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Abstract

Police investigative data describing gang and comparable
non~gang violent incidents in two large police jurisdictions in
Los Angeles are reported. Approximately 800 homicide as well as
over 500 violent, non-homicide incidents occurring between 1978
and 1982 were analyzed to respond to three research goals: des-
criptions of gang violence, determination of significant discrimi-
nators between gang and non-gang incidents, and estimation of the
impact of police investigative procedures on the official desig-
nation of cases as gang or non-gang.

The data revealed very substantial differences between the
character of gang and non-gang violent cases, primarily with
respect to descriptors of the participants but also with respect
to the settings in which the incidents occurred. Gang incidents
involved more participants, lower levels of prior suspect~victim
relationshipé, lower ages, mor¢ male-only cases, and more minori-
ty involvements. They more often occurred in public locations,
invelved cars, guns and other weapons, involved more unknown
suspects and fears of retaliaticn, and more often yvielded addi-
tional charges and additional victim injuries.

A series of discriminant analyses yielded surprisingly high
levels of success in classification of cases as gang or non-gandg,

with younger age, minority status, and number of participants as




the best discriminators. Special gang indicators such as argot,
turf designations, and special dress and behavioral cues also
emerged as excellent discriminators. Evidence for the impact of
police investigation and reporting practices on these gang/non-
gang differences was weak, although more so in one jurisdiction
than the other. Finally, most of these findings pertain to both
homicide and non-homicide events, but more fully to the homi-
cides.

Futurg research needs include the validation of these find-
ings in other large urban settings and the testing of their utili-
ty in smaller cities facing gang problems. The data reported
here suggest the utility of a "gang indicators indexh and special
- gang identification training for police investigators in cities

not having sophisticated gang intelligence units.




Goals and Design

In the context of a dramatic increase in gang-related homi-
cides in Los Angeles County (peaking at 351 victims in 1980) and
a major gang intervention effort by varidus public agencies, this
research was undertaken to gather basic data which could be perti-
nent to the evaluation of major gang intervention efforts. The
research was not an evaluation effort per se, but an investiga-
tion of issues of descriptive aﬁd analytic concern to criminolo-
gists and criminal justice officials.

The research design involved the parallel collection of data
from the investigation files cf the Los Angeles Sheriff's Depart-
ment (LASD) and the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD). Data
collection, analysis, and reporting were undertaken separately
for the two agencies because of differences in departmental struc=-
tures and practices, reflected in differences in research deci-
sions about sampling and coding of investigation files. The
principal analyses were carried out on homicide files for cases
designated as gang-related by special police gang units and on
comparable files for cases not désignated as gang-related. An
additional sample of non-~homicide violent cases, both gang and
non-gang, were studied for methodological comparison purposes;
the analysis of these cases is reported in an addendum to the
main report. Table 1 summarizes the sampling data including the

data sources, time periods, and numbers of cases.
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Table 1
Sampling Description
# of Stations Restricted Sample # of Cases Sample
in Sample Pool Samplel Period Sampled per Year? Total3
Jomicid
LASD .
Gang 19 No 1/78-6/82 Total Population 312
Non~Gang 19 Yes 1/78-6/82 50 200
LAPD
Gang 3 No 1/79-12/81 Total Population 152
Non-Gang 3 Yes 1/79-12/81 50 148
Non=Fomicid
LASD : | '
Gang 2  Yes 1/78-12/81 40 280
Non~Gang 2 Yes 1/78-12/81 40 243
1

Only cases with at least one name-identified suspect aged 10-30 included in sample

pool. Non-gang hamicide sample stratified by proportion of gang cases per station
to total sample pool.

2 1982 sample size half that of other years.

3 Deviations fram anticipated sample size due to missing files, excluded cases, etc.
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The cooperation of the two police agencies was excellent,
resulting in access to confidential investigation files without
any restrictions. The files themselves were extremely compre-
hensive, and the data collection and coding tasks very complex
and time consuming. Nonetheless, coder reliability was surpris-
ingly high and the problem of missing data surprisingly low.
Thus despite the complexity and inherent ambiguity of difficult
felony investigations, the goals of the research have been mini-
mally affected by problems with the raw data.

Three major goals provided the focus of the research. The
first was to provide an informed description of principal char-
acteristics of gang homicides, in part by comparison with non-
gang homicides. The second was to establish the variables which
best discriminate between gang and non-gang homicides. The third
was to assess the degree to which police definitions, investiga-
tions, and reporting practices might impinge upon the distinc-

tions between gang and non-gang incidents.

Characteristics of Gang and Non-Gang Homicides
Measures of variables extracted from the LASD and LAPD were
separated into three categories, those describing homicide set-
tings, homicide participants and, to be discussed later, investi-
gative practices. In both the LASD and LAPD data sets, most
setting and.participant measures yielded differences between gang

and non-gang cases, with participant variables providing the
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greater differences. Among LASD setting variables, gang and
non-gang cases differed significantly on 16 of 21 (see Table 2 in
the full report). Gang homicides more often occurred in public
settings, involved autos, involved guns and other weapons except
knives, had more additional victim injuries and agsociated ofﬁens—
es related to homicide and assault, had more unknown suspects,
and more often involved fear of retaliation. Most of these dif-
ferences were significant beyond the .01 level, although mea-
sures of association were uniformly fairly low.

LASD participant characteristics, by comparison, more effec-
tively differentiated between gang and non-gang homicides.
Twelve variables were studied, and all twelve yielded statistical
significance (eleven at the .01 level). Levels of association
ranged from a low of .151 (victim gender) to a high of .762
(suspect gang affiliation). Gang incidents involved more partici-
pants, lower likelihood of prior victiﬁ/suspect relations, more
acknowledged gang affiliations, lower mean ages of participants,
more gender homogeneity (male) of suspects and of victims, and
more Hispanic suspects and victims (see Table 3 in the full re-
port). |

In sum, the LASD data revealed consistent differences be-
tween gang and non-gang homicide incidents, more for participant
characteristics than for setting descriptors. Gang incidents are
more complex, generally, being less of the one-on-one nature
often found in domestic and felony murders and more of the public
and mobile confrontational sort often depicted in media accounts

of gang killings.
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In the LAPD data, the same basic patterns emerged, but less
strongly. Only seven of the 21 setting characteristics yielded
significant differences, while 10 of the 12 participant variables
did so. The data do not by themselves reveal whether these lower
levels of differeﬁtiation result from fewer "actual” gang/non-
gang homicide differences or from differences in departmental
styles of definition and investigation. Other analyses of inves-
tigative processes suggest, however, that stylistic differences

may have contributed to this contrast between LASD and LAPD re-

sults.

Discriminating Between Gang and Non-Gang Homicides

Knowing that a number of setting and participant descriptors
individually differentiate between‘the two sets of homicides does
not tell us, in a multivariate sense, which are the "best" discri-
minators, nor whether there are fairly unique variables that
"mark" a homicide as gang-related. To approach these issues, we
employed two analytic procedures. The first was discriminant
analysis, in both the LASD and LAPD data sets, and the second was
a descriptive assessment of the special "gang indicators" often
used by investigators, items such as gang tatoos, dress styles,
argot, and place names.

Discriminant analysis was applied to most of the same vari~
ables already discussed, although in some instances changes were
made to accommodate to missing data, measurement requirements,
variable redundancies and conceptual interests. Investigative

variables were included, but will be discussed in a later section

of this summary.
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Within the LASD data, the analysis yielded a discriminant
function of surprising strength. The canonical correlation of
+70 yielded an Eta squared of .49, Classification of cases as
gang was 85% successful, gnd of non-gang was 80% successful. The
variables comprising the function are listed in Table 2 below
(total structure coefficients represent the independent corre~
lation of each variable with the discriminant function); note
that participant variables are paramount, and particularly those
referring to participants on the suspect side rather than on the

victim side.

. Table 2

Total Structure Coefficients: LASD
Mean age of suspects -.652
Hispanic suspects .592
No. of participants, suspect side . 557
Street location .538
No. of witness interviews . 447
No prior contact, victims and suspects .419
No. of suspects charged with homicide .385
No. of participants, victim side . «372
Proportion of male suspects .349
Associated violent offenses .315
Mean age of victims -.308
Gun present .302
Mean age difference, victims and suspects -,270

[Group Centroids: non-gang, -1.03959; gang, 0.919821]

The LAPD data yielded somewhat similar results although once
again the differentiation is less strong. In Table 3 one can see

that age, ethnicity, and numbers of participants are the best
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discriminators. That is, in both data sets, participant rather

than setting variables are most important. In both data sets,

Table 3
Total Structure Coefficients: LAPD
Variable. . . ‘ . Coefficients
Mean age of suspects .767
Mean age of victims 507
Number of suspects charged with homicide ~-.505
Number of participants, suspect side -.415
No prior contact, victim and suspect -.408
Total number of interviews , -,408
Number of witness interviews -.357
Proportion of male suspects -,348
Gun present . -.318
Number of participants, victim side -.311
Auto present -.243
Black suspects .134

[Group Centroids: non-gang, 0.82487; gang, -0.86612]

younger ages, minority ethnicity and larger numbers of suspects
are likely to signify a gang event. In the LAPD cases, the canon-
ical correlation of .65 yields a lower Eta squared of .42,
Classification success is also a bit lower, at 85% for gang but
75% for non-gang.

The principal import of the discriminant analysis is that a
stable set of variables describing homicides can be used to de-
fine a function which differentiates between gang and non-gang
cases. Given the complex, ambiguous nature of these cases, with

files that take hours to code, the classification success achiev-
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ed is surprisingly high and holds promise for the development of
diagnostic instruments appropriate to field investigation and
early designation 6f cases, a matter of significance to gang
investigators.,

The "gang indicators" analysis compared gang and non-gang
cases on a series of items thought to be particularly character-
istic of gang incidents. The issue here was the frequency with
which any of the indicators appeared in each gang and non-gang

investigation file. The data were of two major types, each with

subdivisions:

1.

indicators included five groupings: gang
motive, gang location, gang physical/behavioral, gang participant
identification, and incident identification as gang;

2. Cultural indicators were of two kinds, one labeled argot
and the other labeled papifest, covering 24 specific items such
as tatoos, hand signals, special terms like "yeterano, " "gang-
banging," and so on.

The analysis revealed enormous differences, as expected,
between the occurrence of gang indicators in the gang and non-
gang files. Categorical indicators appeared in 15% (LASD) and
20% (LAPD) of the non-gang files, but in 88% and 91% of the gang
files., Cultural indicators yielded figures of 19% and 16% for
non-gang files and 66% and 73% for gang files., The fact that

non-gang files contained gang indicators as often as they did
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reveals the potential for mislabeling cases, as does the absence
of indicators in a number of gang files. Our data, overall,
reveal major gang/non-gang differences on many matters, but also
make it clear that the designation of cases as gang or non-gang

is far from automatic. An index which combines the best discrim-
inators from the descriptive analysis along with the discriminant
analysis and the gang indicators analysis could prove a most

useful tool both for future research and for police field investi-

gation purposes.

Investigative Impact on Gang Designations

Because all of the data employed in this study come directly
from police investigation files, caution dictates that an attempt
be made to assess the degree to which gang/non-gang distinctions
reflect not only offender variables but also police practices.
Take the obvious example of official definitions. 1In Chicago and
Philadelphia, homicides are labeled as gang-related only if both
suspects and victims include ‘alleged gang members. Both the LASD
and LAPD use much more comprehensive definitions. Our estimate
is that the application of the narrow Chicago/Philadelphia defini-
tion to the Los Angeles data would reduce the reported Los
Angeles gang homicide "rate" by about fifty percent.

But we were concerned about more subtle intrusions of police

practice into rate determination, most particularly because our
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‘data collection bracketed the peak years of gang homicide rates
(rising from county-wide totals of 200 in 1978 to 351 in 1980 and
back down into the 200s in subsequent years). Such dramatic

»

changes automatically raise questions about the determinants of
such rates.

Because the data describing gang/non-gang differences are
derived from the police agencies, we were faced with a complex
"chicken-and~egg”" paradox; there was no single or definitive way
to disentangle investigative practice from the designation of
cases as gang or non-gang. Instead, we undertook a number of
relevant analyses with the understanding that a consistent trend
might reveal evidence of investigative impact on designations
(and therefore on reported rates). These several analyses, taken
together,‘suggest that some such impact did take place but that
at the most it was minor and inconsistent. We judge that most of
the gang/non-gang differences revealed in our data are the direct
'reflections of differences in offender and setting characteris-
tics, with investigative variables accounting for a relatively
small portion of the variance. This conclusion is based on such
findings as the following:

l. In our descriptive analyses, investigative variables
were studied as differentiators between gang and non-gang cases
in exactly the same manner as were setting and participant charac-

teristics., These yielded the fewest number of significant varia-
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bles and lower measures of association than did setting or
participant variables. This was true both for the LASD and LAPD
cohorts,

2. An analysis was undertaken of these same three sets of
variables over time, seeking changes in the four-and-one-half
years of LASD data collection and the three years of LAPD collec-
tion. This revealed no consistent pattern differentiating inves-
tigative from setting or participant variables. An inordinate
contribution of the former to the increases and decreases in gang
homicide rates as opposed to non-gang rates would have suggested
special investigative contributions; there was no evidence of
this sort.

3. In the discriminant analysis, & special procedure was
used (a comparison of two models of variable entries) to deter-
mine whether investigation variables substantially increased the
Eta squared as a measure of variance explained. 1In neither LASD
nor LAPDHanalyses was this contribution of any meaningful level;
setting and participant characteristics were by far the principal
components of the discriminant function. Analysis by year, how-
ever, suggested a higher level of investigative contribution to
the gang/non-gang differences (a decline in these differences) in
1980 within the LAPD data. 1980 was the peak year for gang homi-
cides in the city. The effect was not major, but it was quite

noticeable against the background of low investigative impact in

all other analyses.
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4, Gang cases were divided into those manifesting involve-
ment of special police gang units and those evidencing no such
involvement. In the LASD cases, the comparison yielded the con-
clusion that the result of gang unit involvement was better
investigation but not the recording of participant and setting
characteristics which might affect labeling of cases as gang or
non-gang. In the LAPD cases, the 1980 difference found in the
discriminant analysis also appeared with respect to gang unit
involvment; the data suggest that unit involvement was not asso-
ciated with the character of gang cases in 1980, a performance
that might have resulted from an exaggeration of the proportion
of gang homicides among all homicides in that one peak year as
compared to the other years,

5. Finally, all of the analyses carried out on the gang and
non-gang homicidg cases were repeated on yearly samples of gang
and non-gang pon-homicide, wiolent cases taken from LASD files
for the 1978-1981 period. These data and analyses were designed
as a "control" for the homicide data and analyses. Major
gang/non-gang differences occurring in homicide but not in non-
homicide cases could be taken as evidence of special investi-
gative impact on the homicide rates. However, the buik of the
non-homicide analyses failed to give any substantial support to a
hypothesis of special, differentiating investigative effects.

This material, included as an addendum to the main body of the
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Final Report, also contains descriptive data on gang/nongang

differences for non-homicide violence which readers may find of .

interest.

Implications

The data and the analyses included in the full report sug-
gest seveéral items of conceptual and practical significance.

First, it has been demonstrated that there are clear and
major differences between both the guantitative and qualitative
character of gang and non-gang violent incidents. Such data
should contribute to criminolgists' understanding of these phe-
nomena.

Second, we now have two instances of very large urban en-—
forcement agencies for which we can report that rates of violent
gang incidents repofted appear to be relatively free of any
obvious manipulation over a pericd of heightened gang activity.
Evaluation of gang programs should not shy away from the use of
such rates as ¢ériteria. 1In addition, our analysis has provided
several models for assessing investigative impact on those rates
so that rate manipulations, advertent or inadvertent, might be
detected and assessed.

Third, there is a demonstration here that urban jurisdic-
tions with major gang activity can profit from the development of

sophisticated gang intelligence units in their enforcement agen-
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cies. Such units do yield more comprehensive investigations with
increased levels of suspect arrests.

Fourth, for jurisdictions which face increasing gang prob-
lems but have not developed sophisticated gang intelligence
units, we are encouraged to believe that gang incident identifi-
cation can be substantially increased. For the early on-site
investigators, for detectives assigned to gang incident investiga-
tions, and for prosecutors concerned with bringing violent gang
perpetrators to court, earlier and more convincing differentia~
tion between gang and non-gang cases should be a useful capa-
city. It is toward this concern that our continuing research
will next turn, with attention to a "gang indicators index" and
possibilities for training police investigators in early gang
identification.,

Finally, there is a need for future research to validate our
findings in other large urban settings. Also, research should be
undertaken to assess the applicability of these findings to
smaller jurisdictions with gang problems, especially those not

having sophisticated gang intelligence units.
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Introduction

This report addresses a nationwide concern about violent
crimes by presenting findings from a three year research project
on street gang homicides. Our primary objectives are to describe
the nature of gang-related homicides and how they differ from
non-gang homicides as well as other violent incidents, both gang
and non-gang. In addition, we address the role of law
enforcement activities and the increasingly specialized gang
investiqation units relative to (a) distinguishing between gang
and non-gang incidents and (b) outcomes of the investigation
process. This focus on the character of officially designated
gang homicides and on potential changes in the natufe of official
definitions relative to incident characteristics provides bésic
research data informative to intervention program evaluations.

