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A second rationale for our analytical approach is more technical in nature. Depending 
on the sample characteristics and variables used, traditional contextual analysis (raw 
scores entered after ecologic means) may yield a predictor matrix more ill-conditioned and 
tending toward multi-collinearity than the analysis with means and deviation-scored vari- 
ables. Such conditions can cause problems in the regression analysis: inflation of coeffi- 
cients' standard errors and "beta bounce" with reversed coefficient signs. Our assessment 
of the two predictor matrices using widely-accepted and well-respected regression diag- 
nostics indicates that, with our sample and variables, the traditional contextual analysis 
does indeed yield a more ill-conditioned matrix. 

Recent work on regression diagnostics (Belsley, Kuh, and Welsch 1980) has confirmed 
that ill-conditioned matrices of predictors are not easy to spot; simple inspection of the 
correlation matrix is not sufficient (p. 92). One suggested diagnostic procedure is to 
decompose the matrix of predictors into a sum of components each linked to a single 
eigenvalue, and then to determine (1) if near dependency exists and (2) if it is influencing 
the regression coefficients. Analyses of the full matrix of predictors using neighborhood 
means and individual raw scores-the traditional contextual analysis-suggests that there 
is some near dependency and that it is causing problems. The matrix of predictors using 
deviation-scored individual predictors is not as ill-conditioned. In the regression using the 
matrix of raw-scored individual predictors the B estimates for aggregate and individual 

Table A-] 
Reduced Form Equation with Raw-Scored 

Variables: Contextual Race Variable Included 

Variable B SE of B Beta 

Contextual 
RACEAGG .304 .046 .149** 
EDUCAGG - 
INCIVILAGG - - 
SPRAYAGG - - 
INDIRECTAGG .652 .132 .113** 
DIRECTAGG .685 .188 .081** 

Raw (Individual) Scores 
RACE .527 .079 .151** 
EDUC -.015 .006 -.065* 
AGE .012 .001 .251** 
GENDER -.364 .035 -.221** 
INCIVIL .432 .026 .366** 
INDIRECT .147 .040 .084** 

(Constant) -.681 
R2 .295 
N 1561 

Notes: RACE, the deviation score for race, is used in both equations because 
of missing data problems with individual measures of race. Inclusion 
of individual raw scores on race would reduce the sample size by 1/5 
and result in a subsample that differs from the sample used in Tables 1 
and 2 by race, education, age, and other key variables. 
* = p < .01; ** = p < .001. 
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Table A-2 
Reduced Form Equation with Raw-Scored 

Variables: Contextual Incivilities Variable Included 

Variable B SE of B Beta 

Contextual 
RACEAGG - 
EDUCAGG - - 
INCIVILAGG .075 .019 .091** 
SPRAYAGG - - 
INDIRECTAGG .574 .133 .100** 
DIRECTAGG .687 .189 .081** 

Raw (Individual) Scores 
RACE .412 .078 .118** 
EDUC -.015 .006 -.069* 
AGE .011 .001 .253** 
GENDER - .369 .036 -.224** 
INCIVIL .422 .027 .359** 
INDIRECT .147 .040 .084** 

(Constant) -.57 
R2 .283 
N 1561 

Notes: See Notes Table A-1. 

education both receive a high proportion of their variance (83% and 51%, respectively) 
from one small component in the matrix of predictors (see Belsley, Kuh, and Welsch 
1980, pp. 105 ff.). In short, it is impossible to estimate both aggregate and individual 
education effects. It is not surprising then that the context effect for education demon- 
strates "beta bounce" with a sign opposite to the one observed in Table 3 when a full 
model is estimated using the traditional contextual approach. 

In sum, regression diagnostics indicate that, given our sample and variables, the 
predictor matrix using raw scores and neighborhood means is tending noticeably toward 
multi-collinearity, and thus creating misleading results. The problems are not evident 
using neighborhood means and deviation-scored predictors. 

