drug problem. I see more of a dis- 
tinction drawn between the drug dealers and the drug users in these 
locations. As in the white lower- to moderate-income neighborhoods, 
leaders in many of these lleighborhoods express strong concerns about 
personal safety from the dealers. (When we get to neighborhoods with 
mixed approaches, we will discuss one neighborhood where the leader 
enlisted local dealers.)But for several leaders, preventing d,'ug use or re- 
habilitating drug users was a highly personal issue. In several instances, 
this resulted in a focus ola long-term prevention initiatives. 

The drug problem was seen as more than a crime problem by several 
leaders. Leaders in Davis and Avon Neighbors related efforts to rehabil- 
itate addicted family members, with the support of close neighbors and 
relatives. Both of these neighborhoods are predomi,aantly African-A,ner- 
ican, with relatively low priced houshag and moderate to high relative 
crime rates. Davis was less stable than Avon, being about three fourths 
rather than one half rental. 

In a third neighborhood, Osage, a small neighborhood of neat row 
laouses along a main artery on the westside of town, sociodemographi- 
cally similar to Avon Neighbors, the leader interviewed also reported a 
personal rehabilitation approach to drug problems. Members of the corn- 
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munity association paid $1.50 per month in dues, and the funds helped 
pay drug rehabilitation costs for addicts in the neighborhood. Tile leader 
"uses the organization as support rather than hide the problem." "Drug 
addicts" are invited to community association meeth~gs, and the organi- 
zation works  to get them into rehabilitation so they "don' t  need to 
thieve." " W e  need to give them somethhlg to instill a sense of self-value." 
In all three of these neighborhoods, helping those affected by drugs was 
a personal matter. 

Concerns about  rehabilitating addicts probably helped fuel efforts 
against dealing. The Osage leader reported crusading until a vacant 
house and potential drug-selling or crack den site was boarded tip. The 
Avon leader reported keeping a close eye on dealers in the locale; ones he 
knew he would approach and ask to stop selling. He also would call the 
federal Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), apparently thinking 
the local police untrustworthy, if the dealing activity nearby got too h~- 
tense. 

Given Podolefsky's model, and previous work, views toward local po- 
lice in these locations were not expected to be warm. The leaders' com- 
ments revealed views ranging from cautiously approving to decidedly 
negative. On the relatively positive end of the spectrum, h~ Davis our in- 
terview took place soon after a major police department drug sweep and 
cleanup had taken place in the area. (For more context on these major 
sweeps, see Chapter 2.) The leader and the interviewer, Mary Hyde, who 
had previously lived nearby for a time, both noted lower than usual lev- 
els of street-dealing activity. But the leader stressed it would make mat- 
ters better just for a time, and the operation would probably need to be 
repeated. 

Illustrathlg more negative views toward police, the leader in Avon re- 
ported calling high-level officials when he noticed that local officers were 
spending too much time at the 7-11 convenience store buying coffee 
rather than patrolling. He also related a story of calling the police to hl- 
spect evidence of a break-in, police arriving and labelh~g it vandalism, 
and people going into the house to find it had been emptied. These nega- 
tive views of the police, in combination with the high level of local per- 
ceived threat, help explain residents'  reluctance to support  standard 
community crime prevention programs requiring cooperation with the 
police, such as COP or Neighborhood Watch. 

Even though Neighborhood Watch required some police cooperation, 
leaders in several African-American neighborhoods touted its anony- 
mous reporting as the big selling pohlt. But police action can sometimes 
cmlcel out that advantage. One leader told of an incident where a person 
had called hi using a Neighborhood Watch number, but the police had 
come to the reporting house anyway. Needless to say, such action effec- 
tively erased much of the support for the program in that neighborhood. 
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The extremely high levels of perceived threat in these neighborhoods, 
coupled with views of the police as ineffective at best and dangerously 
hlcompetent at worst, effectively precludes widespread participation hi 
collective crime prevention surveillance strategies oriented toward vic- 
timization prevention. The leader hlterviewed in Richard Heights admit- 
ted that local efforts to get COP up and running had failed because 
everyone was too afraid to get involved. The leader in Sutton-Kent re- 
ported residents were reluctant to serve on local community boards, 
largely because of their concerns about being targeted by local dealers. 

In one neighborhood, Morgan, we found a personal approach to re- 
ducing drug involvement, focusing largely on youth initiatives. A small 
neighborhood on the eastside of town, Morgan's streets are generally 
neat and the row houses well kept. Morgan's leader had recently moved 
back to the neighborhood and taken over the reins of the local improve- 
ment association, having spent time there as a child when his grandpar- 
ents lived there. He fondly recalled the ambience of the neighborhood 
when he was a small boy, and he contrasted it with current conditions. 
He reported at the time of our interview that dealing was serious and 
widespread and also took place in shops. 

The leader's main strategy for keeping teens off the street was to spon- 
sor basketball leagues, being an avid player himself. Other youth initia- 
tives reported by Morgan's leader included efforts to establish a scholar- 
ship program for local youth and a resurgence of the Clean Block contest. 
Sponsored by the local African-American newspaper, streetblocks sign 
up for the contest, get official colors, and spruce up their streetblock for 
an annual judging (40: chap. 8). The virtue of this environmental im- 
provement effort, in the leader's view, was that it got youth involved in 
constructive activities. He recotmted that twenty-five local youth had re- 
cently signed up to participate in the effort. 

The leader cited flaws with some standard approaches for community 
crime prevention. He did not think programs telling residents how to pro- 
tect themselves were needed, since so many of the residents were heavily 
armed. He expressed strong skepticism about bringing in motivational 
speakers to encourage teens to stay off drugs. He suggested outside 
speakers were poh~tless; either they cannot relate to neighborhood youth, 
or, if they are former felons, local youth think they were stupid to get 
caught. Outsiders in his view just mouthed a lot of "insincere bu l l . . .  " 

Winteroak, a predominantly African-American community on the 
westside of town, of about the same economic level as Morgan, had a 
leader who responded to us in writing. Again, we saw an emphasis on 
youth activity. Their "history" flyer, for example, indicated that a "mod- 
ern, well-equipped playground was built at the instigation of the organi- 
zation for the place of the neighborhood youth." 
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In sum, in this group of locales social problem reduction approaches 
predominate ,  as Podolefsky's  model  predicts based on the racial and 
class fabric in these settings. Concerns center on youth socialization and 
addict rehabilitation. Generally negative views of the police, coupled 
with personal relationships with some users and dealers, effectively pre- 
clude victimization prevention strategies relying on police-community 
cooperation and surveillance. The leaders' comments revealed a personal 
approach to the drug issue. The problem confronthlg these communities 
was not so much that drug sales and use were crimes, but rather that 
these were destroyhlg the lives of neighbors, relatives, and friends. The 
leaders' goals were to impede that destruction or repair damage that had 
already occurred. Concerns about incivilities did not even surface as seri- 
ous topics in the interviews, except as conditions that would facilitate 
drug use or sales. An abandoned house in Jackson was a problem be- 
cause leaders and residents wanted to keep house prices up. In Osage, an 
abandoned house was a problem because drug activities might start up 
there and pull in and harm people the leader knew. Serious drug prob- 
lems, their antecedents, and their ensuhag wreckage consumed much of 
leaders' attention ha this last group of neighborhoods. 

Predominantly Social Problem Reduction, 
Some Victimization Prevention 

hi predomhlantly Africaua-American con-ununities of lower-middle, moder- 
ate, eald upper-middle economic status, Podo|efsky's model predicts a mix 
of short-term VP approaches and longer-range SPR hlitiatives. The strate- 
gies reported ha these locations generally fit that expectation. I generally 
fhld, with one exception, a mix of long-term prevention and immediate 
crime control efforts, with the former dominathag. These neighborhoods, 
generally economically better off than the group just described, include 
Smithton II, Wilbur, Elmwood, Lloyd, Northwest Golfview, and others. 

Perhaps the most interesting approach surfaced in Elmwood. Elm- 
wood is a moderate-crime, moderate-status, moderately stable predomi- 
nantly African-American neighborhood. Housing consists mostly of 
small to moderate-sized row houses, although there is a section of apart- 
ments in one portion. At a nearby elementary school at midday, we 
found well-dressed mothers, fathers, and grandparents either walking 
children home or collecting them in new Pontiacs or Ford Explorers. 
Backed by nonresidential land use, the neighborhood is somewhat more 
physically isolated than adjoining neighborhoods. The leader used its rel- 
ative haaccessibility and his local contacts to create a defended neighbor- 
hood (38). In a defended neighborhood, local youth play roles ha keeping 
outsiders out of the neighborhood, monitoring them when they enter 
and generally keeping an eye on thhags. 
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Elmwood's leader reported several activities that would fit with a SPR 
approach. He fought a range of development issues. He defeated a 
planned siting for a juvenile home. He enticed a developer into building 
low- and moderate-income units ola a large parcel, giving residents first 
choice at the sites. He also worked on maintenance at a playground and 
kept up with those helping to sponsor related youth activities there. All 
of these efforts were geared to providing a neighborhood that would be 
stable for a long period and that would be supportive of child-rearing ef- 
forts. A crime control effort, described below, also sought to make the 
neighborhood safe for its children. 

About four },ears prior to our interview, the leader developed a "neigh- 
borhood-wide agreement about intruders" employing local "thugs" (his 
word) to monitor intruders. The imlnediate stimulus was the mugging of 
a local retarded girl. Probably contributing as well was (in the eyes of the 
leader) less-than-adequate police services. Under this agreement, all resi- 
dents would ask intruders their business. The leader went door-to-door 
soliciting support for the initiative, and issues were aired at community 
meetings. The leader's comments suggested that local teens and young 
adult males involved in drug crews contributed substantially to this 
monitoring. During the 1994 gubernatorial campaign, Glendening's 
workers were repeatedly stopped by locals. During Steve Pardue's trips 
into the area, he was stopped twice; in one instance he was questioned at 
length about his activities and asked to provide a business card and 
phone numbers. 

The leader used his "home thugs" to find who had mugged the re- 
tarded girl and turned that name in to the police. He protects these locals 
who may be involved in dealing from the police, but at the same time 
asks that they refrain from dealing in the neighborhood itself. "We tell 
the home thugs that Elmwood is their home, and that they're always safe 
here. We don't ever turn in thugs. The police don't even ask any more. 
They know it's hopeless." But if the thugs do deal in the neighborhood, 
the leader will not protect them. "For example, if they're caught in a drug 
raid here, theyll  be taken in like anyone else." He also used the "thug 
g,'apevine" to recover a stolen vehicle. 

Collaborating with gangs to provide informal neighborhood control is 
an inherently risky business. Nonetheless, some criminologists have ad- 
vocated using gangs to help protect neighborhoods (5). Our information 
does not permit us to learn whether the arrangement in Elmwood re- 
suited in less neighborhood crime. It is clem; however, that the leader 
feels the neighborhood is better protected with these people assisting. 
Recent ethnographies in other cities also point out that gangs can help 
keep the neighborhood peace (e.g., 43). 

In a Chicago neighborhood, Pattillo describes a similar situation in a 
middle-class, African-American neighborhood (28). She argues that these 
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neighborhoods are likely to be home to some drug dealers, in part be- 
cause they are close to poorer African-American neighborhoods where 
drug market activity takes place. The relative stability of such a middle- 
class, African-American community means that dense local ties are likely 
to develop. Such local networks mix up those pursuing solely legitimate 
activities with those pursuh~g illegitimate activities. It is interesting how 
the Elmwood leader attempted to separate that intertwinhlg of illegiti- 
mate and legitimate, essentially warning those hwolved in dealhlg that it 
would not be tolerated hi the neighborhood. 

Also along the lines of a VP approach, Block Watch membership was 
widespread in Elmwood. The leader reported that people had cut their 
hedges and put up floodlights to reduce crime. In sum, Elmwood pre- 
sents a complex mix of both VP-oriented and SPR-oriented initiatives. 

Lloyd, not as predominantly Africaul-American as Elmwood, is similar 
in many ways to Elmwood. Housing is priced similarly, stability is rela- 
tively high, there is an elementary school nearby, and at the end of the 
school day the scene outside school with parents and grandparents pick- 
hlg up their kids looks similar. Agahl, in Lloyd as in Elmwood, we saw 
from our leader interviews a blended approach. On the SPR side, the 
leader reported several environmental initiatives, includhlg a semi-an- 
nual dumpster  cleanup and alley cleanups, the latter because lots of kids 
play ill the alleys. For the cleanup, the organization arranges with the city 
for a large dumpster  to be on-site for a weekend so households and yards 
can be cleared out. The organization also worked to get a halfway house 
for retarded people moved out of the neighborhood. They complained to 
the state shlce they felt it was housing too many residents, aald after two 
months of work they got the license revoked and the facility closed. 

Beyond the alley cleanups for children playhlg, concerns for youth sur- 
faced h~ other ways as well. The organization helped straighten out after- 
school care problems. The organization interceded hi an effort to get an 
improper ly  run day care center thrown out. The leader also reported 
heavy involvement in a school mentorhlg program for fourth and fifth 
graders and holdhlg a car wash twice a year to help underwrite the pro- 
gram. 

At the same time, the leader reported standard VP activities such as 
Block Watch and Town Watch Night Out. The Block Watch was started by 
the local umbrella group, but for both that and the "night out" activity he 
reported widespread participation. No specific numbers were provided. 

In Lloyd, it appears the SPR approaches receive most attention, al- 
though overall a mix of the two types of approaches is clearly present. 
Given the high stability, school presence, moderate  or better income 
level, and high youth population, this tilt is not surprishlg. Youth issues 
were salient in this neighborhood. 
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How do the two leaders in E lmwood and Lloyd frame incivility is- 
sues? Physical incivilities per se failed to emerge as a dominant  issue in 
either interview. The only specific mention was the household and alley 
cleanup support  in Lloyd. Physical incivilities probably generated little 
concern because both neighborhoods boasted large numbers  of home- 
owners.  Homeowner sh ip  was 74% in Lloyd in 1990 and 51% in Elm- 
wood. Organization spurs to maintenance were probably not widely re- 
quired. Social incivilities were a dominan t  concern in E lmwood if we 
define " in t ruders"  as a social incivility. It was interest ing that  the in- 
t ruder  alert originated in a concern to protect neighborhood children. 
The problem of hltruders and the problem of child safety were joh-~ed, 
fused in the minds of residents and leaders alike by the attack on the re- 
tarded girl. With his helpers, tile leader there was able to mount  and sus- 
tain challenges to all intruders. It also proved revealing that the leader 
was able to expand the "duties" of the local protectors to help solve other 
types of crimes as well, such as car theft. The solution to a specific social 
incivility proved ,nore generally useful. Also notewor thy was that for 
this social incivility reduction app,'oach to work, the leader had to com- 
pletely rebuff contacts with the police. In Ehnwood, as seen earlier in pre- 
dominan t ly  white  neighborhoods ,  the incivilities of interest proved 
highly specific and g rounded  in local context,  history, and goals. In 
Lloyd, social incivilities failed to crop up in the interviews. 

Whelv Is tile Coqfrontation? 

As mentioned earlier, much of the new literature on collective crime pre- 
vention focuses oil confrontational tactics used agahlst drug dealers. From 
tile interviews, evidence appeared of communi ty  leaders and organiza- 
tions, often workhlg with tile police, tryhlg to oust dealers. Tile neighbor- 
hoods where this occurred were often white or predominant ly  white 
lower-middle to middle- income locations ,lear African-American or 
racially changing neighborhoods.  Maplecroft and Weldon Pond, in the 
very southe,'n edge of the ci[); both reported substantial efforts, in collabo- 
ration with tile police and tile local organization, to remove active dealers. 
A southwest neighborhood reported similar activities, but would not in- 
form us of details, because of fear of retaliation. Although these actions 
were adversarial, they were not confrontational. From tile interviews, es- 
pecially the Maplecroft one, it appears that leaders generally took numer- 
ous steps to avoid identification or confrontation, opting rather to collect 
information surreptitiously and pass it along to police or other agencies. 
The leaders' concerns about threats appeared well-founded. One threat- 
ened resident was already mentioned; other leaders not discussed so far 
also ment ioned threats. In predominant ly  African-American neighbor- 
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hoods, confrontation was not reported. Agahl, recall from Pattillo's work 
in Chicago, that in moderate-income African-American communities 
strong local friend and family ties intertwh~e those pursuing illegitimate 
activities with those pursuing legitimate ones. Such corulections make con- 
frontations unworkable. Instead, leaders either focused on working with 
the dealers to buttress community safety, as hi Elmwood, or worked one- 
on-one to turn around those whose lives were adversely affected by drugs. 

Neighborhood Fabric and Responses to 
Crime and Drug Sales and Use 

Podolefsky's Model Appears Applicable 

The results presented here, in general terms, confirm that the connections 
observed by Podolefsky still apply, despite the dramatically different 
crime problems confronthlg many urban community leaders in the 1990s 
as compared to twenty years earlier. In high-status and predominantly 
white neighborhoods, leaders view drug and crime problems as coming 
from outside, unrelated to other local social problems, and adopt victim- 
ization prevention approaches. As we move toward middle- to lower-in- 
come predomhlantly white neighborhoods, victimization approaches are 
still favored, but communities also mix hi social problem reduction hlitia- 
tives such as youth-oriented activities. Low-income predominantly 
African-American communities report little haterest hi victinlization pre- 
vention approaches such as citizen patrolling, but strong concerns about 
youth initiatives aald drug rehabilitation. Drugs are not viewed as crime 
problems but  as personal problems. In middle-income predominantly 
Africml-American communities, more enthusiasm surfaces for victimiza- 
tion prevention, although social problem reduction approaches still pre- 
dominate. All of these connections are in accord with Podolefsky's origi- 
nal theory. In short, although the level and type of crime problem has 
shifted, corulections arise between community fabric, crime views, and 
between-community  differences in collective responses that have been 
largely unaffected by the crack invasion. Crack has changed a lot, but it 
has not changed everything. 

Are Their Current Issues Podolefsky's Model Fails to Address? 

Although the connections observed are generally what the model has 
predicted, there are three issues where one might argue the model is not 
up to date: the broader  application of environmental  improvement  
strategies, the failure of the model to address collective confrontations, 
euld drug rehabilitation. I consider each of these issues hi turn. 
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Environmental improvements, such as housing rehabilitation, evicting 
nuisance tenants, or cleanup and beautification activities, are om- 
nipresent and no longer appear to be exclusively associated with social 
problem reduction strategies. There are several reasons behind this in- 
crease. The prevalence of deterioration has increased, making it so much 
more widespread than previously (8, 9, 10). Grime reduction is also more 
closely lhlked in leaders' and residents' eyes with crime reduction. Many 
are more convinced than they were previously that attacking grime is 
"doing something about crime." Finall}; abandoned housing creates lo- 
cations where drug use and drug sales can occur. In many neighbor- 
hoods, taking care of abandoned housing dramatically reduces opportu- 
nities for these activities. Of course, this does not mean, as some leaders 
think, that neighborhoods without any vacant housing will be free of all 
drug activity. 

It may help to distinguish between two types of environmental im- 
p,'ovements: those geared toward creating long-term infrastructure in a 
neighborhood, such as rehabbing housing for low-income families, and 
environmental improvements geared toward reducing crime, such as 
closing down crack houses. The first type of effort represents a long-term 
strategy to maintain neighborhood viability; the second type of effort is 
focused on short-term crime control. 

In short, the crack invasion and widespread drug activity has given 
rise to a new set of environmental strategies focused more on immediate 
crime reduction than the environmental strategies seen previously. Con- 
sequently, one modification we might make to the model is to separate 
environmental improvements into these two types, short versus long 
term, aligning each with the appropriate broader strategy, respectively 
CP versus SPR initiatives. 

The above point can be expanded given the concern in this chapter 
with how leaders think about and respond to incivilities. The type of inci- 
vility identified, what its presumed impacts would be, whether it was 
targeted for action, and if so what type, all turned out to be matters 
highly dependent not only on neighborhood makeup but also on local 
history, geograph); culture, and leaders' goals. Leaders acted on specific 
incMlities that drew attention for very particular reasons. In a partially 
gentrified neighborhood heavily populated with p,'ofessionals who 
bought houses after the initial price surge, general cleanup via funded 
sanitation patrols were of interest. This "would keep up the neighborhood 
image and house prices as well. In another partially gentrified locale near 
severely distressed neighborhoods, the leader hoped to keep abandoned 
houses in good enough shape for resale, thereby supporting the house 
prices there. Needs for minor cleanup were probably stronger there than 
in the neighborhood with the sanitation patrols but did not merit atten- 
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tion, in part because surrounding neighborhoods were so much worse off 
and the more major incivilities presented graver long-term threats to via- 
bility of the local housing market. In yet another neighborhood with ex- 
tensive abandoned housing, the leader was conscious of biting off more 
than she could chew, and recognizhlg the volume of it, seemed to think 
not much of a dent could be put in the problem. In short, neighborhoods 
did not confront physical incivilities; rather they faced specific social and 
physical problems grounded in a specific context. Figuring out of which 
problems to address and which to overlook was part of a complex 
"dance." Leaders wanted to address serious issues influencing neighbor- 
hood life, but also wmlted to be able to show progress achieved on a front 
once it was targeted for action. In making these decisions, they were act- 
ing strategically, in accord with specific goals; but they also were re- 
sponding to local interpretations of what specific incivilities "meant." 
These meanhlgs arose from the neighborhood's local history, culture, and 
geography. 

The second issue deserving consideration in the context of Podolef- 
sky's model is confrontation with dealers. Much has been made of this 
"new" strategy (44, 45). It has received extensive press attention as news- 
papers chronicle local leaders, such as the late Reverend Wrice of Mantua 
Against Drugs, in Philadelphia, bursting into crack houses (1). 

But on closer examination, this confrontation may not be so new. It re- 
ally represents three sets of activities: active surveillance of drug sellers 
and buyers, often letting them know they are being watched; direct at- 
tempts to push sellers mid users out of certahl public locations by occu- 
pying those sites at prime business hours, a strategy used m the past with 
prostitution; and attacking crack dens. In interviews, the first type of ac- 
tivity appears to be far more prevalent than the latter two. The frequency 
of antidrug marches and occupations and crack den invasions may be 
overestimated because of their attention-getting properties, compared to 
less media-worthy actions. 

In the confrontation through active surveillance, residents let dealers 
M~ow they are being watched. For example, one leader interviewed re- 
ported that she would call neighbors on the block when she saw dealing, 
trying to get everyone out on their porch, and would shout at dealers to 
let them know they were behlg watched. The dealers did retaliate against 
her, she reported, digging up her garden. This was the only case of active 
and confrontational surveillance appearing in our interviews. 

More often, as mentioned earlier, organizers sought nonconfronta- 
tional surveillance. Residents felt threatened and reported that dealers 
did threaten them. Residents or leaders might clandestinely survey local 
drug activity and call in activities to local police or DEA or the narcotics 
squad, but at the same time try not to involve themselves. Especially in 
the African-American neighborhoods, the strongest selling point of 
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Neighborhood Watch was that you could use your special number and 
not have police show up at the reporting household, leaving neighbors 
guessing about who did the reporting. 

A couple of leaders reported approaching sellers asking them why 
they did what they did, but only if they knew the sellers personally. 
These were efforts at personal dialogue, not collective confrontation. 

When the threat of confrontation escalated, as it did hi West Pine Com- 
munity Council, local members responded by "gohlg underground" and 
making their surveillmlce even more clandestine. Teaberry also reported 
clandestine surveillance programs. 

One leader recognized an irony accompanying the latter approach. 
One intended effect of the surveillance programs is to make residents feel 
safer and increase, h la Jane Jacobs, the eyes on the street. But tile clandes- 
tine mode of operation, required because of tile potential danger to 
watchers, had none of these beneficial externalities, because it was 
covert. 

In short, it appears that locals avoid collective confrontation rather 
than seek it, directly and personally approaching only those they know 
and carrying out collective surveillance in a way that minimizes potential 
harm to themselves. Case studies and media coverage spotlighting com- 
munity-dealer confrontations (45) are problematic because they provide 
a distorted view of broader surveillance efforts, suggesting the clashes 
occur far more frequently than they probably do. In addition, recent 
ethnographies explaining how dealers not only support neighborhood 
functioning but are also closely intertwined with legitimate residents 
through dense local social networks clarify why such confrontations 
probably are so rare (28, 35, 43). 

To sum up this point, collective confrontation with drug dealers and 
users, garnering extensive media attention, clearly represents a "new" 
form of collective crime prevention, and one that has not been included 
in Podolefsky's model. Among our neighborhoods however, despite seri- 
ous crack problems in several of them, such confrontations rarely oc- 
curred. Tile coping tactic employed far more frequently by leaders, and 
included in Podolefsky's model, was surveillance in various forms. At 
this time, we have no way of knowing tile relative frequency of collective 
confrontations, nor their relative importance to local crime prevention 
leaders. Until we have such information, it may be premature to con- 
clude that the failure of Podolefsky's model to include collective con- 
frontations represents a serious flaw, especially when we have clear-cut 
evidence explaining how social and structural factors inhibit such con- 
frontations in the most drug-plagued neighborhoods. 

