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Robert ICidd-r h Eric Hollins 

I n t r o d u c t i o n  

Co=~unity and f e a r .  Son:e fomulatior,s of soc io logy  and nany less 

p r o f e s s i o n z l  reminiscences treat these 2s incompatibilities. In  the 

"good o l d  days" s t r o n g  communities p r o t e c t e d  people, gave then a place, 

suppor t ed  them i n  tines of stress. Fear, especially fear of what today 

is called "crime in the streets", was scpposedly unlccor~ui n  the c o m u n i t i c s  

of yore. Cnlocked doors, warm hospitality, freedom of zmveszeat, c i v i l i t y  -
t h e s e  were a l l  facets of an earlier era b e f o r e  crize becana 232 scourge of 

A~ericansociety. 

Tfiethar o r  not t h e r e  ever  was such a period of brot5erhocrd and 

trz~quility,much is being said today about r e c o n s t r u c t k g  c o m m i t y  in 

the neighborhoods of our c i t i e s  so t h a t  pecple can walk without  fear, feel 

s e c u r e  in t h e i r  ovn homes 2nd once again k2cw the pl-easrarc of each other 's  

conpay in public places. 'Peop1.e like Jmes Q. Wilson (19 ) are t e l l i n g  

us to ghi? power back to t h ~ -neighborhocds so that as fZving social u n i t s  

w i t h  imporcant responsibilities, they czr- once again ezgaga the energies 

and intergst  of people. 

TI12 pxob lea  of fear, t o  which com,m-ity is t h e  proposed sclution, 

hzs beer? docuaenred i n  various surveys. Fzople are afrsid to walk cheir 

s t reezs  at night .  Pcopfe m o i 2  certain pzrts of c i t i e s  for fear of attack, 

F ~ o p l eavoid  in~olvzr,er,ti rk  ;;rcu:, ac t lvi. : les whish F J Q G ~ Zd r ~ wthee ilrqay 



--- ----
p r i s o n e r s  i n  t h e i r  hones because they  f e a r  a t t a c k .  Peop le  t u r n  their 

honzs i n t o  'nar2ware f o r t r e s s e 8  t o  reps1 inva . ' , e r - I n  a l l  ef t h i s ,  w s  a&~:

t o l d ,  we s e e  ev idence  t h a t  t h e  "quai-ity of  l i f e "  i n  k.x:erica has been 

co r rup ted  by t h e  f e a r  of crime. . ­

So cormuk.ty is be ing  promoted as zi s o l u t i o n  t o  no: o n l y  t h e  i n c i d e r x e  
- .  

of cr ime,  b u t  t h e  d e b i l i t a t i n g  f e a r  o f  c r i r e  which robs us  of the enjoyment  

of l i f e .  a n t  r e s e a r c h  i n t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  h a s  n o t  y e t  deve loped  s o l i d  e v i d e n c e  

of a connect ion  between cormunity c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and peoples' r e a c t i o n s - t o  

crime. The s t u d y  o f  f e a r  has  concen t r a t ed  on i n d i v i d u z l s  as m o l e c u l e s  i n  

demographic corepounds. The "aged" a r e  s t u d i e d ,  and t h e i r  f e a r s  of crime 

are analyzed.  Rac fa l  groups a r e  ex2miced and s e x u a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  are con­

s i d e r e d .  Income, educa t ion  and r e s i d e n t i a l  m o b i l i t y  d i l f e r e n c e s  ere 

as ses sed .  A 1 1  of  t h e s e  seem t o  bea r  soze  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t~ t h e  ways p e o p l e  

r e a c t  t o  c r i r ;e .  

But as t h e  c o m u n i t y  o r l e n t a t i o n  r e z i n d s  u s ,  p e o p k  do not live their  

l i v e s  on ly  a s  c a r r i e r s  of  c e r t a i n  demogrzphlc c h a r a c t e z 5 s t i c s -  They a l s o  

e x i s t  w i t h i n  n o r e  o r  less well-developed netvorl is  04 i z w r a c t i o n  - c o r n u n i t i e s  ­
which may hzve s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  on t h e i r  exper iences ,  

So we r a i s e  t h e  ques t ion :  Do peclples' r e a c t i o n s  za c r i -4  v z r y  accord­

i n g  t o  t h e  comxunit ies  they  l i v e  i n ?  P z d  i f  s o ,  what c m m u n i t y  l e v e l  char-  

a c t e r i s  Lics account  f o r  t hose  d i f f e r e n c e s ?  If t h e  " i l e Q I ? b ~ r h ~ ~ d "  t h eo r  

"urbar, c o ~ x u n i t y "  i s  t o  b e  ou r  s z l m t i o n  f r o 3  t h e  f e a r s ,  s r r sp lc fous  ax16 . . 

i s o l a t i o r ?  which have developecl i n  urban areas ,  t h e r e  skaulc? be  e lTidence  

r e a c t i o n s ,  regardless  o: o t h e r  de";rrnir,ln~ c h a r a c t e r i s S c s  E k e  income, 

sex, age ,  2.22 race. ~ d ; e s  i n  t i g h t -  If c c ~ ~ r ~ ~ ? l i t y  i10 Zifference, 5f ~ " c F ~ . E I ,  

http:~"cF~.EI


then i t  is  n o t  l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  of c o r a u n i t y  w i l l  s o l v e  t h e  

2:sthod of R i a l y s i s  

Me began ou r  s tudy  wi th  t h e  ve ry  k s i c  q i ~ e s t i o n :  do people 5n d i f ­

f e r e n t  ~ r b a n  cormuni t ies  have d i f f e r e n t  r e z c t i c n s  t o  c r ime?  Cur ~ a t e r f a l  ­

1 2
f o r  a n a l y s i s  c o n s i s t e z  of surveys  made i n  C i n c i n n a t i  . and Kansas C i t y  

t o  measure l e v e l s  of v i c t i m i z a t i o n ,  l e v e l s  of f e a r  and t y p e s  of r e s p o n s e s  

t o  crime. These surveys  conducted i n  1972 2nd 1973 ,  were  not i d e a l l y  

s u i t e d  f o r  our  purposes.  But t h e i r  weaknesses were a o t  fatal t o  our pur­

pose, SO we have proceeded. 

