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Are interorganizational network ties “placeless” or “placed”? The study of organi-
zations, particularly the study of interorganizational network ties, has reemerged
in urban sociology, yet the urban literature on place and the organizations litera-
tures on organizational network activity are not fully integrated. This article bridges
these theories through an investigation of the social and spatial underpinnings of
interorganizational network ties. Quantitative analysis of data from 152 interviews
with nonprofit organizations serving youth across 12 contiguous neighborhoods
in Boston reveals a propensity for organizations to share resources within the lo-
cal neighborhood, controlling for proximity to other organizations, organizational
characteristics, and various network properties. Qualitative data suggest a multilevel
social process underlying the parochial network structure, illustrating the context
for collaboration, restrictions on extra-local exchange, and incentives guiding a lo-
cal focus. Based on this evidence, I propose a theory of organizational parochialism,
extending research on organizations, networks, and urban social processes.

INTRODUCTION

Recent work in urban sociology has brought the study of organizations back to the fore-
front of urban research (Marwell 2007; Sampson 2012; Small 2009). A noteworthy ad-
vance has been an increasing focus on interorganizational network ties and the exchange
of organizational resources. For example, the mere presence of a community center can-
not fully explain its potential for resource provision; findings suggest that urban organi-
zations provide a wide array of resources to low-income and socially marginalized popu-
lations through brokerage with other organizations, from hosting informational sessions
on college financial aid to direct referrals for health services or job training programs
(Provan and Milward 1995; Small 2006).

However, existing research has yet to integrate fully urban sociology’s theoretical em-
phasis on space and place with organizational sociology’s theories of network mecha-
nisms. Urban sociologists have consistently illustrated the importance of place as a cen-
tral organizing feature of city life, from civic activity to mobility decisions to violent crime.
Places are meaningful locations and sources of identity (Gieryn 2000; Hayden 1997;
Kusenbach 2008; Paulsen 2004). Yet, this spatial framework remains absent from theories
of interorganizational networks. Do urban organizations forge ties with a broad range
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of partners, creating bridges of exchange with organizations throughout the metropo-
lis? Or, alternatively, do organizations exhibit parochial behavior, geographically limiting
their resource networks? Put broadly, are interorganizational ties placeless or placed?

If organizations are constitutive of urban social processes (McQuarrie and Marwell
2009), then how and where they construct their networks of exchange matters just
as much as if they make ties at all. When organizations exchange resources with a
range of qualified service providers, regardless of neighborhood location, brokerage
can indeed call into question the relative resource deprivation of urban neighbor-
hoods (Small 2006). However, neighborhood institutions are unevenly spread through-
out the modern metropolis; many neighborhoods lack a health clinic, athletic facil-
ity, or job training organization. If organizations focus their resource exchange within
the local neighborhood—if, for example, youth mentorship organizations only host sexual
health workshops from local community health centers—neighborhoods without a suf-
ficient range of institutions will lack equal access to information and resources. The
continued devolution of social welfare provision to private nonprofits only heightens
the stakes for understanding the spatial flow of resources from one urban nonprofit to
another.

This article examines the extent to which organizations share resources with other or-
ganizations in the same neighborhood and across neighborhoods, and how that shar-
ing systematically varies. I term this multilevel process organizational parochialism. Or-
ganizational parochialism consists of forces restricting extra-local ties, while inducing
and incentivizing local resource exchange—essentially, the push and pull of interor-
ganizational ties to local places. Key features of the urban context contribute to this
process, including forces internal and external to the organizations themselves. I ar-
gue that organizational parochialism explains the observed spatial patterning of in-
terorganizational ties—highlighting the power of place, beyond mere proximity or
propinquity—while creating a conceptual bridge between urban sociologists’ empha-
sis on spatial relationships and network mechanisms theorized in the organizations
literature.

The analysis draws upon interviews with 152 nonprofit organizations serving youth
in 12 Boston neighborhoods. These groups represent the full network of youth service
providers in this contiguous area. I use a mixed methods approach to analyze the spa-
tial structure of the network, employing quantitative techniques to illustrate an aggre-
gate spatial pattern while turning to qualitative data to suggest mechanisms behind the
quantitative relationships. Exponential-family random graph (ERG) models illustrate a
propensity of organizations to share resources within the local neighborhood, control-
ling for spatial distance between organizations, organizational characteristics, and var-
ious network properties. The qualitative evidence points to a multilevel social process
driving local resource exchange: While norms of comprehensive service delivery and lim-
ited funding provide the general context for collaboration, perceptions of neighborhood-
based violence make organizations reluctant to share resources across neighborhood bor-
ders. Informal interactions between organizational staff and indirect state action, in turn,
prompt organizations to exchange resources within their local neighborhood. I conclude
by discussing the limitations of this exploratory study, and suggest that the notion of or-
ganizational parochialism can extend research connecting organizations, networks, and
urban inequality.
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INTERORGANIZATIONAL NETWORK TIES: PLACELESS
OR PLACED?

A rich history of organizational theory analyzes the formation of interorganizational
networks, but a central concern to urban sociologists—the “emplacement” of social
behavior—is rarely addressed. Early research on the subject analyzed the social struc-
ture of cities as “an aggregate network of interorganizational relations” (Laumann et al.
1978, p. 455; see also Galaskiewicz and Marsden 1978). Yet, cities merely served as a back-
drop to study power, decision-making structures, and policymaking. In the 1970s, studies
of urban politics suggested that cities vary in interorganizational complexity that, in turn,
predicted varying power across cities (Aiken and Alford 1970; Turk 1970). These schol-
ars were not interested in the spatial logic of interorganizational network ties, per se, but
rather sought to prove that cities make major decisions—like urban renewal—through in-
terorganizational networks. Network ties were only loosely tied to local places: While this
research illustrated structural variation across municipalities, cities offered little more
than a setting to analyze interorganizational networks.

By contrast, recent research on interorganizational networks typically focuses on gains
for individual organizations based on their network position, or how reliance on ex-
ternal funding affects nonprofit behavior, such as political activity (Chaves et al. 2004;
Galaskiewicz et al. 2006). Two reviews of the literature on networks and organizations
illustrate a tendency for theorists to analyze for-profit firms, with little attention to ge-
ography or location (Brass et al. 2004; Provan et al. 2007). The limited research on spa-
tial relationships suggests that geographically proximate biotechnology firms are more
likely to share information in order to achieve a competitive advantage (Owen-Smith and
Powell 2004).

While spatial relationships are largely ignored, the organizations literature does sug-
gest a number of mechanisms producing interorganizational ties. Galaskiewicz (1979),
for example, attributes money and information networks to “the product of each actor
pursuing his own narrowly defined self-interests” (p. 87). Resource dependence theory
suggests that organizations will create network ties in response to risky or unstable fiscal
environments (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). Additional research finds ties between organi-
zations initiated by ties between individual organization members or leaders (Bonacich
1991; Breiger 1974).

The state, broadly defined, emerges as a complicated mechanism. Some argue external
actors “in powerful state and nonprofit bureaucracies” directly influence internal organi-
zational network activity (Small 2009, p. 172). Others suggest that the state’s influence is
limited to material relationships between organizations, as opposed to reputational and
informational networks (Huang and Provan 2006). Finally, research on publicly funded
networks defines the state as “hollow,” where two or three links separate government from
service providers (Milward et al. 2009).

