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TOWARD THE FORMULATION OF CRiMS INDICATORS: ROSBZERIES IN LOS ANGELAES CO8 ey

B8y Rocco Caporale (St. John'’s University) :;7€¥;\n

The collection of crime statistics in thes USA is a ac ostly and
complex operation which involves 32,000 police units voluniyry 8225

cooperating with the F3I, and reporting aCCOIdl“ to wall L.“in~ ™~
lished procedures detailed in the Uniform Crime Reporiing i :«'V:ﬂ;!éfigp&
Yet this massive effsrt amownis to littie moxe ﬁhan medicnrea "na¢¢g§fir
bookkeeping,' as Robext K., Marion aporopriately calls it, ainan o+ yaata
does not provide more reliazble information on cruses and FO&G&~LU.5?; <
of crime irends in the nation.=> C et ey
. T2 S
B ) \_;;:,‘ t-f\ib
However, when we consider that a large nuabexr of police dun.ce. W5
menis throsghout the U.S. do not publish systemztic reporis on %??ﬂ:: R
activities on a zegular baq1° (Los, Angeles County Sherifi's Eep;:iﬂ .( =
nent and the LAPD are outs ding excopiions in this raspest),. o ‘
#BI Uniform Crime Report sta_’z cut i s usafiet “?’

- a o C’*L,
informatizn on oosurronce of ar

the U.C,R. ends here. For, whan
conciusions Ifrom the U.CoR. the
mountable. Sellin, Welfgang and
wourk to highlighi some of th=z fal :
werken these modes of public raporiting, wnforiunately wiih Lioy e
or nu resulis. 2 : )

- - N -
The resesarcher who looks to the Uﬁlform Crine Rzpoxt faor =
by 2

roﬁﬁlao and valid indicatoxr 2f crime ends is zscon disgmchanisd
with the rathar primitive devices LSwd in the report, =uch as the
crude '"crime dindex" and the evaen wmere nmisleading 'erime alosk,™ .

For a striking regularity obtaims in the substance and in Zhe
modality of reporting; they inevitably suggest thot corime is rising.
consistently and, cne would conclude, almost ineviiabiy. year afiu
year. It is difficult to dispel the f eeling that official ciwimg
‘reporting in the USA serves primarily the functicn of intens:ifying
the fears and apprehensions in the nation's populace, thus faoili-
tating the justification and acceptance of ever meounting reaguc PSS
fox more taxpayer's mon2y to finance a proegressively less gffaativn
system of law enforcemmnt and proitescticn of the acitimens, Swyengih
of police personnel and cost of police oparation has gon2 up GVar
-the past ten years at a fastex pace than the population of t
country and sven fasler than crimes itseif. It is this stat
disgulised ignorance that led Sellin to remark that '"the U.5, bhasz
the werst criminal statistics of any majer country in the WUzolenn
world,"3

Paper presented at the Annual Moeting of the Amsrican Scciclogical
Agsosiation in New York, Angint 28, 1973. This xescaxch was made peesidle
by NS¥ Grant GJ 923, Acknuuliedgrent ia“giVan to Ed WeBllyey of UTL4 end vo Deugl
Barnas of St.Jofm’s U, for their valuabie esslstonce In data preesssing,
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The shortcomings of our crime statistics notwithstandingp
represent the only hard informaticn we have at our disposal on a
qxucial sector of social iife. However much we may want to critia
cize, the lack of reliability and validity of these statistics
decisions of major importance are continuously being made on ¢h
basis of these data. It is evident that, antil an alternative
effective way of gathering reliable data on deviant bzshavior is
devised and put into operation our nation will be guided by avoile
able o;f1c1a1 statistics in its dzvelopment of policy to enhance
the level of safety from crime. The present task of the sociai
scientist is clearly a twofold one: 1., to press for systematic,
accurate reporting of crime accoxrding to a compatibia and uniform
format throughout the country; and 2, to intecxpret crime trends
for the nation in a professional and meanlngful way by devising

they
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intelligible and, as far as possible, simple indicators of thé
risk characteristics of a given area. This report aims to con-
tribute toward the second goal; while striving indirectly to
highlight the urgency of pu rsu;ng the first cbjective,

A closer scrutiny of crime statistics suggests two genp
hypotheses: 1. A crime index basad on geographical variations znd
on variations in criminal behavior (cr1m0a3p001f1c crime indeax)
is bound to be more informative thzn the currently cxude arius
index which lumps together all nmajor crimes for relaiwively larce
areas. 2. Variations in crime frequency fxom place to piace ogght
to reflect variations in factors most closely associaied with
crime inclidence. These factors can, in turxn, be usad as valid
predictors'of crim2 irends. -Whem we consider that the safety