I n  bo th  c i t i e s ,  t h e  d a t a  were ga the red  i n  such a vzy, t h a t  r e s p o n d e n t s  

could be  i d e n t i f i e d  by which p a r t  of t h e  c i t y  t hey  lth7cd in. In Cincinnati, 

f i v e  s e p a r a t e  a r e a s  of t h e  c i t y  were surveyed,  three o f  ~ ~ ~ h i c hw e r e  s u f f i c i e n t l y  

geograph ica l ly  s e l f - con ta ined  s o  t h a t  t he  t e r n  "neighborhood" o r  "commmity" 

3
could apply  t o  them. The f o u r t h  a r e a  w e s  s c a t t e r e d  r e ~ i d u a l f t e r r i t o r ~  

w i t h i n  t h e  same p o l i c e  6 i s t r i c t  a s  t h e  o t h e r  t h r e e .  The f i f t h  area was 

simply de f ined  as i n c l u d i n g  everyone e l s e  i n  t h e  c i t y  o u t s i d e  of the f i r s t  

f o u r  areas. The t h r e e  se l f - con ta ined  irea as were: Over-the-Rhine, Ves t  End, 

and Mount Adams. The r e s i d u a l  a r e a  was c e l l e d  "Rest o f  t h e  D i s t r i c t "  and 

t h e  city sa~nplew a s  callec? "Outside t h e  D i s t r i c t " .  

I n  Kansas C i t y ,  f i f t e e n  "neigE..bori?cc~s1' were d i s  t i n ~ u i s f i a b l e .  Isle u s e  

t h e  term "~e igbborhood"  here c a c t i o ~ s l y ,b scause  t h e  f i z t e e n  areas, a l t h o u g h  
-

msll an2 s e l f - c o n t a i n d ,  were n o t  " n ? - t u ~ z l "  c o i n u n i t i e s  i n  the s e n s e  t h i l t  

they  v e r e  chcsea  a c c o r d i r . ~  t o  Eeasures  cf cohes iveness .  They were  f i f t e e n  

c o n t f b u o u s  p o l l c e  b e z t s  v i t h i n  r;hich t h e  Kacsas C i t j - ~ c r ~ ~ c e cocdi?ceing were

En experiment. 'ihe survey was desigrc-d t o  essess t h e  f q n c t  of t h e i r  exper-

I . So a]-rhough ou r  daia  gave u s  usa3le  a r e a s ,  thej- d i d  not n e c e s s a r i l 3 ­



prov ide  any pure  examples of s o l i d a r y  cormunity . \ ? i t t  t h a t  cac l t ion  i n  n i n d  

~;-;2 pz-c2eGe< t.3 f o r  "zrea e f f e c t s "  r ~ a s n n i n gthzf ally e f f e c t s  fQmd ' 
9 ­

n i g h t  b e  t h e  r e s u l t s  of cormunity d y n a ~ l c s .  

C i n c i n n a t i  

With on ly  f i v e  a r e a s  t o  ana,lyse i n  C i n c i n n a t i ,  the p r o c e d u r e  had  t o  

be  c r u d e s a n d  t h e  r e s u l t s  on ly  sugges t ive .  Re decided t o  look f o r  a r e a  

e f f e c t s  by comparing t h e  e f f e c t s  of i n d i v i d u a l  and c o n t e x t u a l  v a r i a b l e s  o n  

s e v e r a l  n e a s u r e s  of  f e a r  of  cr ime and f e e l i n g s  of  s a f e t y  i n  one's own neigh­

borhood. I n d i v i d u a l  p r e d i c t c r  v a r i a b l e s  were those  c!msgraphic, a t t i t u d i n a l  

and b e h a v i o r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f t e n  thought  t o  have h p o r t a n t  e f f e c t s  on  

r e a c t i o n s  t o  crime. These inc luded  such  i t ems  a s  r e s p o n d e n t ' s  e d u c a t i o n ,  

incone ,  l e n g t h  of r e s i d e n c e  i n  same p l a c e ,  number of c 3 i l d r e n  i n  household .  

We a l s o  developed a conposbte  measure of s t e p s  people  zake  t o  p r o t e c t  them- 

s e l v e s  2-nd t h s i r  p rope r ty .  The v a r i a b l e s  a r e  l i s t e d  i n  Table  1and t h e  i t e m s  

from which they  were cons t ruc t ed  are foun2 i n  AppenZk 1. 

T:Te c o n s t r u c t e d  c o n t e x t u a l  measures u s i q  t h e  d a t a  from Ehese sane 

q u e s t i o n ~ a i r ei t e m s .  For  each i n d i v i d u a l - l e v e l  v a r i a b l e ,  we d e r i v e d  an 

average  s c o r e  i n  eac3  of t h e  f i v e  survey  a r e a s .  the^ each  p e r s o n  was 

a s s igned  a co=lte:ctual s c o r e  f o r  t h o s e  v a r i a b l e s  based an v h k h  of the f i v e  

a r e a s  be o r  she l i v e d  i n .  Each respcndent  could  t h e n  5e c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by 

bo th  h i s  o r  he r  ind ivfZua1 s c o r e s  on each v a r i a b l e  z ~ dt h e  rank o r d e r  s c o r e  

of th2  2~23.he  o r  s h e  l i v e 2  i n .  For exezple ,  \re c o u l 5  zeasure  e a c h  p e r s o n ' s  

i n c o ~ earid 1.72 coclc! t r e a t  each person  2s k ~ v 5 . z ~  s c o r e  (a- an area ~ E C O Z P . ~  

rznking  of fro;? 1 t o  5 ) .  S i r ~ i l a r l y ,w2 h e w  each r e spcn .7en t t s  l e n g t h  of  

r=.sicience a t  t h e  sane addres s  -and sre c o u l d  s c o r e  ezch rssponcler\.t a c c o r d i n g  



t h a t  of t h e  con tex tua l  v a r i a b l e .  We reasoned t h a t  i f  t h e  c o n t e x t u a l  variable 