The relationship between external actors, like the state, and organizational network
activity is consistent with a large literature in organizational theory (Brass et al. 2004;
Kenis and Knoke 2002; Oliver 1990; Wiewel and Hunter 1985). Relevant to the study of
cities and urban neighborhoods, some research finds powerful foundations and other
external funders influencing interorganizational ties. Research on “comprehensive com-
munity initiatives” (CCIs), while not framed as the study of interorganizational networks,
suggests external influence on organizational network behavior (Chaskin 2001). During
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the 1990s, foundations and other external actors engineered organizational collabora-
tion in distressed neighborhoods, anticipating a link between service coordination and
broader neighborhood uplift. Organizations in Chaskin’s (1997) case study of CCIs, for
example, perceived pressure from foundations and noted requirements from funders to
collaborate with other organizations.

In urban sociology, scholars interested in urban poverty and inequality have increas-
ingly turned to the study of formal organizations. Studies by Small and his colleagues
exemplify this resurgent analysis (Small 2006, 2009; Small and McDermott 2006; Small
et al. 2008). Both in terms of urban community development and welfare provision,
organizations—governmental and private nonprofit—take the lead in the distribution
of public goods. Most urban research focuses on the link between organizational density
and well-being, such as neighborhood social capital or collective efficacy. The emphasis
on organizational presence has led many studies of urban organizations to focus on the
effect of spatial density—essentially counting how many organizations operate within a
confined geographic area as a predictor of neighborhood effects (Allard and Roth 2010;
Curley 2010; Sampson 2012; Small and McDermott 2006).

Yet, urban organizations function as more than resource repositories, or aggregated
counts associated with neighborhood-level processes. Indeed, organizations often in-
crease their service potential through ties and connections to other organizations, off-
setting limited individual organizational capacity (Provan and Milward 1995). Recent
research in urban sociology utilizes the principles of networks to discuss connections
between interorganizational linkages and neighborhood social capital, illustrating how or-
ganizations use their network ties to increase resource access for low-income groups living
in poor neighborhoods (Small 2009, pp. 129–174). Scholars conceptualize organizations
as containers of information, expertise, special facilities, government funding, and social
support—all relevant components of social capital generally referred to as “resources” in
the organizations literature. When two organizations form a network tie and exchange
information, expertise, or the use of special facilities, a participant of either organization
gains access to the resources contained in both organizations.

Minimal research investigates the mechanisms behind urban organizational ties.
Small’s (2009) qualitative treatment of childcare center networks in New York City sug-
gests professional norms of broad service delivery prompt organizations to bridge ties
across specialized domains. For Hunter (1985), urban organizations collaborate with lo-
cal peers in order to maintain local social control. This fits in line with recent findings
that neighborhood crime and violence influence organizational participation (Harding
2010; Kissane 2010). As Harding argues with respect to youth participation, “Venturing
outside one’s own neighborhood . . . means risking confrontation with youth from other
neighborhoods just by passing rival enclaves or neutral territories” (2010, p. 45). The
same neighborhood effect on youth participation may influence how organizations con-
struct their interorganizational ties.

Urban scholars are concerned with the spatial logic of the city and the institutions
located within it. Places are distinctive, partly because of the accrual of past events and
interactions. Places are bounded territories that become sources of attachment, identity,
and meaning. Social behaviors related to health, crime, mobility, and civic engagement
cluster spatially and contribute to the “emplacement” of urban life. Analyzing residen-
tial mobility and elite connections in Chicago, Sampson (2012), for instance, illustrates
higher order structural sorting—a structured, spatial order to network flows. Networks,
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he argues, “can in theory go anywhere, but they go to a somewhere very regularly” (p. 351, em-
phasis in original). Summarizing the theoretical tradition of the Chicago School, Abbott
(1997) similarly notes, “Social facts are located” (p. 1152, emphasis in original).

Though few studies of interorganizational linkages investigate spatial relationships,
scholars studying interpersonal networks in urban contexts consistently emphasize prox-
imity as a network mechanism. The direction of the relationship varies: There is evidence
of both bridging ties beyond local geographies (Campbell and Lee 1992; Fischer et al.
1977; Guest and Wierzbicki 1999; Wellman 1979) and bonding ties within proximate ar-
eas (Grannis 2009; Hipp and Perrin 2009). While organizations are reemerging in studies
of urban neighborhoods, there are no comparable studies of their network behavior.

Amidst considerable advances in both the urban and organizations literatures, the rela-
tionship between place, proximity, and interorganizational network ties remains a black
box. Organizational sociology suggests a number of mechanisms producing interorgani-
zational linkages, but provides few theoretical insights into the potential “emplacement”
of network ties. The unspoken implication is that interorganizational network ties are
not constrained or enabled by features of place; network ties are “placeless.” Urban soci-
ology has increasingly analyzed the effect of organizations on a variety of outcomes, but
this research typically treats organizations as aggregated counts contributing to neigh-
borhood effects. Indeed, urban sociology’s theoretical emphasis on place remains unex-
plored in the growing literature on urban interorganizational network ties. Investigating
the “emplacement” of network ties has implications not only for the study of urban orga-
nizations, but also for urban sociologists’ understanding of resource availability in urban
neighborhoods. In the analysis that follows, I offer an exploratory investigation bridging
the theoretical traditions of both subfields.

DATA AND METHODS

PRINCIPAL DATA

I draw on interviews with 152 nonprofit organizations serving youth across 12 Boston
neighborhoods, collected between June and December 2010. I asked basic organizational
information (i.e., “How many full-time staff members does your organization employ?”),
questions about egocentric interorganizational network ties (i.e., “Which organizations
do you share facilities with?”), and open-ended follow-up questions (i.e., “When you men-
tion [X] organization, why do you share resources with them?”). The basic information
included each organization’s mission statement, service area, staff size, annual operating
budget, funding sources, age range of youth served, and specific details on youth-related
programs and services.

Studies of networks—and especially, studies of whole networks—require specification
of network boundaries and the content of network ties. Accordingly, I set three criteria to
generate my data on the interorganizational network: geographic boundaries, organiza-
tional characteristics, and types of relationships. First, I explicitly sampled organizations
from a large enough area to account for demographic diversity. As such, the contigu-
ous study area contains: one middle-income, predominantly white neighborhood; two
neighborhoods mirroring city-wide demographics; two predominantly Hispanic neigh-
borhoods; two poor, ethnically diverse neighborhoods; and five neighborhoods matching

313



CITY & COMMUNITY

previous research on African-American “ghettos.” The aggregate study area is geograph-
ically distinguished from adjacent areas by important ecological boundaries: Boston’s
financial district abuts the northern border of the study area, and the Newmarket light
industrial district forms the northeastern border. The Back Bay high-end residential dis-
trict, Northeastern University, Jamaica Pond, and the suburb of Brookline form the west-
ern border. Forest Hills and Franklin Park—two nonresidential recreation areas—form
the southern border. I define each neighborhood by agglomerations of Census block-
groups to more closely resemble local neighborhood definitions.1

Second, I borrow Laumann et al.’s (1983) positional inclusion procedure to include all
organizations that serve a particular population—in this case, youth. While youth-serving
organizations are not a perfect proxy for general institutional presence, the well-being
of children is considered fundamental to a neighborhood’s social structure by scholars
of urban inequality (Grannis 2009; Peterson et al. 2000).2 Organizations serving youth
may construct their ties of exchange differently than organizations aiding the mentally
ill or jobless, and organizations in Boston may exhibit different network behavior than
organizations operating in different urban contexts. On the one hand, youth-serving or-
ganizations may be more likely to have a local focus because children are less mobile
than adults; the empirical evidence may exaggerate the presence of parochialism. On
the other hand, youth in Boston are highly mobile throughout the city as a result of
Boston’s widely used public transit system; the empirical evidence may therefore reflect
a “lower bound” estimate of parochialism. Such considerations should be taken into ac-
count when interpreting the empirical analyses.