Finally, the reports we have heard speak to tile emerging importance of 
drug rehabilitation in those neighborhoods with numerous addicts. We 
beard from more than one leader of personal efforts to rehabilitate drug- 
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addicted neighbors, friends, or relatives. At least two leaders also re- 
ported systematic efforts, through the local improvement association, to 
provide or support  programmatic rehabilitation assistance. How do we 
h~corporate these collectively sponsored drug rehabilitation efforts into 
Podolefsky's model? 

Podolefsky's model did hlclude education and counseling efforts, in- 
cluding alcohol abuse counseling, as part of a social problem reduction 
approach. Getting off drugs can be seen as a prerequisite to participating 
in these efforts. Getting hato scarce drug rehab slots, however, can be a 
lengthy process (e.g., 35: 241-242). In addition, these programs are likely 
to be administered by a state or city agency, in contrast to education pro- 
grams, such as after-school trltoring, or employment cotlnseling, where 
the local organization can enlist nearby resources. In short, although local 
leaders in some neighborhoods recognize the importance of drug reha- 
bilitation and in some cases attempt to support those efforts, the program 
is far less "local" than the other education or counseling efforts. These are 
not programs that local organizations can shape, even though they can 
support  them. In this way, they are different from other collective efforts. 

Closing Comments 

Neighborhood leaders provided us with hlformation about their activi- 
ties against crime, drugs, decay, and related problems. This hlformation 
helped illuminate connections between different types of collective initia- 
tives, views about the crime problem, and neighborhood demographic 
structure. In large part these connections replicated those observed by 
Podolefsky in the late 1970s in three other cities. Although Baltimore's 
crack hwasion, arrivh~g in the mid to late 1980s, has changed the crime 
problems confronthlg many communities and has fundamentally altered 
the fabric of those communities, local leaders still rely heavily on tech- 
niques similar to those described h~ the previous work. Further, between- 
neighborhood differences h~ types of strategies pursued link in the same 
way to views about crime mid community fabric. Apparently, although 
the arrival of large-scale drug trade changed many things h~ urban neigh- 
borhoods, it has not changed everything. 

For incivilities, the present interviews suggest that leaders really do 
not think about  them as incivilities per se. Rather, they view them as 
highly local and separable issues that may or may not demand attention 
dependhlg on a broad range of local factors and leader-identified strate- 
gic priorities. Some neighborhoods overwhelmed with a particular type 
of hlcivility pay it no mind, either because it is too extensive or too hl- 
transigent or they are focusing attention elsewhere, usually on a serious 
crime problem. Although the types of incivilities present depended  
somewhat  on neighborhood makeup, it appeared that leaders' responses 
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depended  on a b roader  set of isstles and  were  less soc iodemographica l ly  
linked than the choice of responses  to crime problems.  Leaders '  selective 
at tention toward  incivilities, contextual ized interpretat ions,  and  widely  
varying responses  to hlcivilities suppor t  the data pat tern  seen in Chap te r  
3. That  pa t t e rn  in t imated  incivili t ies are just a wide  r ange  of issties, 
loosely related at best, t ightly linked at only the highest  and lowest  ends  
of the status cont inuum.  The m e a s u r e m e n t  hf format ion  sugges ted  inci- 
vilities are not clustered s y m p t o m s  of a broader,  under ly ing  ne ighbor-  
hood deficit; in terviews in this chapter  showed  leaders  do not respond  to 
them as such. 

Finally, the resul ts  seen here, conf i rming  the wide  ar ray  of ini t iat ives 
p u r s u e d ,  p r o v e s  c o m f o r t i n g  in one  respec t .  Local  l eaders  h a v e  not  
flocked to collective strategies focused solely on incivilities reduct ion,  
abandon ing  o ther  app roaches  in the process.  They cont inue  to p u r s u e  
an exceedingly  broad  range of app roaches  and s t ra tegies  to p reven t ing  
crime, as they have  in the past. Incivilities of one type  or ano the r  are 
usual ly  par t  of that  mix, but  concern  abou t  these social and physica l  
fea tures  of n e i g h b o r h o o d  life do  not  necessa r i ly  d o m i n a t e  l e ade r s '  
agendas .  

Appendix 

Sample Selection Procedures and Contact Attempts 

Sampling Neighborhoods 

Our overall goal was to add to the already sampled 30 neighborhoods about 40 
additional neighborhoods, stratified both o,1 population size and on whether 
blocks had been added or taken away, or boundaries had remained the same, 
when the city's Department of Planning remapped the neighborhoods in 1990. 
(The reason for our interest in neighborhood boundaries is discussed in the next 
chapter.) We used the following procedure to accomplish this goal. 

1. A comprehensive list of areal changes, for the period 1979 to 1990, was de- 
veloped for all neighborhoods in the city of Baltimore. A list was created by com- 
paring the City of Baltimore Planning Department map from 1990 with the map 
generated in 1979. The list contained the names of the neighborhoods; whether 
changes in area occurred in the neighborhoods; and if change occurred, whether 
the neighborhood got larger or smaller. The list also noted whether changes were 
primarily residential or nonresidential and gave a brief description of the 
changes. The descriptions were usually confined to noting how many residential 
blocks were included, or, in the case of nonresidential areas, what kind of land 
uses (e.g., institutional, industrial, park) were included, if this could be deter- 
mined using only maps. 

2. All city neighborhoods were sorted on 1980 population. 
3. Each neighborhood was assigned "+" (blocks added), "-"(blocks taken 

away), or "n"(no blocks added or taken away), to indicate whether it had grown, 
become smallei; or not changed in the period 1979-1990. 
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4. Because we tl~ought neighborhood size might be related in important  ways 
to issues of ne ighborhood redefinition and therefore wanted to stratify on neigh- 
bo rhood  popu la t ion ,  we segmented  the popu la t i on -o rde red  list of neighbor-  
hoods  into groups  of 12 neighborhoods each, thus creating segments with neigh- 
borhoods  of roughly equal populat ion within them. Population size ranged from 
3 residents in "Unorganized Public Housing 3" to 16,559 residents in Belair-Edi- 
s o n .  

5. In each of the list segments, we sampled three neighborhoods.  Our  goal was 
to r andomly  sample  one neighborhood with increasing size, one with decreasing 
size, and one with no change. Neighborhoods within each change status were se- 
quential ly  numbered  and then selected using a random number  sequence. 

In each segment,  if one of our originally sampled 30 s tudy neighborhoods ap- 
peared,  it was automatical ly  sampled,  regardless of the change status ("+," "- ,"  
or "n"). If one of the 30 neighborhoods was included in the segment,  no other 
ne ighborhoods  were randomly sampled  with the same change status (but for an 
exception, see below). 

If the segment  contained no neighborhoods  within a specific status group, e.g., 
no " -"  ne ighborhood in a group of 12, a neighborhood from another status group 
(e.g., "+") was substi tuted.  Initially, the status group selected for the substitution 
was r a n d o m l y  chosen. But as we proceeded through the segments,  we kept a 
running tally of subst i tut ions by status g, 'oup and counterbalanced as needed in 
the immedia te ly  fol lowing segments.  For example,  if in a given segment  of 12 
ne ighborhoods  there was no neighborhood that lost area between 1979 and 1990, 
one that had gained area in that period might be selected in place of the missing 
" - "  neighborhood.  In the next segment  of 12 neighborhoods,  an extra " -"  neigh- 
borhood would  be taken, in addit ion to the usual "+," "- ,"  and "n" selections in 
the group.  If the deficit for a change group was more than one, which it often was 
for the " -"  g r o u p - - m e a n i n g  that several sequential 12-neighborhood segments 
were lacking even one " - "  neighborhood, and the deficit could not be made up 
by taking ex t ra s - -a s  many neighborhoods as needed in the required change cate- 
gory would  be taken as soon as possible in the sequential  process. Because of this 
scheme, in a small number  of cases three or more "+" or " -"  neighborhoods were 
somet imes sampled  from a single group of 12. In all cases, a random number  se- 
lection process was used when there was more than one possible choice of neigh- 
borhoods.  In addi t ion to the original 30 neighborhoods in the pr imary study, 42 
addi t ional  ne ighborhoods  were chosen using the method outlined above. 

Selecting, Contacting, amt Interviewing Leaders 

Since we were  interested not only  in current  communi ty  crime prevent ion at- 
tempts,  as descr ibed in this chapter, but  also in the history behind recent changes 
in ne ighborhood  names  and boundar ies ,  as descr ibed in the next chapter, we 
wanted  to talk to leaders who had been in the neighborhood for a time, prefer- 
ably at least seven years. Thus respondents  were not necessarily current neigh- 
borhood leaders. 

In a couple  of instances, we relaxed our  criterion on length of residence when 
we found leaders who had moved into the neighborhood recently but  had lived 
in the neighborhood for a significant per iod of t ime previous to that. Often these 
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leaders were able to provide insightful comments  about how the neighborhood 
had changed since they had lived there last. 

Using contacts in the Depar tment  of Planning and in other local communi ty  
organizations, we developed a list of longtime leaders in each of the sampled lo- 
cations. Letters were sent to the leaders,  with fol low-up phone  calls. In cases 
where local communi ty  organization presidents referred us to other local leaders 
with a longer memory, we then a t tempted to contact the newly recommended 
leader. 

We tried hard to contact these leaders or former leaders. In some cases, at- 
tempts to interview a leader went on for almost a year. The process of contacting 
leaders began in late 1994 and continued until early fall 1995. In most cases, be- 
tween three and a dozen contact attempts, usually by phone, were required be- 
fore we could complete the interview. In one case, a leader refused to complete 
the interview but  offered to respond in writing to questions that we posed to her 
in writing. We accepted the offer. 

We deve loped  an interview protocol that included both closed- and open-  
ended questions. The protocol, if strictly followed, resulted in an interview last- 
ing 45 to 90 minutes. Often, howevel; leaders diverged from the interview to tell 
us stories or amplify details. In a couple of instances, leaders refused to follow the 
interview at all, but rather insisted on telling us what  they felt it was important  
that we know about their neighborhood. We listened. 

The bulk of the interviews with the leaders of the original 30 neighborhoods 
were completed by Steve Pardue, with a few completed by IVlary Hyde. The bulk 
of interviews fi'om the addit ional  set of leaders were completed by Mary Hyde. 
In addition, several s tudents  in a graduate  seminar at the University of Maryland 
completed  several  interviews each. The s tudent  in terviewers  double - teamed ,  
with one interviewer asking the questions and one interviewe," observing. 

All interviewers were encouraged to write tip their open-ended notes about 
the interview, preferably within 24 hours of the interview itself. In most cases, 
they complied, generating a detailed set of field notes for each interview. In pro- 
ject meetings, we reviewed these field notes for the first several interviews, pro- 
v iding feedback and asking questions,  hoping  to help the in terviewers  write  
more detailed and concise narratives. In cases where two interviewers were pre- 
sent, they were instructed to each write tip their notes separately, thus providing 
us with independent  sources of information on the interview itself. 

N o t e s  

1. The Iheory suggests tile two questions under consideration are independent 
but linked. Thus, if residents see tile crime problem as coming fi'om outside, they 
are more likely to see it as separate from rather than tied to other social ills. Given 
this expected linkage between the two different issties, it is not clear what collec- 
tive responses would be adopted when the two views about crime did not con- 
verge as expected. 

2. At the end of the 1970s, according to comments from Podolefsky (personal 
communication),  the views of the researchers on the Reactions to Crime project 
were perhaps beginning to diverge from residents'  and leaders '  views. Whereas 
the latter were thinking about  incivility removal as a s t imulus  to communi ty  



298 The Context of Collective Crime Prevention Initiatives 

pride and a well-ordered street life, researchers were elaborating impacts of inci- 
vilities on fear and weakened local commitment. 

3. The same views may operate in minority neighborhoods of different ethnic- 
ity, svch as predominant ly  Hispanic neighborhoods,  but the information here 
does not address that. 

4. Details on the sampling for the additional neighborhoods and our contact 
procedures, appear in the chapter appendix. More discussion of the rationale for 
the sampling of the additional forty-two neighborhoods also appears in Chapter 
8, as do details about our  neighborhood mapping procedures. 

5. Reallocated reported crime counts showed no murders in 1990 and 1992, 
and a half a murder allocated to the neighborhood in 1991. Oakwell is a neigh- 
borhood where the imprecision of our crime allocation creates problems, because 
it is relatively close to substantial and crime-prone commercial establishments. 

6. The raw reported crime, reallocated to neighborhoods, shows about thirty- 
five to forty robberies per year in and around Oakwell. The robbery percentile 
scores show robbery being a steadily increasing problem in Oakwell, with per- 
centile scores going from 23 to 55 to 63 over the past three decades. 

7. Gentrified African-American neighborhoods exist in Baltimore as well, such 
as Madison Park. We just did not have any of them in our samples of neighbor- 
hoods. 

8. Sherman Heights, despite its increased relative house values, did not repre- 
sent a typical gentrifying neighborhood. 

9. This was as of early spring 1995. 
10. In one of these neighborhoods, however, a foot patrol focusing on reducing 

social incivilities was mounted in late 1997. 
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8 
Place Power and Implications for 
Coproduced Safety: Changes and 
Stability in Neighborhood Names, 

Boundaries, and Organizations 

Neighborhood status proved a powerful predictor ill models examining 
both tile origins and tile outcomes of incivilities. Such connections testify 
to the wide-ranging impacts of stratification by place. Status produces 
benefits flowing steadily over time. This chapter attempts to dig deeper 
into this relationship. The particular focus is on changes versus stability 
in neighborhood names, boundaries, and organizations. Why do we have 
stable names or boundaries in some locations and not others? And how 
do shifts or the lack thereof relate to what neighborhood organizations 
try to accomplish? Earlier work in this area suggests that the processes of 
naming and bounding a neighborhood play important roles hi crafting 
the community image and preserving neighborhood status. Comments 
from the leader interviews described in the last chapter provide insight 
into how naming and bounding link to status; ,'ace; organizational initia- 
tives; and other more specific local concerns, including incivilities and 
safety. The dynamics described can fill in some of the specifics on why 
neighborhood status is so influential for the outcomes of interest in this 
volume. 

In a related vein, a second purpose is to explore the types of changes 
taking place in neighborhood names and boundaries,  l group the 
changes into eight types of changes; each type goes beyond just whether 
land area was added to or subtracted f,'om a neighborhood and describes 
the dyna,nics surrounding these shifts. Both the comments from the lead- 
ers on their goals, in cases where the change was internally initiated, and 
the theorelical literature on place-based stratification and symbolic c o r n -  
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munities, provide insight hlto the functions served by these shifts. The 
different types of changes appear to reflect both concerns about symbolic 
communities and leaders' specific goals. The symbolic image of the com- 
muni ty  has implications for the neighborhood's  exchange value, and 
leaders' specific goals relate to maximizing neighborhood use value for 
residents in particular arenas of neighborhood life. 

There is a third purpose as well to the current chapter, when attention 
turns to public agencies rather than just community actors: What are the 
implications of these place-based dynamics for coproduced public 
safety? As long as there has been community policing, there has been the 
question, "Where is the community?" (18). This question means different 
things to different people, but one interpretation is, how do police iden- 
tify stable community  partners? The process of identifying stable part- 
ners is, I suggest, building on Klinger's work (32), a question of organiza- 
tional frameworks. Do you try to make the police administrative unit 
match the service delivery organizations in the community? Or do you 
try to shoehorn the relevant community organizations into the appropri- 
ate police administrative unit, such as the beat? The way police work is 
administered spatially does not coincide with the spatial structure of the 
partners in coproduction, the community organizations. This mismatch 
and the ways in which it is addressed have significant implications for 
the success of community policing efforts. The dynamics described here 
have implications for building effective partnerships in communi ty  
policing. 

Curiously enough, this branch of the current investigation started with 
an unexpected finding. In 1979, Sidney Brower, Whit Drain, and I pro- 
duced a map of Baltinlore neighborhoods. The 1990 map of neighbor- 
hoods produced by the Department of Planning showed more changes 
than anticipated, and they seemed to be patterned in an interesting way. I 
describe below, briefly, the neighborhood mapping processes. I then de- 
tail the prior work in neighborhood naming and bounding. I follow that 
with a brief set of comments on organizations and community policing. I 
move next to describing the observed changes in mapping, reporting on 
several different types of neighborhood boundary changes and issues of 
name changes (see Table 8.2 later ill the chapter). What seemed to be the 
factors behind these shifts? The implications of the results for sociological 
understealdings of neighborhood dynamics and for community policing 
initiatives are then explored. With regard to the latter, one of the most 
central questions is, can police work be organized around the neighbor- 
hood unit? This query leads to a brief discussion of neighborhood gover- 
nance. 

One final introductory point: After a lot of struggle, the conclusion was 
reached not to use real neighborhood names in this chapter. Pseudonyms 
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are supplied, as ill the previous chapter, although sometimes they are dif- 
ferent pseudonyms for the same neighborhoods. This conclusion was 
reached with considerable difficulty because it dramatically reduces the 
clarity of some patterns observed here and perhaps the utility of the 
work performed. But the promise to neighborhood leaders not to identify 
individual neighborhoods outweighed other concerns. Further, in some 
cases minor details are switched to preclude local experts from being able 
to identify particular locales. 

Neighborhood Mapping and Current Data Sources 

In 1979, Sidney Brower, Whir Drain, and I used input from local commu- 
nity organizations and, where needed, other local experts to map Balti- 
more's neighborhoods (58). We started with a listing of all city colnmu- 
nity associations and their boundaries. To ensure that neither the 
organizations nor their presumed extent were fictitious, we consulted ex- 
tensively with district planners. At that thne, Baltimore was dMded  into 
six planning districts, each with a planner and assistant planner. In most 
parts of the cit}; neighborhood organizations are served by larger organi- 
zations, either umbrella groups or comn-mnity development corporations 
(CDCs). We consulted with them as well. In a small number of cases, we 
relied on either planners or umbrella personnel to allocate land to one or- 
ganization if it was claimed by two competing organizations. If land was 
not claimed by any organization, it was left outside of a neighborhood. If 
that unclaimed land was residential, it was called an "unorganized" area, 
meaning not that it was disorganized, but rather that it was not yet orga- 
nized or claimed. The unorganized areas (n=26) were small in extent and 
population (range = 3-6,734 in 1970 population; median 1970 population 
= 1,063). Unclaimed nonresidential land included campuses, parks, large 
institutions, cemete.ies, large industrial land uses, and streams. We car- 
ried out a series of checks using our main informants, the district and as- 
sistant district planners. The planners agreed with each other on their 
categorizations of the status and stability of the locales using a sorting 
technique. And their data correlated well with census data. These checks 
suggest our main infor,nants knew these locales relatively well. To our 
knowledge at that time, no one had yet attempted such a comprehensive 
mapping for the city. 

It is possible to conduct such a neighborhood mapping and not deny 
"the embeddedness of local neighborhoods in larger vertical structures" 
(28: 283). People reside in nested groupings of residential structures, 
ranging from the streetblock to an entire area of the city (27, 55). In map- 
ping these neighborhoods, the hope was to highlight one level of residen- 
tial groupings. The mapping does not deny the existence or importance 
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of other groupings at higher or lower levels or the ways in which those 
other levels might shape neighborhood features. Indeed, given the em- 
bedded conceptual framework suggested by Hunter, it was not surpris- 
ing to find that neighborhood leaders often described how neighborhood 
dynamics were influenced by structures embedded at lower levels and at 
higher levels. 

In 1980, and again in 1990, as part of the prerequisites for participating 
in the Bureau of the Census Neighborhood Statistics Program, the Balti- 
more City Department of Planning also completed an exhaustive map- 
ping of the city's neighborhoods. ~ The 1980 "official" neighborhood map 
was based heavily on our map, with modifications as required to qualify 
for the Census Neighborhood Statistics Program. Although the plal~ulers 
used slightly different guidelines from ours, when we begin1 the current 
project we did not anticipate that the 1990 mapping would differ in many 
ways from our 1979 effort. For example, we kalew that every nonresiden- 
tial block had to be part of a neighborhood. We were surprised nonethe- 
less when we found manly changes had taken place on the 1990 map in 
boundary or name or both. We decided to investigate. We sampled forty- 
two additional neighborhoods beyond our original thirty and sought ex- 
perienced neighborhood leaders to interview. 2 We wanted to understand 
the reasons for the changes in names and boundaries and how these 
neighborhoods contrasted with those where the names and boundaries 
had stayed the same. We were particularly interested in how these 
changes might be related to a neighborhood's population size, so we 
stratified by population size and type of neighborhood boundary change 
when selecting additional neighborhoods. We successfully completed in- 
terviews with fifty-nine leaders (plus one interview with written re- 
sponses to our questions) in the sampled seventy-two neighborl~oods. 
The interviews included showing the leaders a detailed map of the 
neighborhood and its 1979 boundaries and, where different, a map of the 
neighborhood's 1990 boundaries, asking them to comment on both maps 
and to outline where they thought the neighborhood boundaries 
"should"  be. The information they provided was complemented with 
relevant census and crime information for the current chapter. 3 

Clearly, the information base described is too thin to provide a detailed 
picture of the dynamics in any one particular site. In almost every neigh- 
borhood, only one leader from one organization was interviewed. Al- 
though we tried to locate long-standing leaders with enough local his- 
tory to interpret recent changes--and the backgrounds of our leader 
interviewees (Chapter 7) suggests we were successful--other leaders 
from the same organization may have provided markedly different pic- 
tures. In addition, in some of the locations, more than one improvement 
association was operative. But we did not go to those other groups. Con- 
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sequently, the cases described here should not be viewed as definitive 
commentaries on events taking place in one neighborhood or within one 
organization. Rather, these data are used to illustrate more general 
processes and trends. 

The information presented here contrasts in several ways with 
Hunter 's  data sources for his study of neighborhoods in Chicago (27). 
Whereas he investigated neighborhood name changes after a fifty-year 
gap, the gap here is only fifteen years. He focused on resident percep- 
tions; the focus here is on local leaders. Finally, whereas the seventy-five 
natural areas in Chicago had roughly comparable populations at the time 
of their initial definition, the neighborhoods mapped in Baltimore varied 
widely in size, from less than 100 households to over 4,000. Conse- 
quently, differences between Hunter 's  analysis of neighborhood change 
in Chicago and the current effort seem likely. On the other hand, com- 
mon findings, given the different data sources, would prove striking. 

Organization 

Tile following section provides a brief review of the concepts of natural 
areas, defended neighborhoods, and symbolic communities. These core 
socioecological concepts guide how sociologists and others have thought 
about urban communities. Some of the empirical work on neighborhood 
naming and bounding is reviewed. The work by Hunter, carefully exam- 
ining name and boundary changes over a fifty-year span, highlights the 
influences of class-linked stratification concerns, and racial dynamics, on 
processes of neighborhood naming and bounding. 4 

Moving into the evidence produced in the investigation, the overall 
volume of change is described. A group of high-status neighborhoods, 
and one much poorer one, where names and boundaries did not change, 
receive detailed attention, and the sources of such stability are consid- 
ered. The different hypes of changes in naming and bounding are exam- 
ined. These changes a,'e g ,ouped into several categories (see Table 8.2 
late," in the chapter). The dynamics surrounding these changes in name 
or boundary or both are described. 

A closing section extends the discussion of stability and changes to 
concerns about neighborhood mobilization, effective community organi- 
zations, and community policing. Organizing, visibility-maintaining, co- 
ordinating, and maintenance difficulties bedevil organizations represent- 
ing a,'eas with unstable names and boundaries. Other researche,s, like 
Huntm; have pointed up the utility of informally driven processes of 
neighborhood naming and bounding, focusing on how they allow resi- 
dents to respond, albeit slowly, to changes in the surround. The stability 
of the naming and bounding process, he suggests, might slow these 
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changes down as well. But from a leader perspective, these alterations 
through time create enormous difficulties. It might make sense to con- 
sider citywide, sm~ctioned amJ empowered names and boundaries. Moving 
hato the specific policy arena of citizen-police coproduced improvements 
in neighborhood quality and safety, some of the pros and cons linked 
with officially sanctioned neighborhood governments are briefly consid- 
ered. 

Naming and Bounding 

Neighborhood, Natural Areas, and Levels of Community: 
The Conceptual Llndelt~imzings 

Neighborhood and community are notoriously slippery concepts (1; 20; 
26; 27: 19-26; 55). To better understand some types and purposes of 
neighborhoods mad communities, sociologists have developed the ideas 
of natural mvas, &'fended neighborhoods, and symbolic communities. Each of 
these, reviewed below, highlights different aspects of neighborhoods. 
These terms, and the psychological, sociological, and ecological 
processes lhaked to their operation, provide a broader theoretical frame- 
work within which to consider stability and shifts ha names and bound- 
aries. 

Chicago sociologists early in the twentieth century labeled their city's 
separate communities. Borrowhag from the ecological concept of niche, 
these community "natural areas" of roughly comparable size represented 
the largest level of community within the city at the time of their research 
(27: 72). Residents and researchers alike recognized at the time that 
smaller levels of community existed within these seventy-five natural ar- 
eas covering the city of Chicago. The researchers may have attempted to 
roughly stmadardize the different areas on size. 

