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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS. OF URSAN AREA AS A DETERﬂIEANT OF FEAR

Robert Kidder & Eric Hollins

Introduction .

Comrunity and fear. Some formulations of sociology and many less

professional reminiscences treat these zs incompatibilities. In the

"good old days" strong communities protected people, gave them a place,
supported them in times of stress. Fear, especially fear of what today

is called “crime in the streets', was supposedly unknown in the communities
of yore. TUnlocked doors, warm hospitality, freedom of moverment, civility -
these were all facets of an earlier era before crime became the scourge of
American society.

Whether or not there ever was suéh a pariod of brotherhcod and
tranquility, much is being said today about reconstructing cbmmﬁnity.in
the néighborhoods of our cities so that pecple can walk without fear, feel
secure in their own homes &nd once again know the pleasure of gaqh pthar's
company in public places. "People like James Q. Wilson (19 )_are telling
us to give power -back to the neighborhoeds so that as living social units
with important responsibilities, they can once again engage the énergies
and interest of people.

fhe‘problem of fear, to which coamunity is the proposed sclution,
has teen documented in various sur#eys. Toonle are afraid to walk their
streets at night. Pcople avoid certain parts of cities for fear of attack.
Feople aveid invelvement in greoup activities which would draw them away

from home beczuse they fear goinz cut. Cller people eszecially live like
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prisoners in their homes because they fear attack. People turn their
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told, we see evidence that;the-"quality of
corfupted'by the fear of'crime. ' ' : S

So commuﬁity is beiﬂg promoted as a solution to. not only the incidence
- of criﬁe; but the debilitating’féér of crime which robs us of the enjoyment
of 1life. But research into the subject has not yet developed solid evidence
‘of a connection between community characteristics and peoples’ reactions to
crime. The study of fear has concentrated on individuzals as molecules in
demographic cémpounds. -The "aged" are studied, and their fears of crime
are analyzed. Racial groups are examined and sexual differences are con-
sidered. Income, education and residential mobility differences are
assessed. All of these seem to bear some relationship to the ways people
react to crime.

But as the community orientation reminds us, peopls do not live their
lives only as carriers of certain demographic characteristics. They also
exist within more or less well-developed networks of imteraction - communities -
which may have significant effects on their experiences.

So we raise the question: Do pecples' reactions 1o crime vary accord-
ing to the communities they live in? Ard if so, what community level char—
acteristics account for those differences? If the "neighborhocoed" or the
"urban co*munity”.is to be our salvation from the fears, suspicious and

solation which have developed in urban areas, there should be evidence
that "communities" or "neighborhoods'" difier in their effects on peoples
reactlions, regardless of other determining characteristice like inconme
sex,vage, and race. If conmunity makes no difference, Zf pecple in tight--

konit neightorhoods are no less afraid thzn these in ancmic urban locations
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then it is not likely that the recreation of community will solve the

Method of Analysis

We began our study Qith the very Basié gquestion: ,dq people in dif-
ferent urban communities have different rezctions ;o.crime? Cur material -
for aﬁalysis conéisted of surve?s made in Cincinnafil. ané Kansas Citj’2 |
to measure levels bf victimization, levels of fear and types of responses
to crime. These sufveys cenducted iﬁ 1972 and l973,vwere not ideally
suited for our purposes.. But_their weaknesses were not fatal to our pur-
pose, o we have proceeded.

In both cities, the data were gathered in such a way, that respondents.
could be identified by which part of the city théy'lived in. In Cincinnati,
five separate areas of the éity were surveyed, three Qf which were sufficiently
geographically self-contained so that the term "neighborhood” or "community'*
cou1d3 apply to them. The fourth area was scattered residualfterritory
within the same.police district as the otherrthree. The fifth area was
simply defined as including‘everyone else in the éity outside of the first

four areas. The three self-contained areas were: Over—the-Rhine, West End,

and Mount Adams. The residual area was called "Rest of the District"” and

[65]

the city sample was called "Outside the District'.