The report is divided into four major sections, each with a
number of subtopics. The four major sections are (1) Restatement
of Aims and Alterations, (2) Statement of Research Objectives,
(3) Agpects of the Research Process, and (4) Data Analyses.

' I. Restatement of Aims and Alterations
A. Aims

The situational context that provided the impetus for this

project consisted of (1) a period of dramatic increases in éang
homicides in‘'Los Angeles County,1 (2) the development of major
law enforcement programs to combat gang violence in Los Angeles,

and (3) the initiation of a very large, deterrence oriented

lprom 1973 to 1980, Sheriff's officials reported a rise from 12
to 83 gang-related homicides. The Los Angeles Police Department
recorded a rise from 39 to 192,
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street-work program in Los Angeles, modeled after the Crisis
Intervention Network (CIN) in Philadelphia. It was, in fact,
this latter development which led to our research proposal and
was a principal focus of our rationales for data collection,
The overall spirit of the effort was not to evaluate gang
violence reduction programs, but to undertake and demonstrate
analyses which could yield data of value to gang program
evaluations, The unusual situations of gangs and gang control
measures in Los Angeles County provided one context for this

research; past research provided another.

Between the mid-1850s and about
1970, gang intervention programs throughout the country were
variations on.the transformation model. Emerging from the
Chicago Area Projects (Kobrin, 1959) and the operations of the
New Ydrk City Youth Board (NYCYB, 1960), most major urban centers
in the 1960s were committed to this model. The basic element was
the assignmeﬁt of "detached workers® to established, traditional
gangs to transform their structure and value systems into more
acceptable forms. There were often other components streésing
community connections--schools, jobs, tutoring, recreation,
parent clubs--and the detached worker was charged with liaison
efforts and attaching his gang members to these alternative
opportunities. Theoretical relianée tended to be placed on the
tenets of Differential Association Theory (Sutherland, 1955) and

Opportunity Structure Theory (Cloward and Ohlin, 1960).
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Three major evaluations were carried out on detached worker
projects, in Boston, Chicago, and Los Angeles (see Klein, 1971,.
for an overview of all these; also, Klein, 1969; Miller, 1962;
Carney et al., 1969). The findings were remarkably uniform;
projects which successfully engaged gang members' interests, and
successfully brought to bear a host of alternative opportunities,
nevertheless failed to have an ameliorative effect on deviant
gang behavior, 1In fact, the evidence suggests that, however
inadvertently, the projects had the effect of perpetuating or
even increasing gang cohesiveness and increasing the level of
gang delinquency,

The gap between 1970 and 1980 has produced very little new
research on gang behavior (exceptions include Miller (1975),
Moore (1978), and a useful summary by Schubert and Richardson
(1976)), and no useful evaluations have appeared, However, a
major reorientation in gang programming from the transformation
model to a deterrence model has emerged. Reasons for this are
‘not hard to find. The level of gang violence has escélated,
along with the availability of firearms (Miller, 1975). While
Los Angeles has been the most Severely affected city, reports
from other cities and from cities previously free from.serious
gang violence, generally, are in agreement 6n this escalation,

In addition to the increased gang activity is the incréased
national concern with rising violence, generally, and the
“neo—conservative? mood of many leaders in the criminal justice

and political arenas, If community leaders have come to




understand that gangs cannot readily be eliminated, they have pot
settled for the increased violence that gangs are now producing,
Calls for "crackdowns" and punitive responses are common,.

The epitome of the deterrence model is the Crisis
Intervention Network (CIN) in Philadelphia, and now its
translation to the Los Angeles setting. Prior local examples
include the California Youth Authority's Gang Violence Reduction
Project (Torres, 1978a, 1978b, 1980) and the Sey Yes (sic)
Project (1980) funded by OJJDP. The basic elements of the
deterrence model are the provision of heightened street
‘visibility/surveillance by project staff, area rather than
specific gang focus, violence rather than general delinquency as
a focus, and intergang mediation efforts., Other elements may
also be‘invblved——parent and community councils, special liaisons
with probation and police officials=--but the essence of the
matter is.the reactivation of visible,. community controls and the
rapid response to violént and crisis.e&ents. The Philadelphia
and Los Angeles operations are further characterized by a central
.commuﬁiéations center and radio-equipped cars. |

To those familiar with gang intervention, there can be no
mistaking the differences in the two models. The transformation
model was social group work in the streets, with orientations
_toward gang members that were empathic and sympathetic, and
accepting of gang misbehavior as far less a problem than the
alienating response of community residents and officials. By

contrast, the deterrence model eschews an interest in minor gang




predations and concentrates on the major ones, especially

homicide. The worker is, in essence, a part of a dramatically

energized community control mechanism, a "fire fighter" with a
more balanced eye on the consequences as well as the causes of

gang violence., Success is measured first in violence reduction,

not in group or individual change.
Simply put, the first focus of our evaluation was to be on

gathering data that have implications for the outcome of this

deterrence model.

Because impact assessment and management information
systems were in other hands for the street work program (County
Youth Gang Services--CYGS), the USC team was free to follow.its
own intentions, summarized as follows in the original proposal:

...0ur intent through this proposal is to provide what
we are calling a "criminologically=~informed
evaluation,® designed to illuminate factors associated
with levels of program success achieved, but not
typically taken into account in evaludtion
opportunities. Included here will be descriptions of
gang structure and cohesiveness, violent incident
characteristics, and police recording changes. Such an
evaluative approach ... emphasizes the gathering of
basic research data on the substantive targets of the
program and uses these basic data to inform the program
directorate of both static and dynamic statuses of
these targets (e.g., gangs; police recording
practices). Decisions in the program can then be based
not only on perceived program progress, but also on
the status of factors affecting program targets and
-target measuring systems, -

Put succinctly, the rationale above was the unifying theme

-

for the project.

Much is known about the reasons for the deleterious effects

of the transformation model (Klein, 1971). We believed that an




inadvertent falling back to the transformation model could easily
take place in the absence of the feedback to the Los Angeles
program of the types of data we proposed to collect on gang
structure, cohesiveness, and violence patterns, If we were
successful in this feedback operation, then a comparison of the
effectiveness of the two models (i.e., transformation in the
1960s; deterrence in the 1980s) would be available for public and
professional review.

Our second focus, obviously related directly to the first,
was to be on ﬁhe degree to which the purportedly highly
successful CIN version of the deterrence model can be related to
changes in homicide patterns attributed to gangs in Los Angeles.‘
However much the model was retained in "pure” form, the ultimate
guestion was whether or not an anticipated reduction (or a feared
increase) in gang-related homicides could be attributed to the
intervention model. Success for the model could only be claimed
when alternative explanations of an obvious .sort can be
eliminated. Thgs, the data we were to collect and report back to
the program directorate would, by design, be directly pertinent
to whether changes occurred in homicide-invoived gapngs, in the
recording of homicides, and/or in p; pmw_¢
homicides.

2. Past research: Although instances of competent research on
street gangs go back to 1927 (Thrasher, 1963), the heyday of gang
research was in the 1650s and 1960s (Miller, 1966; 1967; Cohen,

1955; Cloward and Ohlin, 1960; Short and Strodtbeck, 1965;




Spergel, 1964; 1966; Suttles, 1968; Klein, 1971). What is
currently known about street gangs is based on the findings from
that period. There are indications that our knowledge is
out-dated (Miller, 1975; Torres, 1978a; 1978b; 1980; Moore,
1978) ;, but none of this results from research of the quality to
be féund in the earlier period. Miller's conclusions are drawn
from a superficial national survey of public officials and news
réports. Torres' evaluation of a violence reduction project is
narrow and seriously flawed methodologically. Moore's analysis
is insightful but highly dependent upon "Pintos;" a group of gang
oriented, ex—addicﬁ "veteranos" whose objectivity as informants
must be seriously questioned,

Nonetheless, there is some uniformity to reports of changes

in gang structure and activity. Principal among these are the

following:

a. Gangs now consist of a far higher proportion of adults,
and are more connected to adult criminal activity;

b. Gang violence and k1111ngs have increased significantly

in numbers, aided in part by far greater access to
firearms;

c. . Gangs have become more cohesive4

d. Gang offenses, especially violent activity, have become
less internecine and more often directed toward
non—-gang, adult victims in non-gang areas (a recent
compilation by the Los Angeles Sheriff's Department
reveals a ratio of 62 adult to 24 juvenile victims,
with ages ranging from 13 to 86).,

Another major aim of the current research was to

inyestigate these and related trends to assess their validity as

gang-related trends.




Three maﬁor data collection efforts were related to the
issues addressed above: (least important) data collection from
police gang homicide investigations in Philadelphia; (next in
importance) data on gang structure and cohesiveness from the CYGS
program; and (most important) data collection from police
homicide files of the Los Angeles Sheriff's Department and Los
Angeles Police Department. Altogether, such data were to provide
inter-city (Philadelphia/Los Angeles) comparisons, across~time
comparisons (L.A. gang structure, 1960s/1980s), and analyses of
police reporting and recording practices in Los Angeles.

B. Alterations

Changes. in research plans have been necessitated with
respect to all three data collection activities. We will deal
with each in some detail.
1. Philadelphia: Contrary to expectation, access to
Philadelphia police files could not be obtained. We were
alerted, too late, to a state legislative act that.prohibits
access to criminal records for any but primary criminal justice
agenéies. Clearly, this law precluded homicide investigation
data collection of the sort we envisioned. An extended interview
with the city's Criminal Justice Coordinator revealed that
California's approach to successful legislative amendments to
resolve the same problem had not received backing in
Pennsylvania. Several legislative attempts had failed to get out .

of committee and further attempts, it was felt, would generate
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significant controversy between the various groups that framed
the original legislation.

Further, it seemed unlikely that corrective legislation
would include the level of access to individual files that we
needed, although that might have been left to the discretion of
the Philadelphia Police Commissioner. The new Commissioner, we
were told by police officials and others, was not giving file
access of any kind to any non-police officials, including other
justice agencies and previously favored research organizations.
Our anticipated éhiladelphia research component was abandoned and
the planned resources shifted to other purposes.

In the same visit to Philadelphia in which we learned of the
data access problem, we also conducted additional interviews with
city police officials, research colleagues at the University of
Pennsylvania, and officials of the Crisis Intervention Network.?
These interviews over a two day period provided new information
on the role of the CIN in the marked decrease in Philadelphia
gang-related homicides in the mid-seventies, the decrease which

4 leé Los Angeles officials to import the CIN model into the CYGS
operation, While CIN was initiated in 1974, it was only
operational in the last quarter of that year and involved only a
pilot operation in one area of the city. It took the program
another nine months (i.e., mid-1975).to gear up to full
complement. Nonetheless, 1974 was the year in which the trend in

increasing homicides dramatically reversed itself. CIN officials

were unable to report any data, or any combinations of program

2Given the access problem, the failure of promised cooperation fram the Director
of CIN became a moot point. Through his staff, arrangements had been made for
data sharing, hiring of his staff for our data collection, and a letter of sup-
port to go to NIJ. Despite repeated inguiries, the letter never materialized.
Our scheduled interview with the Director was cancelled upon our arrival at CIN
headquarters. Other staff members did, however, meet with us and did respond to
our inquiries about the CIN experience.
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growth or targetting along with homicide declines, that could be
used to substantiate claims of direct CIN impact on the continued
decline after mid-1875.

In the area of policing, the city's Gang Contfol Unit was
gquite large==60 men plus 20 more “"liaison officers® working with
detectives (the Gang Control Unit did not work homicides)., This
unit was'using heavy surveillance tactics (e.g., truancy sweeps,
closed school caﬁpuses, selective enforcement in high gang
activity areas, admittedly illegal stops and searches,
overcharging of large numbers as accomplices, etc.). However, so
far as we could ascertain, there was no particular police
crackdown over the period (mid—seventies) in which Philadelphia
officials reported the dramatic decline in gang-related
homicides.

Nor could we find evidence that the rapid decline might be
attributed to changes in police recording practices or
definitions. Attribution of gang homicide was determined by the
detective unit, rather than by the staff of the Juvenile Aid
Division or its Gang Control Unit. Definitions of what
constituted gang-related events were guite narrow by Los Angeles
standards, involving only "gang-on-gang®” incidents motivated by
turf protection or retaliation. This is a definition which
leaves little room for discretion df any but the most open and
detectable sort. Several anecdotes confirmed thaﬁ this

definition remained constant until recently.3

3One anecdote, provided by police officials, made it clear that the reported
peak 1974 gang homicide total was inflated by three cases, or about six per cent
only.
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Thus, nothing we learned--and we did a good deal of
cross—-checking between our interview respondents—--could be used
to attribute the homicide decline either to CIN or to altered
police operations. On the other hand, it was generally agreed
that various neighborhood groups, tied into a strong community
network, began springing up during the period in question.
Sister Falaca Fatah's House of Umoja and a persistent, militant
anti-gang group of grandmothers, Concerned Mothers, are the most
noted of many block and neighborhood level groups funded by
welfare grants. They are reported to have exerted strong
community controls of a sort fairly easily activated in a city
like Philadelphia (and unlike Los Angeles) which has developed a
strong corner, block and neighborhood focus. If the gang
homicide decline can be attributed to anything other than normal
cycles or self-generated deterrence, then these
neighborhood~level developments may be more likely candidates
than either CIN or the particular actions of the Philadelphia
police.

2. CYGS: The invitation to become involved in this research came
from the Director of CYGS, whose full support was immediate and
guickly implemented. Unfortunately, the program became a very
political issue, and decisions within the program became
politicized. After research collaboration efforts had been
crystallized, and Cheryl Maxson hired by CYGS to implement
Manageﬁént Information System forms of use to both the program

and the research, the Director (and his co-Director) were forced
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out, The new Director showed little of the enthusiasm for
research or interest in accountability of his predecessor, The
presence of a Field Coordinator who ¢id have some residual
interest kept the relationship alive, but not thriving, for
almost two years. When the second Director was in turn forced
out and replaced, then the relationship was all but severed with
a total turnover (yet again) in program administrative staff, As
a consequence of this and other factors noted below, the
opportunity to gather data on gang structure and cohesiveness and
to compare these with 19605 data was precluded.

The processes of planning, initiating, implementing, and
exercising supervisory control'of a management information system
is difficult in many ”ndrmal" situations. It is potentially more
difficult in a large stpéet gang program for several reasons,

The line work ié/;one,”on the street,® away from centralized
control mechanisms. It is carried out by street-wise workers who
are usually inexperienced at and unsympathetic to paper work of
any kind. Some, in addition, may not have the requisite language
and writing skills. The physical gap between worker ahd
supervisor is often considerable. Workers are often extremely
wary of revealing anything about their gang "clients.” Finally,
the relationship between recording practices and program goals is
not easily, if at all, spelled out,

The fact that some prior gang projects had successfully

overcome major obstacles to reliable and valid reporting does

not, ipso facto, mean that CYGS would do so. In fact, the prior
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projects about which most has been learned for operational
purposes were those in which there was a heavy research component
(various programs in New York, Boston, Chicago, and Los Angeles
come to mind). This is because the research component required
reliable data and helped organize the data cecllection process,
and because the concern for what research might offer management
signalled a form of management that was alert to articulating the
operations with program goals.