The areas were "natural" in three senses. First, "the urban residential 
groups were not the planned or artificial contrivance of anyone but grew 
out of many independent personal decisions based on moral, political, 
ecological, and economic considerations" (55: 7-8). They represented set- 
t lement patterns, not centralized planning decisions. Second, their 
boundaries often were natural, in that they were at least convenient and 
relied on salient natural features: 

By "natural bot, ndaries" Burgess primarily meant broad avenues or ex- 
pressways, rivers, large plots of vacant land, and wide swaths of industry or 
railway yards. These represent barriers to communication, interaction, and 
functional integration. From another perspective, if boundaries are needed, 
these perhaps represent the most "convenient" and unambiguous ones 
available. (27: 81) 
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Finally, withhl these boundaries, a natural area's population was often--  
but not necessarily--relatively homogeneous along ethnic, racial, or class 
lines (e.g., 14, 15). Such homogeneity would permit easy recognition of 
outsiders (54), and may lead to defended neighborhoods (55: 21). At the 
ecological level, ethnic heterogeneity links both cross-sectionally and lon- 
gitudinally with crime shifts (41). 

In such defended locales, outsiders are viewed with suspicion, and lo- 
cal residents may resist in-migration of dissimilar others (25). "The resi- 
dential group which seals itself off through the efforts of delinquent 
gangs, by restrictive covenants, by sharp boundaries or by a forbidding 
reputation" is a defended neighborhood (55: 21). Ironically, however, 
such defended neighborhoods may persist through periods of ethnic StlC- 
cession or ethnic diversity; ecological features and local history may in- 
fluence community identification independently of population features 
(see also 13). 

Despite such persistence in some locations, the defended neighbor- 
hood is not "a single bounded unit persisting through time. The de- 
fended neighborhood can expand or contract boundaries; its activation is 
episodic" (55: 37). In short, the defended neighborhood is not just a set lo- 
cation, but a site the bounds and character of which may shift over time, 
as may the actions locals undertake to sustain it. Thus, although preserv- 
ing the ecological focus of natural areas, the concept of defended neigh- 
borhood also incorporates a sensitivity to local political, social, and pop- 
ulation dynamics. This sensitivity suggests more changes over time in 
these units than does the focus on natural areas. 

Hunter 's  concept of symbolic communities highlights the social inter- 
actionist aspects--features emerging as participants mutually interpret 
the actions of one another--of both natural areas and defended neighbor- 
hoods. Names and boundaries, although they may help urban residents 
carry out everyday tasks, also cognitively organize how residents, indi- 
vidually and collectively, map the urban social world (27: 88; 38). Names 
and boundaries are "often only the symbolic representation of significant 
social divisions and distinctions" (27: 88). The extensiveness of residents' 
local social involvement influences whether residents see their neighbor- 
hood in p,imarily social or physical terms (20). 

Geographers' wo,'k on cognitive mapping makes some similar points 
(10, 38). Consequently, even more than the defended neighborhood con- 
cept, the symbolic communities concept anticipates greater fluidity over 
time in neighborhood naming and bounding. 

Local boundaries are often ambiguous . . . .  The . . .  informal character of 
these boundaries allows greater change and freewheeling in tile system than 
mighl be permilted by a more rigidly fixed and widely shared set of admin- 
istl"afive boundaries. Of course there are potential costs to such ambiguii); 
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such as confusion aboL, t collective identity and loss of commitment and re- 
sponsibility at the local level . . . .  we should not lose sight of the symbolic 
character of community boundaries. As symbols, they are on the one hand 
subject to manipulation and conscious redefinition, and on the other hand 
are subject to reality testing and thereby provide a relatively quick psychic 
and collective readjustment to the rapid changes occurring in today's urban 
milieu . . . .  they are also a conservative constraint. To the degree that they 
are contained within a strong local culture they preserve and maintain the 
historical continuity of an area, thereby shielding residents from the conse- 
quences of social and ecological change. In short, the names and boundaries 
of local areas may be subject to a "symbol lag" which adjt, sts more quickly 
than formal lags and yet provides a cushion and a barrier to rapid urban 
change. (27: 88) 

To summarize ,  defended neighborhoods  and symbolic communities,  
emerghag ha natural  areas or in communit ies  embedded  at lower levels of 
spatial aggregation, capture the connections between local ecolog}; poli- 
tics, population,  and broader sociocultural dynamics. The symbolic com- 
munit ies  idea also emphasizes how local actors interpret these connec- 
tions. The symbol ic  commtmit ies  idea, being social construct ionist  in 
flavor, recognizes that "vary ing  conceptions of ne ighborhood have an 
unde r ly ing  rat ional i ty  in the social and physical  posit ion of residents 
within urban society" (20: 53), but also sees that rationality as relatively 
fluid ha response to local changes. 

What  are the implications of these comaections for changes over time? 
The ideas of both defended neighborhoods and symbolic communit ies  
anticipate significant changes in ne ighborhood bound ing  and naming  
taking place quickly. The de fended  ne ighborhoods  view frames the 
changes in relationship to local ethnic, cultural, and political dynamics. 
The symbolic communit ies  view interprets the changes as residents'  ac- 
comrnodat ion,  wi th in  a constrained ecological context, to the changes 
takhag place around them, that is, the local historical forces at work. Such 
shifts take place withha a broader vertical array of levels of conamunity. 

Neighborhoods  and communit ies  represent two of several levels of so- 
ciocultural hategration within a broader array of spatial units. The array 
refers to different-sized geographic units, nested within one another, pro- 
vidhag different  functional benefits and patterns of at tachment.  Suttles 
(55: 55-60) describes these different levels. The face b lock--what  is called 
the streetblock here-- is  the "smallest discrete areal unit" (55: 55), provid- 
ing a significant physical mad social container for urban life (see also 56). 
Beyond the face block is the defended  neighborhood,  where residents 
feel relatively secure from "risks of insult or hajury" (55: 57; see also 57). 
Beyond this, the communi ty  of limited liability may draw on residents 
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m~d other stakeholders who define local interests in opposition to exter- 
nal agents and invest in local issues up to a point (29). Beyond that arena 
is the expanded conununi ty  of limited liability where the sphere of con- 
cern is even broader but influence is weaker. -~ 

In this array of nested units, different writers draw dist inctions be- 
tween neighborhood and communi ty  in different ways.  Hunter,  in his 
discussion of neighborhood and community,  suggests that the latter has a 
functional base, including not only one's residential area but also local 
amenities and institutions (27). For him, tile neighborhood refers to the 
solely residential area with which one identifies. Brower highlights the 
contributions of local amenities to neighborhood identity (1). Guest and 
Lee find that institutions are mentioned only about 10% of the time when 
people define their neighborhoods. But those who use institutional def- 
initions usually envision larger neighborhoods (20). 

Neighl,orhood Naming 

A neighborhood needs a name if it is to be collectively , 'epresented to 
those living there and elsewhere (27: 68; 48). "Above all, tile neighbor- 
hood has a name"  (32: 65; 19). Researchers have investigated both the 
kinds of places where residents more easily provide a common name and 
the kinds of residents who can supply a neighborhood name. 

Some residential locations are more distinctive and "nameable"  than 
others (19, 49). Residents more readily name higher-status locations and 
places with more distinctive topography, land use, or history. Such fea- 
tures may contribute to the distinctiveness of the neighborhood as a "dis- 
trict" in locals' cognitive maps (38). Past and present neighborhood fea- 
tures help form images of locale varying in clarity. 

Although some specific names for some locations can be more persis- 
tent over time, the variation in this persistence opens the question, how 
stable are these labels? Interviewing Chicago residents in the early 1970s, 
Hunter  found that 42% of his sample provided tile same natural  area 
names Burgess had used a half century earlier. He concluded "that  not 
only is there persistence in tile names of such areas; but these names are 
part of a shared local culture that is fairly widely known"  (27: 77). (For in- 
formation on Seattle changes, see 21). 

In Baltimore, over a much shorter period, persistence comparable  to 
Chicago appeared.  In the 1994 survey of residents ill thir ty neighbor-  
hoods, 44.2% of respondents provided the same name for their locale as 
had been used by tile local communi ty  o,'ganization fifteen years earlier. 
About the same portion of residents inte,'viewed in the 1982 sample of 
sixty-six ne ighborhoods--36.6% of r e sponden t s - -p rov ided  the same 
names used in tile 1979 neighborhood mapping.  In both the 1982 and 
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1994 Baltimore resident samples, about 76%-77% of respondents agreed 
that their neighborhood did have a name. Of those agreeing that the 
neighborhood did have a name, in 1982, 41%; and ill 1994, 47% agreed 
that they had heard the area referred to by its 1979 name. 

It is difficult to know how much to make of the closely comparable 
persistence levels ill naming in the two cities, Hunter ' s  42% over fifty 
years and our 44% over fifteen years. The change periods differ hi length, 
the decades are different, and survey modes and samplhlg procedures 
are not comparable. Does this mean that researchers in Chicago survey- 
big fifteen years after Burgess's mapping would also have found about 
42%-44% supplying the official names? Does it mean that thirty years 
from now Baltimore researchers will find 42%-44% of respondents sup- 
plying the 1979 names? We do not know. All that we can safely assert is 
that hi both cities neighborhood names are widely shared and a signifi- 
cant and persistent feature of the local culture. 6 Guest also agrees that 
salience of neighborhood identification failed to declhle hi Seattle from 
the 1920s to the 1970s and may have hlcreased slightly (21). 

What were the determinants of the persistence of the 1979 names in the 
1994 resident surveys? 7 Across the thirty neighborhoods, the proportion 
correctly recallhlg the designated name ranged from none to all. In the 
Baltimore sample of neighborhoods, as in other neighborhoods in other 
cities, some neighborhoods have much more salient profiles (19, 21). A 
brief comment on prior work on neighborhood nameability is in order 
before describing current results. 

Resident and neighborhood characteristics have both been linked to 
nameabil i ty (19). Regrettably, research has not always pointed to the 
same features. Residents can more readily supply the accepted neighbor- 
hood name if they are more educated mid have lived hi the locale longer 
(7, 19, 27). Most studies find stronger local involvement, either in organi- 
zations or in local acquaintanceship and friendship networks, helps resi- 
dents name the area (7, 27). But some studies do not fhld this connection 
(19). Ties between local involvement and naming have been shown to op- 
erate at both the streetblock and individual level (59). Controllhlg for sta- 
tus, naming may be less frequent h~ more predomhlantly Africml-Ameri- 
can neighborhoods (55, 59). In short, considering tile three dimensions of 
community structure discussed hi this volume--status, ethnicity, and sta- 
b i l i ty -s ta tus  makes the clearest, most consistent contribution. Race ap- 
pears relevant in some studies but not others; likewise for stability vari- 
ables such as length of residence mid homeownership. 

Guest and Lee's work in Seattle suggests that consensus on neighbor- 
hood names is also influenced by site features: "the physical design of 
streets and proximity to parks, a major type of lmldmark which can serve 
as ml hltegrating factor in many areas" (19: 388). 8 In another study, Guest 
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mad Lee found that distance from the central business district contributes 
to stability in naming (21). The Seattle work points to importmlt contex- 
tual features, net of macro-sociological parameters, influenchag the recog- 
nizability or durability of a neighborhood identity. 

Hierarchical generalized linear models allow examining both the 
"who" and the "wllere" portions of neighborhood naming. To predict 
name persistence, a range of individual and neighborhood factors were 
entered: demographics, crime, local social involvement, and perceived 
problems. Among the 1994 interviewees, one strong correlate of 1979 
name persistence emerged at the individual level: Those reporting more 
years of schooling than their neighbors were more likely to supply the 
designated 1979 name. At the neighborhood level, only one sturdy corre- 
late emerged: In more predominantly African-American neighborhoods, 
a lower portion of residents supplied the designated name. Considerable 
variation in nameability remained to be explained at the neighborhood 
level, confirming the point made earlier by Guest and Lee that local his- 
tory and sometimes relatively idiosyncratic featu,'es may influence the 
salience of locale. Both of the connections with nameability seen here--  
education at the individual level and racial composition at the neighbor- 
hood level--agree with earlier work. 

Boumting the Neighborhood 

Tile neighborhood boundary, like tile name, serves a wide range of psy- 
chological, social, cultural, and political purposes.  For individuals,  
groups, and organizations, it marks where one community ends and 
another begins. 1Zarly work in this area investigated whether consensus 
existed among residents on boundaries (24, 30, 36, 49). Mixed results 
surfaced, in part because researchers used different numbers of neigh- 
borhoods and different definitions of consensus. Later work on bound- 
aries has recognized that significant and potentially dangerous "gaps" 
can exist between neighborhoods. Boundaries between communit ies  
may be deep enough to become their own regions. These are potentially 
dangerous "no man's lands," zones of nonresidential land uses where 
no one watches out (54; 55: 53). 

Where available, residents may use as boundaries major nonresidential 
features that might make a no-man's land. The zone helps anchor and 
highlight differences between communities. These sizable gaps between 
where people live provide ready-made but also enduring partitions in 
the residential fabric. Such sizable gaps, like magnets attracting metal ill- 
ings, tend to draw the neighborhood boundaries to themselves. 

But overlaid on top of such social, ecological processes are political 
processes. Later researchers also have recognized that boundaries are 
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subject to considerable manipulation, both by hlsiders and outsiders, for 
specific purposes (27: 71). 

Sometimes "boundary work" is more informal; a realtor may advertise a 
property as located within a certain prestigious area when it is actually "just 
outside." Repetitions of such incorrect designations may eventually alter 
perceived boundaries to include the parcels involved . . . .  Residents also 
may strive to manipulate boundaries in order to improve their standing in 
the larger social world, laying claim to participating in the prestigious sur- 
round that corresponds to a given community. (37: 44) 

Logan mid Molotoch's quote highlights the status-linked purposes of 
boundhlg locations. People seek to hlclude their location hi higher-pres- 
tige regions. Therefore, on the one hand static land use features--major 
land use shifts, no man's  lands, or big housing differences--draw in 
boundaries, given the convenience and salience of such edges; on the 
other hand, status dynamics among residents or outside agents tend to 
pull boundaries off such features if that manipulation serves specific pur- 
poses. 

Shlce neighborhood boundaries are hlformal, they cml shift not only in 
response to manipulators but in response to chmlging ecological condi- 
tions as well (27: 77). Hunter argues that important purposes served by 
neighborhood boundaries are to maintain relative status (27: 82-83) and 
racial (27: 85-86) distinctions. When separath~g communities, his respon- 
dents mentioned class factors most often and racial or ethnic factors sec- 
ondarily. The bounding process, he argues, like the naming process, 
serves to simultaneously recognize ongohlg reconfigurations hi the resi- 
dential environment and to slow down class- and race-linked commu- 
nity changes. 

Hunter illustrates status issues with two types of examples: lower-sta- 
ttis communities attempthlg to fuse with higher-status adjoining commu- 
nities and higher-status communities attempting to differentiate them- 
selves from surrounding lower-status communities. He suggests these 
asymmetries in the bounding process are similar to the asymmetries ob- 
served in the broader stratification literature (27: 78). 

Left unexplored by research to date are questions of boundary types. Al- 
though we have some hlformation on the physical features that may help 
make a particular boundary widely recognized and agreed on, the overall 
clarity versus fuzzhless of boundaries remahls relatively unexamh~ed. 

Granted, some physical features can better symbolize major neighbor- 
hood boundaries than others. Larger nonresidential land uses; bigger dif- 
ferences h~ housing quality, size, and lot size; or more traffic carried on a 
major artery all restllt in more secure differentiation between adjoinhlg 
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neighborhoods, clearer boundaries, and more well known boundaries by 
both outsiders and residents. But the idea of "boundary work" points to 
additional dynamics affecting both the salience of a boundary and where 
it is actually placed. Placement and salience are related but conceptually 
distinct concerns. For example, the COlmnon boundary between two 
neighborhoods with different household income levels may be placed 
similarly by residents of both neighborhoods, but residents from tile 
higher-income locale may demonstrate firmer agreement about the 
boundary's location. Furthermore, tile neighborhood organization in the 
higher-income locale may do more to increase tile clarity of tile bound- 
ary. Below, examples are provided of this and other types of more typical 
boundary work, where tile issue is placement. One major purpose of the 
investigation is to learn more about such boundary work. Wily do orga- 
nizations undertake it? What do tile), hope to accomplish? How salient 
are concerns about highlighting race and class differences to enhance 
symbolic community, as compared to other motivations? How do these 
objectives link to crime or incivilities? 

Considering Local Context 

Undoubtedly, processes of boundary maintenance or boundary shifting 
may dell); hasten, or recognize distinctions based on relative status or 
ethnicity. Nevertheless, features of local context also drive these 
processes. To lose sight of these other shaping influences may result hi 
truncated understanding. Tile influence of context oil boundary work 
may result h~ boundaries being moved, but not necessarily in the same 
direction we would expect based on class or ethnic differentials. 

Especially ilnportant features of local context are the goals local leaders 
hope to achieve. Following a social constructionist perspective, leaders' 
rationales for their actions deserve consideration. What specifically did 
they hope to accomplish? What parties did they think might be affected? 
Sometimes these rationales may reflect concerns based on place-based 
stratification, that is, symbolic community image. For example, leaders 
may talk about steps required to inaintain property values in tile neigh- 
borhood. But other thnes, concerns expressed may not touch on status or 
race; instead leaders may seek outcomes to enhance specific aspects of 
neighborhood functionality. At tile risk of oversimplifying, I argue that 
the macro-sociological perspective on symbolic communities and bound- 
ary work highlights efforts to maintain neighborhood exchange value, 
whereas leaders' concerns may center on making the neighborhood a 
better place for its residents, that is, enhancing neighborhood use value. 
These two sets of concerns may point ill the same policy direction for a 
leader or they may point in opposite directions. 
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In short, despite the extensive work on both ecological and macro-soci- 
ological factors shaping neighborhood names and boundaries, the ex- 
planatory scope should remah~ broad. By talking to leaders with signifi- 
cant local history and listening to their explanations of changes and 
mah~tenance of boundaries and names, we may fhld they pursue strate- 
gies opposite those expected based on macro-sociological processes such 
as stratification. To put the point even more strongly, the functional con- 
cerns of leaders may lead to boundary work opposite from that expected, 
given a class- and race-based perspective. 

Service Delivery Issues and Community Policing 

A final piece of conceptual background briefly considers community or 
problem-oriented policing (17). What are the implications of stability and 
shifts in neighborhood naming m~d bounding for delivery of community 
polichlg services and the coproduction of public safety (45)? 

Police-Community Collaboration in Community Policing 

Collaboration with local organizations represents a core feature of com- 
muni ty  policing. Typically, outside police organizations "find" extant 
communit ies  via the community organizations representing residents 
and other local interests. This aspect of community policing is captured 
hi most definitions of the process. For example, Skogan and Hartnett of- 
fer four principles of community policing. These include the following 
comments about collaboration: 

Community policing relies on organization decentralization and a reorienta- 
tion of patrol in o.'der to facilitate communication between police and the 
public.. .  [It] requires that police respond to tile public when the}, set prior- 
ities and develop their tactics ...  effective community policing requires re- 
sponsiveness to citizen input concerning both the needs of the community 
and the best ways police can meet those needs . . .  [lt] implies a commitment 
to helping neighborhoods soh,e crime problems on their own, through community 
organizations. (52: 6, 7, 8, emphasis added) 

The above features of community polich~g processes are most easily sat- 
isfied if community policing officers can locate local organizations and 
their leaders and work directly with them in a meanh~gful partnership. 
But officers can hlteract and collaborate with those communities in many 
different ways. They can organize the partnership along the lines of the 
extant community  units. Or alternately, they can organize the partner- 
ship around police administrative units, such as police beats or districts. 
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Community Policing Organized Around Police Work Groups 

Policing is done through territorially organized work groups, with offi- 
cers sharing corporate responsibility for individual beats. In larger de- 
partments, these beats are organized into precincts, sectors, or divisions 
(31: 280-282). Community policing initiatives can be "tacked onto" the 
way police do their work anyway, so that the efforts are closely aligned 
with how these groups work. 

Snch a model was followed in the recent Chicago Alternative Policing 
Strategy (CAPS) community policing hlitiative (2, 3, 4, 52). There, beat 
meetings represented the central mechanism for drawing together police 
and residents. Local organizations were asked to support the beat meet- 
ing process and did so to varying degrees (52: 147). Attendance at beat 
meetings in many locations continued to be unacceptably low in the 
minds of many beat commanders (4: 54). Evaluators report the police us- 
ing a variety of strategies geared to increase attendance at beat meetings. 
Some of these strategies involved creating neighborhood organizational 
structures, such as beat facilitators, at the beat level. 

Such an arrangement for conlmunity contacts fits well with how police 
work is organized. Advantages accrue from such congruence. Within the 
police department itself, officers are clear on who is responsible for what 
locations, because the boundaries are the same as the beats. The police- 
citizen communication process benefits too, because both sides know 
who is the responsible contact person in the police department, for exam- 
pie, the beat commander. 

But there are disadvantages as well in a process centered on the police 
organization. It does not fit with how communities are organized. Police 
beat and district boundaries  do not coincide neatly with community  
boundaries. Furtllermore, the beat meeting process, such as in the 
Chicago CAPS project, occu,'s outside of the normal activities of local 
community organizations. Since the process takes place outside of ongo- 
ing neighborhood organization-based initiatives, it is not something 
those organizations are already mandated to do; rather it is an external 
process, run by the police, to which the organizations are asked to con- 
tribute. Although successful organizations appear capable of contribut- 
ing substantively to the process, the police-community partnering in the 
Chicago CAPS program was not closely tied to the endogenous organiza- 
tions. 

Not only was the process not endogenous to the local community  
groups, the boundaries of the police administrative units, the beat, cut 
across community organizational boundaries, creating collaboration dif- 
fict, lties between very different organizations in the same beat (52: 151). 
The difficulties of partnering with community leaders is compounded in 
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such situations. Such extreme mixing would probably be less likely if the 
endogenous community groups are used as the organizing unit. 

It appears that in the CAPS project the differential success of orga- 
nizing using the beat administrative structure exactly matches the differ- 
ential pattern that would have been obtained had endogenous orgeuliza- 
tions been used. As will be shown shortly, boundary  stability and 
organization longevity and effectiveness in the Baltimore data generally 
follow class and race lines, being highest among high-income, predomi- 
nantly white locations. The CAPS program found the same differential 
pattern in beat organizing and partnering. The patterning is what would 
be predicted given the tilt, discussed in Chapter 7, of white, higher-in- 
come locations toward victimization prevention agendas. "We found the 
effects of race and class on involvement in CAPS were strong ones, but 
that they were indirect . . ,  race and class were lhlked to the kinds of orga- 
nizations that people were involved in . . . .  Organizations that served 
largely white constituencies were the kinds of organizations that were 
particularly likely to be heavily involved in CAPS" (52: 146, 147). In 
other words, problems of differential involvement of endogenous com- 
munity organizations persisted despite the organization around police 
beats rather than local organizations. 

It seems plausible that if the CAPS process were located firmly within 
particular organizations, the leaders of those organizations might com- 
mit themselves more wholeheartedly to it, interorganizational collabora- 
tion problems might be mhlimized, and the process might enjoy wider 
support  and longer-term viability. Making it endogenous to each organi- 
zation attaches the citizen responsibility for it, and the political advan- 
tages of success, to each association and its leadership. Astute local lead- 
ers are likely to readily see these advantages. 

Furthermore, if citizen-police coproduction were to be nested within 
extant organizations, the message communicated to police about what 
citizens expect them to address is likely to be clearer. What each neigh- 
borhood wants from the partnership should be clearer. A community-or- 
ganization-centered coproduction model is considered after reviewing 
changes and stability in neighborhood names aald boundaries. Does that 
hlformation help explicitly anticipate the advantages and disadveultages 
of org,'ulizhlg community polichlg efforts using neighborhood adminis- 
trative units? 

Stability and Changes 

The focus here is on the information provided about neighborhood 
names and boundaries,  why they may have shifted or remained the 
same, and ongoing boundary work. The overall volume of changes is de- 
scribed. Some neighborhoods that stayed stable in terms of names and 
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TABI,E 8.1 Number of Changes in Neighbor- 
hood Boundaries 

Gained nonresidential land 
Lost nonresidential land 
Gained residential blocks 
Lost residential blocks 

94 
72 
78 

101 

boundaries are then examined. Several different types of changes, 
roughly sorted by scale, rea~gh~g from more to less substantial, are then 
reviewed. 

Background: How Much Change? 

Tile 1979 map, as mentioned earlim, contained 277 exhaustive and 
nonoverlapping units, including the downtown, 20 public housing com- 
munities, and 26 unorganized areas. The 1990 map was produced by the 
city's Department of Planning to conform with the requirements of the 
1990 Census Neighborhood Statistics Program. A neighborhood, if its 
boundaries changed, could experience four specific changes: it could 
gain or lose nonresidential land or it could gain or lose residential blocks. 
Many neighborhoods experienced each change. The numbers, leaving 
out unorganized areas, the downtown, and public housing communities, 
are shown in Table 8.1. 

These different gains and losses could combine in different ways. A 
neighborhood could simultaneously lose and gain nonresidential land; 
similarly with residential blocks. The total number of neighborhoods ex- 
periencing a gain or a loss of nonresidential land or both was 127 out of 
230 (55%). The total number of neighborhoods experiencing a gain or a 
loss of residential blocks or both was 138 out of 230 (60%). The changes 
m residential blocks are most meaningft, l here, since the allocation of 
non,'esidential sites to neighborhoods was driven by the formal parame- 
ters of the 1990 mapping process--all census blocks in the city had to be 
covered. 