Using this criterion, I included City-run community centers, youth “social justice” or-
ganizing groups, community development corporations, antiviolence advocacy groups,
community health centers, faith-based organizations, jobs skills/workforce development
groups, academic enrichment organizations, and athletics-based organizations. As de-
fined in this study, “organization” refers to a staffed group with autonomous program-
ming, operating out of a central or satellite office located in my defined geographic
boundaries. To be included in the study, an organization needed to have at least one
program solely dedicated to youth, if not the entire organizational mission. None of
the selected organizations distribute profits to their directors, and all purport to serve
Boston’s residents.

I used four distinct organization lists from the US Census, Boston Public Schools, the
City of Boston, and a nonprofit provider’s survey collected from a large nonprofit institu-
tion to develop a master list of organizations. I geo-coded and mapped each organization
using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) technology. I additionally cross-referenced
each respondent’s network ties with my running list of organizations and added to the list
when applicable. Analogous to the procedure used in Provan and Milward’s (1995) study
of mental health networks, I collected data from the full population of local organiza-
tional resources for youth operating within the study’s geographic boundaries.3 Figure 1
displays the neighborhoods included in this study, as well as the geographical distribution
of nonprofit youth organizations.

Finally, I collected data on interorganizational network ties based on eight dimensions
of resource sharing, accounting for network multiplexity. The eight “types” include: di-
rect referral ties, hosting an information session given by another organization, coapply-
ing for funding, sharing facilities, posting information on another organization’s services
in a public area, shared coalition membership, state-mandated ties, and a category for
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FIG. 1. Neighborhoods and Youth Organizations in Study Area.

“other” types of ties not easily categorized (Provan and Milward 1995; Small et al. 2008).
Conceptually, the network ties are meant to capture resources—information, technical
expertise, special facilities, and so on—that flow from one organization to another.

As in Small et al. (2008), I asked each organization, “Which organizations do you [per-
form X type of network tie] with?” I did not present each organization with a list of other
organizations in the network, but rather asked them to list each and every organization
they exchanged resources with. I additionally did not limit the number of responses each
organization could provide. From the organization’s perspective, then, they provided the
full universe of their network data. The network data are directed, meaning that I record
the sender and receiver of ties.4

The 152 organizations identified 945 “egocentric” interorganizational ties—that is, the
total number of network ties they “send” to other organizations. I limit my quantitative
analysis to the 766 ties that connect organizations within my study area—the “whole net-
work” of organizations serving youth in that area. I therefore exclude 179 interorgani-
zational ties (18.9 percent of the total egocentric ties) from the quantitative analysis.
These ties connect 82 of the organizations in this study to 60 youth-serving organiza-
tions located outside the study area. In the modeling procedure that follows, I include
a control for reciprocity. Retaining ties to organizations not included in the study would
bias results, giving the false appearance that ties were not reciprocated. In the qualitative
analysis, however, responses were not limited to “whole network” ties; respondents were
instructed to reflect on the full range of their network activity.
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In sum, the sample of neighborhoods represents a theoretical sample of contiguous, de-
mographically diverse areas. The organizations included in this study can be considered
both a sample and a population: The 152 organizations represent 1) a sample of the total
organizations serving youth in Boston; 2) a sample of the total organizations within the
study’s geographic boundaries; but 3) the full universe of nonprofits offering any youth
service in the study’s defined geographic area at one point in time. The data on net-
work ties represent the universe of interorganizational exchange, from both an egocentric
(in the qualitative analysis) and whole network (in the quantitative analysis) perspective.
Table 1 provides descriptive statistics for the neighborhoods under study, including orga-
nizational and network information.

ADDITIONAL DATA

Previous research implicates the State in shaping, directing, and incentivizing nonprofit
action and resource distribution (Chaves et al. 2004; Huang and Provan 2006; Marwell
2004). For three months during the summer of 2010, I worked full time in the Mayor’s
Office in Boston on education and youth-related issues. While an employee of the City of
Boston, I attended 20 meetings in City Hall, including Education, Health and Human Ser-
vices Subcabinet meetings, informal information sessions, formal education policymak-
ing sessions, and meetings with the Mayor himself. In each meeting, the organizations un-
der study were either the topic of discussion or invited guests to the policymaking process.
This access to the inner workings of city government—while limited—offered unique in-
sights into the relationship between nonprofit organizations and formal politics. I use
these insights when discussing government’s role in facilitating interorganizational ties.

METHODS

My mixed methods approach follows what Small (2011) labels an integrative mixed data-
analysis study, combining statistical social network analysis with findings from qualitative
interviews. The goal is complementarity: Since data were collected concurrently, I use the
open-ended qualitative data to suggest mechanisms explaining the observed quantitative
results.5

I analyze geographic predictors of the network structure using ERG models for social
network analysis. ERG models provide a formal test of homophily by neighborhood—the
tendency for organizations to form ties with other organizations in the same neighbor-
hood. These models predict the probability of a network tie given the whole network
structure, and the model coefficients can be interpreted similar to log-odds coefficients
in logistic regression. As Table 1 illustrates, organizations are not distributed evenly across
the 12 neighborhood areas. Organizationally dense neighborhoods have more opportu-
nities to form within-neighborhood ties. ERG models take into account relative group
size when modeling homophily effects, which is particularly important for this analysis.
The models also allow for balancing mechanisms to reduce problems of “degeneracy.”6

Here, the unit of analysis is the interorganizational tie, treating the network as a whole
network of organizations.

The goal of this analysis is to investigate the motivation behind the creation of ties—
why the network forms in this particular manner. I apply a grounded theory approach
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FIG. 2. Interorganizational Tie Geography, Egocentric Network Ties.

and code the qualitative responses for emergent themes to contextualize the observed
quantitative results (Glaser and Strauss 1967). In the qualitative analysis, the organization is
the unit of analysis and respondents reflected on their organization’s egocentric network
ties.

QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

When organizations engage in resource brokerage, where do they look? Figure 2 displays
the geographical distribution of egocentric network ties. A pronounced plurality of ties
connects organizations within the same neighborhood.

Figure 3 illustrates the geography of the sample of “whole network” ties. Nearly half
of all 766 interorganizational ties (49.21 percent) connect organizations within the same
neighborhood. An additional 34.56 percent of all interorganizational ties connect orga-
nizations in adjacent neighborhoods, defined in the present study as neighborhoods that
share a geographic border. Only 15.97 percent of all interorganizational ties connect or-
ganizations whose neighborhoods do not share a border.