,'-crent p a t t e r 2  of a s s o c i a ~ l c n  ( e i t k l r  s t r o n g e r  cr in t h e  o p p s i r e  showed a d 4 F "  

d r r e c t i c n )  with a dependezt v a r i a b l e  from t h a t  of t h e  co r r e spond ing  indivlidual­

l e v e l  v a r i a b l e ,  a t  l e a s t  p a r t  of t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  could b e  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  the 

e f f e c t  of l i v i n g  w i t h i n  t h e  s p e c i f i c  z r e a ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of t h e  f r .Z iv ldua l - l eve l  

s co re .  I f  t h e  a r e a  h a s . n o  e f f e c t  on r e q o n s e s  t o  cr ime,  t hen  s c o r e s  o n  t h e  

independent and dependent v a r i a b l e s  should be  randomly d i s t r i b u t e d  a c r o s s  areas .­

and t h e r e  should  b e  no d i f f e r e n c e  be twem i n d i v i d u a l  and c o n t e x t u a l  m e a s u r e s '  

a b i l i t i e s  t o  p r e d i c t  r e sponses  t o  c r i n e .  For example, suppose w e  compare the 

l e n g t h  of t i n e  t h e  respondent  has  l i v e d  a t  t h e  same eddres s  w i t h  t h e  average 

l e n g t h  of r e s i d e n c e  i n  t h a t  r e sponden t ' s  a r e a .  Does t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  own 

p a t t e r n  of r e s i d e ~ l t i a l  stability show nore  o r  less a s s o c i a t i o n  ~ 5 t hc l e a s u r e s  

of f e a r  thar. a neasu re  of  t h e  gene ra l  r e s i d e n t i a l  s t a b i l i t y  in the coununit;.? 

Using t h e  non-paraiaetric c e a s u r e  of a s s o c i a t i o n  --Tau B,  we focnd  that there 

were c o n s i s t e n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e s e  two neasu res  of  s e a b i l i t y  i n  their 

a b i l i t y  t o  "p red ic t "  Eeasures  of f e a r  a ~ d  f e e l i n g s  of safety-. For example: 

responses  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  "How s a f e  i s  ycu r  neighborhood coapared  t o  o t h e r  

p a r t s  of C icc inna t i ? "  &owe6 a s 2 g n i f i c a n t  Tau E of +.I45 ~ 6 t h  the l e n g t h  

of r e s idence  neasure .  People  who have l i v e d  longe r  a t  t h e  same a d d r e s s ,  

show a  s l i g h t  tendency t o  f e e l  s a f e r .  \.>en respondents  x e r e  a s s i g n e d  t h e  

average  l e n g t h  of r e s i d e n c e  of t h e i r  a r e a ,  hcw*ver, t h e  Tau E o f  that r a n k k g  

w i t h  t h e  s a x  ques t ion  of neFghborhood s a f e t y  was +.253. People who l i v e  

i n  more s t a b l e  z r e a s  show an evzn s t r o r z e r ,  tensency t o  f e e l  saier.. P-rea,. 

' r anked  by r e s i d e n t i a l  s t ~ b i l i t g ,  i s  a  better p r e d i c t o r  of this answer tha>,/ 

is  p e r s o n d  r e s i d e n t i a l  s t a b 2 l i . t ~ .  

This k i n d  of ap?roach cannot czyry us  very  far, i n  p a r t ,  b e c a u s e  of 

t h e  u n c e r t z i n  s t e t i s t i c a l  e f f e c t s  ~ \ f3g;regating ~ t ~ ~ t i s t i c si n  t h i s  f a s h i i . ~ ,  



acd i n  p a r t  because t h e  s a n p l e  i nc luded  only  f i v e  d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  a r e a s .  

Eecause only  f i v ~  a r e a s  w r e  s t u d l e ? ,  L-2 l z c k  s u f f i c i e n :  d a ~ a  t o  i s o l a t e  

which c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  C i n c i n n a t i  a r e a s  account  f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  

between i n d i v i d u a l  and c o n t e x t u a l - l e v e l  e f f e c t s  . Tab le  2 s h o ~ ~ s  the o v e r a l l  

r e s u l t s  c f  c ~ m p a r i n g  t h e  Tau B ' s  of i n d i v i d u a l  and c o n t e x t u a l  v a r i a b l e s  

f o r  t h e i r  e E f e c t s  on t h e  s e v e r a l  measures of f e a r  and s a f e t y .  The o v e r a l l  

p a t t e r n  sugges t s  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a n  a r e a  e f f e c t  which cannot  be. d e t e c t e d  by ' 

t h e  u s u a l  survey  approach of coding i n d i v i d u a l s  a s  carriers of o n l y  indi- 

v i d u z l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  I n  a m a j o r i t y  of t h e  c a s e s ,  t h e  c o n t e x t u a l - l e v e l  

s e a s u r e  of a s s o c i a t i o n  i s  s t r o n g e r  t h a n  t h e  i n d i - ~ i d u a l - l e v e l  one.  A t  

l e a s t  sone  of t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  may be  t h e  product  of p r o c e s s e s  w i t h i n  areas 

which make them unique de t e rminsn t s  of  peop le ' s  r e a c t i o n s  t o  c r i m e .  

The c l e a r e s t  ev idence  of d i f f e r e n c e  cppears  i n  t h e  compar ison  between 

a r e a s u r e  of s e l f -de fense  s t e p s  taken  by respondents  p z r s o n a l l y  and  the 

c o n t e x t u a l  neasu re  of t h e  l e v e l  of s e l f - p r o t e c t i o n  t y p i c a l  o f  each a r e a .  