What determined whether a neighborhood's residential makeup 
would be altered in the 1990 remapping? Would a neighborhood be left 
alone? Or would it have blocks added or subtracted? Following Logan 
and Molotch's suggestion that the least powerful neighborhoods are 
most easily nranipulated by outside interests, adding or st.btracting resi- 
dential blocks could be considered a form of manipulation by outsiders. 
(For the moment, ignore the possibility that a neighborhood may have 
wanted its boundary changed, which did occur sometimes.) Their argu- 
ment suggests that smaller, lower-income, less stable, more predomi- 
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nantly African-American neighborhoods would be more likely to have 
their residential makeup altered. These alterations represent "manipula- 
tion" if they do not reflect residents' and local leaders' views. 

Extensive analyses using both probit and logit models showed that 
only 1990 racial makeup was significantly linked to the addition or sub- 
traction of residential blocks (p < .05). Neighborhoods not experiencing a 
change in their residential blocks averaged 47% African-American in 
1990; neighborhoods  experiencing a change averaged 58% African- 
American. In 1980, the racial difference between the two groups was 
marginally significant (p < .10); neighborhoods to be changed averaged 
53% African-American; those not to be chm~ged averaged 43°/,, African- 
American. 9 None of the other indicators for status or stability were sig- 
nificantly connected with shifting residential makeup. Neither crime nor 
neighborhood size influenced change versus stability in residential 
boundaries. 

In sum, a modest  connection appears between racial makeup and sta- 
bility of the residential neighborhood boundary. As the conflict theorists 
would predict, public agencies were more likely to alter the residential 
configuration of predominantly African-American neighborhoods. But 
this relationship is a modest  one, albeit significant. Other features of 
neighborhood fabric do not relate to residential boundary  redrawing. 
The lack of strong connections between structure and rebounding sug- 
gests that local features of context may have a strong influence. The 1994 
sample of neighborhoods and the interviews with the leaders in those lo- 
cations provide insight into these important local features. 

Sources of Stability 

Among the seventy-two sampled neighborhoods were many ill which 
the boundaries and names did not shift from the initial mapping in 1979 
to the 1990 mapping by the Department of Planning. The stability ap- 
peared greatest at the highest and lowest ends of the socioeconomic spec- 
trum. At the two different ends, the sources of the stability were vastly 
different. 

At the upper  socioeconomic end, Baltimore contains several early- 
twentieth-century neighborhoods toward the outer edge of the cit}; orig- 
inally planned as solid, upscale developments. The Roland Park Com- 
pany was involved in many of them. (For details on Roland Park, the 
Roland Park Company,  Oakwell, and restrictive covenants, see 11: 
32-33.) These developments contain sizable houses on moderate-to-siz- 
able lots and streets laid out in aalything but a grid pattern. McDougall 
also claims that the developers in these sites sought to exclude African- 
Americans and other nonwhite racial groups and that those segregation- 
ist sentiments helped drive the imposition of restrictive covenants for 
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these areas (40). In several of these neighborhoods, the local improve- 
ment organization was vested by the original developer with legal pow- 
ers over local residents. We interviewed leaders in three of these neigh- 
borhoods. 

The power vested in the local community associations by the original 
developer allowed them to closely monitor local conditions and act 
quickly if needed. In Pineland, organization leaders inspect the entire 
neighborhood yearly for properties and lots in need of physical repairs, 
issuing requests as needed to owners for remediation. Should cited occu- 
pants not comply speedily with a request, the organization can take them 
directly to court; outside agencies need not be brought in as enforcers. As 
a result, in all of these neighborhoods the original relatively high stan- 
dards of upkeep have been evenly maintained, for the most part, 
throughout each area. Even though housing styles vary a bit throughout 
each area, levels of upkeep appear uniformly high. This consistency 
helps prevent any one section of the neighborhood from following a 
markedly different path of house pricing. 

The local organization can badge~, even to the point of legal proceed- 
ings, those who are not keeping up to the preferred standard. In addition 
to the stabilizing effect of such vigilance, it is also notable that the origi- 
nal developer 's  boundaries were legally sanctified when the original 
covenants were put into place. The local organization is vested with par- 
ticular legal powers over a spec!fic area. 

Also contributhlg to the stability in these locations, aside from uniform 
development, firmly fixed boundaries, and legally empowered organiza- 
tions, is the political clout that goes with being ml upscale neighborhood. 
These Roland Park Company neighborhoods have some of the consis- 
tently highest priced housing in the cit); and they are populated by many 
of the politically connected. One neighborhood's experiences in gelting 
the city to put in "designer" lighting and to transfer a disagreeable city 
employee represent small cases in point. 

Organizations in higher-status .leighbo.'hoods can also use their clout 
to "beef t,p" their boundaries. One of these neighborhoods succeeded in 
closing off five traffic entrances into the neighborhood, for example (see 
Chapter 7). In the early 1970s, one of the Roland Pa,'k Company neigh- 
borhoods put bollards down the middle of a street connecting the neigh- 
borhood to a much lower status, adjoining neighborhood. In effect, the 
neighborhood cult off traffic and marked its boundaries. In these two ex- 
amples of boundary reinforcement, leaders undertook the actions for one 
specific, functional reason: to reduce neighborhood through traffic, 
thereby enhancing neighborhood safety. In the case of the entrance clos- 
ings, leaders of the higher-status neighborhood were ada,nant in the city- 
sponsored workshop we attended about the functional benefits they 
sought. But, as or perhaps more important, and on a more symbolic level, 
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the actions also shored  up  the line dividing the ne ighborhood  from ad- 
joining, marked ly  less well off neighborhoods.  

Suttles wou ld  argue these acts of bounda ry  reinforcement  are under-  
taken by de fended  ne ighborhoods  whose  members  perceive a threat. The 
leaders of the high-status ne ighborhood sought  to render  the locale less 
permeable  in the face of a potential  danger  to their ne ighborhood quality. 
From a c o m p l e m e n t a r y  perspective,  that of territorial functioning, these 
are " b u l w a r k i n g "  act ions (57). Residents  exper ience  progress ive ly  in- 
creasing threat  as they move  farther from home.  If they are confronted 
with a threat  greater  than expected, given that distance from home, they 
may  seek to block off the threat. 

But b o u n d a r y  stability is not  l imited just to the highest-status neigh- 
borhoods .  Moving  from these outer-city, p redominan t ly  white settings to 
some  core, p r e d o m i n a n t l y  Af r i can-Amer ican  ne ighborhoods ,  one in- 
s tance su r faced  whe re  b o u n d a r y  and name  stabili ty e m e r g e d  from a 
m a r k e d l y  different  source: des ignat ion  as an urban  renewal  area. Mc- 
Dougal l  (40) describes the condi t ions  and leaders in the near-wests ide  
ne ighborhoods  of Park Heights, Har lem Park, Upton,  and Druid Heights 
in some detail. Two of these were designated as urban renewal areas in 
the 1960s. W h e n  asked  about  n e i g h b o r h o o d  boundar i e s ,  the accom- 
plished, politically coculected, mid successful long-term leader in one of 
these two ne ighborhoods  for over  three decades  refers always to the ur- 
ban renewal  boundar ies  laid d o w n  decades ago. The naming  came about  
as part  of the same process. There is no discussion. 

The n e i g h b o r h o o d  is ext remely  d isadvantaged .  As Steve Pardue  de- 
scribed it ha his field notes: 

Nearly all of the housing. . ,  is apartments and rowhouses. Most of the units 
are brick; they vary in size from wide three and four-story dwellings to 
fairly narrow two-story ones. Although some of the units are in good shape, 
many throughout tile area are run down or boarded up, stenciled with the 
ubiquitous "No Trespassing--If animal is trapped inside call . . . .  " There is 
traffic on most of the area roads during most times of the day, and there is 
heavy pedestrian traffic and loitering in the commercial areas, particularly 
a long . . .  [two major] avenues. 

In ma rke d  contrast  to the stable, high-income, outer-city locations de- 
scribed above,  where  one  official organizat ion speaks for the residents, in 
these ne ighborhoods  organizational  densi ty is extremely high. The long- 
term leader  sees her  group,  the Olney p lanning  commit tee ,  as an um- 
brella g roup  having,  as Pardue put  it ( interview notes), "some degree of 
overs ight  over  the twenty  one groups  working ill the area at the time of 
the in terview."  At the time of the interview (October 1994), thir ty- two 
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named groups existed in the neighborhood, with twenty-one labeled as 
"active."l" The other urban renewal neighborhood similarly hosts several 
community groups, and the leaders of many of them claim to speak "for 
the comnlunity." These high levels of organizational density replicate re- 
cent five-city findings showing high levels of participation in predomi- 
nantly African-Americea~ neighborhoods (47). ll 

In the case of the sampled neighborhood, the local leader's eminence 
and her steady adherence through the years to the urban renewal bound- 
aries simplify the process of locating the community and its leader. But 
when she is succeeded, for she can never be replaced, there are questions 
whether that one voice can be maintained. In the interview, she did men- 
tion that she was hoping to groom a successor, and she expressed con- 
cern about the age of the members of the planning committee, whose 
oldest member was ninety-two. The leader interviewed was the 
youngest member. 

Lloyd represents another interesting case of stable boundaries and 
name. It is an outer-city neighborhood with clusters of two-story brick 
row houses set back twenty to thirty feet from the streets, some of which 
curve or end in a cul de sac. Except when the elementary school is open- 
ing or closing, traffic, vehicular and pedestrian, is light in the neighbor- 
hood. 

Racial composition has changed dramatically in Lloyd. It went from 
7% (1970) to 22% (1980) to 60% (1990) Africall-American. Given this sub- 
stantial racial change and the dramatic disappearance of some racially 
changing neighborhoods in the same section of town (see below), one 
might expect to see Lloyd's name or boundaries change. But neither did. 
The key here may be twofold. The locale is clearly middle class, with a 
substantial professional population and high homeownership levels. In 
addition to a solid status, the neighborhood's boundaries are all major ar- 
teries. These natural features undoubtedly help stabilize the neighbor- 
hood configuration. 

The implications of continuity in name and boundary for police-com- 
munity partnerships are substantial. In this sample of neighborhoods, 
stability was most likely in high-status locales. Boundaries remained the 
same over time, and a single, legally empowered and long-standing or- 
ganization represented the locale. Clear differences between these and 
adioining neighborhoods in housing quality and lot size were readily ap- 
parent. The representing organizations took steps to reinforce their 
boundaries as needed, in two cases making them less permeable to vehic- 
ular traffic. Instances also appeared of one extremely disadvantaged 
neighborhood and one moderate to moderately high status neighbor- 
hood where both boundaries and names remained constant across the 
two mappings, albeit for different reasons. But the general trend was sta- 
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tus providing stability in naming and boundh~g. The result is that each 
high-status neighborhood represents a clearly defined service area, mid 
police can readily identify the responsible local organization with which 
they can build a partnership. These also are locales where in general 
views toward the police are more positive. Thus, in these higher-status 
locations, (1) the service area is delhleated, (2) a stable community part- 
ner is identified, and (3) residents are in general more willing to work 
with police in joint efforts. In short, these high-status locations share 
three specific ingredients for partnership success; the likelihood of find- 
ing those ingredients hi lower-status neighborhoods is less. 

If and as the following conditions hold, these dynamics may help ex- 
plah~ the impacts of status on changes in crime and reactions to crime: 
The three identified ingredients contributed to more successful police- 
community partnerships; those partnerships played a role in density mid 
types of police coverage and police-community information sharhlg; and 
that coverage and sharing contributed to the shifts in crime rates and 
shifts in reaction to crime noted in Chapters 5 and 6. Goh~g agahlst this 
suggestion was one high-status neighborhood's willingness to give up 
on the Baltimore Police Department and hire private security patrols. But 
despite that one counterexample, the dynamics described here still may 
apply to the other high-status neighborhoods in the sample. Simply put, 
the place-based dynamics around boundaries, names, and organizational 
power, and the implications for coproduced safety, may help unpack the 
strong and diverse impacts of status on the outcomes of central hlterest 
to the incivilities thesis. 

Types of Changes 

This section examhles the different types of changes in boundaries ea~d 
naming that occurred. The types of changes are defined in Table 8.2, 
listed, roughly, from the most to the least dramatic. Examples of each and 
the reasons and dynamics surrounding each type of change are de- 
scribed. At this time the generality or exhaustiveness of the types dis- 
cussed here is not l~lown. Other types of changes may take place hi other 
locations, and other types of changes may have been taking place here 
that were missed or misclassified. The connections between the types of 
shifts and locational characteristics also might be different elsewhere. 

Ex Nihilo. Neighborhoods can be created out of nothing, with the cre- 
ation sponsored largely by external, public agencies. Usually, significmlt 
amounts of building or rebuilding are involved. Most familiar h~ this re- 
gard are clustered public houshlg communities, of the high- or low- rise 
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TABLE 8.2 Types of Changes in Neighborhood Boundaries and Names 
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Ex nihilo 

Into a black hole 

Etch-a-sketch 

Morphing to fit 

Resisting add-ons 

Splinters take mot 

Coming of age 

Minor fiddles 

A neighborhood is created out of"nothing;' Usually significant 
physical building or renovation is involved. Distinct from an 
unorganized area becoming organized. 

A large, well-known neighborhood name disappears; changes in 
surrotmding neighborhoods not as substantial as in etch-a- 
sketch, 

In a section of town, neighborhood boundaries are redrawn and 
names are changed for several neighborhoods at the same time. 

A neighborhood, to achieve current goals, substantively 
recoufigures its botmdaries; name remains the same. 

A neighborhood is reluctant to include areas previously labeled as 
adjoining, but merged with the target neighborhood in the 
most recent mapping. 

A portion of a neighborhood splits off" and becomes a neighbor- 
hood v.,,ith a separate identily. 

A,eas previously mapped as unorganized develop tlaeir own 
neighborhood identity and association. 

Leaders want, or do not want, adjoining ilOllresiderHial land that 
has been merged into the neighl)orhood. 

variety. But hi tile 1970s, Baltimore witnessed tile creation of several "new"  
neighborhoods ha inner-city locations targeted for gentrification (see Chap-  
ter 2). Hous ing  stock here was largely worn  out, and vacancy rates high. 
Ridgely's  Delight, Barre Circle, and Otterbein were cases ha pohlt. 

One leader in such a ne ighborhood  disagreed his ne ighborhood  was 
"new." It was, he insisted, an "original  ne ighborhood ,"  having  life before 
the central c i ty "dol lar  houses"  renovation initiatives of the 1970s. That  
may  be so, but  before this intervent ion the ne ighborhood  had hous ing  
wor th  next to nothing,  was  80% Afr i can-Amer ican ,  and  had high va- 
cancy rates. By 1990, the white to African-America,1 household  ratio was 
roughly 2:1. Tile original ne ighborhood ,  as a social unit  with a wide ly  
recognized identity, was  largely replaced by  tile gent r i f ica t ion  of the 
1970s. 

Such new or reborn ne ighborhoods  present  difficulties for tile del ivery 
of policing services. Three dynamics  are probably  relevant.  The leaders 
there, after the renovation,  d e m a n d  higher levels of city services, policing 
a m o n g  them. The leader  we inte, 'viewed in a renova ted  ne ighborhood  
believed the city had made  a promise  to his locale; part  of keeping that 
promise  was del ivering improvemen t s  and services. Thus d e m a n d  was 
high, even though the ne ighborhood might  a l ready be gett ing more  than 
its "fair share"  of city resources, compared  to adjoining locales. Further- 
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TABI,E 8.3 African-American Population of Several Northeastern Neighborhoods 

Neighborhood / 96 A frican-A nlerican 1970 1980 1990 

Cedonia 1 2 32 59 
Cedonia 2 7 72 87 
Furley 0 1 17 
Smithton 1 1 1 10 
Smithton 2 0 30 36 

more,  the d e m a n d  for protection is dr iven not  only by a sense of what  is 
owed;  lower  levels of safety may fuel it as well. The economic contrasts 
be tween  a revitalizing ne ighborhood  and the surroundh~g locales, all else 
being equal,  probably  increases the number  of offenders movh~g into the 
gentr i fying areas (5). Nearby offenders  may  be d rawn  to the area by the 
relatively high densi ty  of "high-qual i ty"  targets for crimes such as street 
robbery  or larceny. Gentrification hi Baltimore in the 1970s does appear  
to be l inked with repor ted  crime rates higher  than they "should"  be for 
these c r imes  (6). Thi rd ,  gent r i fy ing  n e i g h b o r h o o d s  typical ly  remain  
h igh ly  mixed  on tenure ,  with s ignif icant  amo u n t s  of renters  (8, 35). 
Renters of course, compared  to owners,  prove harder  to draw into collec- 
tive crime prevent ion  efforts (34). In sum, feeling both that they are owed  
and at risk, such locales may make  unappeasable  claims for protect ion 
services; at the same time mixed tenure profiles may  impede  widespread 
c i t izen-based collective p reven t ion  efforts. So more  will be d e m a n d e d  
from police at the same time that the communi ty  side of the par tnership 
is weak. 

h l t o  a B l a c k  Hole .  Even sizable ne ighborhoods  with recognized names 
can d i sappear  off the map  wi thout  a trace, the cause of their disappear-  
aalce as muc h  a mys te ry  to the leaders who  still run their "lost" neighbor-  
hoods  as it was to us. 

Smi th ton  is s i tuated in the nor theas t  section of the city. In 1979, two 
distinct sections were identified: a lower, smaller section, aald a second, 
larger section fur ther  north. A small ne ighborhood  of just a few blocks 
was s i tuated in be tween  the two Smithtons. The smaller and larger sec- 
tions were  home,  respectively, to 2,700 and 4,800 people  in 1990. 

The racial change dynamics  in this section of town look complex. Run- 
ning to the east of these two ne ighborhoods  aald conth3uhlg to the city 
b o u n d a r y  are Cedonia  1 (further north)  and Cedonia  2. The percentages 
Afr ican-American  in these five ne ighborhoods  over  the past three cen- 
suses are shown  ill Table 8.3. The table shows that the two sections of 
Smithton have  been integrating at different rates, with the smaller  sec- 
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tion, Smithton 2, closer to the city center, integrating faster than the larger 
section, Smithton 1. In 1990, Smithton 1 remahled predomhaantly white, 
whereas nearby neighborhoods Cedonia 1 and 2 were either integrated 
or had resegregated as African-American. The 1990 official neighborhood 
mapping relabels all of these neighborhoods, save Cedonia 1, as Frank- 
ford. Frankford's racial composition looks less heavily African-American 
in 1990 (54% accordhlg to Department of Plarming neighborhood statis- 
tics) than did some of the constituent neighborhoods (Cedonia 2). Smith- 
ton has disappeared. 

These changes represent an example of boundary work carried out by 
outside agencies. A staunch conflict theorist would suggest the goal was 
to increase exchange value in these neighborhoods by masking the 
amount of racial change that had taken place there. Since I was not privy 
to the discussions around these redefinitions and know neither which 
groups were contacted nor what the groups wanted, I cannot say 
whether the shifts should be thought of as outside manipulation. Some of 
the community groups may have wanted the change, or the change may 
have corresponded with organizational dynamics and boundaries far dif- 
ferent from those in place in 1979. As I do not know, manipulation slaould 
not be presumed. Nonetheless, these changes appear from an outsider's 
perspective to be classic examples of boundary work in which outside 
agencies were involved; furthermore, even if unintended, the net effect is 
to mask the more extreme racial changes taking place in one of these in- 
volved neighborhoods (Cedonia 2). The African-American neighborhood 
leader we spoke with from the subsumed group in Smithton professed 
concern and confusion about what had happened. 

Drivhag through the area ha 1994 on a winter afternoon after school had 
let out, we saw a mix of pedestrians around the major stores along Belair 
Road that appeared to be predominantly African-American, witll whites 
present but in the minority. In the morning when children are at school 
bus stops, the racial mix looks about the same. The area has probably con- 
tinued to integrate since 1990. As tiae population has cllanged, so too have 
some of the local institutions serving them. In the mid-1990s, for example, 
on Belair Road not too far from Smithton 2, a Caribbean/African food 
market appeared and later closed. 

The Smithton leader we interviewed distinguished the racial composi- 
tion of her organization, the Smithton Neighborhood Association, "the 
second black younger association coming up now and still here," from 
the longer-lived Cedonia and Frankford associations, which were pre- 
dominantly "white." As already noted, on the official 1990 neighborhood 
map these two organizations had captured the areas formerly repre- 
sented by Furley, Cedonia 2, and Smithton 1 and 2. Perhaps this leader's 
o.'ganization had not been active at the time of the 1990 official neighbor- 
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hood mapping, since in 1994 she reported her group as being active "go- 
ing on five years." Because of some difficulties surrounding the interview 
due to a recent h~cident affecthlg the organization, the interviewer was 
not able to learn more about the neighborhood name and boundary 
changes. All that is clear is that in a racially changhlg part of town a his- 
torical neighborhood name disappeared; a recent organization ushlg that 
name and run by African-Americans was not recognized, perhaps be- 
cause it was not active at the time of the remapping; aa~d the area was re- 
named to align with another organization, run by whites, that was proba- 
bly in existence at the time of the remapphlg effort. This remapping may 
be all example of the process, mentioned by Hunter, where definitions of 
symbolic communities are used to retard--or at least not recognize--on- 
gohlg ecological changes. 

Etch-a-Sketch. In a few small sections of town, neighborhood bound- 
aries proved extremely fluid h~ the 1980s, resulting in an almost complete 
remapping by 1990. This wholesale reconfiguring of neighborhood 
boundaries seems to have taken place h~ locations where two or more of 
the followhlg conditions obtahled: the local population composition had 
changed extremely rapidly in the recent past, local plm'mers carved out a 
new urban renewal site in the location, or housing and land use were ex- 
tremely mixed. 

Southwest Neighbors (SWN). One area relnapped in entirety in 1990 is 
the southwest section of town. In this area in 1979, hi addition to two un- 
organized areas (10, 11) we had mapped three neighborhoods with 
"southwest"  in the name, two neighborhoods named after the Mount 
Clare machhle shop of the old Baltimore & Ohio (B&O) railroad, and two 
gentrified neighborhoods. Around the Tyler Market itself was Tyler Park 
and, to the east, Tyler Hill. Except for the two gentrified neighborhoods 
and a greatly expanded Tyler Park, none of the other neighborhood names 
survived. 

Interviews with three different leaders hi this part of town shed some 
light on the processes underlyhlg these changes. But the story appears to 
be a tangled one. Different interviewees partially filled hi sections of the 
puzzle; there are undoubtedly still some missing pieces. 

The leader we hlterviewed from Southwest Neighbors (SWN) told the 
following tale of name and boundary shifts. SWN was originally a politi- 
cal action committee "char tered"--by whom is not clear--in 1973 to 
cover the area that roughly agrees with the 1979 mapped boundaries. In 
the mid-1970s, a gentrifying neighborhood was carved out of the upper 
northeast edge of the neighborhood as part of the "dollar house" pro- 
gram of the time. In 1985, Garfield Heights, close to a gentrifyhlg neigh- 
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borhood and the site of some Section 8 (public assistance) housing, was 
created as an urbml renewal area. A major artery was also built  nearby. 

The name most  widely known,  especially among tile older, working-  
class residents, was Yard, after the stockyards that had been located there 
historically. (This name,  for years considered unfashionable  outs ide  of 
the area, seemed to be gaining some in popularity,  especially among the 
younger  crowd drawn to the revitalized ba r /m u s i c  scene in the locale.) 
One g roup  of older, b lue-col lar  residents  in the area calls itself the 
"Hear t s  of the Yard," and, again according to our  interviewee,  "are no 
longer accepting members . "  YoungeL, more educated  residents refer to 
the locale as Garfield Heights, the name for the area officially sanctioned 
on the 1990 ne ighborhood map. 

Ironicall); even though SWN was no longer used inside the neighbor-  
hood and did not  appear  on the official map, the leader expressed confi- 
dence that well more  than half of the professionals  outs ide  the locale 
would recognize the name. If the name was widely used outside the area, 
why not inside? Apparent ly  it became tainted, which, Hunte r  suggests, 
can be a reason for d ropping  a ne ighborhood name. Allegations of politi- 
cal scandal(s) tarnished the name. Following a fire in 1976, SWN received 
funds either to compensate  victims or to be used for rebuilding; it was 
not clear which. Some amount  of tile money  allegedly disappeared,  and 
people pointed fingers at SWN. In addition, in a local election circa 1990 
there were rumors  that SWN had played a role in helping "rig" the out- 
conle. 

In short, we see several threads ha the account of this leader. External 
intervention occurred in the original selection of a "dollar  house"  neigh- 
borhood to renovate. Late~, tile city's need to designate a specific area to 
receive funding for Section 8 housing led it to carve out  Garfield Heights. 
Sentiment in the i leighborhood about  the neighborhood name has split 
along age and class lines. Older, blue-collar residents favor the historical 
Yard; younger', white-collar ones favor instead Garfield Heights, perhaps  
hoping to repeat the up town success of Sherman Heights. ~2 The leader 
repor ted  some ongoing  gentr i f icat ion,  with d i lap ida ted  units  being 
bought  by developers  and sold at prices too high for longer- term resi- 
dents to afford. And finally, scandals or rumors  of scandals have tainted 
the name we mapped in 1979, so it was not used by locals even though it 
was well recognized by professionals outside. 