When the new Directors of CYGS came abbard, the dramatic
decrease in commitment to the research process meant, in our
view, a serious decrement in the utility of the management
information system that was being developed. For the research
team, this in turn meant that data on which we had counted was to
be seriously compromised or not collected. The following will

serve as examples.

a. Number of gang contacts logged by the workers was found

. to be a function of reporting practices. A particularly telling

case in point is contained in a report to the CYGS directorate

for November, 1981:

This analysis is limited to the last two weeks of the
month when the most complete information was available.
As of 12/2/81, -Team 1's summary of the week ending
11/27 and Teams 5-8 for the week before were not
submitted. Team 4 was there but untabulated due to my
error, with the exception of gang contacts. For the
two week period, 12 team reports show a striking
increase in number of gang contacts-a total of 2,395.
Clearly, this increase has to do with reporting
practices and is pot a real increase. However, these
contacts are not necessarily direct, interpersonal
contacts. I recommend a tightening up of definitions
here as these numbers are so inflated, I not only
question their validity (obvious estimates), but also
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their utility. For example, one report that was not
included in the above figures referred to one to two

thousand contacts during the course of a school
follow-up.

b. Rates of reporting gang incidents by workers was often
low (as judged by centrally logged incidents and comparisons
between workers)., More critical to any research interest,
however, was the high variability in reporting both contacts and
incidents between workers or teams as well variability over time.
For instance, for December, 1981:

l. proportion of weekly paperwork submitted to that date
ranged from .21 to .75 for one team over four weeks, from .23 to
.73 for another. Over four weeks, the team averages ranged from
.44 to .75, with an average of about .60. This means an average
data loss of 40 per cent, -

2. reported field contacts (non-gang) per week ranged from
84 to 949 for one team, and summated totals over all teams ranged
from 1153 in one week to 3329 in another.

3. In one week, reported gang contacts ranged from 68 for
one team to 836 for another,

Since we~already know that sométhing like 40 per cent of the
data were lost in any case, these figures are in fact an
underestimate of the variability that features worker reporting.
We do not suggest that there should not be variability, but a
review of these and other reports from the program made it clear
that, as gauges of program activity, the worker reports simply
could not be reiieﬂ upon for research purposes. They kere,

however, dutifully recorded for program accountability purposes.
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¢, Gang incident reports turned in by the workers were
expected to be a major source of data on present-day gang
activity. Again, the naturé of the reports prevented this. The
principal problems lay with incomplete reporting, inaccurate
reporting, and faults in the reporting forms,

As to the first, incomplete reporting, our sample month of
November, 1981, showed 39 inéidents centrally logged, but only 18
with incident reports filled out. Only 12 of the 18 proved to be
actual incidents,

With respect to inaccurate reporting, an analysis was done
on the August, 1982, incident reports. These reports provide for
short-hand, often pre-coded designations of level of worker
involvement, site, offense, number of participants, gang
designations, race, gender, weapons use, presence of police,
arrests, and time. Over all these items for 25 reported
incidents (others were logged but not reported), an average of 17
per cent of the items Qere missing or inappropriately coded.
Validation on the September, 1982, reports yielded very~similar
results.,

. Finally, there are more irremediable faults traceable to the
forms, as they were eventually used by the workers. For
instance, the time noted on the reports variably seemed to refer
to the time of the incident, time of worker arrival,-time of
logging, or time of report writing. Five of the 25 reports
indicated that the worker was on the scene. In all other cases,

the data are gathered after the fact with all the problems
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related to recalled events, And most crucial to our interests,

data on gang affiliation, race, and gender applied only to the

individuals specifically named on the report by the worker.
Typically, this constituted one or two people, although the
number of participants noted went as high as 500 and averaged
about ten individuals (excluding the cases of 100 and 500
participants). To base any sort of statement of gang membership
characteristics on such data would be fallacious,

d. We became aware, rather early, that the data being
collected on the program were of little research value.
Therefore, we initiated conversations with CYGS officials about
gathering gang structure data directly from the workers.

Although not originally met with enthusiasm by the officials, in
time they became more interested in what such data might do for
them, and indeed suggested additional information they would like
us to gather not only from the workers but from schools,
community agencies, and police as well. They asked that we
assess such areas as major activity foci of each gang (drugs,
street crime, violence), gang signals and colors, history of
development and rivalries, leadership and processes of promotion,
and enumeration of allvcommunity resources (hospitals;, churches,
schoois, community agencies and groups) in each gang area.

This belated interest in program-relevant data emerged in

.mid-1982, a year after the pfogram started and almost that long

after the first change in the diréctorate., Not only did these

items far exceed our research focus, they were well beyond any
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resources remaining to us, Nonetheless, the conversations
continued about what information might be sought from the workers
themselves, |

The principal problem with these negotiations centered
around the reluctance of the CYGS officials to direct, or even
ask, workers to reveal the names of gang members known to them.
This reluctance, not unusual among workers, is less often
encountered in management. Indeed, every major gang project in
the past has relied on worker data about gang members and has
gathered it. A memo outlining the advantages to the program of
learning directly about its targetted gangs and gang members was
provided to CYGS management, But in CY¥GS, relations between
management and line staff were poor, with private confrontations,
public accusatioﬁs, and civil suits becoming common. Management
asked that we.attempt first to gather the required data by means
of questionnaires, devised by us but presented to the line staff
by CYGS officials. We complied with this request with grave.
misgivings and with the understanding that interviews between us
and the workers represented a back-up alternative,

In a word, the results of the questionnaire were a disaster.
They had been filled out by team leaders but not by the
individual workers, and incorrectly beyond the point of
redemption., For instance, although each gang was to be described
on a separate form, the team leaders used one form for all gangs

in their purview. There was absolutely no way to disentangle the

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
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descriptions., Further, they failed consistently to provide

individual identifications,

It was immediately clear that only individual interviews
could provide data of any merit. Unfortunately, it was at this
point that the second director of CYGS and his staff were
replaced by a totally new management team. Our interest in
pursuing the gang structure data was totally rejected under these
new circumstancés.

While we have described this data access problem as one of
collaboration, it is important to note as well that this
collaboration problem is in part a function of the newer approach
to gang problems represented by CIN in Philadelphia and CY¥GS in
Los Angeles., The old "value transformation® model of the '50s
and '60s was based on individual rappott between worker and gané
member. Thus, for example, everything was done to prevent worker
turnover, since this rapport was seen as an interpersonal bond
not easily reestablished by a new worker. But in the late 1970s
and early '80s, direct service to gangs has been replaced, under
the "deterrence” model, by more concern for surveillance, crisis
response and violence control, Workers are more replaceable, and
are given broad neighborhood assignments and radio-directed calls
to crises as opposed to self-directed searches for relationships.
This allows for only sporadiq contact with gangs and gang
membe_rs° Thus, gang workers are no longer the uniqge source of
individual information they ﬁsed to be; they have lost their
cbin of the realm, if not their retentive attitude about the

little change left to them,




For researchers, this results in a radical reduction in
direct access to observation and interview of gang members jin
8itu and greater dependence on secondary sourées whose ultimate
knowledge of gang members and gang structure is likely to be
minimal. Thus, the very kind of empirical knowledge about gangs

has changed as a function of societal attitudes toward the

treatment of crime. In our research, the program structure has

precluded the gathering of valid data on gang structure. For
intervention goals, one must wonder about the effectiveness of a
program structure which cannot take advantage of what can be
known about the structure of the targetted gangs,
3. LASD/LAPD: Funds and energies orginally alleocated td the
Philadelphia and CYGS areas were, to thg extent possible, shifted
to the data collection efforts in the Sheriff's and Police
Departments in Los Angeles, The major advantage gained here was
the opportunity to collect data on all, rather than a sample, of
LASD gang homicides for the years involved, and to gather a
sample of comparable mgg;hgm;gigg gang and non-gang violent
incidents. These latter data were collected for comparison to
the gang/non-gang differences found among homicide cases, an
opportunity mentioned with faint hopes in the original proposal.
The only other alteration of significance is our decision
not to aggregate data or findings across LASD and LAPD, but to
treat the two data cdllection efforts as two rather separate
studies, This decision was based on some major differences in

the approaches taken by the two departments, and also on some
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research procedures that called for differential approaches
between them with respect to sampling, data extraction, and
coding.

In sum, then, factors which could not be anticipated earlier
nor overcome later dictated our concentration of resources and
interests on the analysis of the Los Angeles enforcement
agencies' investigations of gang violence., The materials to
follow in this report will deal only with issues raised with
respect to these contemporary Los Angeles data, what they tell us
about gang-related homicides and what they tell us about the role
of police investigations in the reporting of gang hgmicide rates.

II. Statement of Research Objectives

Given the above alterations, it became necessary to refocus

our efforts. The objective of providing basic research data that

is informative to program evaluations remains, albeit as a
by-product of the information we have gathered on the nature of

gang designated homicides as well as the official process whereby

they are labelled "gang®™ and responded to by official agents of

social control. Since the research period spans several years,

we are positioned.to address the following guestions:

1. What are the characteristics of gang designated homicide
incidents (i.e., the "how, what, when, and where"
addressed by the "setting® variables) and the
individuals involved in them (i.e., the "participant”.
variables respond to the "who")?

2. Do these characteristics change-during the research
period which encompassed a dramatic increase in reported
gang homicides?
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3. How does the nature of gang homicides compare to
non-gang homicides and to other vioclent incidents? Are
the ghanges in gang homicide characteristics, if any,
also discernible in non-gang homicides and other violent
incidents (i.e., to what extent are changes unique to
gang homicides rather than reflective of more general
changes in all homicides or violent incidents)?

4. Are any changes in official gang definition practices
apparent? What role do police activities play in
distinguishing gang from non-gang homicides relative to
the characteristics of the incidents and their
participants? What effect, if any, has the growth of
gang units had in the definition and investigation of
gang homicides? 1In other words, to what extent are

changes in gang homicides a function of (as well as

contributor to) changes in law enforcement gang control
activities?

These questions represent our research objectives; each is
addressed in the analysis section with data extracted from police
investigation files. This data collection was a long and gquite
arduous process; the methodological issues raised by the
intricacies of the investigation files as well as the complex
issues posed by the research questions were many. In order to
document our methodology, as well as to benefit future
researchers in this area, we detail several aspects of the

research process in the following section.

III. Aspects of the Research Process

At issue here is the various ways in which "gang related” is
defined, nominally, by differént departments, by different units
within departments, and at different times ("gang related" as an
empirical issue will be dealt with in our data analyses), A

number of points are addressed here,
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One concern in the definitional area relates most directly
to the effects of policy and policy changes. In many cities with
gang problems, the official police definition of a gang incident
requires a "gang on gang" component; that is, a gang incident
must involve gang members on both victim and suspect sides.
Often, this fairly narrow but relatively "clean" definition also
includes indications of territoriality (gang "turf®, an Eastern
term primarily) and/or retaliation, This has been the working
definition in such cities as Philadelphia and Chicago for many
years, and was commoniy employed by the LASD until 1974.

The choice of operating definition is of course important
" both for official statistics purposes and for research purposes.
A narrow, gang on gang definition yields far lower statistics on
gang crime than does a more inclusive definition. Choice of
definition may reflect the search for a reliable index, but it
may also be used to express effective control (narrow
definitions, lower statistics) and the need for funds to increase
control (broader definition, higher statistics). This choice is
usually up to the enforcement agencies, not to the officials to
whom they report.

For our purposes in assessing levels of gang homicide and
variables related to these levels, police definitions are a
critical issue., To compare. "gang-related" homicides to non-gang
homicidés, we must have relatively élear guidelines as to what
the police use to make this distinction. This is particularly

true when, as in our case, we are also interested in

investigative issues related to the two contexts of homicide.
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The LASD situation proved to be a bit unique in that the
working definition of gang-related events, as reflected in the
official statistics, evolved principally from the concern and
activities of one individual., This Sheriff's sergeant started
collecting gang homicide statistics in 1974 in the most active
gang area, East Los Angeles., He expanded the definition well
beyond gang on gang to include almost all incidents where any
participant is a gang member. In such incidents, he looks for
what the deputy described as an "identifiable gang trait." Two
examples were offered to us:

a. A gang member gets involved in an isolated incident with
his non-gang neighbor. The gang member is killed. This would
not be labeled as gang-related. However, if the neighbor was the
victim, then the designation would be questionable and the
sergeant would look closely at the circumstance (e.g., "if he was
backed up by his homies"®).

b. A gang member shoots a clerk in the process of robbing a
store, This definitly would be labeled as gang~-related because
"if he were not a gang member, he probably wouldn't be carrying a
weapon, "

This is not a matter of whether there is a correct or
incorrect definitional stance. These definitions serve the
purposes of the definers; they'are goal-directed rather than
arbitrary. But clearly the broader the definition becomes,'the
more ambiguous it becomes as well and it is important for a

research team to be able to'understand the bases of the
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designations, We tested thig by having three members of the
research team designate 59 cases as either gang or non-gang,
independent of the LASD official designations. Spread over the
four years between 1978 and 1981, 33 of these had been labeled as
gang and 26 as non-gang by LASD. Between the three coders, there
were only eight discrepancies (out of 3 x 59 = 177
possibilities), all of which were LASD-labeled gang cases. Mosgt
of the eight were cases in which there was name calling involved,
but it was not obvious that both sides were gang members or
necessarily engaged in a territorial dispute. 1In light of the
LASD broad definitions, the eight disagreements were resolved in
favor of the gang designation. Beyond this, there were only 3
cases in which the coders agreed on a designation different from
that of the LASD., Thus we were satisfied that even the
relatively more ambiguous definition employed by the LASD process
yields a reliable designation of cases as gang or not
gang-related.

One other point should be made here. The influence of this
sergeant is pervasive. He remains a gang éxpert in the
department, his views on gang activity prevail over most stations
and are still the basis for official statistics, and he lectures
on gang matters at the .Academy.

The situation in LAPD differs somewhat. The official
statistics come from the gang intelligence unit which receives
copies of all homicide investigation reports and'determines

therefrom which will be listed as gang-related. This
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determination is based upon Special Order No. 21 (8/22/80) which

reads as follows:

Gang-~related Crime - a) When homicide, attempted
murder, assault with a deadly weapon, robbery, rape,
kidnapping, shooting at inhabited dwellings, battery on
a police officer or arson is reported and the suspect
or victim is on file as an active gang or associate
gang member. b) When the investigation reveals that
the incident involves a gang member, although neither
the victim nor the suspect is known to be an active or
associate gang member, i.e., "A® shoots "B" and yells
the name of a gang during the commission of the crime.

A supplemental description in Central Bureau in October of
the same year provides even broader guidelines:

Gang-relatedness may be established when:

a) Suspects yell a gang name during the crime or when
leaving the scene

b) Suspects yell ®where are you from?" before the crime

c) Witnesses say the suspects were gang members
d) Victims are gang members.

Note: Gang affiliations may be determined by the

victim's appearance, dress, vehicle, or known gang
association.

Thus, in effect, the LASD and LAPD approaches are very
similar; official statistics for each agency are based upon very
broad definitions of gang~relatedness, definitions which could
yield a considerable amount of discretion in their application
between cases, between investigators, between stations, and over
time. Whether or not such discretion has led to systematic
differences is of course an empirical question, and one to which
we shall returﬁ. Meanwhile, the reader should note that the
preceding comments refer to the designations reflected in the
official department statistics only; we will comment below on

differences between statistics supplied by different units within
the same department.
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Before that, however, it may be instructive to consider
known instances of discretion at work. For instance we were told
of, and received confirmation of, the instance of a city within
Los Angeles County in which the Chief felt that his gang homicide
statistics were embarrassingly high for a given year -- over
twenty. Accordingly, he instructed that the official report
would reflect only half of these, and it was the halved figure
which became a part of the official total for the County that

year.

Anothgr example consists of definitional tautologies,
Examples include the following:

a. Reviewing a station log with members of the research
team, the head of an investigative unit noted a number of cases

of shooting into an inhabited building (P.C. 246) that were not

listed as gang incidents. Taking out his pen, he recorded them

all as gang-related, saying, "There are no P,C.246s that aren't
gang!”®

b. Another senior investigator in a high gang gctivity
area, responsible for designating incidents at the station as
gang or non-gang related, reported that once domestic and
businegs~related assaults are discounted, "probably 90%" of all
assaults are gang-related.

c. After a gang-sensitiGe watch commander was newly
assigned to a station, gahg-related burglaries reportedly jumped
in the statistics from almost none to over 100 within a year.

This came about because the new man defined as gang-related any
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burglary in which only firearms were stolen and the incident
occurred in known gang territory. Thus, a new watch commander,
experienced in gang matters, had a rather dramatic effect on the
statistics for gang-related burglaries., We can add to this the
admission of a gang unit investigator that 'in non-homicide cases
potentially involving gangs targetted by that unit, he would
worry about proper jurisdiction of investigation afterwards --
"1'1]1 make it gang if I have to."

These anecdotes suggest that discretion may be less of a
problem in homicide cases than in others, and understandably that
seems to be the case. 1In the Sheriff's Department, where we did
collect a sample of non-homicide violent offenses} our informants
confirmed this. For non-homicide cases, we were told, gang
designations vary more from station to station, being more
dependent upon the extent to which detectives at the station are
attuned to indications of gang involvment.

Robberies are particularly susceptible to this variation.
Whether a robbery is gang-related or not is “"purely subjective®
in the words of one informant, At the station in one major gang
area, the incident is labeled gang if a gang member is involved;
in other stations the label is applied only if there are several
gang members involved or if there is certain knowledge that the
several suspects are gang members.