To t h e  two q u e s t i o n s ,  "Is i t  s a f e  t o  ws1 '~  i n  your neighborficod a t  n i g h t ? "  

and "Is i t  s a f e  t o  walk i n  your neighborhood dur ing  t h e  day?'' p e o p l e ' s  

r e sponses  show a p o s i t i v e  z s socTa t ion  (Tau B = .231 a d  . I 67  r e s p e c t i v e l y )  

w i t h  t h e  t a k i n g  of s e l f - p r o t e c t i v e  measures.  People  vho  take d e f e n s i v e  

neasu res  a r e  sonewhat x o r e  f e a r f u l .  Eut f o r  t h e  c o n t e x r u a l  measure ,  the 

- ,?au E ' s  show j u s t  t h e  o p ? o s i t e  (-. 167 and -. 1 3 1  r e s p o _ c ~ i v e l y ) .  Peop le  who 

l i v e  i n  a r s z s  wh2re n o r e  s e l f - p r o t e c t i v s  re?-acres  a r e  taken f e e l  l e s s  - 
f e a r f u l .  T!:is saxe p a z t z r n  car, h e  secn  ir, s e v e r a l  o f  rbe o t t r l r  c o v p a r I s o n ~  

between t h e  e f r e c t s  of these two neasures. . . 
I h i i e  t'~5.s r e v e r s a l  of sign i s  i r - + _ e r e s t k g  i n  i t s d f ,  w;t w i l l  not 

spexd fctrti:..r space  s p e c u l z t i n g  on its ceanlzg. Thz limits of  the s u r v e y ' s  

d s i m  o ers t c ~ a  s e v e r e  to a l low f u r t h e r  confirnntio~-. Zut  t he  p a t t e r n  cf 

thz  t a b l e ,  hak2u as a whole,  does  sur!;ort Lhe c c n z l u s h s  t h a t  by Imoc-?ing 
L - .- > ,. 



-- 
where respondents  l i v e ,  we can more s t r o n g l y  p r e d i c t  t h e i r  r e a c t i o n s  t o-* --- - -- - - - %I--2 

crine than by simply knowing c h e i r  pe r sonz l  Zemographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  
-- --r 

i '  2 %. - - - - - - - - .. 
Soaething about  peoples '  r e s i d e n t i a l  l o c a t i o x  (neighborhood, urban con­

.. ­
fl 

n u n i t y )  a f f e c t s  t h e i r  r e a c t i o n s  t o  crime r e g s r d l e s a  of  i n d ~ ~ i d u a lchar­
. > 

a c t e r i s t i c s  l i k e  income, educa t ion ,  l e n g t h  of r e s i d e n c e ,  number of c h i l d r e nA 
' 2 s 
 

4 ,- G pr S ~ Xof r e sponds~ l t .  The ~ i n c i c n a t i  s~ r .~e j .does n o t  h e l p  us t o  s a y  much 
, ­

C ' 

more than  t h i s .  

Kansas C i t y  - An A l t e r n a t i v e  Approach 

We took a second approach t o  t h e  daea from Kansas City, though ou r  

purpose h e r e  was a g a i a  t o  a s k  only  whether t h e r e  was ev idence  of  some Bind 

of a r e a  effect. l . ie developed t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  by summing two i t e n s  

which asked respondents  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  g e n s r d  s a f e t y  of  t h e i r  neighborhood, 

and whether t hey  thought  t h e i r  n e i g h b o r h o d  was more o r  less dangerous 

thzn  o t h e r s  i n  Kansas C i ty .  The c o r r e l a t i o a  between t h e  two i tems  was .52 

x h i l e  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  of each  i tem w i t h  t h e  composite s c o r e  v a s  . 9 1  and .83. 

L
These i tems  have been used i n  a number of s t u d i e s  (Scwartz, Conklin) and 

a r e  i n t e r p r e t e d  es a g e n e r a l  i n d i c a t o r  of a r e sponden t ' s  f e e l i n g  of pe r sona l  

sar 'e ty  i n  h i s  o r  h e r  own ~ z f g h b o r h o o d .  K2 examined t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  be twem 

t h i s  v a r i a b l e  and twelve independent  v a r i a b l e s  ( s e e  Appecdix If). 

I n  o r d e r  t o  d e t e r n i n e  whether a r e a  e f f e c t s  e x i s t e d  i adependen t ly  of  

t h 2  t ~ i e l ~ e  we  used r:;oi r .d iv idua1  v a r i a j l e s ,  a n a l y s i s  o f  var ia i lce  procedures .  

I n  each of t h e s e  procec?xres, we t r e a t e d  a-a.a s  a n o n i n a l  l e v e l  v a r f a b l e  

x i i t >  f i f t e e n  c a t e g o r i e s .  The f i r s t  proceZure inuol\-cd a hiererchical tech­

n ique  vhich  p e - ~ i t t e d  measurement of the ~ e s i d u a l  e;:p'laL.re~_d v a r i a n c e  a t L r i ­

b u t z b l e  t o  orlc ~ ~ a r i a b l ea c t e r  con t ro l l i r , g  f o r  t h e  to ta l .  explsrrator);  I j O x i t i r  

of another  var iable  ( K i m ,  Rohou; - s I J S ? ) .  T3zn w e  c o n t r o l ? e d  f o r  t h e  



i n d i v i d u a l  v a r i a b l e  was reduced,  u s u a l l y  t o  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  i n s i g n i f i c a n t  

l e v e l .  Then ;.;e r eve r sed  t h e  p roces s ,  asd c c n t r o l l e d  f o r  demographic vari­

a b l e s ,  t h e  r e s i d u a l  exp la ined  v a r i a n c e  of  a r e a  remained s t a t i s t i c a l l y  (and 

s u b s t a n t i v e l y )  s i g n i f i c a n t .  A s  a n  exaap le  of t h i s  t y p e  o f  a n a l y s i s ,  Tab le  