In Kansas City, fifteen '"neighborhcods" were distimguishable.  We use
the term ”neighborﬁood” ere cautiously, bzcause the fifteen areas, although
small and self~contained, ware not ”naﬁural” communities in the sense that
they were chosen according to measureg of cohesiveness. They ﬁere fifteen
contigucus police beats within which the Kansas Ciﬁy police were condﬁctin
en experiment. The survey was designed to sssess the impact of thelr exper-

ment. So although our data gave us usable areas, they éid not necessarily
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provide any pure examples of solidary community. Witk that caution in mind
we proceaded to look for "urea effects' reasonir

Vo P L

~might be tﬁe results of community dynamics.

Cincinnati

With onIf five areas,to.anglyse in Cincinnati, the procedﬁre-hadréo.
be crude and tﬁe results only suggestive. Ve decided to look'for area
effects by comparing the effects of individual and contextual variables on
éeveral measufes 6f fear of crimé and feelings of safety in one's own neigh-
borhood.. Individual predicter variables were those dermographic, attitudinal
and behavioral characteristics often thought to have important effects on
reactions to crime. These included such items as respondent's education,
income, length of residence in same place, number of childrem in household.
Ve also developed a composite measure of steps people take to protect them—
selves and their property. The variables are listed in Table 1 and the items

from which they were constructed are found in Appendiz 1.

EY

Ve constructed contextual measures using the data from these same
questionnaire items. TFor each individual-level variable, we derived an
average score in each of the five survey areas. Then each person was
assigned a contextual score for those variables based on which of the five
areas he or she lived in. ZEach respondent could them be characterized by
both his or her individual scores on each variable and the rank order score
of the 2vea he or she lived in; For exemple, we could measure'each-person's
incore and we could treat each person as having an area income scére (a

arly, we knew each respendent's length of
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residence at the same address and we cculd score each raspondent according

<1

to the degre2 of residential stability im his or her area. Our precedure

was tc compare the explanatory power of the individuzl-level varicble with
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that of the contextual variable. We reasoned that if the contextual variable

direction) with a dependent variable from that of the corresponding individual-

level variable, at least part of the difference could_be attributed to the
) effect of living within the specific area, regardless of the incdividual-level

score. If the area has no effect. on responses to crime, then scores on the

independent and dependent variables should be randomly distributed across areas -

and there should be no difference between individual and contextual measures'
abilities to predict respoises to crime. For example, suppose we compare theA
length of time the respondent has lived at the same addéess with the averagé
length of residence in that respondent's area. Does the individuél's own
pattern of residential stability show more or less association with measures
of fear than a measure of the general residential stability in the community?
Using the non-parametric measure of association Tau B, we found that there
were consistent differences between these two measures of stability in their
ability to "predict” measures of fear and feelings of safety. For example,
responses to the question ''How safe is ycur neighborhood compared to other
parts of Cincinnati?" showed a significant Tau E of +.145 with the length
of residence measure. People who have lived longer at the same address,
show a slight tendency to feel safer. VWhen respondents were assigned the
average length of residence of their area, howsver, the Tau B of that ranking
with the same question of neighborhood safety was +.253. People who live
in more stable areas show an éven stronger tendency to feel safer. Afea,A
‘ranked by rasidential stability, is a better predictor of this answer than-
is personal residential stability.

This kind of approach cannot cayry us very far, in part, because of -

the uncertain statistical effects of azgregating statistics in this fashien,
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and in part becauée the sample included only five distinguishable areas.
Because ouly five areas were studied, we lack sufficient data to isolate
vhich characteristics of the éinéinnati.afeas account for the differences
between iﬁdividual'and contextual-level effects. Table 2 shows the QQerall
results of compafingAthe Tau B's of individuai and- contextual variables
for their effects on the several measures of feér and safety. The overall
péttern suégests that there is an'gﬁgg effect which cannot be détected by -
the usual survey approach of coding individuals as carriers of only indi-
vidual characteristics. In‘a majority of the casés, the contextual—ieﬁel
measure of association is stronger than the individual-level ome. At
least some of this difference may be the product of processes within areas
which make them unique.determinants of people's feéctions to crime.
The clearest evidence of difference zappears in the comparison between
a measure of self-defense steps taken by respondents personally and the
contextual measure of the level of self-protection typical of each area.
To the twe questions, "Is it safe to walk in your neighborﬁood at nighe?"
and "Is it safe to walk in your neighborhood during the day?"” people}s
responses show a positive association (Tau B = .231 and .167 reépectively)
with the taking of self-protective measures. People who take defensive
measures are somewhaﬁ more fearful. But for the contextual measure, the
. 9féu B's show just the opposite (~.167 and -.131 respectively). People who
ive in aresas where more self-protective measures are taken feél.lgég

. same pattern can be geen in several of the other comparisons

n

4

fearful. ThLi
Ee;geen the gffects of these two ﬁeasures.