By way of contrast, cases of assault are likely, to be
subject to less variation because stétion personnel are-generally

more attuned to the nature of gang assaults, We cited earlier
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the view of one informant that (at least in his experience) with
the exclusion of domestic and business-related assaults, 90 per
cent of what is left is gang related.

These anecdotes and personal experiences make it clear that
one of the factors to be considered in gang statistics is the
sophistication in gang matters attained by individual
investigators, by investigative and intelligence units, and by
command-level personnel. During the 196bs in Los Angeles, gang
sophistication in the LAPD and LASD was quite low. Few personnel
were assigned to gang responsibilities, and their views of gang
activity and structure contained as much myth as fact. The
contrast with the present situation is striking. Genuine
expertise exists in both organizations. If there is a problem in
sophistication now, it is not so much a matter of the level
thereof, but of discrepancies between units, each of which
provides statistics purporting to describe the nature and
particularly the extent of the'gang problem. We turn, therefore,
to a brief look at several units within the LASD and LAPD.

1. LASD: As noted above, the official LASD gang homicide
statistics are based on a broad definition of gang-relatedness,
reflecting Fhe early and continuing influence of a particular
departmental expert. This individual is a member of the gang
unit called Operétiﬁn Safe Streets (0SS) which maintains a
central (downtown) headquarters as well as having members located
in the stations of high gang activity. 0SS has a gang "log”

which consists of brief descriptions of each gang-related violent
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offense., The statistics are taken directly from this log.
However, even this within-unit process is not totally consistent.
Although the differences are slight, 0SS yearly statistics tend
to be higher than a count from the log. For instance, for armed
robbery in 1979, 1980, and 1981, the comparative figures are 219
to 228, 258 to 266, and 186 to 188 with the latter figure being
the yearly statistical total and the former the log total. The
yearly reported totals are less than three per cent higher than
log totals, a difference of little significance, and primarily
attributable to a few failures to transfer cases from the station
team logs to the special gang logs.

But 0SS is not the only unit to maintain relevant
statistics. When we first collected LASD gang homicide cases for
1978, using centralized homicide files, we obtained a total of 49
cases, yet the 0SS fjigure for that year was 61 gang homicides.
The discrepancy between the homicide unit}® and oss occurred
every yvear thereafter as well. Factprs contributing to the
discrepancies probably include the counting of "assists® (aid
given to investigators'in other departments), handling of open
cases which are not cleared, solved, or rejected until the
following year(s), and definitional differences. The homicide
unit uses a narrower definition of gang-relatedness which
emphasizes the gang-on-gang criterion, along with clear
motivational indications of territoriality, retaliation, or
initiation rites. Even*so; we have alternative indications that

the homicide unit during these years obtained gang homicide

4 special team was earlier called VOIT (Violent Offender Investigation Team)
" and later called MAGOT (Mexican American Gang Offender Team). OSS logs hami-
cides, but does not investigate them.

e e o it g Neeeninmr [T
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statistics in excess of those reported by 0SS and used in ‘the
official department reports. Since it was these latter, 0SS,
data that are given to the public and to county officials, and
upon which official aqtions such as the funding of CYGS are
based, our sampling decision was easy. We used the source, 08S,
related most directly to public policy. But for other
researchers concerned more with non-political validity, the
message is clear: beware of reliance on any one defining unit,
without clear, demonstrable data on alternate units and
alternative definitions and céunting practices. Official
statistics may be only official statistics.

2. LAPD: In the LAPD as well, there are multiple units with
their own statistical procedures. Here we have the operational
units (CRASH), the central robbery/homicide statistical unit, and
the gang intelligence Qetai;. The gang detail is the source of

the official reports and, as above, the criterion for our

.research. CRASH statistics are not used department-wide, and as

deséribed later are neither exclusively gang nor inclusive of all
gang cases., |

Despite the existence, quoted earlier, of a department-wide,
official definition of gang-relatedness, the robbery/hoﬁicide and
gang detail units do not come up with the same totals, again
primarily as a result of their definitional approaches.
Robbery/homiciae uses the narrower criterion of gang—-on-gang,
along with motives'of territoriality and retaliation. The gang

detail seeks gang membership of either suspect or victim, as well
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as accepting motives, clothing, location, name yelling, and so
on. As one member of the robbery/hoﬁicide unit said of the gang
detail, somewhat derisively, they'll call it gang "anytime the
shooter is identified as gang,®” i.e., with or without gang
motives or gang targets, and thus possibly including domestic and
other non-intergang incidents. A CRASH officer also cited the
case of a homicide in the central jail committed by an
incarcerated gang member. This was counted by the gang detail,
but not by CRASH. | .
What is perhaps most interesting in all of this is that the
specific gang details in both departments employ the more
inclusive definition, one likely to yield higher statistical

counts, The existence of intelligence units is likely to

increase the statistics for the crimes for which they are
concerned. The investigative units yYield lower totals. We are
reminded that the Philadelphia statistics for the period of
question in the mid to late 1970s were keyt by the jinvestigative
unit, using a narrow, gang-on-gang definition., Similarly,
Chicago statistics and earlier Los Angeles data also relied on
the narrower definitions. Cross-time and cross-departmental

compatisons in such matters (cf Miller) must be undertaken with

considerable caution.

A final point on definitional criteria relates to the
research delimitation, i.e., the types of groups the one can call
"gang." For example, we have excluded from gang incidents all
those invoiving only motorcycle gangs, prison gangs, car clubs,

and occasional drug-rélated loose affiliations. Otherwise,
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ambiguous groups were handled as gangs if the police
investigators so defined them, Fortunately, such exclusions

accounted for very few instances, perhaps two dozen in all.

This section will describe characteristics of the two
jurisdictions which necessitated somewhat different sampling
procedures. The particulars will be presented separately for the
Sheriff's Department (LASD) homicide sample, the Police
Department (LAPD) homicide sample, and the non-homicide, violent
offense sample. |
1. LASD homicide: The LASD has a centralized homicide unit that
investigates all homicides occurring in county a;eas.5 These -
files are retained in one downtown location. This feature made
it practical to colledt information from all homicide incidents
that were designated as gang-~related by the LASD dang unit,
Operation Safe Streets (0SS). Thus, with a few exceptions to be
noted later, all gang~related hom@cides that occurred in LA
County areas between 1978 and mid-1982 were included in the LASD
homicide population,

A cémplete listing of all homicides occurring in the LASD
jurisdiction is maintained by the homicide division. This log
was used for sampling., The large number of non-gang homicides
occurring during the time period studied required a rather
complex sampling procedure. Fifty non-gang homicides from each

year 1978-1981 and 25 from the first half of 1982 comprise the

Swithin this unit, the Gang Homicide Unit has been in operation since April of -
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non-gang comparison sample.® In order to exclude non-gang
homicides with inadeguate information or too little basis for

' comparison to gang homicides, only cases with at least one
name-~identified suspect within the age range of 10 to 30 years
(ascertained by a log maintained by the homicide unit or a check

e of files) were included in the sampling pool. Because the
frequency of gang homicide varies by geographical region,
sampling of non-gang homicides was stratified by station

'Y according to the percent of gang homicides (with identified
suspects aged 10-30) that each of the 19 LASD stations
contributed to the county-wide total for each year. With this

e sampling restriction for suspects, it was not always possible to

obtain the full number of non-gang homicides. The reguired

additional numbers were supplied by non-gang homicides from other
® - stations according to.their proportions of g&ng homicides,

The intent of this stratified sampling design was to
represent accurately any gang/non-gang differences between
stations with different levels of gang homicide. The implication
of the deviation from the design is that stations with lower gang
homiciée frequencies are slightly overrepresented (relative to
the highest‘gang stations) with more non~gang cases. Whjle this
is regrettable from a metﬁodological staqdpoint, such
difficulties are a reflection of a much higher proportion of

violent crime attributed to gangs in areas of very high gang

activity. It has never been our intention to study differences

between stations but rather to focus on gang/non-gang homicide

y differences over time and to compare these differences in

o 6mnltiple deaths within the same incident were treated as one case for sampling
P purposes.
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homicides to other violent offenses,

Information from all gang homicides will be utilized to
provide a comprehensive picture of gang homicides. For gang to
non-gang comparisons, the gang sample will be limited to cases
with at least one name-~identified suspect within the specified
age range.

2. LAPD homicide: The LAPD central robbery/homicide division
handles the investigation of "high profile” and multiple
homicides that cross jurisdictional boundaries between stations.
In contrast with LASD, most LAPD homicides are assigned to either
station detectives or area-specific CRASH investigators. CRASH
(Community Resources Against Street Hoodlums) is the LAPD unit

which handles many gang incidents, but not these exclusively.

Prior to October, 1980, CRASH did not conduct homicide

investigations, Since a city-wide sample of these homicides would
have required at least 18 data collection sites, three stations
were selected on the basis of an analysis of patterns of gang

homicides over several years. Figures from Hollenbeck Division

indicated a slight but steady increase from 1978-1980 with a
falling off in 198l1. Newton Division showed a sharp increase
through 1980 and maintenance in 1981. 77th St. Division showed a,
pattern similar to Hollenbeck, but witﬁ a more accentuated yearly
increase to 1980 and a sharp decreasé in 1981. All three stations
are high gang homicide areas; between 1978 and 1981, these

stations accounted for over 40% of all LAPD gang homicides.
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Station homicide logs provided a complete listing of all
homic;ées and were used to establish the sampling pool. Aall
gang-related homicides (designated by the LAPD gang intelligence
unit) that occurred in the three stations between 1979 and 1981
were included in the study.7 Fifty non-gang homicides per year
were sampled using a procedure similar to that used in LASD., For
each yéar, the proportion of the 50 non~gang cases to be sampled
from each station was determined by the percent of gang homicides
contributed by that station out of the total for all three
stations. As with LASD, imposing the restriction of identified
suspects aged 10-30 resulted in insufficient numbers of non-gang
homicides in one station, Hollenbeck. The missiﬁg Hollenbeck
cases were redistributed among Newton and 77th. As with LASD,
this deviation produces slight overrepresentation of stations
with lower gang homicide rates.

3. Nop-homicide: The non-homicide sample is limited to LASD,
Whereas all LASD homicide investigations are conducted by a
central unit, the investigation of other violent crimes occurs in
each of 19 LASD stations, Since a county-wide sample of
non-homicides would have required travel to each station for a
handful of cases from each year (the time required to construct
the sampling pool for each station is extensive), we decided to
sample 80 (40 gang(40 non-gang) cases per year (1978-1981) iﬁ '.
several high gaﬁg stations. Selection of stétions was
~constrained by the need to have 0SS gang designations of
incidents. Although each station reports gang-related statistics

by type of offense, only three stations maintained lists of

7Resoufces did not permit collectioh of 1978 or 1982 hamicide cases in LAFD.
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incidents with gang designations, one of which did not have
- complete iﬁformation for 1978, The remaining 16 stations kept
informal tallies for statistical purposes. In these stations, it
was impossible to reconstruct which incidents were counted and
reported as gang-related.,

Therefore, data collection of non-homicides was limited to
two LASD stations, East Los Angeles and Pico Riyera. East L.A.
has the highest incidence of gang homicides among all stations
and Pico Rivera offers a limited opportunity to pick up any
systematic biases that may be peculiar to East L.A. Although the
frequency of gang homicide in East L.A. is about three times
higher than in Pico Rivera (the third highest station), equal
numbers of cases were collected from the two stations.

Initially our plan was to select one or more violent
offenses to use as a comparison to homicide. However,
restricting both gang and non-gang samples (named suspect, 10-30)
to maximize incident participant information substantially
reduced the number of cases in the sampling pool. The earlier
years in Pico Rivera did not have enough gang cases of armed
robbery or shooting into an inhabited dwelling. Limiting the
sample to felonious assaults was problematic as many of these
incidents involve injury on both sides, making it difficult to
identify one side as the victim or suspect side, a procedure that
is critical to our analysis. We decided to draw a random sample

of several violent offenses. These included armed robbery,
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TABLE 1
SAMPLING DESCRIPTION

# of Stations Restrigfed Sample # of Cages Sample
in Sample Pool Sampl Period  Sampled per Year®  Totald

Homicid
LASD
Gang 19 No 1/78-6/82 Total Population 312
Non-~Gang 19 Yes 1/78-6/82 50 200
LAFD - »
Gang 3 No 1/79-12/81 Total Population 152
Non~Gang 3 Yes 1/79-12/81 50 148
!! _Ei . » j ¢
LASD
Gang 2 Yes 1/78-12/81 40 280
Non-Gang 2 - Yeg. 1/78-12/81 40 243

1Only cases with at least one name-identified suspect aged 10-30 included in Sample
Pool. Non-gang homicide sample stratified by proportion of gang cases per station
to total sample pool. .

21982 sample size half that of other years.

3peviations fram anticipated sample size due to missing files, excluded cases, etc.
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attempted murder, house shooting, assault with a deadly weapon,
other felonious assaults (excluding assault on a peace officer),
rape and related sexual assaults, and felony child endangerment.
Station logs listing all reported crimes were used to
construct the sample pool. All violent incidents of the above
type were listed. When suspect information was not entered on
the station log, investigation files were checked to ascertain
whether the case fell within the sampling criteria. Among
non-homicide cases, we anticipated a higher attrition rate due to
missing cases; eighty (40 gang/40 non-gang) cases were selected
randomly for each year as a minimum of 30 cases in each category
was deemed sufficient for analytical purposes. Table 1 summarizes

the numbers of cases, in various categories, resulting from the

various sampling decisions. -

Jurisdictional variations described in Section B preclude
combining cases from the LASD and LAPD. This section documents
othef differences, having to do with information sources
encountered in the data collection. These differences suggest
caution in interpreting results, not only across jurisdictions
but also within the two departments across years, and between
homicide and other violent incidents.,

1. LASD homigide: Threé sources of information on LASD homicide
investigations were utilized in data collection: "murder books;”

"murder memos, " ‘and investigator files.
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Generally, murder books were the most complete source of
information for our data collection purposes. They contained
investigative reports, evidence analyses, autopsy reports, and
interview transcripts. We were informed that murder books were
compiled on all homicides. When questioned regarding the
substantial number of cases where books were not found, our
informant replied, "things happen.®” He referred to clerical
deficiencies and lack of supervisory follow-up, and observed that
investigators had been known to take their favorite cases with
them upon retiring from the department. As these books are
utilized by prosecuting attorneys, we believe they are more
likely to be compiled on cases with apprehended suspects.

Murder memos are homicide department summaries of incidents
and case action, These are in manila folders that sometimes
include all information contained in murder books with the
exception of autopsy and evidence reports. In many instances,
however, murder memos consisted of only a few pages. We were
able to locate these folders on most cases.

Information was collected from both murder books and murder
memos whenever available. If substantial investigatory material
was obviously missing in cases with murder memos only, attempts
were made to locate. the original investigation file. These files

" were stored separately in an extremely unorganized manner;
despite considerable investigative efforts of our own, we were
able to unearth less than 10% of these files. Some reports as
well as crime photos, investigator notepads, and original

evidence were located in these files.
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In LASD, all homicides are investigated by the centralized
unit and investigation materials are retained in one downtown
building. There is no indication that the sources of information
available varied across years with the possible exception of
informal reports of improved clerical support. Mogt important
for our analyses, there is no evidence that there was variation
between gang and non-gang information sources,

2. LAPD homicide: We found homicide investigation files to be
similar in content and organization in the three LAPD stations.
Investigation materials were located in binders which generally
include the initial and progress repogﬁs, chronological logs of
iqvestigators' actions, witness statements, arrest reports,
photographs of the crime scene, and extensive investigator notes.
Older cases were stored in a separate location on the station
premises and were somewhat more likely to be missing. Cases
assigned to CRASH were located separately in CRASH bureau
offices; these had a format similar to cases located at stations.

The basic content of the investigation files appeared
consistent throughout the three.year period., However, the LAPD
files were very different from the LASD murder books. The former
contained difficult-to~-decipher investigator notes, often on
loose scraps of paper. Information Qitbout contextual referent
to the case investigation and handwritten witness statements also
presented coliection problems. The more formal progress :epo;ts
were both less frequent and detailed.than those found in the LASD

murder books., On the other hand, the LASD investigator files
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yere less informative (although rarely used) than LAPD
investigator files. In short, differences in éampliﬁg (i.e.,
LASD is a county-wide sample while LAPD is limited to three
stations) as well as record keeping procedures and information
sources make direct comparison between LASD and LAPD hamicidé.
investigations problematic.