..I1 p r e s e n t s  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  B i e r a r c h i c a l  fLUOVA a n a l y s i s  of Area and  . 
Race. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  v a r i a b l e s  p r s v i o u s l y  d i s c u s s e d ,  we 

analyzed t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between f e e l i n g s  of neighborhood s a f e t y ,  Area, 

and V i c t i m i z a t i o n  us ing  t h e  same Hierarchical 1IAND'Jri procedure. Ve coded 

a  respondent  as v i c t i m i z e d  if any member of t h e  r e s p o n d e n t ' s  household had 

exper ienced  a c r i m i n a l  v i c t i n i z a t i o n  w i t 5 i n  the p r e v i o u s  t w e l v e  months. 

I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  the r e l a t i o n s h L p  between Area and t h e  p r e v l o a s  i n d i v i d u a l  

variables, Table  111 i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  exp lana to ry  powers of Area and  

V i c t i m i z a t i o n  a r e  v i r t u a l l y  u n a f f e c t e d  when e i t h i x  v a r f a b l e  i s  c o n t r o l l e d  

f o r  t h e  o t h e r .  These r e s n l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  on a r e s p o n d e n t ' s  

f e e l i n g s  of  p e r s o n a l  s a f e t y  r e s u l t i n g  from t h e  expe r i ence  of b e i n g  vict­

imized i s  v i r t u a l l y  independent  of r d ~ i c hsrca t h e  r e sponden t  l i v e s  i n .  

Conversely,  v e r i a n c e  i n  f e e l i n g s  of pe r sona l  s a f e t y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t t A  t h e  

area a respondent  l i v e s  i n  i s  independent  oE t h e  o v e r a f l  f r e q u e n c y  o f  

r q o r t e d  v i c t i n i z a t i o n  i n  each a rea .  

1.i'~used a r e g r e s s i o n  technique  i n  t h z  S 3 S S  'L4KiOVA program t o  nake 

2 second s t k e n p t  t o  v e r i f y  the p r e s e n c s  o f  en independsnt  area e f f e c t .  

T h i s  p rocedure  r e p o r t s  the  residual expki::ed v a r i a n c e  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  

ench v a r i a b l e  a f t e r  c o n t r o l l l c g  f o r  t i -2 e : :plmatory p a x ? r  of  a l l  o t h c r  

-
v ~ r i z b l e si n  the  equa t ion .  LiI t h e  c.onte:;t o f  this uszge,  the procedure  

t e l l s  u s  l i t t l e  about  t h e  i..atti.ce o f  r e l . s ~ i c i ? s h i p sanc.ng s p n c i f i c  inde-

L
penclent v,?.risL!es, s i n c e  ce can o ~ ~ l ya c s . r t a i 1 1  th2 net effect of  cor . t rol­

l i n g  f c r  a l l  oL:E.cr va?i;i;)! 2s I::.: grou:. !ior.?er;er, I.:?. t h  r z s p s c t  t o  k:i-ea, 



b 

we can conclude t h a t  t h e  r e s i d u a l  v a r i a n c e  i n  f e e l i n g s  of p e r s o n a l  s a f e t y  

a t t r i b u t e d  t o  c h i s  v a r i a b l e  i s  independen; of t h e  cu iau la t ive  e x c l a n a t o r y  

power of a l l  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  i n  t h e  equat ion .  A s  Tab le  IV i n d i c a t e d ,  t h i s  

r e s i d u a l  v a r i a n c e  i s  q u i e e  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

Sumiiary and Conclusion 

We began our  r e s e a r c h  With t h e  questiorz, does t h e  e x i s t s n c e  o r  non- 

e x i s t e n c e  of c o m m i t y  i n  a n  urban e n v i r ~ r m e n t  i n f l u e n c e  p e o p l e ' s  r e s p o n s e s  

t o  crime, i n c l u d i n g  t h e i r  f e a r s  about  p e r s o n a l  v i c t i m i z a t i o n ?  At t h i s  s t a g e  

i n  ou r  r e s e a r c h ,  we have Segun by hypo thes i z ing  that If  cornunity ( o r  neigh-  

borhood) does make a d i f f e r e n c e ,  t hen  peop le ' s  f e a r s  and r e a c t i o n s  t o  c r i n e  

should be  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  a r e a  of t h e i r  c i t i e s  w i t h 3 3  which  they l ive.  

To be  a meaningful  v a r i a b l e ,  c o m u n i t y  cohes iveness  mus l  vary f r o m  one  a r e a  

t o  ano the r .  I f  i t  a f f e c t s  t h e  l e v e l  of  peoples '  fears &ou t  crine t h e n  

t h o s e  f e a r s  should  r each  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  i n  d i f f e r e n t  azeas of the c i t y .  

Therefore ,  i f  we can d e n o c s t r a t e  t h a t  f e a r  and types  o f  r e a c t 5 o n s  t o  c-' A m e  

are f u n c t i o n s  of a r e a ,  t h a t  f i n d i n g  wouid a t  l e a s t  b e  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  

hypo thes i s  t h a t  c o m u n i t y  cohes iveness  a f ? = c t s  r e a c t i c n s  t o  crime, 

Our r e s u l t s  confirin t h a t  r e a c t i o n s  Co c r i n e  a r e  assgsc ia ted  v i t h  a r e a  - -  - - - - _  - -- ----- - --_^_ A -->.- 
of r e s idence .  The s t r e n g t h  of t h i s  f i n d l n g  is  enhanced by the fact t h a t  

we used d i f f e r e n t  ne thods  of a c a l y s i s  on d i f f e r e n t  surveys c o n t a h i n g  d f f -  

f e r e n t  q u e s t i o n s  asked i n  d i f f e r e n t  c i t i e s .  I n  C i n c i n n a t i ,  Tee found t h a t  

a r e a - r e l a t e d  v e r i a b l e s  de r ived  from j.ncii-:iZ-al s c o r e s  produced s t r o n g e r  - 