‘While this reversal of sign is interestiﬁg in its=lf, %a wiil not
épend further space speculoting on its meaning. The limits of the survev's

25ign are too severe to allow further confirmation. Dut the pattern of

(a9
(

the table, tskew as a whole, does support the ceaclusicen that by kpowing
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where respondents live, we can more stron gly predlct their reactions to

- - - . T T e e e i

crime than by simply knowing theirvpersonal demographic characteristics.

Tiian s e e - - e — .~

Y

' “Something about peoples' residential locatio (nelghbo*ﬁood urban com~

munity) affects their reactions to crime ragzerdless of individual char-

acteristics like income, education, length of residence, number of children

or sex of respondent. The Cincimnati survey does not help us to say much

nore than this.

Kansas City — An Alternative Approach

We toogAa second approach to the data from Kansas City, though our
purpose here was again to ask only whether there was evidence of séme kind
of area effect.Ve developed the dependent variable by summing two ikems
vhich asked respondents to assess the general safety of their neighborhood,
and whether they thought their neighborhcod was more or less dangerous
than others in Kansas City. The correlation betwgen the two items was .52
while the correlation of each item with the composite score was .91 and .83.
These items have been ;sed in a number of studies (Scwartz, Conklin) and
are interpreted as a general indicator of a respondent's feeling of personal
safety in his or her own neighborhood. Ve examined the relationship between
this variable and twelve independent variables (see Appendix TI).

In order to determine whether area effects existed independently of
the twelve indiviéual variables, we used two analysis of variance proce&ures.
In each of these nloce;“re . we treé:ed zrea as a noninal level varlable_A
with fifteen categories. The first procedure involved a hierarchical tech-
nique which permitted measurement of the residual explai ed variance attri-~
butable to ong variable after controlling for thg.totaliexplagatory power
of another wvariable {(Kim, Kohout ~ 8PSE). Hlenkwe'éontrolled for the

explanatory power of Area, the residual explained variance of each individual
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individual variable was reduced, usually to a statistically insignificant
level. When we réverséd the process, and controlled for demographic vari-
~ables, the residual explained variance .of area remained statistically (and
substantively) significant. “As an example of this type of,analysis,-Tabler
II presents the results of the Hierarchical MANOVA analysis of Area aﬁd

. : g : »
Race.

In additioﬁ to the individual variaﬁleé‘préviouSly discussed, we
analyzed the relationship between feelings of neighborhood'Safety,'Area,
and Vietimization using the same Hierarchical MANOVA procedure.. Ve coded
a réspondent as victimized if any member of the respondent's household had
experienced a criminal victimization within the previous twelve months.

In contrast to the relationship between Area and the previous individual
variables, Table III indicated that the explanatory powers of Area and
Victimization are virtually unaffected when either variable is controlled
for the other. These results indicate that the effect on a respondent's
feelings of personal safety resulting from the experience of being vict~
imized is virtually independent of which area the respondent lives in.
Conversely, variance in.feelingé of perscnal séfety associated with the
area a respondent lives in is independent of the overall frequéncy of
reported victimization in each area.

Je used a regression technique in thz SPSS MANOVA prozram to make
a second attempt to verify the presence of an independent area effect.
This procedure reports ;he residual explaized variance attributable to

“each variable after controlling for the enplenatory powax of all other

variables in the equation. Ia the context

o]

f this usage, the procedure

tells us little about the mature of relasiionships ameng specific inde-

. . Lo . . .
pendent variables, since we can only ascertain tha net effect of contyrol-
ling fer all other variables as a group. Fowever, with respect to Avea,
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we can conclude that the residual variance in feelings of personal safety

attributed to this variable is independent of

the cumulative explanatory
power of all other variables in the equation, As Table IV indicated, this

residual wvariance is quite significant.