3. Egn:hgmigidg: Information on non-homicide violent incidents
was collected from LASD station inveétigation files. These files
were less extensive than homic;de information sources. Not
surprisingly, less care was taken in maintaining non-homicide
files (i.e., more frequently lost or missing reports within
files). The level of information obtained for non-homicide
investigations was far more limited than for homicides.

The location of the non-homicide case files varied from year
to year in both stations. Due to lack of space, files were
retained in the station for only a few years. The 19278 files
were coded in the County Archives; our only access to 1979 and
some 1980 files wés on microfilm retained in the County Hall of
Records. Other 1980 and all 1981 cases were located at the
stations,

Questions of comparability arise in collecting cases from
various locations. The most complete information can be found in
the station files; storage at the archives and on microfilm
required xeroxing and transferring the contents of station files,
Although we were assured on numerous occasions that the entire

contents of the station files were retained in the county
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records, it became clear that they were not., In addition, there
are opportunities for reports to be misfiled or lost in any
transfer. The 1980 cases afforded the opportunity to assess this
problem as files from several months were both at the station and
on microfilm. The contents of the station files of 12 Eagt L.A,
cases were cohpared to the microfilmed contents. In most cases,
the initial complaint report and subsequent investigation reports
were available at both locations, but teletypes of checks for
previous arrests and other incidental reports were not copied
onto microfilm. The research variables most affected are the
number of pages of. investigation and the arrest history of
participants. While comparison of these variables over the

several years would be a bit inappropridte, comparisons between

gang and non—-gang cases within the same year are still possible,

A police investigation of a homicide may yield only a few
pages of material, most commonly when there is no identified
suspect, no witnesses, and the victim fits no category eliciting
special attention. A homicide investigation may also yield,
exclusive of physical evidence, filed materials equal to the
height of the investigator-.8 For those not famili;r with the
details of homicide investigations, we provide below some
illustrative materials., We found that data extraction on a
single case could take up to a full day (excluding such anomalies
as the freeway murder instance) and took 4.2 hours on the average

until we streamlined our procedures.

8such a case, one of the famous "freeway murders in Los Angeles, fell by chance
into our original non-gang sample. :
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> 1. Multiple incidents: One common form of multiple incident is
the "shooting spree®” in which the asséilant(s) fires shots
sequentially at different victims, often while the assailant's

- car is careening through a rival territory. If time is clearly
compressed, this can be coded as one incident with multiple

victims. But time is the critical factor, along with intervening

® events, A five minute spree is qualitatively different from one
lasting over an hour or two, especially if there are intervening
events.(stopping for gas, going home, picking up new companions

® or weapons, being the victim of retaliation, etc.). For our
purposes, a rule was developed to designate as separate incigdents
those in which intervening time and events could reasonably have

@® necessitated separate decisions to start up the action again.
Five shots while driving down a few blocks was coded as one

incident. 1If a stop was required to obtain a new weapon, we

opted for two incidents, regardless of whether the police

investigation made such distinctions or not. Needless to say,

coder agreemenf on such cases was often difficult, and sometimes

@ decided by “méjority rule.”
g;gg_jg;g§§:9 At a large amusement park, there were three

incidents of assault with a deadly weapon, one resulting in
@ death, All were seemingly unrelated cases, but all or most
participants were gang members. The police covered all exits,
making numerous arrests based upon witness descriptions. One of
those arrested was the eventual murder suspect, although this was

not known at the time because the victim was still alive. In

@ 9‘I‘hese are .research identification' numbers, not pblice fiie nmnbers.




44

addition to yieldiﬁg several assaults and a homicide charge,
there were charges of accessory and resisting arrest. Our coding
problems were simplified in this instance because we were then
sampling for homicide cases. Had we been sampling for assault,
the coding problems would have been most difficult in a police
investigation of a series of incidents with over 50 arrests!

GCase #04183: One assailant committed three separate
robberies at the same drive-~in theater. He was pursued and
caught by two civilians following the third robbery. For coding
purposes, we collapsed the case into one "spree," including all
victims as coded participants but excluding the two civilian
heroes. This is the case which yielded our favorite police
charge {(not to be found in the California Pepnal Code); while
reaching into a car window to grab a woman's purse, the robber
also inadvertently pulled out both the purse and the woman's
baby; He was charged with "grand theft, person.”

Case #50025: 1In considering this case, the reader is
alerted to a common complication, that in a multiple incidenf the
suspect in one offense may be the victim of another, Victim #1
is alone on the street when a car with four occupants pulls up.
After an exchange of gang signals, Victim.#l is shot by Sugpect
#1. victim #1 tells Victim #2 and Suspect/Victim #1 in their
house. They go back outside and see damage to the car of Victim
#2. CThen the raiding car returns; Victim #2 yells at the

occupants who then fire at all three and drive off.

Suspect/Victim #1 gets his father’s gun, jumps in a car and
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pursues the first car. 1In an exchange of gunfire, he kills one
of the occupants, Suspect/Victim #2. The other three occupants, -
are labelled as suspects, and one of them, Suspect #1, is charged
with ADW and homicide. Suspect/Victim #1 is also charged as a
homicide suspect, but this is rejected by the D.&. as
self-defense,

Case #60075: Six male gang members in a car stop, rob, and
stab Victim #1 who is making a call in a phone booth. The
victim's brother and a friend witness the stabbing, jump into a
truck and chase the fleeing car. Two of the six suspects,
preferring to escape on foot, jump out of the car when it stops
briefly, but the driver suddenly accelerates,.killing one of the
two (Victim/Suspect #1). The second, Victim/Suspect #2, is hit
by the truck. Victim/Suspect #2 and the four remaining car

OCcupants are charged with homicide and robbery. (The homicide

is a "felony murder,"” a homicide resulting from commission of

another felony, in this case the robbery of Victim #1.) Note the
complications when the homicide victim is the accidental result
of the actions of his own fellow suspects. Felony murders
required very careful scrutiny before final coding decisions were
made. )

Cages #50025 and #60075 illustrate a category of multiple
incident cases that proved an immense challenge to our coding
procedures, These "suspect/victim” cases involved injuries (in a
few cases , death) on more than one "side," homicides resulting
from self defense (e.g., store owners! response to robbery

attempt), or the unintended death of assailant companions
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rmentioned above, Police designations of individuals ("suspect,”

"yictim,” "suspect/victim," or victim/suspect®) appeared _
inconsistent and somewhat arbitrary in terms of who initiated the
event, extent of injury, and apﬁrehension and charging of
participants. In non-suspect/victim cases, we were able to
distinguish victim participants from suspect participants by
their police designations (all labeled victims could be loosely
placed in opposition to labeled suspects), but this becomes quite
inappropriate in cases where there are designated victims,
suspects, and/or some combination of the two on the same side.

We decided to forego our customary reliance on the official
designation of role in order to place designated individuals on
one of two sides (in our terms, the "dead person's side®™ or if
. homicides on both, the non-initiating side, were treated as the
victim's" side). In some instances, (i.e., more than two sides
involved or sides not distinguishable), even this coding scheme
was not useable (coding instrucﬁions on these matters can be
found in Appendix B).

While it became necessafy to delete suspect/victim cases
from analyses involving police designation variables (and
regrettably, from the discriminant ahalyses presented in Sections
IVC and IVD), it seemed important to include them in our
collection as they .exemplify the complexities that police
confront in responding to the gang fray. ﬂThese cases constitute
approximately 10 per cent of our homicide cases. They proved to

be among the most interesting cases, although, in retrospect,
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they were probably not worth the considerabie amount of
"additional collection, coding, and analysis resources required to
incorporate them.

Finally, under this heading, we present a complex multiple
incident which was excluded from our data because the sampled

offense, an ADW, occurred outside Los Angeles County. The case

also involved kidnapping and attempted murder, the former being
the charge that led to Los Angeles involvement in the

investigation and inclusion in the log from which our sample was

drawn.

The Eastern station received a call from a deputy sheriff in

Pine County regarding an ADW that had occurred in Pine County.lo

They had arrested eight people, but upon investigation hag

learned that 3 of them were not involved and in fact were victims

of kidnapping and attempted murder that had occurred in Los’

Angeles County. From the information provided by the Pine Deputy

and later investigation by Eastern Station, this is what

happened:

Three victims and five Suspects were at Victim #3's trailer

at horse stables in the Bagtern area. A sjixth suspect arrived,
demanding to know where Victim #3's sister was. Victim #3 told
the suspect (designated Suspect #1) that she was in Pine,

Suspect #1 then forced the 3 victims at gunpoint plus the other 5
suspects into his car and he drove them to pis house in the

. Western jurisdiction. He decided there that he would take Victim

#3 and go to Pine to find her sister. He handcuffed Victims $#1

10 Angeles and northern county jurisdictions are not identified here..
"ngg éginty% is in rural northern California. "Eastern" and "Western" stations
are within Los Angeles County.
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and #2 to each other around the toilet and left one suspect
(designated as Suspect #4) with a knife to guard them, saying
that if Sugpect #4 did not hear from him by the next day she
should kill Victims #1 and #2 because it would mean that Victim
#3 had lied. Suspect #1, Victim #3 and 3 other suspects then
left for Pine. One suspect (designated as Suspect #6) went his
own way at this point. Upon arriving in Pine, they went to the
location where Victim #3's sister was staying (an aunt's house),
No one was home so they broke into the house. As they were
leaving, they were confronted by a neighbor demanding to know
what they were doing. Suspect #1 fired 3 shots at him. Then the
suspects and Victim #3 got baqk in the car and returned to the
Western area, arriving tbe morning of the next day. 1In the
meantime, Suspect #4 had stabbed both Victims #1 and #2. . Victim
#1 had a puncture wound in her chest, while Victim #2 was not
seriously hurt. Sometime after arriving back in the Western
area, Suspect #1 decided to return to Pine. This time, he took
all 3 victims, Suspect #4 and 2 of the 3 remaining suspects. It
is unclear what became of the other suspect. When they go; into
Pine County, they were arrested for ADW for the incident
involving the neighbor that occurred during the previous trip.
Upon investigation, Pine Sheriffs learned the whole story and
notified Los Angeles. |
Suspect #1, plus 2 of the 3 other suspects with him on the
second trip, were held in custody in Pine. Suspect #4 turned

herself in to the Eastern station, and Suspect #6 was arrested by
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Eastern, Suspect #5 was never apprehended, Arrest warrants were

issued on all 6 suspects. Suspects #4 and #6 were charged with
kidnapping and attempted murder. Felony holds were teletyped to
Pine County Sheriff's Department against the suspects held in
custody there.

2.

It is significant that even in the

last days of coding, we came upon new issues requiring new

conceptual rather than merely mechanical decisions. One example

is that of cases occurring in or being investigated in multiple
jurisdictions, The Pine County case just cited was one of these.
The problem arose more often in the Sheriff's Department which
not only contracts its services to many cities, but also helps
out in some investigations outside its jurisdiction.

Such cases
were usually excluded from our samples,

A second problem involved investigator transfers from the
station of original jurisdiction to a non-sampled station. A
third involved highly publicized cases which vielded unusually
intensive investigations likely to mask the effects in which we
were interested. Similariy, officer-involved cases were a
problem (officer as victim, officer as suspect) because of the
special investigative effort likely to result. In instances such
as these three, we usually excluded the case for fear that the
special circumstances would either mask or distort the variables
of concern in our research. | |

Another group of problems arose around charges. Often, no

arrest charge was specified in the investigative file, although
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the station log indicated a specific charge, Sometimes only D.A.
charges were indicated. In some instances, charges were altered
during the investigation (ADW becomes homicide when the victim
dies; robbery becomes accessory after charge bargaining)., The
problem in these latter cases is that of sampling for one
offense, only to f£ind the charge later altered to an offense for
which we were not sampling (or a case selected for our violent
offense sample emerges as appropriate to our homicide sample).
Whenever possible, coding decisions were designed to match the

investigative effort to the sampled offense,
3.

The kinds of material to be

found in an investigative file, especially in the case of
homicide, became a major challenge in the early days of coding.
In order to clarify what ywas to be included in our coding as well
as to train our coders uniformly, a summary list of over 70 types
of material was compiled early in the data extraction process.
Others appeared as data extraction continued, but those listed:

below will provide some flavor of what one may expect to find.

Complaint report-teletype or handwritten

Supplemental Reports: e.g., Additional information; Photos;
Evidence held; Search warrants; Investigation; Complaint -
fjled; Trial, hearing date; Witness info.; Juvenile taken

into custody-300; Suspect in custody; Medical status;
Criminalistics lab receipt

Other laboratory reports
Firearms identification section
Searcn warrant

CLETS teletype

Personal property custodian
Return to search warrant
Coroner's autopsy report

Arrest review
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Coroner's inventory of personal effects

Coroner's protocol report

"Wants" check-teletype

Booking slip

Consent to search form

Teletype-transport suspect

Felony complaint

Processing form giving court dates

Intoxilyzer check test

Other Police Department (child abuse report)

Release of suspect :

Charge evaluation worksheet

Interview testimony transcripts

California Bureau of Identification-record check

Arrest warrant

Wanted for murder-Inf.

Correspondence to FAA - Extradition Agent carrying Service
revolver

Subpoena - Criminal - Preliminary Hearing

Traffic collision report - CHP

Murder memo - (synopsis of case, LASD homicide)

Wajver of extradition and hearing

Teletype - Nationwide broadcast

AFS (automatic firearms system) - Inf. (evidence)

Report of toxicological analysis (part of autopsy)

Scientific Services Bureau Report (testing to determine
murder weapon)

Investigation of robbery report {(from LAPD)

LA consolidated booking form (from LAPD)

Mug show-up folder

Line-up sheet

Witness cards ‘

Area 3 broadcast -

Complaint felony (Arraignment)

Crime report

Arrest narrative crime report

Diagram of crime scene

Order to court

DMV check

CII f£ield search ‘check

Juvenile detained petition request

Juvenile petition request witness list

Letters in name of victim and informant

Letter from Mexico PD (requesting suspect)

Warrant of arrest from Mexico

Dealer's record of sale of revolver

Employee form re: suspect

Release of charges

Claremont PD/Activity log

Researchers entering the world of police investigation -
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reports for the first time must be prepared to deal with a
mystifying array of materials, A large sample of files must be
reviewed before final data collection and coding forms can be

devised,
E.

The format of this report includes entirely separate
analysis sections for the LASD and LAPD., This separation,
amounting really to two independent research studies, has been

necessitated principally by the following differences between the

two enforcement agencies.

l. Variations in definition of "gang-related®: As noted in the

preceding section, the official statistics on gang homicides from

both departments are based on similar but somewhat ambiguous
definitions. It was our impression, and only that during our
sampling procedures, that there was somewhat more uniformity in
the application of the LASD definition because of the central

role played by the Sergeant who took over the labeling
responsibility in 1974.
2.

To make comparisons
between gang and non-gang events, some independent designation of
each is needed to avoid tautological reasoning. For homicides,
we were fortunate that both departments’' had a gang intelligence
unit yhiéh‘made a priori gang designations.