C i t y ,  we. found t h a t  a r e a  as a nomirial v s r l e b l e  was, a s i &  f r o n  v i c t i . m i z a t i o n ,  

t h e  s t r o n g e s t  p r e d i c t o r  of f e a r .  The effect of o t h e r  v a x i a b l c s  such as 

rzce 2nd a a e ,  xh ich  appear i n g o r i x n t  \;hex i z ld iv idca l ly  correlated w i t h  f e a r ,  



was reduced t o  i n s i g n i f i c a n c e  when ve i r t r o d u c e d  a r e a  i n t o  tSre e q u a t i o n .  

Eur ::e s t i l l  f a c e  a  n a j o r  h u r d l e  bezcre  we can s a y  that  o u r  r e s u l t s  

c o n f i r n  t h e  importance of connunity s o l i d a r i t y  i n  r educ ing  t h e  fear of 

crirrie. iJe have n o t  shovn t h a t  uur  r e s u l t s  could only  be produced by 

d i f f e r 2 n c e s  i n  cormunity s o l i d a r i t y .  These a r e a  e f f e c t s  c o d d  b e  t h e  

r e s u l t ,  f o r  example, of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  a r e a s  6 i f f e r  accoLding t o  average 

incone,  o r  avs rage  age ,  o r  r a c i a l  composition. It cou ld  b e  tha t  p e o p l e  

l i v i n g  i n  h igh  income a r e a s  a r e  l e s s  f e a r f u l  o f  p e r s o n a l  a t t a c k  t h a n  

t h o s e  f a  low income a r e a s ,  r e g a r d l e s s  cf l e v e l s  of c o r n u n i t y  s o l i d a r i t y .  

The C i n c i n n a t i  d a t a ,  f o r  example, show a r e a  e f f e c t s ,  for d i r e c t  measures  

of s o l i d a r i t y  ( l e n g t h  of  r e s idence ,  p e r c e n t  of households  c o n s i s t i n g  of 

l o n e  i n h a b i t a n t s  and degree  of d i s l i k e  f o r  t h e  neighbor%ood), But  e f f e c t s  

a l s o  appear  under ir-ccme, educa t ion ,  s e x  of household haad  and nuzber  

of c h i l d r e n .  F%ile t h e s e  la t ter  ~ i g h ta f f e c t  comiunit7 s o l i d a r i t y ,  w e  

a r e  no t  a b l e ,  w i t h  t h e  C i n c i n n a t i  sample, t o  confirm tha? t h e  e f f e c t s  

t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  have on f e a r  r e a c t i o n s  a r e  r e l a t e d  i n  p . 1 ~vay t o  so l i r l -  

a r i t y .  We need a l a r g e r  number of a r e a s  i n  o r d e r  t o  sort o u t  t he  f a c t o r s  

t h a t  c o n z r i b u t e  t o  t h e  a r e a  e f f e c t .  

That a n a l y s i s  i s  ou r  n e x t  s t e p .  Wirh f i f t e e n  a r e a s ,  Ebe Kansas C i t y  

sample o f f e r s  some c a p a c i t y  t o  t e s t  t h e  v z l i d i t y  of t h e  c a m u n i t y  s o l i d ­

z r i t y  E.y?othesis. For  t h e  purposes of t h i s  paper ,  ve T ~ i s tb e  s a t i s f i e d  

v i t h  the  conc lus ion  t h a t  p e o p l e ' s  f e e l i n z s  of s a f e t y  are a f f e c t e d  Ey c h s r ­

a c t e r i s r i c a  of t h e  " r ~ c i g l ~ b o r h o ~ d s " ( n o r e  c l ccura~e ly , the city area:$ :ir, r.;fiic> 

t hey  live. 



Survey I t e m  Used t o  Cons t ruc t  V a r i a b l e s  

1. 	 Lncone 

2. 	  Educat ion 

3 .  	  Length of Residence 

4. 	 Pr imary I n d i v i d u a l  

5. 	 Muinher of Chi ldren  

6. 	 Degree of O i s l i k e  f o r  
Keighborhood 

(These i t ems  v e r e  
s i z p l y  summted 
t o  f o m  a s c a l e  
of d i s l i k e )  

7. 	 S e l f - p r o t e c t i v e  
Eieasures 

I I1Jov.ld you i n d i c a t e  from t h i s  c a r d  which 

income l e v e l  o o s t  c l o s e l y  a p p r o x h a t e s  
your t o t a l  f a a i l y  income 5n 1972." (V 287) 

"W'nat was tl.,e h i g h e s t  g r a d e  o r  year o f  schbol 
y c ~  (V 253)were a b l e  t o  conple te?"  

It How l o n g  Eave you l i v e d  a t  this a d d r e s s ? "  (V 20) 

"Tota l  nu52r of males i n  household." (V 8 ) p l ~ s  
I IT o t a l  n u d e r  of females  i n  household ."  (V 9)  

I f  t o t a l  equaled one, s c o r e d  as "primary 
i n d i v i d u a l  household. 