Summgrf and Conclusion

-We began our reséarch withﬁthé éuesti@n,rdoes the existence or nonf
existence of éommunity in-an urban eﬁvironment influénce people's responses
to crime, ihcluding their fears about personal victimization? At this stage
in our rese;rch, we have begun by hypothesizing that if community (o£ neigh-
borhood) deces make a difference, then people's fears and feactioné to crime
should be associated with the area af their cities withia which they live.
To be a meaningful variable, community cohesiveness must vary from one area
to another. If it affects the level of peoples' fears zbout crime then
those fears should reach different levels in different a&eas of the city.
Therefore, if we can demonstrate that fear and types of reactions to crime
are functions of area, that finding would at least be comsistent with the
hypothesis that community cohesiveness affects reacticns to crime.

Qur results confirm that reactions to crime are associated with area

- FERRUEss

of residence. The strength of this finding is enhanced by the fact that

we used different methods of analysis on different surveys containing dif-
ferent questions asked in different cities. In Cincinnati, we found that

area-related variables derived from individual scores preduced stronger

—

——

measures of association than did the indivicdual measures alone. In Kansas

——

7]

City, we found that area as a nominal variable was, aside from victiwization,
Y

th

(D

-strongest predictor of fear. The effect of other variables such as

race and age, which appear important when individvally correlated with fear,
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was reduced to iﬁsignificance‘when we introduced area into the equation.

But we still face a major hurdle beicre we can say that our fesuits
confirm the importance of ;ommunity solidarity in redu;ing the fear of
crime. Wé have not shown that our results could only be produced by
differaences in éommunity solidarity. These areaz effects could Se the
result, for éxaméle, of the fact_that areés differ'acéofdiﬁg td éveragg -
income, or average age, Or racial:compositionl-_It’could be that people
living in high‘income areas are less feérful of personal attack than
those in low income areas, regardless cf levels of community solidarity.
The Cincinnati data, for example, show area effects for direct measures
of solidarity (length of residence, percent of households consisting of
lone inhabitants and degree of dislike for the neighberhood). But effects
also appear under inccme, education, sex of household h=ad and number
of children. While these latter might affact community solidarity, we
are not able, with the Cincinnati sample, to confirm that the effects
these variables have on fear reactions are related in any way to solid-
arity. We need a larger number ofbareas in order to sort out the factors
that contribute to the afea'effect..

That analysis 'is our next step. With fifteen areas, the Kansas City
sample offers some cépacity to fest the validity of the community solid-
arity hypothesis. For the purposes of this paper, we must be satisfied
with the conclusion that people's feelinzs of safety are affected by char-
acteristics of the "neighborhoods'{mors accurately, the city aread in vhich

they live,



APPENDIX I

Survey Items Used to Construct Variables

1. Income

2. Education

3. Length of Residénce

4. Primary Individual

5. Number of Children

6. Degree of Dislike for
Neighborhood

(These items were
simply summated
to form a scale
of dislike)

7. Self-protective
Measures

"Jould you indicate from this card which

income level wost closely approximates
your total family income in 1972." (V 287)

"What was the highest grade or year of school

ycu were able to complete?" (V 253)

"How long have you”lived at this address?" (Vv 20)

"Total number of males in househeold." (V 8)plus.
"Total numbar of females in household." (V 9)

If total equaled one, scored as "primary
individual household.

"Ages of all other household members." (V 12 — 12 15)
"Is there anything you don't like about this
neighborhocd? If yes, what?"

Traffic (V 45)

Environmental problems (V 46)

Crime or fear of crime (V 47)

Public Tramsportation problems (V 48)

Inadequate schools, shopping (V 49)

Neighborhood changing, bad element
noving in (V 50)

Problems with neighbors (¥ 51)

"Do you think people in general have limited
or changed their activities in the past years
because they are afraid of crime?™ (V 140)

Do you think that most people in this neighborhood
have limited or changed their activities in the
past few yesrs because they are afraid of crime?"
(Vv 141) : '

"Do menters of your household have any of the
followinz things
Watch Log (¥ 144)
Insurance for thefi, ete. {(V 1458)
" Locks on doors that were installed after
you moved in (V 143)

(v 10)




APPENDIX I continued ...