Due to the realities of urban geography, however, some neighborhoods have more
borders than others. Limiting the “Between Adjacent Neighborhoods” category to con-
nections between organizations in a given neighborhood and those in only two adjacent
neighborhoods captures 75 percent of the “Between Adjacent Neighborhoods” ties, or
26 percent of the total ties in the sample. Substantively, this means 75 percent of a given
neighborhood’s interorganizational ties will connect organizations internally and to two
nearby neighborhoods. The remaining 25 percent will connect to organizations through-
out the remaining nine neighborhoods in the study area.
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FIG. 3. Interorganizational Tie Geography, Whole Network Ties.

Not all types of exchange carry equal costs to organizations, or have an equal impact
on their targeted populations. When the geography of the whole network data is broken
down by the eight tie types, without exception, the number of ties decreases with in-
creased distance from the central neighborhood, as a plurality of each tie type connects
organizations within the same neighborhood.7

ERG models can provide a formal test of homophily by neighborhood. For statistical
power, I create a composite score of resource exchange as the outcome of interest, weight-
ing network ties as a sum of all types of interorganizational exchange. In Table 2, I report
log-odds coefficients and standard errors from four ERG models. The Edge coefficient
in each model is analogous to the Constant in a standard logistic regression. In model
1, I report the log-odds of homophily by neighborhood in the interorganizational net-
work. This “naı̈ve” model serves as a baseline for comparison. Without any controls, the
coefficient for homophily by neighborhood—the predicted probability that a tie will exist
between organizations if they are located within the same neighborhood—is positive and
statistically significant.

The propensity for organizations to create ties with local partners may, in fact, be
driven by spatial proximity rather than shared neighborhood identity or a bounded sense
of “place.” Model 2 adds a coefficient for the spatial distance between each organization
in the network, measured in kilometers. As is expected, distance has a negative effect on
network tie formation; each additional kilometer of geographic distance reduces the log
odds of a network tie by 2.97.

Homophily by neighborhood may be confounded by the capacity of organizations (big-
ger organizations may require fewer interorganizational ties), the age of youth they serve
(organizations serving younger children may collaborate overwhelmingly with proximate
peers), or their general organizational focus (faith-based organizations may act differ-
ently than organizations focusing on athletics). Model 3 therefore adds three organiza-
tional characteristics to the model: total staff size, age range of target population, and
organization type. Staff size includes full- and part-time staff, and offers a measure of
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TABLE 2. ERG Models

MODEL

1 2 3 4
Edges −4.19*** −1.22** −2.56*** −2.45***

(0.06) (0.42) (0.52) (0.67)
Homophily by neighborhood 1.91*** 1.85*** 1.99*** 1.29***

(0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09)
Distance −2.97*** −2.92*** −2.26***

(0.42) (0.46) (0.65)
Organizational characteristics:
Total staff size 0.002 0.002

(0.0011) (0.001)
Age rangea

0–6 years old −0.24 −0.39
(0.19) (0.26)

7–12 years old −0.27* −0.26*
(0.11) (0.13)

13–18 years old 0.14 0.12*
(0.08) (0.06)

16–18 years old 0.13 −0.05
(0.12) (0.04)

Organization typeb

Community center −0.56*** 0.35***
(0.13) (0.04)

Community development corporation 0.75*** 0.42***
(0.16) (0.09)

Community health center 1.36*** 1.04***
(0.15) (0.07)

Social justice/cultural 1.39*** 1.06***
(0.13) (0.04)

Faith-based 0.02 −0.07
(0.2) (0.1)

Mentoring −0.98* −1.25***
(0.47) (0.34)

Multiservice 0.53*** 0.32***
(0.13) (0.04)

Sport/recreation −0.62 −0.69**
(0.38) (0.08)

Youth jobs 0.37* 0.26**
(0.16) (0.08)

Youth violence prevention 0.62*** 0.42***
(0.16) (0.07)

Other 0.16 0.09
(0.15) (0.06)

Reciprocity 1.97***
(0.07)

Triadic closure (GWESP) 0.74***
(0.03)

Two paths (GWDSP) −0.13***
(0.004)

AIC 5452.9 5405 5114.5 4461.5

*P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001
NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are SEs.
a“All Ages” is the reference category.
b“Academic Enrichment” is the reference category
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organizational capacity. Since specific age ranges are not standardized across organi-
zations, I grouped each organization according to a self-reported age focus, either on
young children (0–6 years old), adolescents (7–12 years old), teenagers (13–18 years old),
older teenagers (16–18 years old), or all ages. Organizations offering services for all ages
served as the reference category. Finally, I constructed a dummy variable for organiza-
tion type based on each organization’s programming portfolio. Organizations focusing
on academic enrichment serve as the reference group. With these additional covariates,
the significance of homophily by neighborhood remains.

Model 4 adds three network balancing mechanisms. The reciprocity term refers to the
likelihood that a tie will be reciprocated, and the triadic closure term (“geometrically
weighted edge-wise shared partner,” or GWESP) accounts for the observed tendency of
two organizations to share more than one partner—essentially, an indicator of dense clus-
tering in the network. The two paths term estimates the distribution of shared partners of
organizations that may or may not be tied themselves (“geometrically weighted dyad-wise
shared partner,” or GWDSP). Controlling for triadic closure, the two paths term repre-
sents situations where organization A does not share resources with organization B, even
though both share resources with one or more of the same partners.

The coefficient for triadic closure offers statistically strong support for organizational
clustering in the resource network. The coefficient for reciprocity is also statistically sig-
nificant, indicating the likelihood of organizations to reciprocate acts of resource ex-
change. The introduction of network balancing mechanisms reduces the positive effect
of homophily by 35.2 percent and the negative effect of spatial distance by 22.6 percent.
Still, both coefficients remain statistically significant. The substantive interpretation of
coefficients becomes complicated with the inclusion of balancing mechanisms, but the
statistically significant homophily coefficient means that organizations in the network ex-
hibit a tendency to share resources within their local neighborhood, controlling for their
spatial proximity to other organizations in the network, organizational characteristics,
and various network properties.

Model 4 suggests that the effect of homophily by neighborhood is not simply a function
of network properties, like reciprocity or triadic closure. Instead, the quantitative results
point to a concentration of ties in local places, a process that cannot be reduced to network
properties alone.

THE SOCIAL PROCESS OF ORGANIZATIONAL PAROCHIALISM

What are the mechanisms producing the parochial structure of interorganizational ties?
Consistent with previous research, the organizations in my sample referenced limited
funding opportunities and normative goals of holistic service delivery as rationales for
resource exchange. Consternation over limited funding was particularly common. The
Youth Director of an organization in Four Corners stated succinctly, “I try to do a lot of
outsourcing, especially because of budget deficits.” Other organizations mentioned refer-
rals as a supplement to large caseloads, and one in particular hosted workshops “because
we lack the funds to do more.” It is important to recognize the role that competition
plays, qualitatively, in these remarks. Organizational budget constraints and government
funding cuts make already-sparse charitable foundation grants highly competitive. Orga-
nizations respond to this pressure by working together: An organization may not have the
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funds to run a sexual health workshop, but can outsource to a community health center
funded to conduct workshops on health education. Perceived competition for funding,
in practice, breeds extensive collaboration.