Tyler Hill. A bit fur ther  nor th  of these ne ighborhoods ,  we heard  a 
slightly less convoluted account from a leader in Tyler Hill. His story is 
one of consolidation ill tile hopes of political advantage.  Ill his view, "his- 
torically" there were three distinct subneighborhoods  in the area: Tyler 
Hill, Tyler Park, and Little Lithuania. In the 1970s, a "little old lady" who  
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ran one of the Tylers decided the two Tylers should merge so they could 
have more clout. They consolidated to become Tyler Park. The two 
groups also agreed, perhaps with the consent of Little Lithuania, that 
they should represent the latter area as well. They viewed Little Lithua- 
nia as a "political heavyweight" at the time. Later, in the 1980s, for rea- 
sons not clear, the entire group decided to affiliate itself with Poppleton, 
a lower-income, predomhtm-~tly Affican-An-lerican neighborhood just to 
the north, since, accordhtg to the leader, the latter had recently been de- 
clared an urban renewal area. Apparently, after a few years the leader- 
ship grew inactive. After a bit more time, a new coalition of neighbor- 
hoods arose-- the Roundhouse Coalition, named after the eminently 
recognizable building ht the B&O Railroad Museum. Locals decided to 
go with this coalition as their "last, best hope." The leader noted that 
when this newly named group met, you saw "the same players, but dif- 
ferent uniforms." 

In our interviewee's eyes, the arrival of the empowerment zone hlitia- 
tive in Baltimore in early 1995 changed the political landscape yet agahl, 
reducing the political clout of the new neighborhood organization. Ac- 
cording to the leader, empowerment zone decisions were being made by 
Citizens Organized to hnprove Life (COIL), an umbrella group operathlg 
in this part of town for quite some time. He reported frequent conflicts 
between COIL and the local neighborhood leaders. Thus the neighbor- 
hood, in our leader's eyes, had lost clout again as the planning process 
had moved to a higher level, squeezing out community  input. In his 
ntind, the empowerment zone represents "more of an implant than em- 
powerment." In short, the narrative provided by this leader is of shifthlg 
alliances ht pursuit of "political clout," frustrated by a lack of effective lo- 
cal leadership, difficulties forming effective coalitions, and disempower- 
h~g outside initiatives. 

Southwest  Citizens. In the western edge of this district, we interviewed a 
person affiliated with an up-and-coming community association with a 
coverage that more or less matches the area designated as Southwest Cit- 
izens in 1979. Our attempts to contact the groups listed on the 1990 map 
for this area produced no results. 

The hlterviewee, whose organization roughly matches that of the old 
Southwest Citizens, expressed confusion about why his organization did 
not appear on the map: "I don't know why they wouldn't  have put us on 
the map. Chris [Ryer, the sixth district planner at the time] Mtows us." It 
could have been that the organization was not formed in time for that 
mapphlg. 

The h'lterviewee expected that few of the local residents and none of 
the leaders front adjohting areas would recognize the Southwest Citizens 
name, although most of both groups would recognize the name of his 
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current group, Harrison hnprovement.  Even though this is the third 
name for the locale in fifteen years, he expressed confidence in recogni- 
tion of tile name. 

When asked why he did not extend his eastern boundary to the east of 
Adams Street, an area labeled in 1979 as Unorganized BB, he said he felt 
that to do so would be trying to do too much and would make the area 
unmanageable. The area covered is "manageable in terms of the number 
of people and the area it takes ill. When the community was established, 
that's why we didn't  take hi any area on the other [east] side of Adams 
Street; that would be taking in too much, with the problems there." 

His assessment is on target. Violent crime does seem to be higher in the 
unorganized areas just to the north (Unorganized AA) and east (Unorga- 
nized BB) of Southwest Citizens. According to the 1990-1992 reported 
crime data, Unorganized BB had a percentile homicide score 24 points 
higher than Southwest Citizens, and Unorganized AA had a homicide 
score 50 percentile points higher. In the case of robbery for the same pe- 
riod, Unorganized BB was 10 percentile points higher, and Unorganized 
AA was 41 percentile points higher. Apparently recognizing these prob- 
lematic locations and his group's slim chances of organizing successfully 
there, the leader elected not to incorporate them. He made a strategic de- 
cision, opting not to append a more problem-ridden section to his organi- 
zation's already difficult-to-manage domain. 

At the same time, the strategic decision does possess the sociological 
overtones expected from a symbolic communities, place stratification 
perspective. Race differences exist between Southwest Citizens and the 
two unorganized areas in question. In 1990, Southwest Citizens was still 
a predominantly white neighborhood (5% African-American). By con- 
trast, Unorganized AA was 68% African-American, and Unorganized BB 
was 27% African-American. In addition, a slight status difference be- 
tween Southwest Citizens and Unorganized BB was apparent in 1990, 
with the latter's house value percentile score about 5 points lower. From 
Hunter's perspective, by refusing to "take in" either or both of these ad- 
joining areas, Southwest Citizens maintained a distinction between itself 
and adjoining locations that were racially and economically different. 

In spite of such relevant stratification-related issues, these matters 
ought not overshadow the leader's pragmatic concerns. He recognized 
that the higher crime rates in the unorganized areas signaled conditions 
against which his organization could make scant headway. He prudently 
opted not to overburden his organization's capabilities. To concentrate 
solely on the dynamics linked to st.'atification is to obtain only an ob- 
structed, partial view of the bounding process. 

Walking Southwest Citizens, one finds variations hi both land use and 
housing. Non,'esidential land uses, many backing on a right-of-wa); pep- 
per the southern section. Although most of the housing is two-story, on 



332 Place Power and Implications.~r Coproduced Safety 

some streets there are no porches and housing is not set back, whereas 
others include both porches and setbacks. Some blocks have uniform 
formstone fronts, others do not. Formstone is a gray cladding that looks 
like stone and is often found on East Baltimore rowhouses. These con- 
trasts probably impede the emergence of a coherent neighborhood im- 
age. 

Such contrasts, coupled with a lack of large-scale "natural" bound- 
aries, except along the southern perimeter, effectively blur the edges of 
the neighborhood. Crossing the neighborhood boundaries on the north, 
east, or west, one does not see marked shifts hi house values, styles, or 
the incidence of abandoned or burned-out buildings. In the future, given 
such ingredients, the boundaries and identity of the neighborhood will 
probably continue to fluctuate. 

Edmondson Village. Another section of the city exemplifying almost 
comparable volatility is the Edmondson Village area, near the western 
boundary of the city, straddling U.S. Route 40. Although the overall com- 
munity boundaries of Edmondson Village remained in place, fixed in 
several instances by large-scale nonresidential land uses, within that 
frame several boundaries shifted between 1979 and 1990. 

The conthlued turbulence hi neighborhood naming m~d bounding may 
stem from the massive and rapid racial change experienced hi the 1960s 
eald 1970s (42, 44). As hi Southwest Citizens, hlternal variation h~ houshlg 
mid layout probably also contributed to confusion about where particu- 
lar neighborhoods beghl and end in the Edmondson Village area. We did 
not interview sufficient leaders in this part of town to fully understand 
the changes from 1979 to 1990. But at least in the eyes of the one leader 
interviewed, they were several. 

In 1979, to the west of Hilton Avenue, we mapped two neighborhoods 
with "Edmondson" in the name: Edmondson IA and, to its west, Con- 
cerned Citizens for Edmondson Village, both straddling the major east- 
west artery, U.S. Route 40. North of these two was Unorganized 3; to the 
south of Edmondson IA was the smaller Unorganized 7. To the south- 
west was Unorganized 12. 

In 1990, the entire area north of U.S. 40 from Hilton Avenue to Rognel 
Heights was designated Edmondson. The area south of U.S. 40 was la- 
beled Allendale in the easternmost portion, then West Mulberry to its 
west. The area previously labeled Unorganized 12 was named Edmond- 
son Village. Thus we still see two neighborhoods with Edmondson in the 
name, but they are not where they were. 

The leader interviewed reported four neighborhood organizations 
then operating in the immediate vicinity. Her own organization appeared 
to be a cross between a block organization edld a neighborhood organiza- 
tion, with strong representation on her block and modest representation 
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on a couple of adjoinhag blocks. Although she was confident of the names 
of the other organizations, she was unsure of their boundaries. During 
our interview, two local HUD officials came to her door. Vigorous debate 
ensued between the leader and the two HUD officials about the bound- 
aries of these local organizations. In short, no one appeared to be clear 
about where tile boundaries were. 

In Edmondson Village, as in some other parts of town, one finds nu- 
merous organizations representing a small area. Since we only inter- 
viewed one leader, our comments about the neighborhood boundaries 
should be considered illustrative of the general type of change being 
noted here, rather than a definitive description of the changes ha this lo- 
cale. 

Morph i ,g  to Fit. In a few instances, neighborhoods reconfigured them- 
seh,es to meet very specific internal or external political agendas. Sher- 
man Heights provides the clearest case ha point. Its boundary shifts, ap- 
parently as part of a specific political agenda, are opposite what the 
stratification perspective leads us to expect. 

Sherman Heights. Tile 1979 mapping reflected three different segments 
of Sherman Heights: 1, the southernmost; II, tile middle; and III, the 
northernmost. Tile locals themselves acknowledged differences between 
the different parts. 

Gentrification started in tile 1970s; in the late 1970s and the early 1980s, 
the original gentrifiers began selling out to second-generation gentrifiers. 
An art teacher at a local university, for example, sold his house to two 
professionals with young children. In the nearby supermarket after 
work, blue jeans and work shirts were replaced by suspenders and three- 
piece suits. In the spring of 1997, plans were announced to close a popu- 
lar corner store and convert it to an upscale coffee bar. 

The shift in population mix h'om first-generation gentrifiers to second- 
generation, against the backdrop of a constant student population, re- 
suited in a changeover in the local improvement association as well and 
an expanded political agenda. The leade.- we interviewed described "old- 
timers" being pushed aside in a relatively smootia process by a "new  
guard." The old-timers were described as "stagnant," with few new 
ideas, whereas the newcomers were more dynamic and pushed new 
ideas, such as a special fund created by a local referendum and blessed 
by the city. The fund came from homeowner taxes, not city coffers. The 
leader emphasized that amicable relations continued between the "old- 
timers" and the "new guard." 

Sherman Heigiats sought to create a special locally target fund for, 
among other purposes, private police patrols. That proposal was ap- 
proved in the spring of 1995. Much of those funds have been allocated to 
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private patrols, and as of spring 1997 local leaders reported a 20% drop in 
crime. ~3 The focus here is the boundary work undertaken by the local as- 
sociation hi preparation for a referendum on its special services proposal. 

To position itself more strongly on the proposal, the neighborhood im- 
provement association took three steps. It lopped off the southern section 
of the neighborhood, Sherman Heights I. The leader indicated that the 
residents and businesses on and below the boundary street had different 
concerns; he referred to Sherman Heights II as the "core" area and Sher- 
man Heights I as Sherman Heights South. A 1997 Baltimore Sun article re- 
ported the neighborhood's southern boundary as the street between sec- 
tions I and II. 

According to the symbolic communities perspective, this distancing 
amounts to Sherman Heights (SH) fenchlg itself off from ml hlcreasingly 
different community. Durhlg the 1980s, SH I had become more heavily 
African-American. From 1970 to 1990, SH I went from 8% to 57% African- 
American, whereas SH II went from 15% to 21% African-American. But 
the economic difference remained steady. The relative house value score 
for SH ! climbed from 0 to the sixty-ninth percentile over the twenty 
year-period, whereas SH II's score climbed from the eighteenth to the 
ninetieth percentile. 

These ecological shifts suggest SH II was detaching itself from its hl- 
creasingly Africaa~-American southern sister. But beyond the race-based 
concerns, the distancing also brought functional advantages. For the spe- 
cial funding legislation to be enacted, a plurality or residents had to vote 
for it. Given the demographic shifts and the associated variation in views 
about the appropriate collective prevention efforts (Chapter 7), it seems 
plausible that homeowners in SH I would be more likely than their 
northern neighbors to vote against it, either because of the added eco- 
nomic burden the district status would have created or because home- 
owners hi that section would have favored a different type of prevention 
initiative. ~4 Excluding SH I may have eliminated those residents most 
likely to vote against the proposed special fundhlg hlitiative. 

Crime differences provided an additional functional rationale for dis- 
associating from SH Io Crime differences between SH I and SH II had 
widened over time. In 1970-1972, both SH I and SH II were at about the 
eightieth percentile on homicide and about the ninetieth percentile on 
robbery. Twenty years later, SH II was noticeably lower than SH I on both 
crimes; 34 percentile points lower on homicide, and 17 percentile points 
lower on robbery. Given that the locale was planning to mount a broad 
anticrime initiative and would be paying for resources to be spread over 
a limited locale, it "made sense" to exclude SH I from the program initia- 
tive. The safety produced from the resources expended should be more 
substantial following the truncation. On the other hand, of course, from 



Place Power and lmpl)'cations for Coplvduced Safety 335 

SH I's perspective, such a decision made no sense, because it meant ex- 
cludhlg tile area that was hi most need of added safety services. 

To sum up on the excision of SH I, race differences between the core 
(SH II and IIl) and southern neighborhood sections support a symbolic 
communities, place stratification perspective. The removal is an example 
of a higher-status, whiter locale more firmly separating itself from a 
lower-status, more African-American area. Tile leader justified doing so 
by highlighting tile residential and bushless differences between the lo- 
cales, but neglected to mention the racial and crime differences. These 
race and crime dynamics are probably secondary concerns, however, 
given the plan of the "core" area (SH II) to create a special funding 
arrangement. There are two reasons the separation serves that goal; it re- 
moves homeowners who probably would not support the initiative, and 
it increases the chances of program success by concentrating resources 
away from the higher-crime southern tier of the neighborhood. Along a 
related line, SH I would have placed a disproportionate burden on the 
proposed arrangement. Tile higher crime there would have required de- 
livery of a higher portion of services, even though the somewhat lower 
house prices there would have resulted in a lower per homeowner tax 
contribution. Furthermore, the excision may have reduced later conflicts 
about operational strategies between SH I and the other sections. (See 
Note 14 above.) So the symbolic communities perspective provides a 
general explanation of the dynamics. But as or more centrally relevant, at 
least from SH II's perspective, is the strategic reasoning behind these 
moves. Of course, tile two perspectives--macro-sociological and contex- 
t ua l - a r e  complementary, as are the hlsights they provide. 

But when we turn to a simultaneously occurrhlg expansion, strategy 
appears paramount, and the macro-sociological view appears to be con- 
tradicted. At the same time the Sherman Heights Community Associa- 
tion was dissociating itself from SH I--relatively more problem-ridden 
and racially diverging~it  also was ~!ffiliatiug more closely with another 
poorer, African-American neighborhood, Kensington, one neighborhood 
removed to the east. 

The leader for Sherman Heights reported that Spruce--immediately to 
its east--and Kensington--the next area further east--are "considered 
part of Sherman Heights." Kensington has been predominantly African- 
American since at least 1970 and has become more so over the past two 
decades (74%, 87%, and 88% African-A.nerican in 1970, 1980, and 1990, 
respectively). But Kensington's street crime problems are noticeably less 
severe than those of SH I. Kensington, for example, was almost 30 per- 
centile points lower than SH I on robbery in 1990-1992. 

In effect, by allying with Spruce and Kensington, Sherman Heights 
may have been trying to position itself as an umbrella group. 15 In each 
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case, the rationale for the alliance was different. The leader argued that 
ties with Spruce "had always been close--residents live in Spruce and sit 
on the board of SHCA." In the case of Kensington, the leader explahled 
that Sherman Heights had done conscious outreach: About "three to four 
years ago an intense effort to reach out was made." The upshot of the 
outreach, accordhlg to the leader, has been leadership development and 
organizing improvements in Kensington. The March/April  1995 Sher- 
man Heights newsletter reported "KENSINGTON and the 56ers [on 56 th 
Street] are incorporathlg. The bylaws for the organization should be fi- 
nalized hi March." The Sherman Heights leader acknowledged a sepa- 
rate association for Kensington, one with which they cooperated on is- 
sues such as cleanup mid crime. 

According to the symbolic communities perspective, Sherman 
Heights's pursuit of a closer relationship with Kensington--serving as an 
umbrella group for the latter, encouraging its organizhlg initiatives, and 
collaborating on specific projects--is an unlikely event. Sherman Heights 
should be pulling back from Kensington as it was from SH I, rehfforcing 
its botuMaries and reputation. The status gap between SH II and Kens- 
ington has increased markedly in the past twenty years. While SH II 
went from the eighteenth to ninety-first to ninetieth housing percentile 
score from 1970 to 1980 to 1990, Kenshlgton's scores for the same periods 
were eleventh, sixteenth, and thirty-first percentiles. Although the gap 
has closed in the past ten years, it is greater than it was in 1970 m~d far 
larger than the gap between SH I and SH II. If anythhlg, a "straight" sym- 
bolic communities perspective--and the historical boundaries--suggest 
SH II should have been affiliating with SH I and rehlforcing its separa- 
tion from Kensington, exactly the opposite of what it was doing. 

Albeit contrary to stratification theory, the Kensington affiliation never- 
theless makes sense strategically. Expmldhlg coverage to assist Kensington 
would seem to be a politically savvy move hi plannhlg for a referendum 
on the proposed special funding initiative. Shlce Sherman Heights could 
claim coverage for that locale, the boundaries for the special funding hli- 
tiative would not look like an attempt to protect a segregated area (Sher- 
man Heights II, IIl, and Spruce), the segments of which were no more 
than 21% African-American. Approval from city-level authorities would 
seem more likely since the area was more integrated after including 
Kensington. Drawing Sherman Heights leaders to Kensington rather 
than SH I was a lower crime problem. 

Other Examples. A few other neighborhood leaders interviewed pre- 
sented situations replicathlg at least the "pullback" portion of the Sher- 
man Heights shift. Fox Point is a predominantly African-American 
neighborhood of large homes in the northwestern portion of town, 
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bounded on the northwest by a major artery. The leader we interviewed 
there did not accept that his neighborhood extended below a particular 
street, as shown in the 1979 map. He insisted the housing mix was differ- 
ent - -denser- -below this street. The 1990 map accorded with his smaller 
vision of Fox Point which, he explained, had been larger prior to 1979. 
According to the leadeb the organization decided between 1970 and 1980 
to rein in and represent only single or duplex detached units. 

The Fox Point pullback may have functional impacts. The area, home 
to large, one-unit detached houses, had been experienchlg a large num- 
ber of conversions to multifamily dwellhlgs in recent years, according to 
the district planner hlterviewed. Sometimes owners followed procedures 
in making these conversions; sometimes they did not. The leader in this 
neighborhood reported steps taken by his organization to block conver- 
sions. It may be the case that the organization's task was less daunting af- 
ter excluding the area with the dense-housing mix. 

Polk Hill provided another example of a neighborhood retreating to its 
core area, as Fox Point had done. Polk Hill is a predominantly African- 
American neighborhood, located in the north-central section of the cit}; 
with a small park on its western edge separating it from the next neigh- 
borhood. The 1979 and 1990 mappings both included the park as the 
western boundary. The leader interviewed wanted to draw the western 
boundary two blocks further east. She also wanted to pull the southern 
boundary back to exclude a school. 

According to the leader interviewed, Polk Hill has "171 homes," and 
they're "all homeowners." The area she sought to exclude immediately 
to the west, according to the leader, is more heavily rental. Census figures 
show the larger area, including the western section, at about 30% home- 
owners in 1970 and about 50% homeowners in both 1980 and 1990. 

Rejection of the western area stems in part from the past. The leader re- 
ported Polk Hill evolved as a separate neighborhood hi 1970. The area 
was named after a street in the now-disputed western section and was a 
rental area of "townhouses." A realtor bought and then sold them to peo- 
ple in 1975 or 1976, and the name was changed to Polk Hill. The new 
name helped free the locale from the image of its lower-status origins and 
identify the slightly more upscale market, as happened in another locale 
a few blocks to the west (see below). 

Smnmary. Ill short, we have seen one instance of a neighborhood orga- 
nization abandoning its downscale sections, but simultaneously adding 
other portions for specific purposes; some other neighborhood leaders 
reported similar constrictions. These shifts may have been driven some- 
what by the symbolic communities processes described by Hunter. The 
leaders were seeking to more clearly differentiate their locales from 
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lower-income or less stable or more problem-ridden or racially different 
adjoining locations. But at the same time, a focus on the specific strate- 
gies pursued by the leaders provides additional, crucial insights. The al- 
terations pursued can sometimes reflect processes opposite to those sug- 
gested by the symbolic communities perspective; such processes only 
make sense by closely examinh~g the specific context to gain some insight 
into how the leaders hoped to enhance neighborhood use value. 

Resisting Add-Ons. Less complex than the repositioning in Sherman 
Heights was the situation found in several neighborhoods with areas ap- 
pended in the 1990 map. Some of the appendages were locations previ- 
ously labeled unorganized; others were preexisting neighborhoods. Sev- 
eral leaders in our sample resisted these add-ons. They often justified the 
rejection by referring to differences in homeownership. In one instance, a 
leader alluded to a status difference. Race issues were never mentioned. 
Colfax was one neighborhood drawing firm distinctions between itself 
amd an adjoining community perceived as less than equal. 

Colfax, developed by the Roland Park Company in the 1920s, does not 
exactly fit the pattern of its better-known sibling neighborhoods. This 
may be because the development was only partially completed when the 
Depression hit, aald the original tract was not labeled Colfax until 1949, 
according to the leader interviewed. It was not clear if the local commu- 
nity group exercised the same powers as such groups in the other com- 
munities developed by the Roland Park Company. In the 1990 mapping, 
the city "added" the area north of Hamlin Avenue, one labeled Unorga- 
nized 9 in 1979, and another area as well, around a now demolished hos- 
pital. Our interviewee objected to both those changes. He saw the area 
north of Hamlin Avenue as one where the overall quality and upkeep 
was not the equal of Colfax's. 

It was the case that economic differences existed, as suggested by the 
leader. Colfax's 1990 house value percentile score was 92; Unorganized 
9's was 87. The racial differences, however, were more sizable. Colfax 
went from 1% to 20% to 41% African-American from 1970 to 1980 to 1990; 
Unorganized 9 went from 19% to 50% to 77% African-Americml, integrat- 
ing and resegregating at a faster rate than Colfax. Adding in this area 
would make Colfax's own integrated composition more heavily African- 
American. 

The leader's rejection of the proposed merger appears to illustrate the 
symbolic communities perspective. If the original boundaries could be 
retained, the neighborhood composition would be less predominantly 
African-American in a part of town that had been becoming progres- 
sively more African-American. 

Of course, the vantage pohlt of outside agencies, such as the Depart- 
ment of Planning, may have been diametrically opposed. The merger 
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suggested in the official 1990 neighborhood mapping of Unorganized 9 
with Colfax, like the merger discussed earlier in the Smithton area, may 
have been another instance of boundary work softening the picture of lo- 
cal racial change. Unorganized 9's racial changes in the 1970s and 1980s 
are less obvious once the area is folded into Colfax. I cannot speak to the 
intended purpose of the boundary work, not having been privy to the 
relevant discussions. Planners may just have had to put Unorganized 9 
someplace and decided it was most physically similar to Colfax. 

Splinters Take Root. A part of a neighborhood may emerge as a sepa- 
rate neighborhood. The separation can come about for any number  of 
reasons. At the most general, the forces behind the separation can either 
be internal to the neighborhood or external. Conflict theorists such as Lo- 
gan and Molotch emphasize the manipulation of neighborhood botmd- 
aries and identities by outside interests seeking political or economic 
gain. These examples surfaced. But the externally instigated change may 
take place for impartial reasons as well. Furthermore, instances emerged 
where internal actors started the splintering process. Here too a wide 
range of reasons were at work. Externally and internally driven changes 
are considered in turn. 

Externally Driven Changes. Concocted by realtors in the 1970s, the Ho- 
bart Improvement Association represents a classic case of outside agents 
hoping to create an upscale real estate market. Stretching east of York 
Road, Hobart is a small, narrow neighborhood of tree-lh~ed streets and 
detached, large, shingle-style houses. To its north is an upscale shopping 
area put in a few years back. Not too far away on York Road, the art deco 
Senator Theatre towers over a smaller cluster of shops. Immediately to 
the south is Wheeler. The streets there are less tree-lined than Hobart's, 
and we find modest two-story brick ,'ow houses rather than larger, de- 
tached, frame houses. 

The leader we interviewed in one of the larger homes in Hobart Im- 
provement readily admitted that a realtor sought to distinguish the local 
housing market from the less prestigious housing just to the south 
(Wheeler) by promoting the separate neighborhood. Compared to its im- 
mediate southern neighbors, Hobart does look different. 

But when we look at the overall fabric, differences between the two 
neighborhoods are noticeable but not as sizable as one might expect. Ho- 
bart's house value percentile is about 15 points higher, but Wheeler has 
more homeowners: 80% in 1990 verst,s 57% in 1990 for Hobart. Racial 
differences exist, in the expected direction, but they are not overwhehn- 
ing. Both were predominantly white in 1970: 95% for Wheeler, 89% for 
Hobart. By 1980, Hobart was about 43'/o African-American and stayed at 
about lhat level through 1990. Wheeler was 4l'Y,, African-American in 
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1980, but continued to integrate, becoming 56% African-American by 
1990. It is plausible that the higher house prices ill Hobart and the sepa- 
rate identity may have been partially responsible for slowing further 
racial integration there in the 1980s. The distinctions drawn between 
these two neighborhoods may illustrate Hunter 's  point that symbolic 
community boundaries can retard local racial change processes. 