However, the situation differed for the nothomicide sample
drawn from LASD. As noted earlier in the sampling section, only

three stations maintained lists of such incidents_mi;h_gang
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desianations. Comparisons of homicide with non-homicide
investigations, pertaining only to LASD, must be constrained by
this restriction in a_prjori designations,
3?§%ﬁgﬁg1ing_gﬁ_ﬁ;lg§: A number of differences emerged between
LASD and LAPD files, enough in fact to force some coding format
changes when we moved from one department to another. Many of
the differences were minor, but the few noted here as examples
will give some "flavor" of them.

a. On labeling of suspects, LASD specifically labels these
in Supplementary Reports and provides more details during the
course of the investigation. The suspect ®net® is comparatively
wider than in LAPD which more often uses the label "suspect” only
when they have identified "the"” assailant(s). LAPD files are
more likely to include terms such as "possible suspect” or to
include mention of "suspect-like" contacts. For a fesearch
enterprise emphasizing the descriptive information on suspects,
these differences between the two .departments are obviously of
direct importance. |

b. There were differences in the investigators' reporting
of contacts. The LAPD notes in the files indicated more contacts
than was the case in LASD. This could reflect differences in
contact rates or in accepted recording procedures (LAPD notes
were more informal), or both. For research seeking number of
parficipants and numbers of interviewed witnesses, as well as
counting of pages of investigation (both of which were true of
our procedures), such differences will reduce comparability

between departments.
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C. LASD files typically contained a number of Supplementary

Reports, formal statements of new information in relatively raw
form. LAPD, on the other hand, more often used summary forms of
reports, These were a coder's delight in that they simplified
the data extraction process, but at the same time they omitted
quite a bit of the day-to-day investigative detail which showed
up in the LASD files. From the research viewpoint, the LASD
reports therefore presented more "raw® data, presumably less
selectively available to the data extraction process,

d. On the assumption that the level of gang intelligence
and its uniformity are a function of the experience and size of
the unit, the LASD/LAPD differences could well be important.
Both departments have had intelligence units for decades,

but
these were until recently quite small and quite removed from

close contact with gang matters. In LASD, Operation Safe Streets

expanded from a detail of four deputies and a supervisor in 1979
to over forty in 1982, This growth clearly brackets the period
.of our research interest, and the period of'greatest increase in

reported gang homicides and the subsequent decline. The
station-assigned members of 0SS are active case investigators of
non-homicide gang offenses, and willing contributors in homicide
Cases as well. They select the most active gangs as targets, and
thus have deliberately unequal levels of information about
Vafious gangs, or even given gangs at different'periods of time,

But it is important to keep in mind that 0SS is not merely an

intelligence unit--it has become an active investigative group as

well,
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The LAPD unit is far smaller--about 15 officers-=-and more
restricted to the gang intelligence function, They keep
statistics on most gang felonies, with the exceptions of rape,
arson, kidnapping, and battefy 6f a police officer. It is CRASH
that does the bulk of the gang investigations (along with many
non-gang investigations as well). The gang unit assists on a
number of these, but obviously does not have the personnel for
major involvement,

On the other hand, this LAPD unit takes great pride in the
completeness of its gang (and gang member) files, The effort
going lnto these files was so substantial that it led to an ACLU
suit against the city which forced the development of a number of
rigid safeguards regarding access to the intelligence files and
periodic expunging of information on inactive gang members,

The difference in effectiveness, knowledge level, and other

aspects of the units in these two departments could ea511y be the
subject of a separate research project., For us, the differences

loomed large enough to reinforce our inclination to undertake the
departmental analyses separately.

e, Finally, the reader is reminded that the two departments
are organized differently for investigative purposes. LASD has
MAGOT (formerly VOIT) as a spec1al gang homicide investigative
unit, and this is centrally located and admlnlstered LAPD has
CRASH, decentralized through the several ge@graphical Bureaus,
initiated in each Bureau in different years (1973-1981), and not

concerned only with gang events (nor always the investigating
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unit even in gang events). It should be noted that

centralization or decentralization of jpvestigations also means

centralization or decéntralization of files,

The implication for different levels of reporting and
.recording differences seems clear. In both departmenﬁs gang
felonies may be investigated by regular detectives, rather than
by gang specialists. ‘Differences in departmental structures and
procedures will affect these cases as well, to say nothing of the
non-gang comparison cases included in our research. For these
and the other reasons listed above, research sampling decisions
were designed to accomodate to cross—jurisdictional differences.
These decisions affected station selection, numbers of cases, and
types of incidents as noted earlier in the section on sampling.
These, in turn, require separate departmental analyses.

F. Access

Throughout the period of the project, access to LASD files
was facilitated by various members of the department, and no
significant obstacles were encountered. At the outset, the -same
promised to be true in the LAPD, and in the end we did indeed
receive splendid cooperation. However, in the case of LAPD the
procéss was complicated by two factors. First, we encountered
case investigators who were somewhat protective of their case
files~-especially open files. This issue was tentatively
resolved by discussion with command level officials, but
inadvertently led to a far more serious problem involving the

State Evidence Code. Because of its importance to future
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research using investigative information in California and
probably in numerous other stateé as well, we detail here both
the problem and the resolution agreed upon by us, the LAPD, and
the City Counsel.

The issue arose when we arranged for an LAPD official to
speak with our coders about the importance of maintaining
absolute confidentiality of investigative file materials. This
officer noted what no one else in either department had, that
Section #1040 of the Californja Evidence Code prchibits provision
of access to any investigative material on a voluntary basis,

The provision is very broad, covering not only.justice system
materials but also personnel files, such as promotional dossiers
of faculty members in the state educational system. In our case,
the fear was that our access to the files would stand as a
precedent, giving equal access to others (such as defense
attorneys in particular).

The LAPD official reported the issue immediately, and the
department sought'the opinion of the City Counsel. His opinion,
in turn, was clear: we could not be allowed access to the
. investigation materials. There followed a series of discussions
involving the City Counsel, LAPD, and us along with our colleague
from the USC Law Center, formerly a meﬁber of the State Coyurt of
Appeals. The resolution, suggested first by our colleague, was
to circumvent the yoluntary aspect of the law by writing a
non-remunerative contract between the Pdlice Commission and ﬁSC

reguiring access to the files in order to carry out the research

and provide LAPD with a final report of the results.
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Such a report would have been provided in any case, so the
contract approach required only LAPD's willingness to participate
and the Commission's agreement to the entire proposal. Both were
forthcoming, the contract was written (largely on the basis of
the content of the research team's formal letter of request to
the Commission), and ail stations involved were notified that the
collaboration would proceed. Although these arrangements caused
a delay of many months, they did save the LAPD portion of the
project and we are obviously pleased with the outcome and the
collaborative attitudes involved on all sides., The contract is
appended to this report, since we see it as a potential model for

other, similar situations (see Appendix A).

An earlier section of the report details the sorts of
materials to be found in the typical, extensive homicide
investigation file. Beyond this, our research process has
involved decisions about a host of coding complexities.

All of these are, of course, represented in the coding
manual appended to this report (see Appendix B). However, two
problems are presented here in ofder to illustrate the kinds of

complications that arise in this sort of research where the

_seeming arbitrariness of practices in-operating agencies may not

suit the needs of research. Sometimes, instead, alternative
forms of arbitrariness must be settled upon for research aims,
with the ever-present danger that the latter decisions may

inappropriately'represent or distort ‘the basis for the former,

operating decisions.
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Some years ago in connection with a
review of policé handling of juveniles in 49 police departments
in Los Angeles County, an analysis was undertaken of the meaning
of arrest in juvenile matters,tl Technically, the term
"détention” replaces arrest in the Welfare and Institutions Code
which refers to juveniles, but the WIC is terribly ambiguous on
the meaning of detention. 1Interviews with Chiefs in 47 of the 49
departments and with juvenile officers or their counterparts in

all 49 departments added little clarity. There was pg uniformity

of opinion as to when a juvenile arrest had or had not occurred,

Yet each department sent to the state's Bureau of Criminal
Statistics (and in most instances to the FBI) both monthly and
yearly statistics on the number of juvehile arrests and the
disposition éf them. Somegne in each department was counting
something in‘ofder to yield these figures. In each department we
located this individual--usually a clerk or an officer--to
determine what definition of arrest was used for these reports,
In over 80 per cent of the cases, the answer was the same: if
the suspect was physically in the station (brought or cited), he
was tallied as an arrest., Field detentions, or citations to
probation which bypasséd a trip to the station, were not counted.
Thus, there was an uniecognized but reasonably uniform
operational definition which was reflected in officiél‘department
statisticé.

At the outset of the current research, we planned to use

this same definition and to code the charges recorded for each

llsee Klein, M. W., S. L. Rosensweig, and R. Bates, "The Ambiguous Juvenile
Arrest" in Sknxunnlggg (1975) 13:78-89.
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such "arrest,"”™ But, of course, we ran into numerous
complications, some of which we noted earlier with respect to the
explicit statement of charges and arrests actually being located
in the investigative files. An extended conversation with a
police command official who holds responsibility for such matters
and who teaches courses in criminal law, police science,
procedures, and so on, yielded the following descfiption, from

field notes which--as the reader will see~-provides its own

ambiguities.

His operational definition of arrest is "taken into
custody.”™ This is often accomplished in the field.
They will transport to station for booking., On
occasion, they will arrest and release prior to booking
but they don't arrest without the intention to book.
Apparently the Watch Commander oks it, and if he
doesn't the suspect is released according to Penal Code
Section 849(1lb). When such a release occurs,
theoretically the arrest should not appear on suspect's
record. He used the term unarrested (this may be pre-
or post-booking). Felony arrests for adults are easier
to do than misdemeanors because of probable cause,
Misdemeanor has to be observed by officer. So in
field, officer will go for felony arrest wherever
possible and detective/investigator will pare it down
if he thinks it's necessary. Juveniles are different
in that they can detain on misdemeanor if there is
probable cause. Same terminology applies in so far as
arrest, for us, means detained in field or station. I
asked specifically if this means arrest to them. He
said, "Well, they can't leave," therefore it's arrest.
Contrary to our previous information, he said they
always go to D.A. with a charge. He agreed that you
couldn't necessarily tell that charge from the file,
nor would D.A. particularly care., He (D.A.) makes his
own decision (after police personnel "educate the
uninititiated®). Charging in this matter often takes
place in absence of arrest; i.e., suspect does not have
to be in custody. D.A. may issue arrest warrant or may
opt not to pursue case. '
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This description, while it clarifies some matters of
intended procedure, is not definitive about operating procedures
as we learned from our own journeys through the files., In order
best to represent actual operations without masking them (in this
case, we are concerned with comparing response to and recording
of gang vs. non-gang cases), we coded cautiously. For both LASD
and LAPD, arrests were counted if there was a specific statement
in the file that an "arrest" occurred, and/or if booking was
indicated. References to suspects "detained” were not counted as
arrests in the absence of evidence of police charging or bookingQ'
Although charging is clearly related to arrest, we looked for
Separate indicators (see point f, below),

In LAPD, we coded additional information regarding contact

with designated suspects (i.e., "detained" or "taken into

custedy,” brought to station, etc,) in the absence of a statement
of arrest or booking. The decision-méking On arrests is no easy
or automatic matter, although most research reports using arrests
as a dependent measure would not alert one to the problem. As an
example, consider the data in categories developed for our LAPD
files:

= A category for "clearly not arrested® accounted for 18 per
cent of all designated suspects.

- "Clearly arrested® accounted for 46 per cent. This leaves

an additional 36 per cent tb fall into other. categories of a lessg

definitive nature. For instance,
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-~ 2 per cent were "detained" or "taken into custody” and
brought to the station

- 6 per cent were brought to the station without any
statement of "detained" or "taken into custody®

- 6 per cent were ®other® contacts, usually field contacts

- 3 per cent were cases with arrest warrants issued, but
without contact noted ‘

~ 19% were cases with non-identified suspects, many of whom,
of course, would have been pPlaced in one of the above categories
if they could have been identified.

Considerations such as these led to a series of data
ccllection and coding decisions designed to reflect police
practice and intention. Major decisions included the following:

a. Arrests for incident-associated charges were included
(most often, ADW or robbery). Arrests on the scene for drugs or
weapon possession were counted only if they clearly involved
pParticipating suspects; uninvolved persons on the scene arrested
for being under the influence (also a victim companion), etc.,
were not counted. Also, persons arrested during the
investigation process wre not counted if charges did not relate
to our incident (e.g., suspect's mother arrested for possession
of dangerous drugs and stolen property when officers go to pick
him up). Arrest of suspects away from the scene were counted,
but additional charges of drugs, etc., were not coded. lThe key

is whether charges were related to our incident.
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b. Arrests for charges giemming from our incident such as
harboring a felon, withholding information, intimidating
witnesses, resisting arrest (a suspect's mother), juvenile
carrying a loaded firearm {(uninvolved juveniles removing a hidden
murder weapon), and accessory were not counted as arrests unless
the individuals were specifically charged with murder or
accessory to murder, For example, a person arrested and charged
with murder for providing a weapon was counted even though he was
not a participant.

c. Arrests of murder suspects for unrelated incidents were

not counted unless there was evidence of

our sampled incident.

d. As noted earlier, multiple incidents with the same
suspects sometimes presented difficulty in determining with which
murder the suspect was charged (where multiple counts were not
indicated). These were decided on an individual basis according
to file information. Lipmiting the ®incident® tb the homicide
situation also had implications for arrest coding. For example:

(1) Extension of a gang raid (homicide victim was
accidentally killed by his 6wn gang) to a‘car chase resulted
in ADW. Officers responded to the ADW call and arrested the
participants, charging them with ADW (they were unaware of
the hoﬁicide). Since there was no evidence of homicide
charging later, these arrests were not counted.

(2) After a drive~by murder, the suspects drove off

and shot at another car, running it off the road. These
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"victims®" (never designated as such) were detained

(arrested) as suspects in the murder. Their arrests were

counted.

e. Children "arrested and charged" for being

dependent/neglected were not counted.

f. Charging in the absence of an arrest counted as charging
but not as arrest (warrants issued; D.A, filing with no

indication of suspect in custody). Juvenile petition request

reflects charging, but if there is no evidence of an arrest, then

this is not counted as an arrest.

We were particularly

concerned with this issue for two reasons, First, the
suspect/victim relationship seemed likely, according to érior
research, to reflect differences between gang and non-gang group
incidents. Second, we wished to be in a position to asseSs the
truth of the commonly heard allegation that gang killings have
increasingly involved total strangers as victims,

Coding the reiationship between victim and offender required
three total revisions of coding categories., While previous
research has tended to dichotomize the relationship as
stranger/not stranger, we selected fo explore, empirically, the
complex nature of victim/offender relationships for the
gang/non-gang comparison. One issue was to establish how much
contact of prior personal knowledge constituted a "relationéhip."
The group nature of many of the incidents raised another issue.

Gang interactions increase the relationship ambiguities because
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of gang affiliation as a homicide motive: this often seemed to
preclude a "stranger" relationship even in the absence of prior
peréonal contact. Thus the gang dimension of relationship was

coded separately from the prior contact dimension,

Categories for the non-gang dimension included various
levels and types of contact. Minimal familiarity (visual or
identity recognition only; minimal prior contact as with a
previous incident’or contact immediately preceding incident) was
distinguished from clear personal relationships. In LAPD, the
relationship was narrowed to the homicide victim (rather than
companions) and the perpetrator(s) to the extent possible,
Indirect association (connection by virtue of a participating
companion or non-participant) was reflected as a separate
category. In LASD, any relationship that could be established
between any two opposing participants was sufficient for coding a
clear relationship or minimal familiarity. Mistaken identity or
innocent bystander situations (relationship exists between
cffender and intended target, but none involving actual victim)

were another category. - In cases of ambiguity,




66

The gang dimension of relationship was captured by coding
categories reflecting affiliation awareness based on behavioral
or descriptive information pertaining to ﬁhe incident and on gang
motives., Guidelines were established for the type of incident
behaviors that communicated affiliation (e.g., yelling gang
names; territorial or affiliation challenges; physical
description as gang or "cholo" type). Witness reports of
behavior or physical evidence could also suggest participant
awareness of affiliation,

Conflicting reports and varying levels of information
provided by investigators increased coding difficulty. The
emergent nature of the final coding scheme remains a source of
concern, In general, we are very confident that éhe LAPD
relationship coding is valid, and are a bit less confident about
the LASD data. The latter were collected first and, although
problems were documented carefully, the progression from general
to more specific categories is problematic.

3. Qgﬁg;_;gliagi;izx: Given the foregoing descriptions and
earlier comments about the research process, it is reasonable to
question how reliably the investigative file data could be
collected. This was a major concern of the research staff,
éspecially those whose direct contact with the data collection
revealed the ambiguities and redundancies to be found in the
files. Limited resources prohibited a truly thorough reliability
check on all aspects of data.collection‘and coding~-double

collection would have been prohibitive, given the length of time
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any one file can exhaust,

Nonetheless, three checks on reliability were undertaken to
assess the degree to which the very extensive training and
intensive supervision of data collection and coding were yielding
satisfactory results., One of these involvgd data collection from
LAPD station files. A second involved data collection from LASD
archive files which posed more difficult problems than
centralized homicide files. The third involved in-house coding
of LASD files collected early in the project when errors were
most likely and coder variability could most be expected. The
results, somewhat to the surprise of the coding supervisors, were

most encouraging.

Of 23 items selected to be
"worst case” items for double coding, there was perfect coder
agreement, over 20 sampled cases, on 5 of the 23, Among the
remaining items, the lowest level (on two items) was 70 per cent
agfeement. Over all 23 items, agreement averaged 85 per cent, a
most satisfactory outcome given the selection of worst-case items

and our overall trepidations about data extraction from such
complex files,

b.

Eleven cases were
double~collected, yielding in aggregate 11 basic records
containing 40 items (440 items) plus 49 participant sheets each
containing 10 items (490 items) for a total of 930
double~-collected items. Among these there were only 71 coder

disagreements, or a 92 per cent agreement rate, actually an
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underestimate because ggase agreements were used for some items
when the more appropriate denominator would have been number of
instances (e.g., # of participants). Our concerns about the
archive collection were allayed.

c. In-house coding: Forty-eight early LASD homicide
cases, stratified by coders, were double~coded. The comparison
coding sheet showed 85 item disagreements. Of these, 55 were
judged to be merely careless (random) errors of the sort that
most of their population of errors would be corrected by logical
checks in data cleaning. These errors were distributed across
coders in very close approximation of the coder contributions to
the total coding task, e.g., the coder doing 30 éer cent of the
cases contributed 25 per cent of the errors, while the coder
doing 28 per cent of the cases contributed 30 per Eent of the
errors. Each case cohtained a minimum of 65 coded variableé. Of
these, 45 were coded without disagreement; i.e., on a variable
basis alone, we have 69 per cent coder reliability. Discrepan-
cies occurred in 31 per cent of the variables. Eight of the
variables showed only gpe discrepancy over the 48 cases.