Moreover, norms of holistic service provision—from “comprehensive” youth develop-
ment to goals of “ending poverty”—prompted organizations to seek collaborators. For
instance, one Program Director for an organization in Dudley noted, “None of us could
do this alone. The nature of our work requires partnerships. Because of our comprehensive
mission statement, it requires partnerships” [her emphasis]. Another Executive Director
for a college prep organization in Bowdoin-Geneva echoed:

We’re working with other groups that provide services we don’t. We’ve pared down
our work to just working with college access, but our youth deal with many more
challenges so what we do is try to create a network with other groups to provide
more resources that they need, like housing and other things.

Within an institutional context of a nonprofit sector with concerns about limited
funding and norms of holistic service delivery, interorganizational network ties appear
attractive.8

However, limited organizational capacity and a desire to provide multilayered services
may make collaboration attractive, but do little to explain the preponderance of local
collaborative ties. Indeed, the organizational proclivity to share resources locally reflects
both restricted extra-local resource sharing and active local resource sharing. Based on
qualitative data from organizations in my study area, these are outcomes of (1) percep-
tions of youth violence, (2) semistructured informal interactions between organizational
leaders, and (3) the indirect arm of the State. The interaction of these forces represents
the social process underlying the parochial network structure.

PERCEPTIONS OF NEIGHBORHOOD-BASED VIOLENCE

Shootings and robberies cluster on particular streets, creating persistent “hotspots” of
violent activity. Organizations make ties accordingly, avoiding “hotspots” in an attempt to
protect their youth. The Executive Director for three community centers in the Dudley
neighborhood, for example, mentioned that turf battles limit the pool of youth taking
part in their services. As “the drama” heats up, participants would ebb and flow. As a
result, he tended to make ties “that are geographically close,” cognizant of ongoing “beef”
between opposing sets of youth in Boston’s inner city.

Another Executive Director of a large multiservice community center in Dudley noted,
“Violence—it’s a huge obstacle. For example . . . we have kids that can’t go anywhere but
Dudley. There’s just a really small area [they can travel].” She continued, “If [a kid] blows
out of existing resources [in Dudley], he has no other options.” This violence also im-
pedes her ability to bring in representatives and participants of other outside organiza-
tions, noting, “We rarely bring . . . kids together, for safety issues. So, we don’t host sessions.
Instead, we try to connect them to local programs.”

While this organization had difficulty forging bonds with groups beyond Dudley due to
turf issues, organizations in other neighborhoods also cite violence as a barrier to connec-
tions with Dudley organizations. An Executive Director of an antiviolence organization
based in Franklin, for instance, referenced a conversation she had with one of her youth.
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According to her, the court-involved Franklin youth found it next to impossible to take
advantage of a reentry program in Dudley. He does not have a car, and he cannot take
public transportation because his housing project is beefing with other groups along the
bus route. This Executive Director, like others, mentioned attempts to “transcend” such
boundaries, given her organization’s stated organizational mission. Many organizations
were aware of violence and claimed to challenge neighborhood boundaries, but such
sentiments were not reflected in their own network data.

Like neighborhoods, housing projects are key sites for youth identity formation—and
accompanying turf distinctions. For example, conflicts between youth living in the Brom-
ley Heath development (in Hyde Square/Jackson Sqaure) and youth living in both the
Academy Homes development (Egleston Square) and the South Street development
(JP Centre/South) disrupt meaningful resource sharing between organizations in these
neighborhoods. A Youth Program Director for a community health center in the JP Cen-
tre/South neighborhood commented:

Respondent: We love to collaborate, but locally. Our kids are super regional—they
don’t want to troop to another neighborhood. [Laughs]

Author: Why is that?

Respondent: Definitely a safety issue. South Street, Bromley, Academy Homes—
they all have beef. These kids are so shook [scared] when it comes to these turf
issues . . . that are incredibly important.

Turf battles are not limited to these four neighborhoods. In the South End/Lower
Roxbury, the Youth Program Director for a major Latino empowerment organization also
attributed his limited organizational network to neighborhood-based youth violence:

We recognize that there are turf issues. Within a¼–½mile radius there are 14 [hous-
ing] developments. There are turf wars going back and forth so we try to be careful
about community safety. We ask youth if they feel comfortable walking from X to Y.
So we look for agencies that can satisfy those safety issues.

Similarly, the Director of a South End/Lower Roxbury technology center offering
youth-led computer workshops noted that safety is a concern when working with other
organizations. She said. “We don’t send youth out to an area [to do workshops] if he has
had problems there.” In nearby Mission Hill, the Youth Program Director of a community
health center noted:

I’m constantly trying to do work with folks around the immediate area. The rea-
son for doing local programs—some of the issues that really matter for youth are
the neighborhoods they come from. We used to do a workshop at [another orga-
nization] in Dorchester, but our youth didn’t feel safe being in that neighborhood
when the workshop ended at 6[pm]. So we stopped doing it. And not even the
gang-involved youth, but fear of people coming up to them and asking ‘where do
you live’ and so on. There are definitely great programs outside the neighborhood,
but I refer based on local geographic location, really for safety reasons.

Organization leaders, like this Program Director, are not entirely ignorant of extra-
local organizational resources. But perceptions of youth violence and turf distinctions
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inhibit meaningful collaboration with organizations beyond the local neighborhood even
though it means extra-local resource sharing.

Organizations working with urban youth are not avoiding ties to neighborhoods they
define as “high crime” or “violent.” Rather, they are responding to a relational dynamic—a
perception that their youth “beef” or conflict with youth from other neighborhoods. It
is also not the case that organizations eschew network ties only with the neighborhoods their
youth beef with. As the respondent from Franklin noted, she did not make ties with orga-
nizations in Dudley because of beefs with additional neighborhoods along the bus route.
This suggests an explanation for why homophily by neighborhood remains statistical sig-
nificant in the ERG models, even after controlling for spatial distance. A resource may
be in close proximity, but if brokerage requires crossing an important turf border, orga-
nizations will instead turn to other organizations in the local neighborhood. Perceptions
of turf violence function as a formidable barrier limiting connections to organizations
outside the immediate neighborhood, even if alternative resources are nearby.9

INFORMAL, SEMISTRUCTURED INTERACTIONS

It may seem rational for an organization to partner with another local organization deal-
ing with the same population in the same geographic area. But organizations could, al-
ternatively, operate in isolation. While youth perceptions of violence limit organizational
worldviews to the immediate area, local connections are ultimately initiated through reg-
ular, semistructured interactions between organizational leaders.

During my interviews, some organizations had trouble defining the content of their
ties to other groups; many relationships lacked a formally defined “partner” and instead
formed through informal resource sharing and referrals.10 One organization in the South
End/Lower Roxbury neighborhood, for instance, operates as a collective of local “youth
workers”—employees of nonprofits working with low-income youth—to facilitate a for-
mal referral structure among forty local organizations. Yet, the intended formality is not
realized in practice. Rather, the organization provides the informal setting in which youth
workers can meet, commiserate, and form bonds of reciprocal information exchange. Re-
lationships between organizations with varying levels of resources for youth referrals are
embedded within this informal organizational setting. A number of respondents in my
sample, such as the Executive Director of a girls’ leadership organization, referenced the
youth worker meetings. When asked why she developed partnerships with certain orga-
nizations, she replied, “It’s who’s in the neighborhood and who goes to the youth worker
meetings. We can share resources and know what’s going on locally.”