Despite the apparently self-serving motivation of the realty agents 
carving out Hobart,  sometimes external agents detach a section of a 
neighborhood to funnel resources there. The designation of urban re- 
newal areas represent cases in point. As mentioned above, neighbor- 
hoods such as Upton, Harlem Park, and Park Heights became designated 
urban renewal areas in the 1960s. Of course, the "benefits" provided by 
urban renewal in these areas have been questioned (40). Nevertheless, 
the process continued, albeit at a far slower pace, in the 1980s. For exam- 
pie, Garfield Heights, as mentioned above, was severed from Southwest 
Neighbors so that it could receive targeted funds. 

Similarly, the public housing community located in Elmton was sepa- 
rated by plaa~ners from the surround in the 1990 map so that the hlterior 
communi ty  could receive targeted funds. The division, however, may 
have deepened white Elmtonites' estrangement from their African- 
American neighbors in the public housing community. The Elmton 
leader we interviewed suggested that differences between those ill the 
public housing community and surrounding residents may have con- 
tributed somewhat to problems hi Elmton. I do not know if this leader's 
views were similar before the mapping partition. Regardless of the im- 
pacts on leaders' grad residents' views, the new configuration, made for 
specific funding purposes, accents and symbolically rehfforces existing 
racial differences. These racial differences appeared less extreme, pre- 
suming the census data were correct, than I would have expected from 
the leader's comments. Department of Planning neighborhood statistics 
for 1990 showed Elmton as 5% African-American, and Elmton Homes, 
the public housing community, as 36% African-American. 

Internally Driven Changes. Turnhlg from partitions engineered by out- 
side actors to those devised by stakeholders hlside the neighborhood, an 
even more complex array of motives emerges. Sometimes these motives 
are clear; sometimes they are not. 

One case of a neighborhood splitthlg off, apparently driven by one is- 
sue, appeared in South Baltimore. 16 South Baltimore is a large, predomi- 
nantly blue-collar, white neighborhood. Just to its north sits Federal Hill. 
Federal Hill sits just south of the Inner Harbor in Baltimore. Federal Hill 
experienced widespread gentrification in the 1970s; many would now 
view it as a tonier address. The opening of Oriole Park at Camden Yards, 
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to the north and west of these neighborhoods, in tile early 1990s, spurred 
neighborhood organization initiatives in these locales as they strove to 
cope with the attendant fro1 parking problems. By late 1996, supports for 
the new NFL football stadium poked skyward; it was completed in 1997 
and hosted games for the latter portion of the Ravens' schedule that year. 
Constructing the football stadium erased about 5,000 parking spaces, 
previously used by falls attending baseball games at Camden Yards just 
to tile north. Parking was an extremely serious issue in the neighbor- 
hoods close to these stadia. 

In January 1997, responding to a December 1996 article in the Baltimore 
Sun on the Federal Hill neighborhood, a local leader announced the exis- 
tence of the Federal Hill South neighborhood (16). In existence since the 
early 1990s, and "grown" from an earlier block club near Riverside Park, 
the new neighborhood organization claimed a substantial portion of 
South Baltimore. Splitting off appears to have solved residents' parking 
problems. "As a distinct neighborhood, the city gave us our own permit 
parkhlg area, Area 19. ''~7 Tile break with South Baltimore achieved a spe- 
cific functional benefit for residents.iS The separation was a way for the 
leaders to cope with a pressing issue: scarce parking. 

These functional concerns, howevel, do not mean that stratification 
processes are dormant. Tile name chosen by tile new group suggests all 
effort to borrow prestige from its fashionable neighbor to the north, 
styling itself as an outgrowth of the latter. Granted, other obvious name 
choices were unsatisfactory for their own reasons. Riverside was too lim- 
ithlg, referrhlg to the park and a street, snggesting all overgrown block 
club. North South Baltimore would have been too confusing. Tile new 
name, Federal Hill South, helps blur the distinction between tile new or- 
ganization and the nearb}; higher-status neighborhood. The blurring fits 
with Hunter 's  symbolic communities perspective, with lower-status 
communities seeking to shrink distinctions between themseh, es and 
higher-status adjoining neighborhoods. 

But more than borrowed prestige may be at issue here; actual change 
may be partially responsible as well. The leader's comments advise that 
the issue was complex. He made tile case that demographic changes in 
the locale--newe,', upscale residents; more widespread renovation; and 
"identification with Federal Hill"--all validated tile new name chosen. It 
was not just a case of inappropriate status climbing. He argued a status 
shift had taken place due to different in-migrants. I did not have readily 
available data to check those claims, but this example appears to demon- 
strafe how an overriding quality of life issue for local residents, dynamics 
linked to rank, and demographic neighborhood change, intertwined as a 
neighborhood evolved a distinct identity. To focus on just one of these 
threads would ,'esult in missing the richness of the interlocking strands. 
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Sometimes portions of a neighborhood split off and endure as a sepa- 
rate neighborhood; other efforts prove more transitory. Although we do 
not know yet the long-term viability of Federal Hill South, three other 
splinters, two apparently longer term, one more transitory, surfaced ill 
our interviews. 

East Parkview emerged as a neighborhood separate from Canton in 
the 1970s, championed by one local leader in particular. Canton is a pre- 
dominantly white, blue-collar area, stretching north from the waterfront 
well east of Fells Point to Patterson Park h~ East Baltimore. Historically, 
Canton was home to cannery workers, who walked to work sites near the 
waterfront (51), and to large numbers of Polish immigrants. Fells Point 
has a relatively lively bar scene, and numerous bars can be  found in 
nearby East Parkview as well. Since the 1960s, Fells Point, and more re- 
cently East Parkview, have been "contested terrain as opposing groups 
have sought to direct changes in the community to conform to their own 
competing interests" (51: 137): homeowners, developers, younger urban- 
ites, and preservationists. 

Since its founding in the mid-1970s, East Parkview, according to the 
district planner we interviewed, has become well known in the gay com- 
munity  nationwide as a good place to buy a house. Housing, up until 
1990, was cheaper there than in adjoining neighborhoods. But its house 
value percentile score climbed from 13 in 1980 to 81 in 1990, whereas 
Canton's went from the twenty-third to the fifty-third percentile. Fells 
Point's 1990 house value percentile score, 88, was comparable to East 
Parkview's. By the end of the 1980s, East Parkview, termed by the district 
planner as a "poor relation of Canton," had reversed its position. The 
splinter neighborhood has developed a distinct reputation, despite a 
community organization seen by the district plmlner as "weak," "nomi- 
nal," and "dormant most of the time. ''m East Parkview's distinctiveness 
appeared to depend not on the representing organization, but instead on 
geographical position, proximity to a better-known neighborhood, and 
subcultural appeal to the broader gay community At this time, it appears 
that East Parkview is likely to survive as a distinct locality for the near fu- 
ture at least; alternatively, it may be appended to Fells Point, given the 
growing sociodemographic similarity of the two on some attributes. 20 

More transitory, but inspired like East Parkview by one local leader, 
was Moreham. A former leader of the Groveland Improvement Associa- 
tion spearheaded the breakaway effort, cutting Moreham out of Grove- 
land I in the late 1980s. 21 The Groveland leader we interviewed calmly 
discussed the uprising, noting that when the leader ran out of funds, the 
larger Groveland association took back the Moreham members with no 
fuss. Our interviewee, generally guarded in his remarks, did not reveal 
the issues underlying the breakaway; it may have been no more than per- 
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sonal differences between local leaders. But the splintering lasted less 
than six },ears. 

The northeast section of town is home also to Burnham, the neighbor- 
hood with one of the largest populations in the city. A predominantly 
white, blue-collar, working-class neighborhood historically, Bumhanl has 
experienced some integration in recent years, especially in one section, 
and more class mixing ill the broader locale. Ill the 1990 mapping, plan- 
ners detached from Burnham an area called Square One, a four-block by 
four-block section on the very southern edge of Btlrnhanl, bordering 
Nova on the south. (Nova has been at least 98% African-American since 
1990.) The Square One segment is cut off from the rest of Burnhanl by 
high-volunle streets and a large nonresidential land use. Driving through 
Square One in mid-1995, I noticed a predominantly African-American 
population of all ages and a smaller number of elderly whites. Residents 
there appeared more predominantly African-American than in the rest of 
Burnham, Department of Planning neighborhood statistics described 
Square One as over 80% African-Ame,ican in 1990. 22 

Burnhanl's leaders--we interviewed two of them together--provided 
only vague comments on Square One's separation, although they did 
suggest the differences existed long before 1990. Although Square One 
was the "oldest part of the community," according to one leader, in the 
late 1960s or early 1970s there "was a big integration movement--specu- 
lators came in, bought homes and converted them into rental units. ''23 
According to the leadeb at the time this happened Square One's leader- 
ship concluded that Burnham was not representing their area's hlterests; 
Square One felt that the two areas had "totally different issues." The 
leaders interviewed were not sure about tile role that racial concerns may 
have played in these developments, but suspected they were relevant. 
Nonetheless, the leaders stressed that despite "bad blood" in the past, 
since about 1990 the two areas have been "mending fences" and are 
"talking now." 

The above leaders' comments suggest Square One established a sepa- 
rate identity, including a separate organization with a racial makeup dif- 
ferent from Bu.'nham's, well before tile late 1970s, when our mapping 
was done and that in recent years the two groups have worked together 
more closely. The recognition of Square One by planners in the 1990 map 
t,'ailed these developments by at least a decade. In addition, tile 1990 
recognition occurs in the context of increasing racial integration in the 
broader Burnham community. Burnham's overall racial makeup went 
from 1% to 12% to 36% African American from 1970 to '1980 to 1990, with 
Square One included. 24 Although the differences in racial makeup be- 
tween tile two are still sizable, they are probably much less than they 
were a decade ago. In short, the formal recognition of Square One not 
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only lags behind the neighborhood formation but also appears after the 
period of the most notable racial differences between Burnham and 
Square One, which was probably at least ten years prior. 

By labeling Square One a separate area, Burnham's leaders and resi- 
dents distanced themselves from nearby, predominantly African-Ameri- 
can populations. To their southeast is a neighborhood over 60% African- 
American in 1990; to their northeast is another one, also over 60% 
Africml-American. On the immediate southern and eastern boundaries, 
Burrtham's residents are buffered from racial chaalge by a variety of non- 
residential land uses. But beyond these buffers to the south are neighbor- 
hoods with populations more than 75% African-American. Further north 
are several neighborhoods less than 25% African-American in 1990. 

In many ways, in the early 1990s, Burnham was positioned as a "gate- 
keeper" for further racial change up the two mahl arterial routes hi and 
out of the city in this quadrant. Symbolically, splitthlg off Square One 
from Burnham in 1990 may have more closely aligned the latter's image 
with the more predominantly white neighborhoods further away from 
the city center. In short, this may be a case of boundary work linked to ef- 
forts to slow recognition of racial change. 

Coming of Age. We interviewed leaders ill tWO locales labeled in 1979 as 
unorganized, but with functioning organizations by the mid-1990s. 2~ One 
locale illustrates dynamics opposite those expected given Hunter 's discus- 
sion of symbolic communities and place-based stratification processes. 
The second illustrates contextual disadvantages leaders may experience 
h~ makhlg the transition from unorganized to recognized locale. 

In the northern section of the York Road corridor, just west of York 
Road, one finds a neighborhood of shingle-style, detached homes 
perched on moderate-sized lots. As of 1990, over half the households re- 
ported managerial or professional occupations; about one fourth of the 
population was sixty-five or older. Population has declined from 575 in 
1970 to 504 in 1980 to 383 in 1990. The number of households has de- 
clined only slightly: 231 to 234 to 214 over the same period. The area is 
about two thirds homeowners. It was labeled ill 1979 by us as Unorga- 
nized 19, and in 1990 by the Department of Planning as Maple-Adams. 
We asked the leader how and why the orgmlization developed. She told 
us tile following. 

In the late 1980s, an energetic resident piloted an organizing effort. 
Why is not clear. According to the leader, who had lived in the area since 
the 1960s, one goal was to act as "sort of a watchdog," keeping an eye on 
architectural upkeep. She reported that increasing numbers of elderly 
householders--reflected in the declhlhlg population but steady number 
of households--were finding it more difficult to keep their homes up. 
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The locals hoped that an organization could assist them. On the eastern 
edge of the neighborhood, new construction had arisen about the same 
time, and residents probably wanted to keep an eye on that as well. 
Crime was not mentioned as a concern for organizing residents. It seems 
likely though that residents hoped to address that as well, since crime 
was increasing along the York Road corridor at about the same time. 

Just to the north of Maple-Adams sits Pineland, discussed earlier ha the 
chapter. Symbolic community  processes would lead us to expect that 
Maple-Adams would adopt a name capturing or at least hinting at 
Pineland's prestige, as Federal Hill South appeared to have done. The 
prestige differential was reflected in part by differences in house prices: 
The average 1990 price in Pineland was around $169,000; in Maple- 
Adams it was around $105,000. Historical precedent for a related name 
existed. When homes went up in Maple-Adams in the 1920s, the devel- 
opment was called Pine Park. Furthermore, a nearby community news- 
paper merges Maple-Adams's crime reports with Pineland's. The leader 
also reported that many outsiders referred to the locale as Pineland. So a 
name echoing Pineland, such as Pine Park, would seem likely. 

Instead, when the organizing residents selected and voted on names, 
they adopted Maple-Adams, referring to the two main streets in the lo- 
cale. They deliberately turned their collective back on their more elegant 
neighbor to the north. Admittedly, the details behhld this process are lost. 
Pineland personnel, with their historically and legally sanctified bound- 
aries, may have expressed frustration about the confusion prior to the or- 
ganizing effort, and Maple-Adams organizers may have sought to avoid 
future rancor. Or most of the people at the meeting or meetings in ques- 
tion may have lived on Maple Avenue or Adams Road. Or, having failed 
to project a clear image hi the preceding years, the locals may have opted 
for distinctiveness over borrowed rank. Nevertheless, the striking point 
here is that even though historical precedent was available for adopting a 
name that would have linked the locale with a higher-status neighbor, 
and even though symbolic comnaunity dynamics expect such an out- 
come, it did not occur. Local considerations outweighed these broader 
forces. 

The constraining influence of local concerns surfaced more clearly in 
the emergence of an organization from an area we labeled Unorganized 
20 in 1979. In East Baltimore, it is bounded on the west by Patterson Park. 
The location covers several square blocks of densely packed, two- and 
three-story row houses. The area is much smaller in size than the neigh- 
boring neighborhoods. 

The leader we interviewed for the Eastern Community Association re- 
ported that four people had formed the organization, which covered an 
area we mapped in 1979 as Unorganized 20, around 1991. They hoped to 
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do something about problems in the area with kids, drugs, and crime. 
People felt "something had to be done." The leader emphasized that 
when forming the group, those involved were careful not to "go over" 
the boundaries of other community associations. They respected these 
other associations, even though one orgaalization further to the east, had 
"folded" a year or two earlier, according to our interviewee. 

In short, the leader here was limited by the configuration of adjoining 
organizations, and respected those, even though one was inactive. He 
also sought to work collaboratively with local coalitions and mentioned 
those to which the Eastern Community Association belonged. Like the 
Maple-Adams organizers, he respected his stronger brethren. 

Minor Fiddles. As mentioned earlier, neighborhood mappers in the De- 
partment of Plarming were required to include nonresidbential locations 
in neighborhoods. Consequently, most of the appending of these loca- 
tions to neighborhoods is not that meaningful. But we did find cases 
where local leaders sought the change and cases where it caused concern. 
As an example of the former, the Morgan leader agreed with the city's in- 
clusion in his neighborhood of a storage area for a business. He hoped 
that its inclusion would allow him to prevent its use as a dumping 
ground and respond to problems there, such as abmldoned cars. In an- 
other neighborhood, an older white leader expressed concern on finding 
that the city had appended a small park to his neighborhood. Even 
though he liked the park and thought more parents should be out in it 
playing ball with their kids, he was concerned that the city might expect 
the local association to cut the grass there and contribute to upkeep. So in 
these two cases, we see nonresidential appending with markedly differ- 
ent reactions. 

Implications: Can Police-Community Partnerships 
Organize Around Neighborhood Units? 

Change versus stability in name and boundaries reflects far more than 
just ecological shifts versus stability. Local politics and organizational 
and interorganizational dynamics enter as well. How possible is it, given 
the patterns seen here, for a police-con~munity partnership to use local 
neighborhood organizations as the organizing unit, instead of police 
beats? The patterns seen here suggest what police may expect under  
worst case and best case scenarios m~d the scenarios in between. For the 
in-between scenarios, I suggest a range of dynamics that are likely to in- 
fluence the development of partnerships. Before committing to a partner- 
ship development  process centered on existing neighborhoods, police 
leaders may wish to solicit input from local plamlers and political scien- 
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work described above, tile community leaders must constantly be reas- 
sured of officers' trustworthiness. Furthermore, the patterns seen here 
suggest the locations where organizations are most likely to be hi flux are 
also the communities where residents' distrust of and apprehension 
about the police are likely to be strongest, creating even greater impedi- 
ments to partnership buildhlg. 

To expand on the last point, there are obstacles, on the community 
side, spawned by these fluctuations in organizations, beyond the task- 
oriented difficulties created. Attitudes toward the police are more antag- 
onistic in lower-income communities and in communities with more res- 
idents of color (22, 46). Residents in such communities think they have 
excellent reason not to trust the police. Such suspicions make it extremely 
difficult for community polichlg partnerships to work even in neighbor- 
hoods with stable boundaries and organizations. These suspicions will 
probably run deeper and probably take even longer to overcome if the 
relevant community actors in the partnership are turning over regularly. 
Analyses reported earlier showed that boundaries were more likely to 
change from one mapping to the next in more predominantly African- 
American communities, and residents were less likely to recognize the 
original neighborhood name in more predominantly African-American 
communities. If these results hold generalb; it means that service areas 
will be least clearly defined, and locational identity as it is defined here 
will be the weakest, in exactly those locales where police are least trusted 
as partners in the coproduction of safety. 27 

3. If in changing locations--places where neighborhood boundaries 
are redrawn or representing organizations shift--identification by resi- 
dents with the locale is weakel, because the neighborhood image is more 
vague, two possibilities follow: Residents are probably less motivated to 
contribute to efforts to improve neighborhood safety; and the organiza- 
tion itself is probably less effective--given less experience--at generating 
widespread involvement in such initiatives. The weaker the image is, the 
weaker the attachment, and consequently the weaker the results of mobi- 
lization efforts. In short, in locales where names or boundaries are shift- 
ing, enduring local features probably reduce neighborhood attacll,nent 
and, in tt, rn, residents' willingness to contribute to collective improve- 
ment efforts. 

4. Little organizational loyalty builds up over time if the organization 
is changing all the time. Each new organization needs to relegitimate it- 
self in the eyes of its constituency. This creates not only mobilization dif- 
ficulties and blocks to leadership legitimacy, but also slows down the 
process of gaining citizen input on proposed initiatives. It is probably less 
troublesome for residents if a single organization changes leaders fie ° 
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quently, as long as the leaders prove effective and maintain a relatively 
constant policy direction despite the leadership shifts. 

5. When boundaries are in flux, the chances increase that an organiza- 
tion from outside the neighborhood will try to represent that neighbor- 
hood. In the face of the relatively dormant East Parkview organization, 
our respondent there told us of three groups attempthlg to represent the 
area, for example. Such dynamics create further impediments to citizen 
mobilization hi support  of a legitimate, internal organization. 

6. Returning for a moment to the officers' perspective, boundary shifts 
similarly would retard officers' transition to a neighborhood-based prob- 
lem arena. The officers hi question might redefhle the program area, and 
the relevance of the program elements to the shifting locale, in light of or- 
ganizational changes. But even if they did, boundary  shifts also may 
slow actual program delivery. Or officers might ignore boundary shifts 
once programs are under way. Alternatively, in reaction to the fluctua- 
tions officers might revert to a district- or beat-based focus, their default 
organizing unit (31). 

7. Some locations are at a perpetual  contextual disadvantage. If a 
neighborhood 's  layout, history, and boundaries fail to provide a clear 
identity; if the neighborhood is surrounded by larger, higher-profile lo- 
cales; if the neighborhood is small and thus has only a small leadership 
pool to draw on for the leaders of its organization, it is going to have dif- 
ficulty mobilizhlg large segments of its population and getthlg recogni- 
tion from outside organizations. 

In sum, the ongoing shifts in neighborhood boundaries or ill the orga- 
nizations representing them, taking place in numerous locations 
throughout the city, make it harder for police and community organiza- 
tions to form partnerships. Such partnerships undergird effective copro- 
duction of public safety. The delivery of appropriate community policing 
services is also impeded. 

The implications of the dynamics reviewed here further compound 
differences police will have partnering with predominantly lower-in- 
come or African-American neighborhoods,  particularly if the focus is 
on reduction of incivilities. The material here suggests name or bound- 
ary changes, or both, may be frequent in more predominantly African- 
American neighborhoods. In addition, we saw (Chapter 4) that incivili- 
ties were more likely to increase in lower-income locations. Further, 
policing work suggests that police officers are most likely to tune out 
disorderly conditions and behaviors in settings where they are the most 
f requent - - the  lower-income communit ies  (31). And it is in lower in- 
come and African-American comnlunities where mistrust of police may 
run the highest  (Chapter 7). In short, the instabilities surrounding 
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neighborhood identification and representation described here add to 
the difficulties already experienced by lower-income or African-Ameri- 
can communities in forming such partnerships for the coproduction of 
public safety. 

Integrating with Neighborhood Governance 

Some form of decentralized but recognized neighborhood government 
may provide an answer to some of the difficulties described above. In 
many cities, several powers, and sometimes funds as well, are delegated 
to neighborhood units. Neighborhood governance occurs in many differ- 
ent forms (23: 243-244) in different cities, and neighborhood structures 
have more or less political clout from city to city (7, 9, 12, 60, 61). Some 
cities have recognized neighborhood councils, with which city hall nego- 
tiates. Others have different varieties of neighborhood development cor- 
porations. Some cities contain more than one type of neighborhood gov- 
ernance structure. 

But the key idea throughout these different forms is that the city gov- 
ernment invests a local, representative organization with specific powers 
and resources. For example, neighborhood councils in many cities have 
modest funds from the municipal authority and provide input to local 
leaders on a range of issues (23: 70-71). The amount of power and re- 
sources delegated to these organizations varies widely across cities (12). 
The strength of these units is often inverse to the strength of the ward po- 
litical system (23: 70). The city of Baltimore, of course, had a strong polit- 
ical ward system, suggesting that powerful neighborhood councils are 
unlikely to be endorsed there. 

But the power  of Baltimore's ward-based political machinery has 
faded considerably. A Baltimore political scientist, when asked to com- 
ment on the twenty-seven mayoral candidates campaigning for primary 
votes in the spring and summer of 1999, blamed the weakness of the pool 
in part on the demise of ward-based political clubs in the city. Crenson 
suggested that pa,'ticipation in ward-based politics helped season candi- 
dates for future citywide office (50). He urged a restoration of these local 
political processes. From our perspective, howevez; the demise of those 
processes might signal a window of opportunity for installing a formal- 
ized neighborhood governance structure. 

It is not clear at this time whether a reiuvenated ward political system 
or officially sanctioned and empowered neighborhood governance 
would be preferable for Baltimore. Arguing the advantages and disad- 
vantages of each is beyond the scope of this volume. And certainly neigh- 
borhood councils, in addition to the advantages they provide through 
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decentralization, create problems as well (23: 72-73). Nevertheless, there 
may be substantial advantages for the delivery of community policing 
services in the context of recognized neighborhood councils. 

If the city were to officially define neighborhoods, designate the repre- 
sentative organization, suggest guidelines for the local elections to the or- 
ganization, provide those organizations with maintenance funds, and 
clearly explain the rights accorded to them, some of the problems noted 
above regarding delivery of community policing services may diminish. 
Police perso~-u~el would know where the neighborhood began and ended 
and who represented it. Such clarity should speed up the processes of 
partnership development: identifying objectives, defining target popula- 
tion and locale, encouraging local mobilization, and agreeing on pro- 
gram elements to be implemented. Since the partnership development 
process would be embedded in the organizations themselves, stronger 
commitment from those groups might emerge. 

From the police perspective, of course, the impediments noted above 
would persist. The police will still want to orient toward their default op- 
erational stance, around beats and districts. But at least the suggested 
proposal, by providing the officers with stable community partners who 
are each linked to a fixed locale, would increase the chances of moving 
officers away from their focus on administrative units. Of course, in the 
long run these neighborhood units might be incorporated in police ad- 
ministration. Portland, Oregon, for example, reports crime statistics on a 
neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis. 