Only two gets of variables showed more than a 10 per cent
discrepancy rate, One of these, comprised of dates of incident,
assignment to detective unit, assignment to homicide unit,‘and
assignment to or mention of gang unit, involves 22 discrepancies
out of a possible total of (4x48) 192, for an actual rate of 11.5

per cent. i
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The other set of variables is charges lodged against
participants, Three types were coded (initial police, ultimate
police, and D.A.) and up to four charges were codeable in each of
these categories, Thus,'theré are (3x4x48) 576 potentials for
discrepancies, and only 22 actual discrepancies, for a rate of 4
per cent, if one assumes only one participant charged per case,
Since there are approximately five participants per case, this
discrepancy rate reduces to less than one per cent., Even if
there were only one charge per case (the other three potentials
being uniformly coded 00), the rate would remain under 4 per

cent,

Overall, then, coding reliability is exceptionally high.

Only one variable, dates of incident or assignment, exceeded 5
per cent and logical checks in cleaning decreased this problem
substantially. We can move on to the data analysis section of
this report with considerable confidence in the reliability of
the coding process.
IV. Data Analyses

Within each department Separately, the basic approaches to
analysis will be the same, except that the LASD data include a
large sample of non-homicide violent offenses., A separate
comparison in LASD will be made between gang and non-gang

homicides on the one hand and gang and non-gang other violent

offenses on the other.
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A. Bivariate Analyses: The L. A, Sheriff's Data

From the Sheriff's Department (LASD) we have extracted data
from the investigation files covering the period from January,
1978 through June, 1982. Included here are data on 312 gang
homicides (so designated by 0SS)-~the total number for this 4 1/2
year period--and a comparable group of 200 non-gang homicides.

In addition, we have samples of gang and non-gang, non-=homicide

violent incidents which will be reported upon in a later addendum

to this report, Descriptively, we will report findings related

to these questions:

=~ What are the characteristics of gang-related homicides,

overall?

—- How do these compare with non-gang homicides (restricted
to both gang and non-gang cases with known suspects, aged 10-30)?
= Are there discernible patterns over the 1978-1982 time

period? This is a matter of some importance, because we know

that the pnumber of gang-related homicides throughout the county
peaked in 1980 and because this 4 1/2 year period was one of
, consjderable expansion in gang intelligence, control, and
prosecution efforts within the County.

- How well, on the basis of the LASD data, can one
discriminate between gahg and non-gang cases and thus, by

implication, initiate development of a "gang indicator index" for

violent offense incidents?

- Finally, to be covered in a second report, how do gang vs.

non-gang homicide comparisons differ from gang vs. non-gang other
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violent comparisons? Such differences between differences may
yield inferences about gang homicide definitions, reporting

practices, and investigative procedures by testing the extent to

which these are unique to homjcide cases.
1.

Aggregating the

data over the 4 1/2 year period obscures changes over time, but
these will be described shortly. These changes are not so great
that this aggregated description will be misleading,

We divided the homicide incident descriptors, a bit
arbitrarily, into three categories. These correspond roughly to
characteristics of the setting, characteristics of the
participants, and characteristics of the homicide investigation
undertaken by the Sheriff's personnel. The data reported here
refer to all 312 gang homicides recorded within the Sheriff's
jurisdiction.

a. Setting: Typically, LASD gang homicides involve the
use of cars,; take place at night, in the streets or other open
areas rather than in residences, involve firearms (often more
than one), sometimes result in injuries to'persons other than the
homicide victim, often include offenses other than homicide--most
typically, charges of assault with a deadly weapon (ADW)--usually
involve unknown suspects in addition to the ones charged with the
homicide, and in a significant number of cases these incidents
include the fear of retaliation or of intimidation of witnesses.
There are no surprises in this desdription, at least to those

reasonably familiar with modern gang killings=~this is street
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crime as typically pictured., The specifics of the distributions,

nonetheless, are worth reviewing.

1) Fully 50 per cent of gang-related hgmicides occur in
the streets and another fourth (26 per cent) in open, public
areas such as parking lots and parks. Only 23 per cent occur in
residences, a pattern quite unlike that of homicides generally.

2) Given the above, it is not surprising that automobile
involvement is quite high., Forty-one per cent of the incidents
had some form of auto involvement, with an additional 26 per cent
involving shooting out of a moving car. Gang killings are
clearly facilitated by the mobility provided by cars. Common
examples are "cruising” in rival gang territories and on public
thoroughfares (e.g., Whittier or Hollywood Boulevards) where gang
names are shouted from one car to another, followed by shots.
These "driveby" shootings are recorded as almost exclusively
gang~related--~55 out of 57 cases in our overall LASD data.

3) We broke the 24-hoﬁr day into three periods
corresponding to our personal observations of gang activity
patterns. These were early daytime (prior to the end of school
at 3:00 p.m.), afternoon and evening (up to 10 p.m.) when there
is a lot of random intra-gang contact being made, and nighttime
(fr9m }0 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.) when parties, other social events,
and cruising are most common. Sixty per cent of the gang
homicides took place in the night period,; 29 per cent in thg

afternoon and evening, and 10 per cent during the earlier part of

the day.
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4) Many incidents involve more than one weapon, and some
more than one type of weapon. We recorded whether or not certain
kinds of weapons were present in each incident. Guns were
reported in 82 per cent of the cases, knives in 25 per cent, and
other weapons in 26 per cent. These latter included various
clubs, pipes, chains, bottles and so on, but excluded the use of
fists and feet.

5) A number of the homicide incidents resulted in the
recerding in the files of offenses in addition to homicide.
Forty-one per cent yielded one additional offense and 23 per cent
(for a total of 64 per cent) more than one. Most common of the
additional offenses were ADW (in 36 per cent of the incidents),
other homicide-~conspiracy, attempt, accessory--(in 29 per cent),
and robbery (in 12 per cent). Thus the homicides which led to
our cases were very often not isolated incidents, but the result
of a violent interchange between the parties involved, Indeed,
other victims sustained injuries in 29 per cent of these
incidents, an average of 1.59 other victims in such instances;

Reading the investigation files made it clear in many
instances that who finally becomes the homicide victim may often
be more a matter of chance than of planning; the initiator of a
.gang homicide incident may well become the deceased, or may in
fact never become knowg to the police. Unknown suspects
constituted almost a third of the suspects designated by the
police (e.g., "male Hispanic, early twenties, pendleton shirt

over blue pants®).
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6) Finally, it is worth noting that in 28 per cent of all
gang homicide incidents, intimidation, actual or attempted
retaliation, or fear of retaliation is mentioned in the
investigation file. This may be against the suspects or
witnesses; in either case, it is an oft-recorded feature of gang
killings, very much as reported in the media, to an extent far

greater than expected in homicides generally,

b. Participants: Gang homicide incidents are typically
not one-on-one affairs., As recorded in the homicide

investigation files, these incidents involve a mean of 4.53

participants on the assailant's side of the affair, and 3.86 on

the victim'’s side. There was One case with 24 participants on

the suspect's side, another with 86 on the victim's side. Such

figures make it clear that "participant® as we coded it does not

equal "suspect® or "victim," yet the mean numbers of suspects and
victims so designated by the sheriff'sg personnel, among the
participants, was 3.08 and 1.98 respectively. From the

enforcement viewpoint, then, a gang homicide tends to involve not

just an assailant and a victim in the midst of other onlookers,
but a situation with multiple active participants. As suggested

above, the eventual victim may often be determined as much by
chance as by original intent.

There was'no indication of prior contact between gang
victims and. their assailants in fully 53 per cent of the cases.

In only 13 per cent was there a clear, prior relationship, while

in 20 per cent there was some other, minimal prior relationship.
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As a separate category, seven per cent of the victims were listed
as innocent bystanders or cases of mistaken identity.12 Those
readers familiar with data on homicides will recognize that this
description of suspect/victim relationships is exceptional in its
depiction of the minimal relationship among these participants.
Part of the explanation for these patterns may lie in the
gang affiliations of victims and suspects in these gang cases, as

indicated in the police investigations. These affiliations are

not as high as one might expect. For instance, including those

involved in the homicides apndg the other associated offenses, 53
per cent of the cases had one or more designated victims with a
clear gang affiliation, and 61 per cent pad one or more
designated suspects with a clear gang affiliation. "Possible"
affiliation adds only 5 per cent to each group of cases. When
the comparison is limited to homigcide victims and homicide
suspects, the figures beéome 47 per cent and 76 per cent (of
known suspects, or 63 per cent of all suspects). This leaves

gquite a few gang céses without clearly gang-affiliated victims or
even gang-affiliated suspects.

Thus one reason for the low suspect/victim prior
relationships, noted above, may haveito do with the nature of
gang hbmicideé being not restricted to intergang hostilities (or;
alternatively, to the iocal police definition of gang-related
homicides; it will be recalled that the Los AngeleS‘definitionf
unlike Chicago and Philadelphia definitions, does not require

gang-on-gang incidents).. Another part of the explanation is that

1215 the remaining cases, there was insufficient information in the file to
permit coding of relationship.
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even in gang-on-gang homicides, many members of rival gangs are
unknown to each other, in many instances even by reputation,

Age, gender, and ethnic status also tell a story.13 The
average age of gang homicide suspects per case is 19.45, a fact
which seems to confirm reports of older gang-member involvement
in violence than was the case two decades ago. *Juvenile gangs"®
are now, perhaps, more properly labeled "street gangs."” The
victims of these homicides are older yet, averaging 23.19 years.
This age discrepancy of over three an& a half years further
confirms the suggestion that gang killings are no ionger
intergang events primarily; intergang homicides should yield less
discrepant average ages.

By contrast, there is greater homogeneity with respect to
gender and ethnicity. WHithin these LASD cases, 93 per cent
involve male homicide victims only, and 94 per cent involve male
suspects only. Ethnically, 82 per cent of the homicide victims
and 74 per cent of the homicide-charged suspects were Hispanic,

while 13 and 24 per cent respectively were Black. This is, of

13pemographic characteristics of the participants also tell a story. In the
next paragraphs, we w1ll report age, gender and ethnic status for gang hgm;g;ﬁg
yictins and suspects ¢ & h_hot je rather than all designated victims
and suspects. Withln each case, age 1s averaged for these individuals and gen=—
der is represented by the proportion of cases with all male homicide victims and
charged suspects. Ethnicity is more appropriately presented on an individual
rather than a case basis, so Ns will vary accordingly (323 homicide victims and
459 hamicide suspects). The following camparisons between victim and suspect
characteristics refer to each group separately; they do not involve within-case
canparisons of suspect and victim characteristics. These within~case comparison

variables were, however, considered for the discriminant analysis, to be report-
ed later.
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Course, partially a reflection of the Sheriff's jurisdiction.

More interesting is the homogeneity within each group. Almost
without exception, all victims are of the same race and all

charged suspects are of the same race (99 and 97 per cent

respectively). The predominance of Hispanic victims and suspects

suggests that victim/suspect homogeniety is quite high; Higpanics

kill Hispanics and Blacks kill Blacks,

In sum, then, these gang homicides involve multiple
Participants of relatively homogeneous character who are not,

nonetheless, well known to each other across sides, There are

many gang-related killings that are not of the gang-on-gang

character often depicted in the media. To an extent far greater

than is true of typical non-gang homicides, gang killings

included strangers similarly located in the social structures of

the society.

The characteristics of

the homicide settings and partiéipants described above are taken
from investigation files, Quite clearly, aspects of the
investigative Brocess may affect fhe detection and recording of
those characteristics, Thus, throughout'this analysis, selected

aspects of the files which may reflect more directly on the

investigative process will be reported. Although more pertinent

to comparative questions (e.g., changes over time, gang vs.
non-gang characteristics), we report here a few descriptive items
to provide the comparative base and a sense for the kinds of

variables which can be extracted for this purpose,
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Mogt central, perhaps, is the number of pages in the
investigative file, a reflection both of case complexity and of
investigative thoroughness (the reader may wish to refer again to
pages 50-52 which list many of the items to be found in a file).
The average LASD investigation required 52.5 pages, with a range
of one to 216 pages across the 312 cases.

A suybstantial number of pages are accounted for by
interviews. The average case included 2.75 interviews with
designated participants, 8.45 with informants of various kinds,
and 3.30 with witnesses for a total of 14.5 interviews per case.
The range for total interviews was from none to 58, Clearly, the
amount of investigative work on gang homicides varies greatly:;
one should avoid thinking in terms of "typical"” cases,

Obviously, not all homicide cases are cleared; some never
lead to the charging of a suspect for homicide. In the case of
LASD gang homicide cases, only 61 per cent ended with at least
one suspect charged for homicide, this despite the generally
acknowledged fact that homicide cases have one of the highest
clearance rates., Also of interest, because of the group nature
of gang homicides (a mean of 4.53 participants recorded on the
side of suspects), is that in the 189 cases with homicide charged
suspects, there was a mean of 2.56 suspects so charged, a rather
high mean for homicides and especially given the relatively high
proportion of cases (31%) with unknown suspects recorded in the

files and the mean number of unknown suspects per case overall

(.86).
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More confusing than charged suspects is the issue of
recorded arrests (see pages 58 to 63), 1In only 64 per cent of
the cases were arrests recorded fobviously One cannot arrest an
unidentified suspect, of which there were many in these gang
homicides). However, among such cases'there were, on the
average, 2.89 arrests, a figure very close to the average number

of suspects charged with homicide., The slightly higher number of

arrests reflects, among other things, arrests for offenses other

than homicide.

The reader may have néted the references here to several
different categories of assailants. We have participants on the
Suspect side, we have guspects, we have charged suspects, and we

have gar

3. They are not the same, but the
distinctions became necessary to reflect information in the files
which varied widely over many cases. Participant is a term we
will use often. It is inclusive, a research term rather than a
police term, and refers to persons on the scene, whether or not
they'were designated by the police as suspects or victims,

No single term "correctly” captures, by itself, the essence
of the counterpart to the victim, The victim is much easier fof
us, On the average, there were 1.98 designated victims per case
(victims hot only of homicide but of associated offenses in the
incident as well). Perhaps the best counterpart terminology on
the assailants' side, 'then, is designated suspect, a term
codeable with fegularity from the Sheriff's files. The average

number of designated suspects was 3.08. This is less than the
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number of participants on the suspect side but more than the
number of either charged or arrested suspects.

This term "designated suspect" (our term) is of interest
because it really does represent the deliberate, explicit
designation by the Sheriff's personnel--"suspect Juan Morales was
interviewed on May 17 of this year"--and provides a base for
judging investigative decisions about charging and arresting,
When we turn later to the analysis of the LAPD data, we will find
a different terminological approach is reguired to reflect a
different set of recording practices in that department.

Finally, because it too reflects on gang homicide complexity
and investigative processes, we have noted the listing of witness
addresses in the files. Follow-up interviews of on~the-scene
witnesses as well as interviews with witnesses not on the scene
are difficult if witness addresses are not recorded. Sixteen per
cent of the gang homicide cases had missing witness addresses.

In those cases, the missing addresses account for a half (.49) of
all the witnesses in the cases. This:iS'a considerable deficit,
albeit in only 16 per cent of the cases overall, A few of these
instances, we learned, resulted from deliberate withholding of
witness information for the protection of the witness.

We do not conclude from these data anything about
investigative thoroughness. These descriptive data apply to
complex homicide incidents as suggested by the earlier data on
settings and participants., But they will»provide the base for

comparisons over time and comparisons with non-gang homicides in
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the pages to follow, Some clarification of investigative

® pProCesses may thereby be obtained,

2.

For purposes of thisg
comparative analysis, we employ a sub-group of the total gang

pe sample to be referred to as the “restricted gang® Sample. It
will be recalled, for the sake of comparability, that the
non=gang sample was drawn from cases with at least one

& name-identified suspect between the ages of 10 and 30

¢+ inclusive

(see page 33). Thus for the gang/non-gang comparison we must

similarly limit the analysis to gang cases with at least one
e name-identified suspect between the ages of 10 and 30. This
reduces the gang population for the 4 1/2 yeai period from 312

cases to a sample of 226.