Similar informal relationships exist throughout the study area, often titled with the
neighborhood name followed by the qualifier “Youth Collaborative.” Some are sophisti-
cated and operate independent websites, as does the South End/Lower Roxbury organi-
zation. Others, like those in Mission Hill and Grove Hall, hold semiregular meetings and
rotate leadership among the Collaborative’s organizational members. These collectives
of youth-focused organizations not only vary in formality, and membership is entirely vol-
untary, but they are common. Most importantly, they restrict membership to the local
neighborhood.

Other routine local activities are far less organized. One organizational leader in the
Bowdoin-Geneva neighborhood discussed the value of informal networks with other
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organizations working with youth. “We’re all in this field [of youth development],” he
said. “So we see each other at various events.” Repeated interactions at community meet-
ings, workshops, symposiums, and other events facilitate relationships among partici-
pants. But these interactions are not spread evenly throughout the city, or even across
predominantly low-income neighborhoods. Instead, they emerge locally. The Youth Pro-
gram Director of one organization in the Dudley neighborhood discussed her under-
standing of resource sharing among nonprofits:

Part of it is because we are so close. We look at each other and can see different
initiatives going on, so we can collaborate. We can see who’s doing what, so we don’t
replicate. . . . We’re all in the same area, so we see each other all the time. Definitely
being in the same area definitely helps in making connections. We’ll even go to
lunch together down the street at [another organization that teaches nutrition and
runs cooking classes for youth and operates a café]!

The café organization also recognizes its role in Dudley, and echoed the importance of
informal organizational connections. The Business and Marketing Director mentioned in
our interview, unprompted, “It’s interesting because [another Boston nonprofit leader]
once said to me, ‘You know . . . the bluebloods, they’ve got their locker rooms. We—the
nonprofits—we’ve got [your organization].’ It’s a nexus, a place where things happen
and contacts are made.”

These reciprocated responses highlight the importance of repeated local interactions
in facilitating interorganizational ties. Having a visible, central place to share lunch in-
creases the probability of informal interactions, but restricts them to the immediate
neighborhood. Additionally, meeting informally with other organizational leaders on a
regular basis creates interorganizational relationships in so-called Youth Collaboratives,
even when such collectives do not explicitly attempt to create resource exchange net-
works. Just as Small (2009) illustrated the transmission of individual social capital through
routine activities at childcare centers, so too do organizations transmit organizational so-
cial capital and resources through repeated social interaction in semistructured spaces.
This finding contextualizes the statistically significant clustering in the ERG model re-
sults. Routinized interaction socially constructs interorganizational ties, facilitating re-
source sharing among neighborhood organizations.

THE STATE AND INTERMEDIARIES

Direct State action may contribute to the presence (or absence) of institutional resources
in urban neighborhoods (Chaves et al. 2004; Milward et al. 2009). However, only five of
the 766 interorganizational ties (0.65 percent) forged between nonprofits serving low-
income youth in Boston were mandated by State requirements. Financial incentives from
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts are minimal, and even those grants were cut by
a minimum of 50 percent during the study period. The City of Boston provides only
program-specific support. Besides City-run community centers, no nonprofit organiza-
tion working with youth relies solely on state or local grant money.

However, some respondents noted their membership in organizational networks
funded by Boston After School and Beyond (henceforth “Boston Beyond”), a self-
identified “public-private partnership” focused on youth development in Boston. Boston
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Beyond purports to be an intermediary between local government, philanthropic orga-
nizations, and nonprofit organizations, but, in practice, often acts as a conduit of City
Hall where it is constantly referenced as an important partner, and often relied upon to
carry out city initiatives. Moreover, Boston Beyond is deeply integrated into the local pol-
icymaking process. Thirty public officials attend Education, Health and Human Services
subcabinet meetings in City Hall each month, and Boston Beyond is one of the only non-
governmental entities regularly invited to participate. They receive updates on city plans,
and coordinate their actions with city directives already in place. Their relationship to
city government is reciprocal; the superintendent of Boston Public Schools, the Mayor’s
former chief of staff, and the Mayor himself sit on Boston Beyond’s board of directors,
with the Mayor serving as Honorary Chair.

Unlike the City, however, Boston Beyond has a direct hand in cementing interorganiza-
tional ties. In 2009, Boston Beyond launched an initiative that provided funding for non-
profits engaged in self-identified networks. During my fieldwork in City Hall, representa-
tives from Boston Beyond explained how they specifically funded locally based “networks”
in a number of Boston neighborhoods, including Mission Hill, Hyde Square/Jackson
Square, Upham’s Corner, and Dudley. With only one exception—a citywide “network” of
service providers—Boston Beyond financially supports within-neighborhood interorgani-
zational ties.11

The institutional relationship between city government, public–private intermediaries,
and nonprofit organizations cannot explain the initial creation of ties, as Boston Beyond
purportedly only funds preexisting interorganizational partnerships.12 However, their
support sustains and legitimizes connections through their relationship with City Hall.
While local government tries to pressure nonprofits to forge ties with other organizations
to share resources, City Hall has little leverage to do so—instead, public–private inter-
mediaries like Boston Beyond take on the task of formalizing and facilitating interorga-
nizational ties. Without direct control over nonprofit funding streams, local government
works in partnership with private funders, engaging in indirect action to create and sustain
interorganizational ties.

EXPLAINING DEVIANT CASES

Some organizations I interviewed did not follow the overall pattern discussed above. In-
stead of discounting these exceptions as outliers, I investigated potential explanations.
In general, the organizations that deviate from the aggregate pattern fit into three cate-
gories: ethnic organizations, niche organizations, and isolated organizations. Ethnic or-
ganizations included groups serving predominantly Latino and Asian populations. In the
organizational social structure, their connections often spread throughout the city based
on the geography of their respective target populations. These groups expressed a prefer-
ence to share resources with “culturally sensitive” or “culturally competent” organizations,
typically with bilingual staffs. Though respondents never mentioned outright racial con-
flict, the a-spatial orientation of some ethnic organizations may reflect racial or ethnic
cleavages in the nonprofit sector (Kadushin et al. 2005).13 Similarly, niche organizations
fostered ties among themselves, often irrespective of geographic boundaries. Groups fo-
cusing solely on athletic programming or youth political activism fit into this category. As
one Youth Director of an environmental justice group in Dudley noted, “We don’t host
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[information sessions]. We’re very mission focused. We live in the organizing world.” Of
note, it was not the case that all ethnic and niche organizations deviated from the gen-
eral network pattern, but that the majority of deviant cases fit this organizational profile.
Finally, some organizations are isolated completely from the interorganizational struc-
ture. These were rare to come across; however, only eight organizations out of the 152
interviewed (5.3 percent) recorded less than two ties with other organizations.

DISCUSSION

The quantitative evidence in this article illustrates a propensity for youth-serving orga-
nizations to share resources within the local neighborhood, controlling for spatial dis-
tance between organizations, organizational characteristics, and various network proper-
ties. The qualitative evidence points to underlying mechanisms behind the quantitative
relationships. Consistent with prior research, I find institutional norms of comprehensive
service delivery and anxiety over unreliable funding makes interorganizational exchange
attractive (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978; Small 2009). But this merely represents the con-
text for collaboration. Indeed, key aspects of the neighborhood context influence how
urban organizations construct their ties of resource exchange: Perceptions of inner city
violence and turf issues restrict possible interorganizational ties to the immediate neigh-
borhood. Informal interactions between organizational leaders in semistructured spaces
initiate local connections, and consistent with Milward et al. (2009), the state only indi-
rectly incentivizes local network activity.