"5 given area is of prime consxdeﬁahlon in the choice npxccess b
which 1nd1v1dualo and fam111es dec1do where ohey will :csxde,
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qpallry of lzfe in a glven 9r"a becomes self ev;dentc Fu;theamore
it is clear that, however well financed our efforts to stem the
detexrioration of the quality of life of our nation, they will be
ineffective unless we have at our dlaposal better knowledge of
conditions fosterzng crimas,

As a first step in this dlbectlon, we desxgned an . explor - .hry
study of comparatlve incidence of xobbaries in the various cr.
munities of Los Angeles County with the aim to establlshlng
differential susceptibilily to high or low rates of rcbberies in
the above communitiess ] .

The study of robberv..

The selection of xobbery for the purpose of developing crirce
indicators was prompted by several.reasons. First, robbery is
the one crime that ccmbines violence against the person with loss
of property. Second; robbery is the only violent ¢rime againut *
the perscn where the victim is most often unknown to th2 assaileant,
‘and consequently is apt to generate more fear and apprehsngion.

" regulariiy most such eventso,

Othex violent crimes such as murder, rape,; and assault involve

very often pexsons who are relaiaed to each other or have at
least some passing acquaintance with each othexr Third, with the
exception of very small children tha exposed Dopulaclon in the
case cf robbery is cosxtensive with the act! tual population of a
given arxea, while for most other crimes the @ xposed pepu‘atlcn
diffexrs comsiderably fxom the toital populatica of the arza.
Fouxth, robberies wexe seleited for analysis because of the low
discrepancy frequently cbserved betwazen robberies commitied and
robberies repoxritsd ox known to tha pelice. Unlike other crimes -
for wnich a wide discrepanny obiains between thz itwo statistics,
robberies are (after murdsrs and after theft) the mout visibla ‘
crimes, to the extent that the victims xeport with sufficient
Sellin and'wOlfgang have argusad
that offenses most 1likely to be reported in a constant xatio i
the total commitited were those which inflict some bodilv narm on
a victim and/or cause property lous by thefi, damage or destrucs
tion, & hypothesis that sesms to be well corrvoborated by occaszicnal
crime surveyvs.? Finally, in the visw of preminent avimino olcgiuts
robbary is rightly seen as the "bellwether offence in the crime index"
in Amsrica today, although it may not necessaxily represent i
nost "costly" cxime: in 1965 the amount of woney lost 4o robbari
in the nation was estimated at approximatziy $50 millicn, indz=d a
small fraction of the tntal cost of crime.>

;.

"

. Ve therefore came to ihe conclusion that, within tha cenizal
concern of a state of the region seport, namely the gensrxaticn of

indicators of quality of life for a given region, a well Lformulated
index ¥or xobberies in a given area cught ¢o provide 2z significant
and ccononic reading on one of the majoxr souxces of fear among our

f
si

| peopile; and suggesi a viable methodology toward generating addi-

tional indicators of safety and/or riske.

.
g
Ihe rescarch design.

For the purpose of this project the area of interest was
limited to Los Angeles Countiy. Countyewide reporting of cxinz
incidence regriras a simple aggregation of detailed data found
in thz U.CoRe, but we were interestied in a mode of xapoxting that
would provide acnurata reading of variations bziween sufficiznily
sm21l comrunities in the county, while at ths same time giwving
indications of conditions ihat appear associaied with variaitioaw
of crime between communities. To this end we establishad a com-
parative ranking of the communities, idsntified relatliconships

" bertweean crime data and census data, and corpared ouw u,ﬂdlngn

with data on parception of crime; derived independently in the
course of a countyewide survey.

Q| : :
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Scope of the research,.