11Ages o f  a l l  o t h e r  household  ne~bers." (V 1 2  - 1 2  1 5 )  

"Is t h e r e  zny th i cg  you d o n ' t  like a b o u t  t h i s  
  
n e i g h b o r h o ~ d ?  I f  yes ,  wh2t?11 
 

T r a f f i c  (V 45) 
 
Environmental problems (V 4 6 )  
  
Crime o r  f e a r  of crime (V 47) 
  
Pub l i c  T r z s s p o r t a t i o n  p r o b l e m  (B 48) 
 
Inadequate  s c3oo l s ,  shopping  (V 49 )  
  
Neighborhood changing, bad element 
 

moving i n  (V 50) 
Problems wLth ne ighbors  (B 57) 

"Do you t h h k  people ir g e n e r a l  Lave l i m i t e d  
o r  changed thsir a c t i v i t i e s  i n  tEe p a s t  y e a r s  
because thcy e r e  a f r a i d  of crime?- (V 140)  

I IDo you tF2nk t h a t  most p e o p l e  in -t h i s  ne ighborhood 

have l i o i t z d  o r  changed t h e i r  a c t 2 x i t i e s  i n  the 
p a s t  f e ~ ryszrs  because t h e 7  a r a  &ra id  of  c r i r re?"  
(V 141) 

8 .  Sex of i1o:;sehcjld Feacl 



APPENDIX I cont inued  ... 

Pear  of  Cr ine  i n  KeighEorSood 

I IHow safe do you f e e l  o r  would you f e e l  b e i n g  o u t  a l o n e  i n  
your  neighborhood a t  n igh t?"  (V 106) 

Very S a f e  Bafe Unsafe Yery Unsafe 

r IHow abou t  du r ing  the -day? Haw s a f e  do you r 'eel  o r  would 
you f e e l  about  b e i n g  o u t  a l o n e  iEyour neighborhood?" (P 107)

- .  
' 

(Same Options as i n  V 106)  

11Is t h e  neighborhood dangerous enough t o  make you t h i n k . s e r i o u s l y  

abou t  moving somewhere e i s e ? "  (V 180) (Yes) ( K O )  

"How do you t h i n k  your  neighborhood compares w i t h  o t h e r  i n  
C i c c i n n a t i  i n  terns of c r i n e ?  1-Tould you say i t  is?" (V 116)  

Much n o r e  dangerous More dangerous A b c u t  tke sane 

Less dangerous Much l e s s  dangerous 

2. Assessment of ne ighbors  as Source of S e c u r i t y  

11I n  your  opin ion ,  do policemen working i n  t h i s  neighborhood 
r ecogn ize  nost, SOW cr on ly  a f e w  of t h e  peop le  T J ~ Ol i v e  t h e r e ? "  
(V 170)  

110st Sone A Few Xone 

"T~icruld r e s i d e n z s  i n  your neighborhood u s u a l l y ,  o c c a s i o n a l l y ,  o r  
seldom t a k e  a hand i f  j u v e n i l e s  o r  c h i l d r e n  x z r e  c a u s i n g  t r o u b l e  
o r  were on t h e  verge  of breeking  ths law?" (V 1 7 1 )  

Usua l ly  Occas iona l ly  Seldorn Mever 

11Genera l ly ,  ~ o u l dr e s i d e n t s  i n  j-our ne ighborbrad  u s u a l i y ,  o c c a s i o n a l l y ,  
o r  seldom i d e n t i f y  themselvzs i r '  i l scessary  o r  a p p e a r  I n  c o u r t  if 
reques t ed  t o  do so  by t h e  p o l i c s ? "  (V 172) 

11L o d d  r e s i d m t s  i n  your n e i g F m ~ h o o d  n s u a l l y ,  cccaa iona lLy ,T or 
. , n T Is e l d o z  h d p  ~ o l i c ei d e n t i f y  c r ~ c ~ n a l s i(V 173)  

"Fron your v i ewpo in t ,  would r e s i d e c Z s  i n  your z;?ighborhood u s u : d l y ,  
o c c a s i o n a l l y ,  o r  s e l d o n  repo- t  c r i i l e s  t hey  ob;+rve t o  the p o l i c e ? "  
(V 1 7 4 )  



TABLE I 
 

Independent : 

Educat ion of ~ e s ~ o n d e n t' 

Length of Residence a t  same addres s  

Whether Household Cons i s t s  of  S ing le  Res ident  o r  not 

Nunber of Persons  Younger t h a n  1 9  Liv ing  i n  Hous,ahold 

Degree of Respondent's D i s l i k e  of t h e  Neighborhood 

Degree of  S e l f - p r o t e c t i v e  Measures taken  by Responden t .  

Sex of Eousehold Head 

Dependent: 

Fea r  of C r i m e  i n  NeighSorhood 

A s s e s s ~ e n t  of R i sk  

Assessment of Neighbors as Source of Security 



TABLE 11 
 

Fear  of Cr ine  
I n  Kei$lborhood . . 1 'ssesszanr of  Neighbors 

A s  Scu rce  of  S e c u r i t y  
. . 

v v v v .  
106 107 108 116 

Predictor 
V a r i a b l e s  

# 

V 253* 

YC 253" 

V 287 

v 20 

VC 20 

V P r I  

VC PrI 
 

V Kids 

VC Kids 

V D i s l i k e  

VC D i s l i k e  

V Se l f -
P r o t e c t  

'JC Se l f -
P r o t e c t  

v 10  

VC 10  

...­d - ~ a c hof  th;! p r e d i c t o r  v a r i a b l e s  i s  l i s t &  h e r e  i n  y a k s .  The f i r s t  one 
l i s t e d  i s  t h e  i n d i v i d u ~ l - l e x r e l  v a r i a b l e .  The seco id  3,s the  c o n t z x t u a l ­
l e v e l  neasu rz  de r ived  f r o s  t h a t  i n 6 l v i l u a l  level  vz r i&ie .  So, V 253 i s  
"Responc!en~ ' s Educa t ion" ,  s h i l e  VC 253 i s  t h e  v a r i a b l s  dsi-ived by a v e r a g i n g  
t h e  e d u c a t i o n a l  l e v e l  i n  each of t h e  f i v e  e r e a s  and z s s ign i f ig  each  respof ident  
the aveyage c d u c a t i c n a l  s c o r e  of h i s  o r  ker area. 