U

Dependent Voriablas
1. Fear of Crime in ¥eighbtorhood

"How safe do you feel or would you feel being out Qlone in
your neighborhood at night?" (V 106)

Very Safe Safe Unsafe Very Unsafe

"How about during the day? How safe do you feel or would
you feel about being cut alone in your neighborhood?" (V 107)°

(Same Options as in V 106)

. "Is the neighborhood dangerous enough to make you think.seriously
about moving somewhere else?” (V 180) (Fes) (No)

"How do you think your neighborhood compares with other in

Cincinnati in terms of crime? Would you say it is®¥" (V 116)
Much more dangerous More dangerous . Abcut the sanme
Less dangerous Much less dangerous

2. Assessnment of neighbors as Source of Security

"In your opinion, do policemen working in this neighborhood
recognize most, some or only a few of the people who live there?”
(Vv 170)

Most Sone A Few lione

"ould residents in your meighborhood usually, occasionally, or
seldom take a hand if juveniles or children wzre causing trouble
or were on the verge of breaking the law?™ (V 171)

Usually Occasionally Seldom Never

"Generally, would residents in your neighborhcod usually, occas;onally,
or seldom identify themselves if necessary or appear in court if
reguested to do so by the police?™ (V 172)

"Would 1eelﬁ nts in your neighterhood usually, cccasionally, or
seldom help police identify criminals?" (V 17325

"From your viewpoint, would residents in your me=ighborhood usually,
occasionally, or seldom report crimes they obzzrve to the police?"
(V 174)



VARIABLES INCLUDE]

Independent:

Income of Respondernt

Education of Respondén£>

Length of Reéidénce at'saﬁé address _
Whether Household Consists of Single Resident or mnot
Number of Persons Younger than 19 Living in Household
Degree of Respondent's Dislike of the Neighborhoed
Degree of Self-Protective Measures taken by Respondent -

Sex of Household Head

Dependent:

Fear of Crime in Neighborhood
Assessment of Risk

Assessment of Neighbors as Source of Security



TABLE II

COMPARISON OF iNDIVIDUAL AND CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES
) AS PREDICTORS OF REACTICXNS TO CRIME o
TAU B SCORES BETWEEN INDEPENDENT AND DEPEKDENT VARIABLES

—_—

Fear of Crime ‘ Lssessrant of Neighbors
. In Neighborhocod - , As Source of Security
Reactions ' ) ) . T
To Crime %% v Y ) v ' v ‘ v . A v V v -
106 107 108 116 17¢ - 171 172 173 174
Predictor 4, '
Variables
V 253% S =29 | -.25 .01 .15 .12 | -.08 | -.16 | -.19 | -.22
VC 253% -.30 | -.29 | .06| .20| ) .03| -.19| -.30 | -.35 | .31
v 287 -.30 | ~.26 | 04| .16] | .10] -.17 ) -.23 | -.25 | —.28
vV 20 05| .00| .13] .15 ] -.01]-.08] -.12 | -.08 | -.10
Ve 20 -.09 | -.07| .15 .25] | .15 -6 | .11 | -.13 | -.13
vV Prl .07 | .02{ .07|-08] | -06] .08] .01| .o1| .05
VC Prl 19 | .16 | -.18 | -.30 ] | -z 21 | W19 ] .23 | .22
V Kids -.03 | -.00 | -.11 | .01 .04 | =00 .08 .11} .05
VC Kids 18 | .18 | .03 | -.02 .06 1 .08 | .19 | .21 | .18
V Dislike 14 | .17 | -.25 | -.16 -.00| .o8! .09 | .12 ]| .10
VC Dislike 25 | .21 | -.17 | -.21 .07 | .15 .16 | .21 | .19
V Self- .
Protect .23 .17 | -.17 | -.10 -~.01| .o81 .07] .03| .o1
YC Self-
Protect | -.17 | -.33 | .17 | .27 10 | -.21 ] -.18 | -.21 | -.20
Vv 10 230 11| .03 | -.03] ] -06] L0511 .09 | .12] .09
vC 10 28 | .25 | -.11 | -.20| | .co| .20 .27 | .32| .28

“Each of the predictor variables is listed here in paizs. The first one

O
e

”

listed is the individuzl-lavel variable., The second Zs the contextual-

level measure derived from that individual level varizble. So, V 253 is
"Respondent's Education', while VC 253 is the variablzs derived by averaging
the educational level in each of the five areas and aszsigning each respondent
the average educaticnal score of his or her area.