Ouxr study was limited to the 77 incorpoxated communliies within
Los Angeles County and the 17 police reporting districts of the city
cf Los Angeles (an area coextensive with the 70 planning divisions
of the city). The 48 unincorporated places in the Conuty were not
included because they were too anomzliouns with respact to tha cons
cept of "commmity" we were using, namely a politically and scaially
identirfiable mnit which forms thz2 most specific xe
ficaticn foxr people living there, and foxr which Cr "
and Ceasus statistics on a comparable gecgrephic basis. are availables
Within the Couniy of Los Angeles; police jurisdiciicns do not com=
pletaly coincide with community boundaries nor with the divisicms
used by the Bureau of Census. The boundaries between Cesnsus Tragts
and Police Reporting Distvicts show great variance and only frocs
tional overlap. The work of establiishing common units of measurement
and identical areas of discopurse; therefore, presents grave problems
that continuously bring home to the researcher the desirability and
pressing nesd to legislate homeogenecus jurisdictions for the vacious
public service operatiocns (such as Census; Police, Education, Haalth,
Welfaxe; etco.) as an absolute precondition for a reliable and meanings
ful sceial accountinge. ’ '

In cxder to gather county-wide data four setis of reports had to
be usad, that ds thz2 Reports of the Los Angeles Police Deparimoni,
the Reports of the Los Angales County Sheyiff®s Department, the
Reports of Independent Police Depariments of incoxporated ciiiss not
undar contract with the County Sheriff, and, natvrally, the U, C.
Report. The muiltiplicity of xreports is not as.critical a probdlam,
howevar; as the variasions in rmodes and caiggories of reporting
followad by the variocus police jurisdictions.

‘. The rasearceh Dronesss

Our xesearch of robbery zates proceeded through ithree majox
steps: in the first step we put together data on xobberies Fox the
77 incceporated commanities in the Connty and the 17 police divi=
sions in the City .of Los Angales for the fiscal yeays 1961 and
1070, the closest match %o the Census vears., We ranked the 94
locations on the basis of robbery za C00 population,
arranging them in descending order freom the highest to the lowast
rate; on tha basis of the 1970 census data (ses Table I). Rates
of increas2 in population and in robberies baitwesen 1963 and 1970
were ¢ilculated for each commnity. A simpie inspseilon of trands
as illusirated in Table I ig very illuminating, for it suggesis
hypotheszs and highlighis anomalies.
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The second step consisted in selecilng the six highest and
six lowest xanking conminities for further analvsis using the
census data. From among the information provided by thz census
we selented variables having to do with community population distri-
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butiocn, age groups, econonic status, education, ewployment, housing
and poverty ievel. 'In the last step we compared the statistics fox
robberies in the varicus communities with the data of a sample of
respendents from the same communities on their percepticn of salfety
in the commurity. In selecting the 12 communities with respec=
tively the highest and the lowest incidence of robberies% we left
out sections of Los Angeles c¢ity and bypassaed a few communities
outside Los Angeles, bescause they were significantly out of propox-
ion for compariscn or because we did not have complete dnta fLox

i

them o . - -

The Ffindingse.

Table I vividly iliustrates the legitimacy of our aguestiocning
the curreat use of "crime index," which pretends to gauge crime
rates by lumping together all seven major crimes (wl:ile) ignoring
population variations between comzunities at different times., Soma
of the communities studied, for instance. have evparienced considen-
ahle perceniage increase in population during the past degade; but
have expsrisnced a significanit decrease in robbariess (e.g. Walnu®,
Clavemont, Monterey Park, Artesia, Roscmead, ELl Monte, Wiittier,
Hawihorn=, Roiling Hills). On the other hand wo CRMiz ALXUSS
communifiés where the pupulatiion had actually decreased, while
yobberiss have increased ¢onsiderably. " Many sections of the Ciiy
of Los Angeles reprzsent this situation., - L

3

The cénsiderable range of variation between high=robbery rate
comminities such as Compton and Central Los Angeles, on the one

hand, and low-xobbery rate communiiies, such as Glendora and Ancadia,

confirms the hypothesis that crime=specific and comparatively oxigi--
nated indices can tell a different and more meaningful story than

do indicators derived through illegitimate aggregaticn cof statistics
and geographical sites. The conventional F3I "crime index".for the
area all; but submerges the fine distinctions and the anomal%e§ thai
stand out whan specific crimz rates are calculated for specific
locations on the basis of specifically exposed population.

The inescapable conclusion of our study is that population
alone is not a valid base for defining meaningfuil indices of crime
rates and threats to the quality of life in a given area. Specific
subpopulations by conmunities and at different ?1mes evld?nc? con-
siderable variations, which are all but neutralized when indices
are devised on the basis of illegitimate aggregationse.




» . . TABLE T ; - | ' TABLE I (Cont'd.)