Therefore, given our theoretical purposes and the nature of the predictor matrix with our 
sample and variables, Cronbach's disaggregation approach is preferable to the more 
standard contextual analysis. Of course this does not mean Cronbach's approach will be 
preferable over standard contextual analyses in other studies with different samples and/or 
different variables. But our analysis clearly suggests researchers should compare the 
technical merits of both approaches. 

The most sensible reduced-form regressions with only significant predictors and using 
raw-scored individual variables-the traditional contextual analysis (Alwin 1976)-ap- 
pear in Tables A-1 and A-2. In these equations not only is aggregate education excluded, 
but it is also necessary to exclude either the contextual race variable or contextual 
incivilities. 

The differences between these reduced-form equations and Table 3 are the following: 
aggregate race and aggregate incivilities are not simultaneously significant; the aggregate 
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education effect cannot be reliably estimated; and aggregate community integration is not 
significant. 
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NOTES 

1. We also experimented with other cutpoints (85/15; 80/20). The results were not markedly 
different. 

2. The effects of a dummy with 90% or more white neighborhoods, examined for its impact on 
fear, are the same. 

3. We also used a race dummy variable instead of percent black as the latter variable was 
strongly bimodal. 

4. Clearly, RACEDEV captures racial heterogeneity as would a dummy variable at the aggre- 
gate level, coding mixed neighborhoods = 1 and all other types = 0. Such aggregate measures were 
developed using 3 cutpoints to define mixed neighborhoods (10-80%, 10-85%, and 10-90% 
white). Those 10-85% white showed the most impact on fear. The findings on racial heterogeneity 
using these aggregate measures of mixed neighborhoods essentially duplicated those based on 
absolutized race deviation scores. As the correlation between aggregate measures of mixed neigh- 
borhoods and individual race deviation scores was very high (.72), we entered only individual race 
deviation scores in the regression equation shown here. 

5. Burglary victimization, compared to, for example, robbery or assault, is less fear-inspiring. 
Nonetheless since our sample is small, vis-a-vis national samples such as the NCS and the BCS, we 
opted for burglary to avoid too low a base rate on the victimization item. Burglary also assures that 
the offense site (house burgled) is within the arena of interest (the neighborhood). Further, frequent 
local burglaries may be somewhat fear-inspiring if respondents conclude that other crime-includ- 
ing violent personal crime-is widespread in their neighborhood as well (Garofalo 1981). 

6. The regression equation using respondents' mean perception of incivilities rather than the 
objectively-based index yields a much larger B weight for the neighborhood-level measure of 
incivilities (B = .54). Due to a very sizable link between perception of incivilities and education 
levels in this equation, education at the aggregate level is nonsignificant. 

7. One reviewer si'ggests that our failure to find a neighborhood-level age effect may be due to 
low ecological variability on this parameter. Although the average age within neighborhoods ranges 
34-58 years, age in the second quartile of the ecological variable ranges only 44-48, and in the 
third only 48-51. The ecological variance of age accounts for only 9.5% of the total variance in age. 
Thus the similar mean ages among many of the neighborhoods may account in part for our failure to 
find a significant neighborhood coefficient associated with age. 

8. DIRECTDEV's failure to influence fear is probably not due to our usage of burglary instead 
of street crimes as our victimization measure, as the indirect measures based on burglary did have an 
influence. 

9. Results for DIRECTAGG are influenced by weighting; unweighted, it is nonsignificant. 
INDIRECTAGG is nonsignificant in both the weighted and unweighted regressions. However 
results are not influenced by "forcing" in a crime rate variable. 
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10. This partial slope is nonsignificant if we "force" the crime variable into the regression 
(SPRAYAGG B = -.50; beta = -.05; p > .05). The zero order correlation between the respon- 
siveness measure and the crime variable is -.48. 

11. This null finding at the individual level confirms an earlier study using respondents from 63 
street blocks (Taylor, Gottfredson, and Brower 1984). In that study, individual deviations from street 
block fear levels are not linked to social ties. 

12. See Appendix A. A subjective measure of neighborhood-level incivilities results in a much 
larger B weight, but also wipes out the influence of EDUCAGG. This suggests that at the ecological 
level, subjective measures of incivilities are very strongly confounded with class. 
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