In considering community policing service delivery within a neighbor- 
hood governance structure, it is instructive to contrast it with the gover- 
nance surrounding the beat-based community policing program, CAPS, 
in Chicago, started in 1993; that structure has emerged to facilitate police- 
community communication and planning. Meetings are held at the beat 
level, and a community structure has evolved at both the beat and the 
district level. For example, at the beat level there are beat facilitators, 
"volunteers from the community who train beat teams in creating com- 
munity-police partnerships and work on making problem solving hap- 
pen" (4: 56). At the district level, district advisory committees "composed 
of residents, business owners and other stakeholders in the community 
are charged with helping the commander identify broad issues related to 
crime and disorder" (4: 64). In short, it appears that the ongoing project 
serves as a vehicle for CAPS to establish neighborhood governance struc- 
tures, oriented to crime, related issues, and the police department. Will 
such structures persist and demonstrate  continuing utility given that 
they are oriented around a police administrative unit rather than an eco- 
logical unit? What are the implications for the longevity of these gover- 
nance structures should community policing priorities in the department 
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wane following an admhlistrative shift or a change in tile nature of the 
city's crime problem? Would a neighborhood-based structure be more ef- 
fective than the current beat-based structure where, despite the facilita- 
tors and committees, "resident attendance continues to be a problem in 
many districts" (4: 54)? 

Although reliance oil formal neighborhood councils to help create 
community-police partnerships may alleviate some of tile above difficul- 
ties, there certainly would be disadvantages as well. Hunter has noted 
the volatility of definitions of symbolic communities has both advantages 
and disadvantages. Fixing, legitimizing, and empowerhlg neighborhood 
units over time takes away tile flexibility inherent in the concept of sym- 
bolic communities. These definitions can no longer shift or be manipu- 
lated to respond to, ignore, or hasten ongoing ecological changes in or 
surrounding an area. 

Nonetheless, despite a potential crippling of some of the functions 
served by symbolic communities for residents, the advantages of formal 
neighborhood councils may outweigh the d isadvantages--a t  least in 
some parts of town. As ah'eady mentioned, it would help build commu- 
nity policing initiatives. Turning to broader issues of neighborhood via- 
bility, an officially sanctioned and empowered neighborhood and corre- 
sponding organization may encourage resident identification with the 
locale, especially in those parts of town where neighborhood changes 
have been most common. Attachment to neighborhood, identification 
with it, and participation in its organization all may increase. 

Glowing possibilities aside, one could argue, given the volume of 
neighborhood change seen here in a short, fifteen-year span, that created 
neighborhood councils would become h~creasingly unwieldy over time. 
As ongoing demographic changes alter perceived community bound- 
aries, neighborhood councils' spatial correspondence with those bound- 
aries may decrease ore," time, leading them to be viewed as irrelevant by 
locals. Perhaps such decreasing spatial correspondence could be mini- 
mized by mandated review of the boundaries every ten years. But such 
reviews might lead to the same instability the councils were intended to 
eliminate in the first place. 

Another set of limitations stem from police officers' potential unwill- 
ingness to accept such councilobased contact organizations. As Klinger 
has pointed out, police work has a built-in bias against moving away 
from the territorially focused police work groups centered on beats and 
districts. But even if we put this concern aside for tlle moment, police ac- 
ceptance of tile groups perhaps may decrease as the organizations be- 
come more effective. If organizations put increasing pressure on the po- 
lice department  for services, or for reform, officers may become 
increasingly antagonistic toward the associations. 
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As the above discussion suggests, the pros and cons of such a proposal 
are complex. I am not sure that neighborhood councils represent the an- 
swer to the difficulties brought to police-community partnerships by 
neighborhood volatility over time. But they do represent  a possibility 
that may be worth exploring. 

Summary 

This chapter examined changes in neighborhood naming and bounding, 
relying primarily on interviews with leaders and census and crime infor- 
mation about those neighborhoods. These processes affect the develop- 
ment of police-community partnerships. These partnerships are impor- 
tant tools for reducing social and physical incivilities and, more 
generally, for supporting the wide array of collective crime prevention 
initiatives pursued by community organizations. 

The previous chapter revealed that neighborhood organizations pur- 
sue an extremely broad array of anticrime initiatives. Their efforts have 
not been completely co-opted by the attention given ill tile media and in 
policy circles to incivility reduction. Aspects of neighborhood fabric such 
as race; status; and, to a lesser extent, stability affected how residents and 
leaders v iewed both the police and the crime problem. This chapter 
turned to another feature of neighborhood fabric, changes in boundaries 
or names, or both. These were revealed by a comparison of 1990 and 1979 
neighborhood maps and by leader interviews. These shifts also seem 
likely to affect the development of police-community partnerships and 
coproduced public safety more generally (45). Klinger has sketched out a 
theoretical framework describing how police respond to "minor" crimes 
and disorder; the framework considers both the way police work is orga- 
nized and variations in community structure (31). The purpose here was 
to examine these same issues in light of both the volume aald patterning 
of changes in neighborhood boundaries aald names. The first goal was to 
understand how features of context, including the local political climate, 
linked to the changes. The second goal was to use the linkages found and 
explore the implications for both police-community partnership develop- 
ment and the delivery of community policing services. 

Examining earlier work on neighborhood naming and boundhlg sug- 
gested several points. Some neighborhoods are more distinctive, with 
more easily recognized names and boundaries, than others, the clarity of 
their image based on historical factors, relative economic status, ecologi- 
cal features, or other factors. Other neighborhoods present less vivid im- 
ages, with boundaries less readily recognized and names less easily re- 
called. Though neighborhoods represent an important feature of local 
urban culture, over time the names and boundaries of neighborhoods 
call shift. 
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Hunter and others have suggested that relative neighborhood status is 
one of the most important determinants of neighborhood stability in 
boundaries and hi names. This also appears to be the case for the neigh- 
borhoods studied here. But status works as a guarantor of stability for a 
specific set of complementary functional reasons. More specifically, high- 
status neighborhoods usually have housing stock and street layouts 
readily distinguishable from those of the adjohling neighborhoods. A few 
such instances in our sample were originally designed as "artificial" 
communities. Such distinctions facilitate clear bounding between them 
and adjoining locales. That clarity advantages the higher-status neigh- 
borhood. 

Power and ecology intersect here; this intersection illustrates how at- 
tempts to distinguish between impacts arising from a "natural area's" 
ecology and its position in sociopolitical space would be nai've, as others 
also have pointed out. But in addition to place distinctiveness, in several 
instances these high-status neighborhoods have legally empowered local 
community organizations, deeded by the original developer with partic- 
ular legal powers. Although much work has stressed how such powerful 
organizations have advantages in dealing with public officials outside 
their neighborhood and with other neighborhoods, such powerful orga- 
nizations also have advantages in dealing with residents in the neighbor- 
hood itself. This enhanced capability makes it easier for them to maintain 
the neighborhood and its house prices. Such enhanced quality probably 
further enhances neighborhood identity and solidarity. 

But stability in naming and bounding also emerges in at least one ex- 
tremely low status neighborhood. Tile stability observed emerged from 
an externally sanctioned name and boundaries, vigorously and repeat- 
edly embraced over several decades by a strong local leader to whom 
other local leaders deferred. In this case, decisions by external agents at 
one point in time may have provided an anchor for community identity. 

One final finding on place stratification by status also supports earlier 
work. Several instances appeai" of slightly higher status locations attempt- 
ing to differentiate themselves from lower-status nea,'by locations; that dif- 
fe,'entiation in this direction is more marked than differentiation in tile re- 
verse direction. But this is not uniformly true. At least a couple of instances 
showed how tile blurring and separating might work along very different 
lines. In one case, a higher-status neighborhood sought to enfold a lower- 
status, more racially mixed neighborhood. In another instance, a lower-sta- 
tus neighborhood made an effort to disthlguish itself from its higher-sta- 
tus, next-door neighbor. The fusing and differentiation in these latter cases 
operates opposite to tile symbolic communities-based arguments. Tile rea- 
sons were the specific functional goals the leaders pursued fll these cases. 
To ignore these goals is to miss an important part of local dynamics. In con- 
trast to the popular saying, demographic context is not everything. 
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Past work suggests that racial change can result h~ shifts hi neighbor- 
hood boundaries mid changes in name. I found that in Baltimore as well. 
Considerable chmlges in neighborhood racial composition took place in 
Baltimore neighborhoods during the 1980s. Instances appeared where ex- 
ternal agents may have overlooked racial change, may have taken actions 
effectively maskhlg the degree of change, or may have acted so as to iso- 
late it. The dynamics in each case are complex, and full information 
about the decisionmaking processes is not available. Again, as with sta- 
tus, the symbolic communities perspective provides partial insight into 
these cases, but local political dynamics provide important additional ex- 
planation. 

At least a couple of instances appear where names and boundaries re- 
main intact even as the neighborhood undergoes substantial changes in 
racial composition. It is not clear why racial succession lhlks to neighbor- 
hood boundary or namh~g shifts only in some circumstances. 

Past work also has pointed to other contextual factors leading to name 
or boundary  shifts, and such examples show up here. Local funding 
needs may demand that outside officials "carve out" a section of a neigh- 
borhood. A neighborhood name may become tainted over time, forcing 
leaders to adopt a new one. Internal leaders may form coalitions as they 
seek more clout outside of their community. A community may drop an 
area that has ched~ged hi a way that makes it different from the neighbor- 
hood core. 

From the community perspective, a general theme emerghlg from the 
evidence is local leaders' sensitivity to local context; they consider nu- 
merous small- and meso-scale features of the locale hi making boundary 
and neighborhood maintenance decisions. Their judgments are highly 
strategic. This sophisticated decisionmakhlg appears not only in upper- 
hlcome, high-status neighborhoods but also h~ disadvantaged neighbor- 
hoods. Many of these leaders are driven by a pragmatism that is neither 
class nor race bound. 

hi short, perspectives concentrating on status, political power differen- 
tials, racial dynamics, and the neighborhood's physical features help to 
explain much but not all of the change versus stasis seen here. But focus- 
h~g just on those issues directs attention away from numerous other ex- 
amples that are more contextually bound and strategically driven. Thus, the 
frameworks used to approach these issues should be kept broad enough 
so that significant grounded theorizing, lookblg beyond a small number 
of macro-sociological issues, can flourish. 

The scope and patterning of changes in neighborhood names and 
boundaries create special challenges for police personnel seekhlg to cre- 
ate long-term community  policing partnerships between their depart- 
ment and neighborhood constituents. Vehicles for police-community in- 
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teraction can center either on the police work uni t - - the  beat or the dis- 
t r ic t - -or  on the ne ighborhood  unit. Whichever  model  is chosen,  the 
changes viewed here have significant implications for police-community 
coproduction of safety and order. 

Neighborhood volat i l i ty--frequent  changing of orgmlizations or major 
changes in neighborhood boundaries--creates  problems for communi ty-  
police partnerships affecth'lg both the commtmity  and the police person- 
nel involved. Those complications were noted above. For example,  as 
volatility increases it is more difficult for officers to identify legitimate 
communi ty  representatives, develop workhlg relationships, and agree on 
the in tervent ion site and program elements.  Ne ighborhoods  in some 
parts of town appear at a particular contextual disadvantage;  they are 
handicapped either by widespread redrawing of neighborhood bound- 
aries in their sector or by powerful,  stable nearby rmighborhoods, the em- 
irmnce of which far outweighs their own. The irony appears to be that in 
exactly those neighborhoods where police-community partnerships are 
likely to be most needed, the long-term, shift-related impediments  to es- 
tablishing such fruitful partnerships are most widespread. 

The volatility of neighborlaood names and boundaries cannot be denied. 
Indeed, a key assurnption of the symbolic communities perspective is that 
such alterations are an essential part of how organizations and individuals 
adapt to the chmages taking place around them. Nevertheless, despite the 
cognitive, social, and political furlctions served by such boundary work, it 
impedes coproduced public safety. Peflaaps the volatility should be chan- 
neled. Establishment or rehlforcement of neighborhood councils may help 
direct neighborhood change mad lessen some of the impediments to suc- 
cessful, long-term police-community partnerships. 

Notes  

1. The two major changes between tile city's procedure and ours were as fol- 
Imvs. Fi,'st, it was required that tile city's mapping cover all blocks in tile city. 
Thus, the city often allocated unoccupied residential land, such as small parks, to 
neighborhoods. It also meant the city was not allowed to submit that an area was 
unorganized at the time and not covered by an neighborhood association. The 
1979 mapping included twenty-six such locations. Second, in the initial mapping, 
local experts often pointed out that a neighborhood could be composed of several 
distinct parts. Thus, irl a few instances, we mentioned different sections of a 
neighborhood (e.g., Waltherson 1, Waltherson 11) and treated them as separate 
neighborhoods. The 1990 mapping did not allow such segmentation. 

2. See the appendix at the end of Chapter 7 for a complete description of the 
sampling plan. 

3.'l'lle leader interviews included closed-ended as well as open-ended items; 
the former we,e less useful than the latter. In several instances, leaders were will- 



358 Place Power altd lmf)lications for Cowoduced Safety 

ing to talk with us, but  did not want  to follow the closed-ended question format. 
In a small  number  of instances, respondents  answered questions with respect to a 
part  of the neighborhood rather than the entire neighborhood.  Therefore, the fo- 
cus here is most ly on the open-ended responses. 

4. Hunte r  is the only researcher of whom I am aware  who has carried out a 
comprehens ive ,  c i tywide  examinat ion of changes in neighborhood names and 
boundaries .  

5. Guest  and Lee dis t inguished between "area" and "neighborhood" in their 
s tudy  of Seattle residents (20). Their term "area" probably falls somewhere  be- 
tween the communi t ies  of limited and expanded liabilities. 

6. Only  1.8% of our total 1994 respondents  provided the "new" 1990 official 
ne ighborhood name; not all of our thirty neighborhoods had been renamed by 
1990. 

7. At the individual  level, being able to supply  the designated 1979 name was 
coded 1, all other responses were coded 0. At time neighborhood level, the out- 
come becomes  the propor t ion  of respondents  who can supp ly  the des ignated 
name. Analyses  used generalized hierarchical linear model ing for the nonlinear 
outcome. 

8. Several  of our  1994 s tudy ne ighborhoods  were located close to Patterson 
Park, an extremely large city park on the eastside of town. The neighborhood or- 
ganizat ions  a, 'ound the park,  and the residents, identified strongly with the park, 
v iewing it as a neighborhood rather than a city facility. Yet not one neighborhood 
around the park had "Patterson Park" in its name. 

9. Analyses  with racial d u m m y  variables, using 70% and 80% African-Ameri-  
can as the cutoff, for 1980 and 1990, respectively, also were a t tempted to see if 
high levels of segregat ion could predict future residential boundary  manipula-  
tion. All of these results were nonsignificant. Time only result approaching signifi- 
cance (p < .10) used 1990 ethnici ty  and a 70% or higher  cutoff. Of the 
non -Af r i can -Amer i can  neighborhoods ,  55% experienced bounda ry  manipula-  
tion, compared  to 66% of the Afr ican-American ne ighborhoods  (phi = .11). In 
short, focusing on high levels of segregation does not result in a different picture 
from the rest, Its using percentage African-American. 

10. We do not know how many of these groups purpor ted  to represent the en- 
tire ne ighborhood and how many represented just port ions of the neighborhood. 

11. "Poor Black neighborhoods  are often drawn in stereotypical terms as com- 
muni t ies  where  social and political ins t i tu t ions  have bad ly  de te r io ra ted  and 
where  antisocial behavior  is all too prevalent  . . . .  In time cities we studied, poor 
Black ne ighborhoods  and Black neighborhoods  of all economic str ipes demon-  
s trate  re la t ively high levels of polit ical par t ic ipat ion  in neighborhood associa- 
tions" (47: 634). 

12. But t ime marches  on. By late 1997, the "Yard" name seems even more 
wide ly  used by residents and outsiders  alike and appears  to be, ironically, earn- 
ing some cachet. 

13. It is not known at this time how the drop  compares  to changes in surround- 
ing ne ighborhoods  or in sociodemographical ly  similar but  more distant neigh- 
borhoods.  

14. Given Podolefsky 's  model, discussed in Chapter  7, had SH I remained in 
the p roposed  distr ict ,  and its homeowners  approved  it, they probably  would  
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have favored social problem reduction approaches,  rather than victimization pre- 
vention approaches. The leader in SH tl may have anticipated such differences. 

15. Al though  Sherman Heights  and tile nearby ne ighborhoods  have been 
served for at least a couple decades by an umbrella group, according to the Sher- 
man Heights and Spruce leaders relations with tile umbrella group have not al- 
ways been close. 

16. South Baltimore was one of our sampled neighborhoods. Although we did 
not contact the leader from the newly formed neighborhood, 1 discuss this case 
because the leader provides some background in his letter to the newspaper.  

17. If separate neighborhood organizations are required for permit parking,  it 
seems plausible this might serve as an independent  impetus  for subneighbor-  
hoods to split off. 

18. Even though time Federal Hill South leader claimed his organizat ion had 
been in existence ff~r four years and the area has obtained separate permit  park- 
ing, time South Baltimore leader  we in terviewed in ear ly 1995 referred to the 
group as Riverside and viewed it as mainly concerned with issues around River- 
side Park. Given that Federal Hill South was "claiming" a large segment of South 
Baltimore, it is surprising our Sot, th Baltimore leader failed to mention tile group. 

19. Both the district planner interviewed and the local leader intimated that a 
particular individual  with a high profile locally was partially responsible for the 
difficulties confronting the local organization. 

20. An August  15, 1999, New York Times article, reviewing nightlife and dining 
possibil i t ies in the Fells Point area, lumped East Parkview and Fells Point to- 
gether (39). 

21. Our interviewee did not define Moreham's  boundaries.  
22. Figures for the separate  Square One area were not avai lable for 1980 or 

1970. 
23. Speculation continues to be a serious problem in the locale. One of the lead- 

ers suggested she moved to the neighborhood to help counter what speculators 
were doing to the neighborhood. Around the time of our fieldwork, a large ban- 
her sign was hung on a building announcing "CASH FOR HOMES," only a cou- 
ple of blocks from time large neighborhood welcome sign. Local leaders protested 
and the sign was taken down within a couple of weeks. On its web site, time asso- 
ciation touts time benefits  of homeowner sh ip  and ment ions  several  p rograms  
available to those seeking to own a home. 

24. Depar tment  of Planning figures for Burnham for 1990, excluding Square 
One, report  35-40% Afr ican-American.  But time d e pa r tme n t ' s  bounda r i e s  for 
Burnham differed from ou,s,  even if we ignore Square One 's  removal. In short, it 
is not possible to recover Burnham's makeup using our boundaries  and remov- 
ing only Square One. 

25. As described earlier in the chapter, unorganized areas were not socially dis- 
organized but just not represented by a neighborhood organization at the time of 
our mapping in 1979. 

26. Of course, neighborhood organizations are not time only groups undergoing 
change; police depar tments  themselves constantly adjust to internal and external 
alterations. District commanders  change, ff~r example.  Pressures from external 
groups, including politicians, vary in their direction and ff~rce. Departmental  or 
district-level climates may fluctuate over time. In short, there is instability on both 



360 Place Power and hnplications fi~r Coproduced Safety 

sides of the partnership. Nonetheless, the focus here is solely on the neighbor- 
hood side of the partnership. 

27. Because this particular form of locational identity is weaker does not neces- 
sarily mean other forms also will be weaker. Nor does it mean that the strength of 
community identification at different levels of aggregation from the one being de- 
scribed here will be weaker. 
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9 
Closing Thoughts 

This chapter summarizes a few major points from the preceding chap- 
ters. It starts by reviewing a couple of key features about the data context. 
Then we return to tile central theoretical questions driving the investiga- 
tion: What evidence do we find supporting tile incivilities thesis, ill par- 
ticular the longitudinal, ecological version? The major findings from the 
two chapters reviewing community anticrime efforts and neighborhood 
name and boundary work are revisited. Furthermore, some broad impli- 
cations for policies of police-conlmunity coproduction and neighborhood 
preservation, as well as some theoretical implications are considered. 

Context  and Ironies  

Recall the comparisons made between Baltimore and other cities. 
Changes ill crime rates for tile period 1970-1992, except for perhaps the 
last four years of tile series, do not look dissimilar from shifts ill compa- 
rably sized cities. Similarly, changes in population, employment,  and 
housing ill tile 1970s and 1980s look roughly comparable. In short, the 
structural and crime shifts taking place in Baltimore in the 1970s and 
t980s were not atypical. 

Such typicality does not guarantee, of course, tile external validity of 
tile results found here. Although several key patterns found here have 
surfaced elsewhere, in places such as Spokane, Chicago, and Minneapo- 
lis-St. Paul, tile broader external validity of tile overall findings remains, 
as it must, all empirical question. In-depth investigations carried out si- 
multaneously in several different cities would be needed to assess the ex- 
ternal validity of what was found here. 

Recent changes in Baltimore point out an unanticipated feature of re- 
cent history. Our initial expectation was that the 1980s, with increasing 
crime rates and the crack invasion of the mid and late 1980s, would make 
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an excellent decade in which to explore the impacts of earlier incivilities. 
But this original presumption was incorrect. It appears the major crime 
mid structural changes took place about a decade earlier. 

The bulk of safe neighborhoods in Baltimore disappeared in the 1970s, 
not the 1980s. Furthermore, the more dramatic structural chmlges--pop- 
ulation losses, decreasing manufacturhlg jobs in the overall mix, and in- 
creasing poverty--appeared in the 1970s, not the 1980s. Chicago neigh- 
borhood researchers similarly found the more dramatic increases in 
structural disadvantage occurred in the 1970s, not the 1980s (16: 41). Nu- 
merous crime rates, including homicide, were extremely high around 
1980, came down for several years after that, and did not match earlier 
levels until the 1980s were well over half gone. Looking at the Blocks' 
and Rosenfeld's data for, respectively, Chicago and St. Louis, I see the 
same temporal patterns for homicide as was witnessed in Baltimore. 

In short, this "background check," although confirming Baltimore's 
relatively typical scores on many community and crime shifts, revealed 
two notable ironies. First, the public perception that the city of Baltimore 
suddenly became much more dangerous, in an unprecedented way, in 
the late 1980s, was incorrect. What may have been feedhlg that impres- 
sion was an increasing gap between the city crime rates eald the rates in 
the rest of the metropolitml area during that period. That differential in 
violent crime rates widened noticeably beginning in the mid to late 
1980s. In addition, the hlcrease in the late 1980s followed several years of 
declining rates for most crimes. 

Second, the Schaefer years (1971-1986) in Baltimore are widely consid- 
ered a success story for the city: the rebirth of the Inner Harbor, exem- 
plary public-private partnership efforts, revitalized neighborhoods, "dol- 
lar houses," and a dramatic rise in Baltimore's national profile. The years 
following Schaefer's departure, the Schmoke era (1987-1999) are consid- 
ered much less successful. The irony is that the city experienced substan- 
tial decline during the 1970s, the supposed success years, aald those de- 
clhles, for some indicators, may have outpaced the losses of the following 
decade. Of course, the structural decline Baltimore experienced during 
the 1970s may have been far more serious were it not for "Hizzoner's" 
initiatives. The purpose is not to evaluate either the Schmoke or Schaefer 
administrations, but just to pohlt out that both structural and crime shifts 
failed to match popular views of the relative success of these two mayors. 

Does the Theory Get Support? 

Current efforts across the country by community policing officers and 
problem-solving police officers receive justification in part from the lon- 
gitudinal, ecological version of the decline and disorder, or broken win- 
dows, thesis. Does the theory receive support from the current fhldings? 
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Present results generate some support .  But that suppor t  is nei ther  as 
consistent across hacivilities hldicators or as applicable across outcomes 
as the theoretical statements suggest. The amoun t  of suppor t  varies, de- 
pending on a host of factors. For each class of outcomes,  results provide  
some suppor t  for the longitudinal ,  ecological version of the incivilities 
thesis. 

Feat, Attachment, amt Avoidance 

The present results strongly confirm Garofalo and Laub's  version of the 
incivilities thesis focused on fear: Some people  are afraid of cr ime be- 
cause they see a lot of problems around them. At the individual  level, 
those more fearful than their neighbo,'s are those who see more problems 
than their neighbors.  These ove rwhe lmed  residents also see more dan- 
gerous places and express less a t tachment  to their locale. But this connec- 
tion, which the hierarchical models  have al lowed us to isolate, is a differ- 
euce between neighbors, m# a dlf.ference between neighborhoods. It is a 
psychological and social psychological dynamic,  rather than an ecologi- 
cal one. The individual-level results reported here are strong and consis- 
tent, and have been recently replicated in a reanalysis of a Minneapo-  
lis-St. Paul clustered data set (20). Switching to ne ighborhood dynamics,  
ecological impacts of earlier hacivilities on later changes in ne ighborhood 
fear levels, predicted by the Wi lson /Kel l ing /Skogan  version of the the- 
sis, do  surface for a coup le  of outcomes .  But the expla ined var iance 
anaounts associated with the ecological incivility impacts  are modest .  
Stated differently, the decline and disorder  thesis, when  it ranges over  
these psychological  outcomes and treats them as ecological outcomes,  is 
partly missing the boat, in part because some of these outcomes vary far 
more  across ind iv idua ls  within the same ne ig h b o rh o o d  than across 
neighborhoods.  The implications for police fear reduction efforts are sev- 
eral. Consider  the following scenario. 