The number of each variable is listed here for comvernisnca. See Ap cendiv I
foer the content of each variable so numbared.

#See Appendix I for the content of each cf these varishles.




TABLE III

HIERARCHICAL MULTIPLE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE:

Feelings of Personal Safety by Race, Area (controlling for Race)

’ Z£ of Squares D.F. ¥ Square F Sig. of ¥
Main Effects  401.838 15 26.789 10.869 .001
Race 85.554 1 85.554 34.712 . 001

Area 316.284 14 22.592 9.166 - .001

Feelings of Personal Safety by Race, Area (controlling for Race)

Main Effects - 401.838 15 26.789 310.869 .001
Race 400.775 14 28.627 11.615 . 001
Area 1.063 1 1.063 - <431 - .512

The first half of this table presents the total explanatory power of
Race éﬁ Square = 85.554) and the explanatory power of Area after the effect
of Race has been removed (ﬁ'Square = 22,392), UNote that both variables are
able to éxplain a significant amount of variance in the depénéent variable.
However, in the second half of the table, we can see that tﬁe explanatory
power of Race 1 Square = 1.063) has been reduced to an insignificant level
after removing the total explanatory powar of Area. We conclude that dif-
ferences in feeliﬁgs'of personal safety attributable to individual areas are
independen; of differences in the racial characteristics of the residents.
Furthermore, those differences attributed to an individnal's race virtually
disappear when we control for Area, that is, we find no difference imn feelings

of personal safety for Blacks and Whites within the same Areas.



TABLE IV

MULTIPLE ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE: REGRESSION PRCCIEDURE ON
FEELINGS OF PERSONAL SAFETY

ifOf Square D.F. | M Square | r Siz. of F
Main Effects . 458,619 122 20.846 8§.702 .001
Area 21¢,545 14 15.682 | 6.546 .00l
Vietim . 66.391 1 66.391 | 27.714 .001L
Race .063 1 .063 .026 .871
Ovn-Rent 3.133 1 3.133 . | 1.308 .253
Marital Status 3.670 1 3.670 1.532 .216
Income 7.877 1 7.877 3.288 .070
Education 5.274 1 5.274 2.201 .138 .
Length Residence .261. 1 .261 L1668 L4
Age 7.622 1 7.622 3.182 .075

In this proceedure, the explanatory power of Area {If square = 15.682)
remains significant after controlling for the effects ¢f all other variables
-

_in the equation. This represents the explanateory power attributable to

Area, independently of the cumulative effects of the other variables. This

result is analogous to a Stepwise Multiple Regression procedure 1s which

Avea is the last variable entered in the equation.



Feelings of Personal Safety by Victimization, Area (contrclling for Victim)

4. of Squares D.F. ¥ Square F Sig. of F
Main Effects 497.278 15  33.152  13.996 .001
Victin - 77.006 1 77.006  32.510 .00l

Area ' 420,272 14 30.019 12.673 ~  .001

Feelings of Personal Safety by Area, Victimization (controlling for Area)

Main Effects 497.278 15 33.152 13.9%6  .001
Area 400.257 14 28,590 12.070 .001 -
Victim 97.021 1 97.021 40.960 .001

Note that the ﬁ'squares and F values for Area and Victimization are
not feduced when either one is controlled for the other. In fact, they are
marginally dincreased, i.e., Area is better able to explain variance in the
dependent variable after accounting for the effect of Victimization and vice
versa. FHowever, this intervening effect is not substantial and we conclude
that the effects of Area and Victimization are independent of, or orthogonal

to, each other.