5Wze nuxber or' each v a ~ i a b l e  i s  l i s t e ?  h z r e  for cunvec<.zzcz. Sze Appecdix I 
f c r  thi. con ten t  o t  eech v a r i a b l e  so  nuzl..x-ed. 

?See Appendix I f o r  t h e  c m t e n t  cf each. cf t h e s e  variz'r;les. 



TABLE T I 1  

HIEWCHICAL TCJLTIPLE fiiXLYS I S  OF VARIM7CE: 

F e e l i n g s  of Pe r sona l  S a f e t y  by Race, Area ( c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  Race) 

-
f of Squares -- DOT'*  1.1 Square -F S i g .  of 9 

Main E f f e c t s  401.838 1 5  26.789 10.869 -001 

Race 
Area 

F e e l i n g s  of F e r s o n a l  S a f e t y  by Race, i z e a  ( c o n t r o l l b g  f o r  Race) 

Main E f f c c t s  401.838 1 5  20.789 10.869 ,001 

Race 
 
Area 
 

The f i r s t  h a l f  of t h i s  t a b l e  p re senzs  t h e  t o t a l  e x p h n a t o r y  power of 
-

Race (+i Square = 85.554) and t h e  exp lana to ry  power of L-ea a f t e r  the e f f ec t  

of Race h a s  been removed (G Square = 22.592).  Note t h a t  b o t h  v a r i a b l e s  are 

a b l e  t o  e x p l a i n  a s i g n i f i c a n t  amount of  v a r i a n c e  i n  the depeneen t  v a r i a b l e .  

Eowever, ir, t h e  second h a l f  of t h e  t a b l e ,  1;e can s e e  that t h e  e x p l a n a t o r y  

power of Race (E Square = 1.063) has  bee2 reduced t o  ul i n s i g n i f i c a n t  level 

a f t e r  removing t h e  t o t a l  exp lana to ry  powzr of Area, We cozlclade t h a t  d i f -  

f e r e n c e s  i n  f e e l i n g s  of pe r sona l  s a f e t y  ~ t z r i b u t a b l e  t o  i = d i v i d u a l  areas are 

i rdependent  of d i f f e r e n c s s  i n  t h e  racla:  c h r a c t e r i s t i c s  of tEre residents. 

F u r t h e r ~ o r e ,  t h o s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  a t t r i b u t z d  t o  a n  i n d i v l d u d T s  r a c e  v i r t u a l l y  

d i sep2ea r  d-ier. we c o n t r o l  f o r  Area, that i s ,  we f i n d  no  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  f e e l i n g s  

of pe r sona l  s a f e t y  f o r  Elacks  and l h i t e s  r i i t t i n  t h e  s a x  Areas.  



FEELINGS OF PERSOIKL SAFETY 


-.'­,. Of Square D.F. 
 

Kain E f f e c t s  458.619 ' 22 
 

Area 219.545 1 4  
  

V i c t i m  66.331 I 
 

'Elace . 003  1 
 

Om-Ken t 3.133 I 
 

N a r i t a l  S t a t ~ s  3 .670 1 
 

Income 7.877 1 
 

E d u c a t i o n  5.274 1 
 

Length  R e s i d e x e  .261  1 
 

Age 7.622 1 
 

I n  t h i s  p r o c e e d u r e ,  the e x p l e n a t o r y  power of hrsa (31 sq .uare  = 15.682) 

r e r i a i n s  s i g n i f i c a n t  a f t e r  c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  t h e  e f f e c t s  of a l l  o t h e r  variables 

i n  t h e  e q u a t i o n .  T h i s  r e p r e s e n t s  t h 2  e:-:placatcry p o w r  a t t r c b u t a b l e  t o  

Area, i n d e p e n d e n t l y  of the c u x u l a t i v e  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  o z h r  variables. T h i s  

r e s u l t  i s  a n a l o g o u s  t o  a S t e p ~ ~ i s eI ' u l t i p l e  E q r e s s i o n  p r o c e d u r e  is a h l c h  

Area i s  t h e  l a s t  v a r i z b l e  entered i n  tF.e e q u a t i o n .  



TABLE V 
 

F e e l i n g s  o f  P e r s o n a l  S a f e t y  by V i c t i ~ i z a t i c n ,  Area ( c o n t r c l l i n g  f o r  Vicein) 
-

5 of  Squares  D . .  1.1 Square  F S i g .  o f  F 

Main E f f e c t s  497.278 1 5  33.152 13.996 .001  
  

V i ctin 77.006 1 77.006 32.510 , 0 0 1  
  

Area  420.272 1 4  30.019 12.673 .001 
 

F e e l i n g s  of  P e r s o n a l  S a f e t y  by Area,  V i c t i ~ i z a t i o n  ( c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  Area) . 

Main E f f e c t s  497.278 1 5  33.152 13.996 , 0 0 1  
  

Area  400.257 1 4  28.590 12.070 , 0 0 1  
  

V i c t i m  97 .021  1 97.021 40.960 .0 0 1  
  

Note  t h a t  t h e  s q u a r e s  and F v a l c e s  f o r  Area and V i c t i m i z a t i o n  are 

n o t  reduced  when e i t h e r  o n e  is  c o n t r o l l e d  f o r  t h e  o t h e r .  I n  f a c t ,  t h e y  are 

n a r g i n a l l y  i n c r e a s e d ,  i . e . ,  Area i s  b e t t e r  a b l e  t o  e x p l a i n  v a r i a n c e  i n  the 

dependen t  v a r i a b l e  a f t e r  a c c o u n t i n g  f o r  t h e  e f f e c t  of V i c t i m i z a t i o n  and  vice 

versa. Roeever ,  t h i s  i n t e r v e n i n g  e f f e c t  i s  n o t  s u b s t a n t i a l  and we c o n c l u d e  .. 

t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  Area and V i c t i m i z a t i o n  a r e  i n d e p e n d e n t  o f ,  o r  o r t h o g o n a l  

t o ,  e a c h  o t h e r .  