Imagine, across a range of ne ighborhoods ,  that we could isolate a sin- 
gle condi t ion ,  such as the a m o u n t  of graffi t i ,  which comple t e ly  ex- 
plained the be tween- loca l ion  differences in fear. Imagine fur ther  that 
subsequent ly  we could completely eradicate  the graffiti, t If graffiti were  
a direct  cause of feab and all res idents  were  aware  of their removal ,  
their removal  would  result in shr inking fear by no more than 4%-15'X,, 
depend ing  on the fear b reakdown seen in the part icular  study. In short,  
under  the inost opt imal  condit ions,  st, 'ong l imitations on p rogram ef- 
fect iveness  obtain when  we focus on b e t w e e n - n e i g h b o r h o o d s  differ- 
ences with fear of crime. Such reduct ions might  be substantial ,  and they 
might  p rov ide  data  sugges t ing  a power fu l  p r o g r a m  impact  (5). 1 am 
just pointing out  that the focus of the program is on only a modes t  por- 
tion of the total fear problem. 
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Of course, I am ignorhlg for the moment the means by which the graf- 
fiti are removed. The cleanup campaign may evolve from local commu- 
nity development efforts. Here there might be side effects of the effort it- 
self, such as increased citizen empowerment and more residents getting 
to know one another through the cooperative effort. These social-psycho- 
logical outcomes might result in shrinking fear beyond the 4-15% due to 
graffiti removal itself. By contrast, the removal may occur because com- 
muni ty  policing officers, after talking with local leaders, enlist city 
agency personnel to remove the graffiti. 2 In this case the side effects 
noted above would not accrue. 

But the theorists working on this problem mahltain that it is the condi- 
tions themselves that cause concern. They either do not address how the 
problem is fixed or argue in favor of a public agency response or initia- 
tives from a public-private partnership. Given such a perspective, we 
should not prestline that additional side effects will necessarily occur. We 
should not cotlnt on shrinking fear beyond the 4%-15% that arises from 
the conditions themselves. 

In short, if public agencies are concerned about redtlcing residents' 
fear of crime, and seek to do so by eradicating local ecological conditions 
that might inspire fear, they are limited to reducing fear only by a small- 
to-moderate portion. The bulk of the causes of fear arises from differ- 
ences between residents responding to roughly comparable ecological 
conditions; these would be largely untouched by a community polichlg 
effort built solely around the broken windows thesis or a problem-ori- 
ented policing framework oriented solely toward grime redtlction. Of 
course, most efforts usually have a significantly higher number of pro- 
gram elements. 

To return to a question raised earlier: Yes, we have overecologized fear 
of crime as a program outcome. But at the same time, the strong individ- 
ual-level connection can be used to retarget hltervention efforts. I have 
stated earlier that fear and incivilities lhlk very strongly at the individual 
level. Those who are much more afraid than their neighbors are the ones 
who are contributing most to fear. These same residents also perceive 
more serious problems in their neighborhoods. Which causes which is an 
important question. Does fear ~ problems? Do problems ~ fear? Or 
do they feed each other? Or are they both driven by a third process? We 
do not Mlow at this time. 

Assumhlg residents, hlcluding the fearful ones, trust the police--and 
this is somethhlg that varies with the race, stability, and status of the neigh- 
borhood (17)--the police want to identify and work with those in a locale 
whose concerns are the highest. Service delivery, geared toward fear re- 
duction, might be reoriented from a neighborhood focus to an individual 
focus. 3 The goal is to create some vehicle whereby commtinity polichlg ef- 
forts deliver sufficient reassuraalces to highly fearful, problem-plagued in- 
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dividuals. The point is to communicate the improvements behlg made to 
those whose views of local conditions are most dire. It may be possible to 
identify those most responsible for locally high fear levels by ushlg calls for 
service data cross-referenced with actual crime or arrest data. 

This suggestion may fit well with current concerns about hot spots. 
Some hot spots are real hot spots--sites where a bar, a troublesome busi- 
ness, or a tradition of gathering creates real problems. But other places 
where residents call the police a lot may not be real hot spots. Instead, 
they may be places where a small number of residents perceive a lot of 
problems and are concerned. Frequent discrepancies between police-de- 
fined hot spots and community-defined hot spots of fear and concern 
have been documented (13). Consequently, the police may be able--in 
some types of neighborhoods--to use calls for service data cross-refer- 
enced with "real" crime data to determine those places with highly con- 
cerned residents, that is, locations with high repeat calls for service but 
not lots of crime. If fear reduction is the goal, it is those residents who 
merit being targeted. Of course, moving away from a community-cen- 
tered perspective and toward a more focused strategy for reactions to 
crime does not imply abandoning community-focused partnerships 
around neighborhood stabilization and safety. 

For two reasons, these suggestions are offered in a tentative spirit. 
First, not enough is Mlown about the relationship between perceptions of 
local problems and actually calling for police service. Behlg able to locate 
the most fearful residents successfully, using calls for service data, may 
not be feasible at this time. But it would seem worth pursuing to learn 
whether the available archival data permits identifyh~g those in the tar- 
get population who would benefit most from an intervention, whatever 
form that community policing intervention might take. 

Second, such a strategy will be far less successful in those neighbor- 
hoods where residents are less willing to view police as partners in the 
production of public safety. As Chapter 7 documented, those concerns re- 
n~ain strong in lower-income and predominantly African-American 
neighborlloods. 

The suggestion to focus on fearful individuals is easily misinterpreted. 
Some have thought 1 am saying residents just need some attitude adjust- 
ment and they will be fine. I am not saying that. I am saying that to most 
effectively address these problems, actions at the ,leighborhood level and 
the streetblock level should be complemented by efforts to identify and 
work with the individuals who are most at risk. 

One leader told us he was concerned about his neighborhood, but at 
the same time just about ready to leave the city. This was in 1970, after 
Baltimore had been rocked by race riots in the spring of 1968. One day, 
mayoral candidate Schaefer arrived unannounced at the leader's door 
and said, "I hear you are thinking about leaving Baltimore and I want to 
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talk to you about it." Twenty-four years later, that resident was still living 
hi the city aald still active in neighborhood initiatives. If we can find those 
at risk of moving, or at risk of high fear, and address their specific con- 
cerns not only through words but action as well, complementing these 
efforts with streetblock- and neighborhood-focused initiatives, overall 
gains against such problems should be substantial. 

Of course, a discouraging possibility deserves mention. If fear and inci- 
vilities-perception efforts are retargeted to focus on individuals scoring 
high on fear in a setting, there is always the chance--depending in part 
on what future research shows--that  nothing can be done. Those resi- 
dents who perceive more problems than their neighbors or who are more 
fearful than their neighbors may be that way because of their age, their 
mental makeup, or their surrounding social world. If so, their views will 
not be easily shifted by community police officers knocking on their 
doors, attendance at local meetings, hand-delivered local newsletters de- 
scribing improvements, or other efforts to ph~point their areas of concern 
and do something about them. 

One psychological reaction, however, that is more substantially ecolog- 
ical is perceptions of dangerous places that most people avoid. Unfortu- 
nately, changes on this outcome were not influenced by earlier incivilities 
levels, and this outcome presents some special policy challenges. There 
are some neighborhoods where few residents recognize one or more dan- 
gerous locations nearby, and there are some neighborhoods where many 
do. Do policymakers want residents in the latter neighborhoods to no 
longer view the surround as dangerous? It would seem the answer 
would depend on the type of place in question, and whether or not those 
locations are indeed dangerous. If residents nominated locations such as 
bars, taverns, and large public parks at night, their avoiding of those lo- 
cations would seem sensible and would not seem to put a dent in their 
lifestyle. On the other hand, if the places nominated include locations 
that are part of the daily round for Baltimoreans, such as 7-11 conve- 
nience stores, pharmacies, shopping centers, and food markets, this 
avoidance exacts a significant daily toll. 

Even though this outcome was substantially ecological, changes were 
not affected by earlier incivilities levels. Increasing avoidance was ob- 
served in locations with lower status and higher crime at the beginning 
of the period. So even for the outcome that would seem to have the best 
chance for support ing the decline and disorder thesis, because of its 
substantial  ecological component,  empirical support  was wanting. 
Changes in perceived incivilities accompany changes in avoidance, but 
neither earlier assessed nor perceived incivilities help predict those 
changes. 

To sum up on this class of outcomes, there are two distinct patterns of 
results. For the individual-level Garofalo and Laub-Hunter-Wilson ver- 
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sion, the data provide extremely strong support. Those who are more 
fearful than their neighbors, and less locally committed, see more social 
and physical problems surrounding them. At least one perceived h3civil- 
ity links to each of the six outcomes, and often both types do. These indi- 
vidual-level connections explain considerable amounts of outcome vari- 
ance. When we view the incivilities thesis as a set of propositions telling 
us about differences between neighbors, strong confirmation is seen here, 
as has been seen in other studies. Tl~e results here go beyond previous 
studies by confirn3ing for several outcomes contributions of both physi- 
cal and social incivilities. So the incivilities thesis is more than just a psy- 
chological version of social disorganization theory. Importmlt questions 
remain, however. Can we demonstrate the connection longitudinally? 
Are we modeling the connection correctly, or does fear cause perceived 
problems, or is spurious correlation involved? 

When we view the incivilities thesis as a set of propositions informing 
us about differences between neighborhoods on reactions to crime rather 
than neighbors, support emerges from the current s tudy but the pattern 
is not as consistent as theorists had hoped. Lagged longitudinal impacts 
of incivilities appeal; but only for two out of the six outcomes. Further, 
the associated amounts of explahled variance linked to this impact are 
more modest than had been expected. So there is support, but it is partial. 

Crime Changes 

Incivilities do result in some changes in later relative crime rates. Homi- 
cide shifts, the crime shift least susceptible to measurement problems 
that generally plague reported crime indicators, increased later in neigh° 
borhoods with high assessed incivilities initially. Initial perceived social 
incivilities linked to later rape changes. And initial perceived physical in- 
civilities linked to later assault changes. But in a frustrating fashion, the 
linkages depended on the incivilities indicator used and the type of crime 
in question. These results raise a question. Should community police offi- 
cers keep up grime fighting to achieve long-term crime reductions? Even 
though the present study did not evaluate any particular policing pro- 
gram that included as one of its goals the reduction of incivilities as a 
means of promoting local safety, do the results here have any implica- 
tions for such programs? 

The broadest implication is that police planners and leaders should not 
automatically privilege a program that focuses on the reduction of inci- 
vilities. Results here suggest that if those programs achieve reductions in 
the "background" rate of incivilities, there may or may not be an impact 
on later crime shifts. Whether there is an impact may depend on how in- 
civilities are assessed, the particular types of incivilities targeted by pro- 
gram planners, the crime in question, and the time period within which 
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the crime change is assessed. Stated differently, they should not presume 
a priori that incivility reduction will prove more effective than other 
strategies, nor should they adopt incivility-reduction approaches ill lieu 
of a more contextually sensitive program. 

Communi ty  policing and problem-oriented policing can each be 
likened to a well-stocked toolbox. The incivilities thesis, with its empha- 
sis on grime fighting and harsh responses to mhaor hafractions like pan- 
handling, is encouraging officers to always pull the same couple of tools 
out of the toolbox: arrest panhandlers; get appropriate city departments 
involved for houshag code violations. No matter what repair is needed, 
the thesis says, "Use one of the following socket wrenches," even if a 
screwdriver is needed hastead. By blindly followhag the thesis, commu- 
nity-polichag strategists may be overlookhlg edad underusing other effec- 
tive tools available in the toolbox: mini-stations, security surveys, atten- 
dance at neighborhood meetings, foot patrol, and so on. Strategists 
should feel free to totally ignore zero tolerance zealots, if they think 
somethhlg different would work better. 

Baltimore has provided an interesting arena for discussing these is- 
sues. From about 1996 to 1999, city council members, hacludhlg Martin 
O'Malley, have pushed hard for Baltimore police to adopt zero tolerance 
policies. Police Commissioner Frazier and Mayor Schmoke, to the credit 
of both of them, resisted. Although the impacts of zero tolerance policies 
on street safety may be uncertain, clogged courts and high dismissal 
rates are far less uncertain. The police department opted for more tar- 
geted strategies, such as gun removal and shutting down major drug 
rings. In November  1999, O'Malley was voted in as mayor. Will zero tol- 
erance flower in Charm City? 

In short, grime reduction (or slime reduction-zero tolerance) ought not be 
adopted axiomatically as part of a policing program, but instead carefully 
weighed against other potentially effective program elements, flvm community 
policing and other policing strategies, to achieve lower crime. 

At the same time, the reverse dynamics merit attention as well. More 
dangerous neighborhoods do experience larger later hacreases ha deterio- 
ration than less dangerous neighborhoods.  Earlier robbery levels 
strongly predict later, higher graffiti levels, mad earlier assault levels have 
a modest  impact on later hacreases in vacant houshag. In short, crime.fight- 
ing, over time, should result in less neighborhood deterioration. This confirms 
some central tenets hi work on the impacts of crime on communities (15, 
19). Crime fighting may be mow important than grime fightingfor long-term 
neighbodtood preservation. Here I am taking a position directly opposite 
that advocated by Kelling and Coles. Yes, I agree, the old men playing 
chess in the park feel better when there are bike officers gohlg by and 
stopping to chat daily. But the friendly bike officers are probably not go- 
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ing to be enough to make a homeowner stay if the latter is held up at 
knifepoh'~t on his or her way home. 

Neighborhood Decline 

Results looking at relative structural decline explored three different 
pathways of decline: changing stability, changing status, and changing 
disadvantage. Since only a few variables were used to operationalize 
these pathways of decline, the current results should be viewed cau- 
tiously. Results showed that initial assessed incivilities, but not initial 
perceived incivilities, contributed to later increases in relative disadvan- 
tage. This confirms the "grime leads to decline" manifesto. But two other 
pathways of decline were not affected by initial incivilities. 

Stepping outside the incivilities thesis box for a moment, initial status 
and initial racial composition were as influential or more influential for 
later changes in crime and structural decline. Higher initial status made 
two later crime increases, rape and assault, less likely. And incivilities 
themseh, es were more likely to increase over time in lower-status locales. 
Neighborhoods predominantly African-American at the beginning of the 
period were more likely to experience later homicide increases, but less 
likely to increase in relative status and less likely to become increasingly 
disadvantaged, relative to other neighborhoods. Incivilities also were less 
likely to increase in the African-American neighborhoods. Stated differ- 
entl); two of the most fundamental features of neighborhood, status and 
racial composition, h~tertwhle intimately with the ecological outcomes of 
interest here, and with the origins of incivilities themselves. The connec- 
tions for status fit what generally would be expected given the literature 
on community stratification by socioeconomic levels (6). The race results, 
however, are more mixed. Some fit the arguments made by McDougall 
and Wilson about disadvantages accruing to communities because of 
African-American racial composition; some clearly do not. Further theo- 
retical work is needed to more closely connect incivility dynamics with 
those dynamics linked to fundanlental community features of status, sta- 
bility, and race. 

Issues ¢?f Measurement 

Tile present study used incivilities indicators from on-site assessments 
and from resident surveys. The different types of ,neasures have different 
causes and different impacts and do not show the expected convergent 
validity. The lack of convergence is present when examining both cross- 
sectional and change indicators. The pattern raises strong questions about 
the idea that neighborhood "disorder" underlies different incivilities 
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scores. It suggests that different indicators refer to a set of only loosely 
clustered conditions, and the origins of the various conditions may be 
somewhat hldependent. The pattern also has implications for program 
evaluators of hlcivilities-reduction initiatives. Relying on one type of indi- 
cator alone may result in missed program impacts. Careful on-site assess- 
merits should routinely complement survey-based measures of incivilities. 

Incivilities and Structure 

Changes in incivilities appear structurally driven. Neighborhoods with 
higher initial status are less likely to experience hlcreashlg hlcivilities at a 
later time. The connection holds for both assessed and perceived hlcivili- 
ties indicators. In short, incivilities may be better interpreted as a result qfan 
economically disadwu#aged neighborhood rather than as a symptom of a disor- 
derly or disorganized neighborhood. Unexpectedly hacreasing hlcivilities re- 
flect more than anything else a lower initial neighborhood status. The in- 
civility shifts link only weakly to earlier stability and do not connect 
consistently to earlier racial composition. Given these strong connections, 
it is no surprise that some researchers have begun to question the wis- 
dom of incivilities-reduction policies ignorh~g the broader community in- 
frastructure (2). 

Consequently, it is no surprise that efforts drawing some of the 
strongest interest are those where incivilities reduction has been allied 
with fundamental  infrastructural rebuilding, as in the Sandtown-Win- 
chester demonstration project in Baltimore (8). Economically one of the 
ten worst-off Baltimore neighborhoods in 1970 mad 1980, Sandtown-Win- 
chester has now seen significant land clearing mad hlfusions of new hous- 
ing, along with extensive local programming geared toward children. 
That effort has its critics (14: 157), and formal evaluations have not yet 
taken place. The reported crime data are ambiguous about long-term 
trends (8). The redevelopment effort covers just a fraction of the neigh- 
borhood, so it is not surprising that the changes do not suggest, as yet, 
any long-term repositionh~g of the neighborhood in the broader ecology 
of city neighborhoods. 

Nonetheless, the point here is that the effort has a broader focus, h~cor- 
porating incivilities reduction through infrastructural renewal. Given the 
exceedingly strong connections seen in these data between status and hi- 
civilities, and between status and changes ill hlcivilities, that may be the 
only long-term, effective strategy for some types of neighborhoods. In 
many neighborhoods,  neighborhood stabilization or revitalization re- 
quires attention to hlfrastructural renewal in the broadest sense as well as 
h~civilities reduction. 
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The Context Outside the Theory 

This volume has sought to provide a broader theoretical context for thh~k- 
ing about processes linked to ~ncivilities and to the impacts of hacivilities. 
Chapters 4 to 6 focused on the connections between neighborhood struc- 
ture and incivilities mad between structure and outcomes. These co~aec- 
tions are hfformed by work on stratification by place and current models of 
urbma political economies. Chapter 7 considered incivility reduction from 
local leaders' perspectives, groundhag that investigation in a well-sup- 
ported model lhaking community structure with different types of preven- 
tion efforts. Chapter 8 considered longitudinal changes ha neighborhood 
names mad boundaries and viewed those fhadhlgs ha the contexts of other 
work on place stratification and the organization of police work. 

Incivilities and Collective Crime Prevention 

Despite the considerable attention focused on incivilities reduction as the 
means to enhance neighborhood safety and stability, interviews with 
neighborhood leaders showed that they continue to pursue a broad array 
of collective crime prevention initiatives. They have not put all their 
"eggs" in the incivility-reduction "basket." Efforts to counter incivilities 
were certainly widespread, but attention to them has not forced out other 
strategies. Podolefsky has clustered the entire mix of collective strategies, 
based on data from the late 1970s, into two types: social problem reduc- 
tion and victimization prevention (17). Both types of mega-strategies 
were still being pursued by local leaders in the mid-1990s. Also, as he 
predicted, and as witnessed here, which type of strategy the community 
pursued depended on the neighborhood fabric. 

Of course, the type of incivilities present, and their prevalence, were 
both strongly determined by neighborhood fabric too. The leader inter- 
views also revealed that the interpretations residents placed o,a incivili- 
ties were likewise context dependent. 

In short, when we look beyond incivilities per se, local leaders are con- 
tinuing to pursue roughly the same mix of collective crime prevention 
strategies that they have for the past twenty ),ears. Although concerns 
about drug markets and drug dealing have increased subsequent to the 
crack invasion of Baltimore circa 1986-1988, which complicated surveil- 
lance initiatives, neighborhoods are not pursuing just the "new" antidrug 
strategies highlighted in the literature, such as confrontation. And al- 
though many neighborhoods are pursuing incivility reduction, leaders 
remain concerned about a broad array of issues and underlying condi- 
tions and committed to a wide array of st,'ategies. 
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Incivilities, Partnerships, and Changing Neighborhood Ecology 

Effective reduction of social and physical incivilities may be accomplished 
through third-party polichag initiatives (3). These efforts are grounded in 
effective police-community partnerships. Klinger has shown that even 
though they may be dohag community policing, police are biased toward 
the police administrative unit for orgmaizing their work (9). He also has 
shown that how the police carry out their work depends on the amount of 
incivilities in the locale. If the partnerships can be organized aroLuad the 
community administrative units--neighborhood organizations--some of 
the mobilization difficulties currently confronting partnerships organized 
around police administrative units might be overcome. The work here 
builds on prior work on neighborhood naming and boundary work, and 
extends it to consider the implications of chmaging neighborhood names 
and boundaries for how the police view the community mad for the devel- 
opment of police-community partnerships. The pattern of changes sug- 
gests that higher-status locales prove more stable, for a range of reasons. 
The reasons for different types of changes depend not only on macro-soci- 
ological forces, such as stratification, race, and asymmetries ha the stratifi- 
cation process; they also depend on the leader mad the local political and 
orgmaizational context. The volume of changes taking place appears likely 
to create difficulties for partnership development;  the pattern of the 
changes taking place makes it likely that difficulties will be worst in ex- 
actly the locales most ha need of effective partnerships. So, complement- 
ing Klinger's finding that incivilities are most likely to be ignored by po- 
lice ha exactly the locations where they are most frequent, the work here 
suggests that because of boundary work and fluctuations in neighbor- 
hood identity over time, it will be most difficult to sustaha community-po- 
lice partnerships in just those places most afflicted with incivilities. But 
even under  such constraints, aligning police-community partnerships 
with neighborhood governance units may be preferable to using the de- 
fault police administrative unit. 

Incivilities, Collective Efficacy, Sochll Disorganization, Local Social Capital, 
and Local Political Economy 

Those developing the incMlities thesis sometimes have ignored closely 
related theoretical work in the areas of social disorganization, collective 
efficacy, local social capital, and communities and crime. Yet some of the 
processes described by the incivilities theorists at some levels of aggrega- 
tion are similar to social disorganization concerns, particularly when we 
concentrate on social incivilities (4). If our understanding is to advance, 
we need to more precisely understand how the dynamics described by 
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the incivilities thesis, at the streetblock and neighborhood levels, inter- 
twine with social disorganization more generally. 

Incivilities theorists also sometimes have overlooked structural work 
on urban political economies (e.g., 10, 12). From that work, the concepts 
of use value and exchange value are quite helpful hi better understand- 
ing incivilities. Exchange values and shifts in those values as the urban 
mosaic reconfigures itself over time help us understand how incivilities 
can "grow" rapidly hi particular places. The concept of use value helps 
us understand why and hi what ways incivilities are problematic for dif- 
ferent types of residents in different types of locations. Again, if our un- 
derstandh~g is to move forward, more careful theoretical integration is 
needed. 

Incivilities theorists have tended to downplay  or ignore structural 
causes of neighborhood decline, causes that lie not only in the neighbor- 
hood, but also in the city and, more importantly, in the broader metro- 
politan area and in regional, national, and international shifts in popula- 
tion and political economies (6, 7, 12, 18). Such theoretical isolation from 
urban sociology and political economy is comforting because it insulates 
us from feelings of powerlessness in the face of enormously daunting 
challenges. But it provides only a limited view of the dynamics shaping 
neighborhood life. A narrow perspective may tempt one to oversell the 
promise of our policing initiatives, as Bill Bratton did when he modestly 
claimed he could turn around New York City, and "who knows, maybe 
even the country" (1: xi). Consequently, the temptation is to frame initia- 
tives too narrowly in terms of what needs to be done and too broadly 
when describing the expected results. Such a formula surely leads to dis- 
appointment. 

Currently, with declining crime rates from the earl), 1990s into at least 
1998, police departments are, as the journalist Aric Press has put it, "rid- 
ing that tiger on the way down" and claiming credit for the dropping 
rates. This was the debate that opened Chapter 3. But as this same jour- 
nalist pointed out, police departments must be equally prepared to ride 
that tiger when the rates start going back up (11). 

Clearly, the police must do sonlething, and that something cannot be 
avowedly political. So, although they can team with housing inspectors 
when visiting delinquent landlords in third-party policing efforts, they 
cannot align with forces arguing for redevelopment funds for a locale (3). 
If we adopt  a conflict-based perspective and presume that external 
agents are trying to maximize a neighborhood's exchange value while 
those in a neighborhood seek instead to maximize functionality, or use 
value, there is probably very little in the long run that police can do about 
that dynamic, save to prevent as much crime as they can. And that would 
be quite a lot. 
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Notes 

1. Of course, it is extremely unlikely that we would be able to identify one con- 
dition responsible for explaining all of the between-location differences. I am try- 
ing to present a best case scenario here. 

2. This assumes, unrealistically of course, that such public funds are available 
for the effort. 

3. I recognize that fear reduction is an extremely thorny policy goal, with pos- 
sible adverse side effects. I put that discussion aside for the moment. 
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In Breal',.ing Away fl-om Broken Windows Ralph Taylor uses data on recent 

Baltimore crime-reduction efforts to attack the :broken windows' thesis--  

that is, the currently fashionable notion that by reducing or eliminating 

superficial signs of disorder (dilapidated buildings, graffiti, uncivil be- 

havior by teenagers, etc.), urban police departments can make significant 

and lasting reductions in crime. Taylor argues that such measures, while 

useful, are only a partial solution to the problem at hand. His data sup- 

.ports a materialist view: changes in levels of physical deca}; superficial 

social disorder° and racial composition do not lead to higher cri~!1e , while 

economic decline does. He contends that the Baltimore example shows 

that in order to make real, long-term reductions in crime, urban politi- 

cians, businesses, and community leaders must work to ge!her to it,nprove 

the economic fortunes o[, those living in high-crime areas. 
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