These findings support a theoretical model of organizational parochialism, spanning
multiple levels both internal and external to the organizations themselves. Norms of
operation and anxiety over limited capacity make collaboration among youth organiza-
tions appealing. But the practice of limiting collaboration with extra-local organizations
is driven by a different social process altogether: the perceived local nature of youth vio-
lence and neighborhood beefs within this set of inner city, spatially contiguous, disadvan-
taged neighborhoods. Within each individual neighborhood, local places nested within the
system of inner city neighborhoods, informal interactions between organization leaders
induce local interorganizational ties. Finally, in a decentralized urban political structure,
the state indirectly incentivizes local interorganizational partnerships. Thus, overlapping
levels of forces interact to produce the organizational parochialism observed in Boston.

The identification of such organizational parochialism, in which youth-serving orga-
nizations do not exchange resources with a wide range of service providers, regardless
of neighborhood location, adds a robust spatial dimension to interorganizational net-
works. Organizational parochialism reflects more than the convenience of proximity, but
further, the “emplacement” of interorganizational network ties. Urban sociologists con-
sistently refer to the neighborhood as a formative site of social organization, civil society,
and stratification (Sampson 2012). This analysis suggests that the neighborhood repre-
sents both a material and symbolic place that promotes interorganizational resource ex-
change. The results support Sampson’s claim that network ties “go to a somewhere very
regularly” (2012, p. 351, emphasis in original)—in this particular case, they tend to stay
within the local neighborhood.

Neighborhoods, as places, can “evoke memories, trigger identities, and embody histo-
ries” (Gieryn 2000, p. 481). The complementary evidence in this article contextualizes the
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push and pull of network ties to local places. Interorganizational networks are not simply
mesolevel structures, operating outside the confines of local urban life. Indeed, aspects
of the urban environment—the “push” of neighborhood-based violence, and the “pull”
of informal interactions between leaders and indirect state incentives—affect how youth-
serving organizations exchange resources. The resulting interorganizational network is
“placed,” as ties follow a spatial logic that cannot be reduced to network properties or
spatial proximity alone.

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Resource exchange is common, no doubt, as nonprofit organizations proliferate in Amer-
ican cities (Marwell 2007; Small 2009). But scholars know little about which organizations
are connecting in the urban context and why they forge ties—the social structure of re-
source exchange. The evidence presented in the preceding pages attempts to unpack
this black box. While statistical modeling reveals the presence of within-neighborhood
resource exchange, the complementary qualitative investigation illustrates the process
resulting in organizational parochialism.

This article is, however, limited in ways that may be addressed in future research.
First, some of this article’s specific findings, such as perceptions of neighborhood vio-
lence, may be unique to organizations serving youth. While I do include a wide variety
of organizational types in my sample, and control accordingly in the quantitative analy-
sis, the shortcoming is noted. The network ties of urban organizations serving different
populations—such as the jobless or elderly—may also follow a spatial logic, but for dif-
ferent reasons. Second, the extent of parochialism may be reduced or less consistent
across tie type. Additional studies can investigate variation across different dimensions
of exchange. Third, the present study analyzes the social process producing organiza-
tional parochialism, but future work should also investigate the effect of network activity
on individual-level outcomes. It is entirely plausible to imagine positive outcomes, both
for organizationally connected individuals and isolated individuals living in institution-
ally rich neighborhoods (Sampson 2012; Small 2009), but it is still unclear if individuals
would benefit more from parochial or nonparochial organizational networks. Fourth,
more work is certainly needed to investigate continuity or change in organizational net-
work behavior. Longitudinal and comparative network data could specifically address the
timing, path dependence, or relative importance of the mechanisms I propose. Fifth,
my preliminary analysis of deviant cases suggests the need for additional research on
the conditions producing cross-neighborhood ties—the inverse process of organizational
parochialism that knits the entire city together. Finally, features unique to Boston’s non-
profit or political environment may drive organizational parochialism, and so more re-
search is needed in additional urban contexts.

Still, this study extends theories of interorganizational networks with insights from ur-
ban and organizational sociology. Organizational sociology appreciates the value of net-
works, but existing research rarely asks how neighborhood context affects network ties,
leaving it unclear if network ties are “placeless” or “placed.” Existing research in urban
sociology generally treats organizations as static resources, reducing their significance to
aggregated counts contributing to neighborhood effects. The quantitative and qualitative
evidence presented can push both literatures forward. While proximity, in part, induces
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social contact, shared neighborhood identity is also a significant predictor of interorgani-
zational exchange. This study demonstrates the important distinction between space and
place. Future research is needed on the implications of “emplacement” on a number of
outcomes—for individuals, for urban neighborhoods, or for organizations.

One implication of organizational parochialism relates to the study of urban inequality.
By sharing expertise, facilities, and financial assets with other institutions, organizations
can dramatically increase local resource densities (Small 2006). But this promising depic-
tion of inner city resource prevalence requires a wide dispersal of assets across neighbor-
hood boundaries. If instead organizations tend to restrict partnership and collaboration
to the immediate neighborhood, the resulting resource networks supply redundant in-
formation and recycle assets within particular neighborhoods. Relative resource inequali-
ties across neighborhoods will remain, even if interorganizational ties appear voluminous.
Parochialism may be tremendously beneficial for institutionally rich neighborhoods, po-
tentially creating an efficient and targeted coordination of local resources. Yet, in this
parochial arrangement, interorganizational ties of resource exchange may, unintention-
ally, perpetuate between-neighborhood resource inequalities. To borrow the language of
recent research, if brokerage increases “the range of alternatives for accessing resources
in high poverty areas” (Small 2006, p. 275), it occurs only when new resources are in-
troduced from beyond local neighborhood boundaries. As in the frequent trade-off be-
tween “bridging” and “bonding” social capital, future research should consider whether
organizational parochialism impedes the transfer of external resources to poor urban
neighborhoods.

In light of the ongoing decentralization of social welfare provision (Marwell 2007), or-
ganizational parochialism also has implications for national urban policy. In September
of 2010, the Obama Administration’s Department of Education launched the Promise
Neighborhoods Initiative (PNI), a comprehensive place-based approach to education
and antipoverty policy modeled after the Harlem Children’s Zone. Of the 21 PNI plan-
ning grants to nonprofit organizations across the nation, one of the organizations in
my sample—the Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative (DSNI)—received the maximum
award, $500,000, and scored a perfect “100” on its application in the first round of fund-
ing. In 2012, they went on to receive a $1.5 million implementation grant.

DSNI is a central actor in the Dudley neighborhood’s resource network, which is itself
the most resource-rich neighborhood in Boston’s inner city (see Table 1). With only 10
full-time staff members, DSNI is disproportionately integrated into city politics: The or-
ganization’s Executive Director sits on the school board (appointed by the Mayor), and a
representative from the organization is often invited to education policymaking sessions
in City Hall.