] A This loss of 86 cases represents a potential bias, but upon

investigation it appears that the loss in numbers is more of a

problem than is bias. The gang/non-gang comparison was made
twice, once with the full gang population and once with the
restricted gang sample. Among a total of 93 variables, there was
a difference in conclusion (significant VS. non-significant '
statistical difference) with respect to only seven variables.l4
An additional seven variables exhibited minor differences (e.g.,
significance levels altered from P < .01 to p < .05)., The
A rationale for limiting the analysis to the restricted gang sample
remains valid, What these data mean is thét, with relatively

little concern, the gang/non-gang comparisons to be presented

here gan reasonably be generalized to the full gang population.

l4s might be expected, most of these were related to the amission of unknown

Py suspects; e.d., proportions of cases with arrests, number of cases with suspects
charged with homicide, and proportion of unknown suspects over designated

- suspects.
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For these gang/non-gang comparisons, we will again present
data separately for three categories: characteristics of the
setting, characteristics of the participants, and characteristics
of the investigative process. In this.material, more detailed
tabular data will be presented.

a. Settindg: A large proportion of the descriptors of
homicide settings differ significantly between the restricted
gang and non-gang samples. Table 2 reports the data.

As Table 2 makes clear, most of the variables describing the
setting of gang and non-gang homicides yield significant
differences both statistically and substantively. The where and
the how of homicide is a function of the gang/non-gang
distinctions, The exceptions are time of day, presence of
knives, mean number of other victim injuries yhen there are such
injuries, and mean number of unknown suspects in cases where
there are such suspects.

Gang killings are far more likely to take place in public
settings. They are somewhat more likely to have auto
involvement, but this is principally a function of the
distinctive "drive-by"® shootings. They are more likely to
involve guns, and more weapons overall in the incident.

Gang incidents involve more additional offenses, especially
additional charges related to homicide and ADW, and more of these
incidents involve other injuries. There are more cases with

unknown suspects, and more cases involving intimidation or fear

of retaliation.
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Table 2
Setting Characteristicas for Regtricted Gang and
Non-Gang Samples (LASD)
Characteristics Regtricted : Characteristics Restricted . Non-gang b
Gang (n=226)% (20008 P Gang (n=226)"  (N=200) P
Location <3925 Type of Assoclated Offense (N=164) (N=105)
Street 48% (109} 148 (27 Per Case with Offense
Othféen Public 278 {61) 348 (67)
Res ce 24 (55) 53t (106)
Missing — = Othzt‘;n“;tcme (e.g.
. . 14
Auto 264%% Conspiracy) 45% (73) 228 (23) «230%%
e e 8 (85 ADH 578 (94)  39% (A1) 178+
Car Involved . 438 (98) S8 (104 oth 335 (38) 508 (53) - 262+
Shooting Out of Car 218 (48) a8 (7 et .
Hisaing x4 x Other Victim Injuries
L £
Cages with Drive—by (N=48) (N=7) Cases with Injuries 308 (67) 108  (20) .243
Shootings 698 (33) 29%  (2) .278% B Number Injured (N=6T) (H=20)
Time of Day e, Per Injury Case 1.69 l..35 n.s.
Daytime 11z (24) 128 (25)
sum .
Afterncon/Evening  32¢ (73) 338  (66) O con rath Unknoms 19 (43) 78 (4)  .169%
Nighttime 568 (127) 518 (102)
Mean Number Per
Hissing e @ ® (D Designated Suspect® .11 .03 .202%%
Heaponsg .
Guns Present 80% (180) 608 (120)  .218%*: "%';tm Per Case ‘;“.‘}i’ ‘i";}:’ e
Missing — {0 — (1 Mean Rumbe r°;e"‘; Des : . +Be
Knives Present 318 (700 Bg% (13 n.s. S ct Per C@ e * .
Missing — {1} g (2} E
Other Weapons with Unknowns .54 .54 n.s.
v *
:;:2::;‘ ?_’E %;” 2;': g;’) -128 Fear of Retaliation . 290%*
Mean Total Number . Present 338 {75) 108 (19)
Missing — {1} -— {0)
of Weapons 2.23 1.68 .160%%
Asgoclated Offenses
. None 278 (62) 48% (95)
One : 43% (98) 288 (57) W21 2%%
More Than One 298  (66) 248 (48) :
Mean Number 1.12 .90 .108*
Legend

a. Most variables refer to the number of cases (226 and 200). Where Ns differ, e.g.
by reason of sub-sampling or use of participants rather than cases, the different Ns
are indicated.

b. * Significance levels were determined as appropriate by chi squares or t-tests.
Levels of assoclation in the last column were determined as appropriate by Phi,
Cramer's V, or Pearson’s r, respectively, for 2x2 tables, 2xN tzbles, and interval
level data. A single asterisk (*) denotes the .05 level of significance; a double
asterisk (**) denotes the .01 level.

c. See the earlier discussion of suspect/victim cases. These are deleted in the
table from all variables involving police deslignation of suspects or victims
(non—suspect victims). The resulting Ns here are 205 for gang and 178 for non—gang
cases, .

€8
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In sum, most of the setting variables do differentiate

between gang and non-gang homicides. Gang homicides appear to be

considerably more visible and more violent, Yet the differences

are not so striking as one might have suspected, The street vs,

residence location represents a major difference, but killings in

other public settings shows little gang/non-gang difference.

Location, with a Cramer's v of .392, is the most outstanding

difference among these setting variables, but a coefficient of

.392 is not particularly high., Expected differences in such

matters as auto involvement, weapon use, and fear of retaliation

emerge, but they have considerably lower coefficients,

Auto use, often associated with the "modern, mobile street

gang,"” attains statistical significance in Table 2 primarily by

virtue of cases of shooting out of a car, yet drive-by shootings,

presumably the quintessence of gang killings, occurs in only 33

of 226 cases. Similarly, fear of retaliation is noted in a third

of the gang cases~-one might have expected a higher figure--but
also in 10 per cent of the non-gang cases. The difference in

presence of various weapons, also, is less striking than might

have been expected,
Finally, the fact that less-heralded variables such as

presence and type of associated offenses, injuries to other

victims, and number of unknown Suspects also emerged in this

analysis (admittedly with low coefficients of association) helps

to £ill out a picture of the gang homicide setting., As compared

to the non/gang setting, it is less dramatically different than
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is often depicted to be the case, but more broadly different than

is generally recognizgd. This suggests a generally qualitative

as well as quantitative difference.

b, Participants: The second pattern of possible differences

concerns the characteristics of the homicide suspects and
victims,13 Table 3 reports the data,

As with the setting variables, the participant variables
clearly distinguish gang from non-gang casas,16 In a number of

instances, the differences are quite striking., Gang homicides
involve two and a half times as many participants, on both the
suspect and victim side. They are twice as likely never to have
had known prior contacts, less than oné third as likely to have
had a clear prior relationship. Suspécts charged with homicide
are almost five years younger and homicide victims almost six
years younger in gang incidents, despite the age restrictions (10
to 30). Gang suspects and victims in this jurisdiction are far
more likely to be Hispanic, and almost never White, in conéraéf

to the more even ethnic breakdown in non-gang cases.

lsPart1c1pants and relationship refer to individuals on the scene. All other

characteristics refer to suspects and victims of the sampled hamicide, not of
the associated offenses.

16Readers may have noticed a singular absence of an important participant
characteristic, prior record. The LASD files were found to be an unreliable
source for collecting priors. Missing values approach 50 per cent for suspects,
75 per cent for victims among both gang and non-gang cases. It was unclear
whether the lack of information was attributable to the failure to record in-
stances in which a check was done with negative results (evident in roughly 10%

of non-gang de51gnees and less than half that number for gang designees) or to
the absence of a prior record check.
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Table 3
Participant Characteristics for
Restricted Gang and Non-Gang Samples (LASD}
Characteristics Restricted Non-Gan Characteristics Restricted Non~-Gang
Gang (N=226)3  (N=200)2, P Gang (N=226)3  (N=200)2 P
Participants Mean Age (¥=188) (N=166)
Total 8.96 3.59 344% Homicide Suspects 19.36 24.11 -, 220%*
Missing 3 6 (8=224) (N=200)
On Suspect Side 4.07 1.79 .386%* Homicide Victims 23.41 29.20 ~.215%%
Missing 7 7 :
On Victim side 4.70 1.79 2 262%% Gender (R=188) (1=166)
Missing 6 1 Homicide Buspects,
All Male 948 (177} 848 (139) .168%
Relationship .4942% (N=226) (N=200)
No Prior Contact 508 (114) 238  (46) Homiclde victims,
Minimal Familiarity 268 (59) 8% (16} All Male 92¢ (208) 828 (164) 151%%
Clear Prior Contact 18% (40) 64¢ (129)
Mistaken Identity/ , Ethnicity, Homicide (N=458) (N=238) 505%%
Innocent Bystandee 5% (11) 28 (4) SuspectsC®
Missing 18 (2) 28 {5 Black 248 (11)) 428 (99)
Hispanic 748 (340) 308 (72)
Gang Affiliation, White 13 (4) 27% (65)
Homicide Suspects {N=188) (N=166) .762%* Other 18 (3) 13 (2)
No Mention 138 (30) 928 (152) '
At Least ‘ Ethniclty, Bamicide (1=236) (N=209) .498%%
. One Clearly Gang 76% (143} 5% (B) Victims®
At Least One Black 128 (28) 328 (67)
Possibly Gang g8 (15) 4% (6) Rispanic 838 (195) 398 (81}
thite 3t (6) 29%  (60)
Gang Affilation, .524%% Other 38 (7} — {31
Homicide Victimg
No HMenticn 45¢ (102} 94% (180)
At Least
One Clearly Gang 47% (206) 48 9
At Least
One Possibly Gang 7% (16) 28 (3)
Missing iz (2) —  {0)
legend

" a. Most variables refer to the number of cases (226 and 200).

wWhere Ns differ,

e.9.; .by reason of sub-sampling or use:of participants rather than cases, the
different Ns are indicated.

b. Significance levels were determined as appropriate by chi squares or t—tests.
Levels of association in the last column were determined as appropriate by phi,

Cramer's V, or Pearson's r, respectively, for 2x2 tables, 2xN tables, and interval
level data., A single asterisk (*) denotes the .05 level of significance; a double
asterisk (**) denotes the .01 level.

c. Reported by individmal, rather than by case.

98
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The contrast between setting and participant variables ig
easily illustrated by reference to the measures of association.
The highest coefficient in Table 2 was .392. Table 3 containg
five larger coefficients; it seems clear that the participant
variables are important. The ethnicity difference is not
surprising; Los Angeles has long been known for its Hispanic
gangs. The absence of White Suspects and victims in contrast to
non-gang cases confirms for this area the well-known, if
occasionally lamented, absence of White ethnic gang activity (as
contrasted, say, with Chicago in its gang heyday, or Boston with
its earlier clashes between Italian, Irish, and even Jewish
gangs) .

The relationship difference may be surprising to some
readers, because in decades past gangs were generally portrayed
as preying primarily upon each other., The assumption was
presumably that warring gang members knew each other at. least by
reputation, and often by sight and name as well, The assumption
may have been weak--~it certainly seems to be today. Further, the
assumption of gang forays limited to the hangouts of other known
gang members seems untenable. Territories of activity may remain
predictable, but eventual victims may not,

One other point in Table 3 is of particular interest, That
there are major differences in gang affiliation is of course no
surprise; it is practically definitional., Rather, one might

question why the difference is not even larger. Why are there 9

per cent of the non-gang cases with indications of gang
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affiliation for suspects, and 7 per cent in the case of victims?
Why do 16 per cent of the gang cases have no mention of gang
affiliated suspects, and as many as 45 per cent in the case of
victims? These are potential (but only potential) false

positives and false negatives, cases in which the sheriffs nay

have mislabeled the cases asg gang or non-gang,

C.

8¢ Do gang homicides receive

different investigative effort than non-gang homicideg? The
question is complex, because the nature of the cases, as we have
seen, is considerably different and could understandably require
investigative differences, However, this effect could also be
confounded by the development of special gang squads within
enforcement agencies, and by special community gang control

programs which might in turn have specific impact upon gang

investigations.. To prepare for material on this qguestion, we

report in Table 4 on the gang/non-gang comparisons for six

selected investigative variables.

Once again, we are dealing with a preponderance of
significantly different patterns, although there are two
reversals of directions when denominator controls are employed,
Gang cases involve moré effoft, as measured by length of file and
numbers of interviews, but the evidence suggests perhaps less
success in charging, designating suspects and victims, and in
getting the addresses of witnesses. Since gang cases involve
more effort, the implication would be that the lower success

rates are due to the greater complexity of gang cases, a feature




Table 4
Investigation Characteristics for Restricted
Gang and Non—Gang Samples (LASD)

€38

Characteristic Restricted = Non-Gang Characteristic Restricted  Kon-Gang
Gang (N=226)2  (N=200)2 o Gang (N=226)2  (N=200)2 P
Pages of Investigation Arrests
Means 63.5 55.8 .095* Cases with Arrests 888 (198) 86% (173) n.s.
Missing 08 (2) 2% (4)
Interviews (n=180) {n=156)
Total Per Case 16.14 11.90 .230%* Munber of Arrests
With Designated in Cases with .
Participants 3.57 1.82 344r% ArrestsC 2.83 1.52 «347%*
Hith Witnesses 3.70 1.57 «316%* Nunber of Arrests
With Informants 8.87 8.51 n.s. Per SuspectC .87 .98 n.s.
Proportion with All
Designated Part. Designated ParticipantsC  (N=205) (n=178)
Minus Unknown Des. Suspects 3.64 1.83 +382%%
Suspects® .62 .51 ~207%% Des. Suspect Per
Susp, Side
Charged Suspects (Homicide) Participant 1.11 31.12 n.s.
Cases with Homicide Designated Victims 2.15 1.37 272%%
Charges 83¢ (189) 83t (166} n.s. Des. Vict. Per
Victim's sige
Mean Suspects {n=188) {n=166) Participant .71 .90 —.312%%
Charged Per
charged Case 2.56 1.49 J311%# Witness Addresses
Cases with Witness
Suspects (harged .81 <95 —.150%% Address Missing 19% (42 5% (10} «207%**
Per Suspect Sicde Mean Witness Addresses {N=42) {8=10)
Participant Missing Per Case
with Address
Missing 2.20 2.36 n.s.
Legend :
a. Most varlables refer to the mumber of cases (226 and 200). Where Ns differ,
e.g. by reason of sub-sampling or use of participants rather than cases, the
different Ns are indicated.
b. Significance levels were determined as appropriate by chi squares or t-tests.
Levels of assoclation in the last column were determined as appropriate by Phi,
Cramer's V, or Pearson’s r, respectively, for 2x2 tables, 2xN tables, and interval

level data. A single asterisk (*} denotes the .05 level of significancey a double
asterisk (**) denotes the .01 level.

©. See the earlier discussion of suspect/victim cases. 'These are deleted in the
table fram all variables involving police designation of suspects or victims
(non-suspect victims). The resulting Ns here are 205 for gang and 178 for non-gang
cases, .
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implicit in the data reported in Tables 2 and 3 about settings
and participants.

Note, however, that tﬂe measures of association yield rather
low coefficients in Table 4. No variable stands out as highly
differentiating between gang and non-gang cases, This generally
present but weak effect is directly relevant to our question

about the impact of police investigations on the designation of

homicides as gang or non-gang related. To judge from the data

presented thus far, the impact is minor,
3. Ratterns over time

It was noted earlier that changes over time were generally
not of such a magnitude as to invalidate the descriptions based
on data aggregated over the 4 1/2 years of the LASD data
collection period. Having just presented these aggregated data,
it is appropriate now to discuss the time-related patterns.

For this purpose, we looked at the data for thirty-one
discrete variables or inclusive categories of variables (e.g.,
arrest patterns, all interviews) for 'the total gang homicide
population (n=312). Three patterns~emergea from this data
review: variables exhibiting no discernible patgern of change,
variables exhibiting linear changes over time, and variables

exhibiting curvilinear patterns. Good examples of each are the

following:
1978 1879 1280 198]1 1282
(1/2)
a. No Pattern-Clear
Relationship 12% 11% 16% 143 17%
b. Linear-Night
Incidents 73% 62% 57% 53% 45% .

C. 'Curvilinear-Cases
with ADW Charges 29% 33% 45% 36% 34%




The patterns must be looked at rather tentatively, because
the number of cases per yvear is dramatically reduced from the
total numbers on which the prior data tables were based. For
1978 through the first half of 1982, the numbers of cases are,
respectively, 59, 84, 82, 58, and 29. The problem of missing
data further decreases the numbers for some years and some
variables., Nonetheless, we will look at the three patterns in
two ways, first grouped by our prior categories of setting,
participant, and