The entire neighborhood of Dudley stands to gain considerably from DSNI’s wind-
fall. In a parochial resource exchange network, the federal grant money will certainly
benefit other organizations in Dudley, as well as participants in their programs. But it
is precisely those neighborhoods with a dearth of organizations and ties to Boston pol-
itics, like nearby Grove Hall and Bowdoin-Geneva, that are least capable of scoring a
perfect 100 on a PNI application. Yet, such places are at greatest risk and in greatest
need of intervention. Federal initiatives like Promise Neighborhoods benefit interorgani-
zationally connected organizations while doing comparatively little for inequality between
neighborhoods. Federal policies concerned with neighborhood inequality should consider
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incentivizing cross-neighborhood exchange in order to increase the impact of limited
funding for urban programs.

If organizations are constitutive rather than derivative of urban social processes (Mc-
Quarrie and Marwell 2009), then how organizations construct their networks of exchange
matters just as much as if they make ties in the first place. For scholars to connect or-
ganizational network dynamics to social capital development for the urban poor, or to
neighborhood-level inequality, the first step is to understand the patterns and mecha-
nisms of urban organizational network activity. As the federal government increasingly
outsources social service and welfare provision to private nonprofits, the structure and
location of interorganizational resource exchange will, accordingly, become of greater
importance in the distribution of public goods across the city.
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Notes

1Three alternative neighborhood boundaries were considered, but ultimately judged inappropriate: 1) Cen-

sus tracts were rejected because organizations are invariably located along major streets, and the Census typically

use major thoroughfares as tract boundaries; 2) city-defined urban planning districts were rejected for being

too large and therefore biasing homophily effects; and 3) “T-communities” (Grannis 2009) were rejected since

there is little theoretical reason to believe the microfoundations of “neighborliness” equate with interorganiza-

tional ties. I adopt Lynch’s (1960) conceptualization of neighborhoods as distinct districts with weak boundaries in

assigning organizations to neighborhoods.
2I additionally chose a geographic area to theoretically neutralize variation in demand for youth services.

The aggregate area contains a disproportionate number of youth ages 0–17, relative to the rest of the city—21.3

percent compared to 16.8 percent. Ten of Boston’s 12 “Level Four” schools—those designated by Massachusetts

as “significantly underperforming over several years”—are located within the study area.
3I attribute the 100% response rate to persistence and perceived legitimacy. I collected these data while

working for the City of Boston, thus introduced myself to respondents as calling or visiting their organization

“on behalf of Mayor Menino’s office.” Additionally, I repeatedly visited or called each organization numerous

times until they could make time for an interview, sometimes leaving as many as 50 phone messages over the

course of 3 months before respondents would find time for an interview.
4Memory recall is a considerable obstacle in collecting network data, but past research has found a relatively

high correlation (0.8) between observed and reported ties (Killworth and Bernard 1976). Still, Hammer (1985)

shows that reciprocated reports (where both network actors identify each other as connected) were more closely

linked to observations than unreciprocated reports. This suggests that individual self-reports are more adept at

identifying stable, routinized ties, as opposed to specific ties relating to a specific time period (Marsden 1990).

The results provided in this paper should therefore be interpreted as each organization’s routine network activity.
5For similar methodological approaches, see Fernandez-Mateo (2009) and Kadushin et al. (2008).
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6Degeneracy is a previously common case of poor model specification where models did not converge. I

apply newly developed model specifications that reduce the problem of degeneracy. See Wimmer and Lewis

(2010) for a comprehensive description of ERG models and model specification issues.
7I want to thank a City & Community reviewer for pointing out how different underlying dynamics may affect

different tie types. When I spoke with organizations, however, they tended to lump all types of interorganiza-

tional exchange together and did not distinguish cleanly between different tie types. Future research could

explore varying dynamics of tie-making behavior with statistically representative samples.
8Norms of comprehensive service delivery may originate with professional trainings, funders, or other exter-

nal actors that incentivize collaboration (Binder 2007).
9It is beyond the scope of this article to evaluate the validity of the organizations’ claims of youth violence.

Constant youth violence may have the same effect on organizations’ behavior as a single incident many years

prior. Future research might leverage longitudinal network data to see if there is a threshold of neighborhood

violence necessary to change organizational behavior.
10This finding puts the preceding quantitative evidence into necessary perspective. During interviews, ad-

ditional questions were required to get at the root of these types of relationships; some followed the tenets

of a loose coalition, others had to be classified as “other.” Everyday organizational reality is complicated, and

network behavior is often taken for granted in the minds of organization leaders.
11A two-stage Request for Proposals was distributed among the city’s nonprofits, and 33 proposals for fund-

ing were submitted. Eleven “networks” were selected to receive a $3,000 planning grant, from which six were

selected to receive $30,000 over three years for operations. The funding recognizes “emerging collaboratives,”

and provides financial support to solidify systematic coordination in services between participating organiza-

tions. The funded “networks” create a formal Memorandum of Understanding and are introduced to a shared

referral system, aided by an electronic tracking interface.
12Boston Beyond claims to fund only preexisting “networks,” but their understanding of interorganizational

“networks” is far looser than scholarship on the subject. My fieldwork in City Hall revealed that neighborhood

organizations were not necessarily tied to one another formally before applying for the funding (even though

they claimed to be in their funding application), much to the chagrin of the Boston Beyond employee in charge

of the program.
13I want to thank a City & Community reviewer for pointing out the potentially important influence of racial

or ethnic conflict on interorganizational ties. Kadushin et al.’s (2005) study of coalitions—a particular type of

interorganizational tie—finds pervasive racial conflict impeding effective coalition ties. Future research should

address this issue with the appropriate data.
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Parroquialismo Organizativo: Poniendo Vı́nculos de Redes Inter-organizativas en su
“lugar”

Resumen
¿Están los vı́nculos de redes inter-organizativas “fuera del lugar” o “en un lugar”? El es-
tudio de las organizaciones, particularmente el estudio de los vı́nculos de redes inter-
organizativas, ha resurgido en la sociologı́a urbana, pero la literatura urbana sobre
el lugar y la literatura sobre actividad de redes organizativas no están completamente
integradas. Este artı́culo conecta estas teorı́as a través de una investigación de los apun-
talamientos sociales y espaciales de los vı́nculos de redes inter-organizativas. Análisis
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cuantitativo de información en base a 152 entrevistas a organizaciones sin fines de lucro
que trabajan con jóvenes a lo largo de doce barrios contiguos de Boston revela que las or-
ganizaciones son propensas a compartir recursos al interior del barrio local, controlando
la proximidad a otras organizaciones, las caracterı́sticas organizativas, y varias carac-
terı́sticas de las redes. Información cualitativa sugiere un proceso social multi-nivel en la
base de la estructura de la red parroquial, mostrando el contexto para la colaboración, las
restricciones sobre el intercambio extra-local, y los incentivos que guı́an una concen-
tración local. En base a esta evidencia, propongo una teorı́a del parroquialismo organiza-
tivo, extendiendo la investigación sobre organizaciones, redes sociales, y procesos sociales
urbanos.

Supporting Information

Additional Supporting Information may be found in the online version of this article at the pub-
lisher’s web site:

Table S1: Neighborhoods and Youth Organizational Profile (Descriptive Statistics).

Figure S1: Tie Geography by Tie Type, Whole Network Ties.
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