LOS ANGELES COUNTY ‘ & o !
RANKING OF GEOGRAPHIC COMMUNITIES BY INCIDENCE OF . . oo
ROBBERY PER 1,000 PERSONS (1970 DATA ) ‘ o Community . Population T Robbery /1,000
i . Percent _ Percent
S : ' k. 1961 1970 Increase 1961 1970 Increase
Communi ty Population Percent Robbery /1,000 percent | —— il == Lhcrease
1961 1970 Increase . 1961 1970 Increase ﬁ Baldwin Park 33951 47285 39.0 0.648 1.459 125,.2
- 1 Van Nuys (L.A.) 179659 241859 34.6 0.612 L.447 136.4
Vernon ) 228 261 14.0 26,316 65.134 147.5 El Monte 14040 69837 397.0 2.707 1,418 - 47.6
Central (L.A.) 145203 32444 ~-77.7 5.8125 35.35 © 508.2 Downey 82505 88445 7.0 0.436 1.413 224.1
Industry 734 714 - 3.0 : 16.81 : Maywood 14593 16996 16.9 1.164 1.412 21.3
Newton (L.A. 76590 85535 11.2 7.413 13.164 ©77.6 La Puente 24524 31092 27.0 1.383 . :
77th (L.A.) 227250 209416 - 7.7 5.395 11.241 108.4 Hermosa Beach 16166 17412 8.0 0.742 1.378 85.7
Southwest (L.A.) 174670 185818 6.4 5.988 8.691 45,1 San Gabriel 22511 29176 30.0 0.267 1.302 387.6
Compton 71812 78611 9.0 2.312 8.396 263.1 Irwindalc 1313 784 -40.0 0.762 1,276 67.5
Wilshire (L.A.) 253009 224162 -11.4- 2.304 6.179 168.2 South ElMonte 4831 13443 178.0 2.070 1.190 - 42.5
Hollywoecd (L.A. 176274 188768 7.1 2.008 “5.260 162.0 Alhambra 54807 62125 13.0 0,566 1.175 107.6
Inglewood . 63390 89985 42.0 1.041. - 5.123 392.1 Duarte 13939 14981 7.0 0.861 1.135 31.8
Huntington Park 29920 * 33744 13.0 1.771 5.068 186.2 Manhattan Beach 33934 35352 4,0 0.442 1.131 155.9
Rampart (L.A.) 194667 . 4.906 . Azusa : 20551 25217 23.0 0.584 1.031 76.5
Lynwdod o . 31614 43353 37.0 0.981 4,360 3444 El Segundo 14043 15620 11.0 0.142 1.024 521.1
Culver City 32163 31035 - 4.0 1.492- 4,285 178.2 West Valley (L.A.)252418 265458 5.2 C.321 - 1.013 215.6
Pasadena 116407 113327 - 3.0 0.558 4,059 627.4 ' Burbank 90155 88871 - 2.0 0.399 0 968 42.6
San Fernando 16040 16571 3.0 0.810 3.802 369.4 Whittier , 33663 72863 116.0 0.624 0.961 54.0
Hollenbeck (L.A.) 84883 109131 28,6 ~ 1.543 3.546 129.8 Lomita ‘. uninc. 19784 - 0.960
Hawailian Gardens uninc. 8811 ' 3.518 Torrance 100991 134584 . 33.0 0.386 0.959 148.4
Gardena - 35943 41021 14,0 ) 1.447 . 3.437 137.5 Artesia 10020 14757 47.0 0.998 o 0.949 - 4.9
Santa Monica 83249 88289 6.0 1.634 . 3,409 108.6 Palmdale 8511 | 7 0940 -
Long Beach 344168 358633 4.0 1.485 3.329 124,2 Glendale 119442 132752 11.0 0.22» - 0.859 280.0
Lawndale 22091 24825 12.0 1.313 3.021 - 130.1 1 Lakewood 67126 82973 . 24.0 0.343 0.856 . 149.6
Commerce 8899 10536 18.0 2.247 2,942 30.9 ’ West Covina 50645 68034 34.0 0.395 0.838 112.2
Bell Gardens - . 264867 29308 11.0 "0.491 2.866 4853.7 : South Pasadena’ 19423 22979 18.0 0.257 0.827 221.8
Signal Hill 4647 .~ 5582 20.0 0.646 2.687 315.9 - " Covina 20069 30380 51.0 0#299 0.823 175.3
South Gate 52831 w 56909 6.0 0.743 2.636 ©254,8 Devonzhire (L.A.) 147475 . 0.807
Farbor (L.A.) 111484 129778 16.4 1,785 2.558 43,3 La Mirada 30808 0.714
Venice (L.A.) ~ 131926 203515 54.3 0.857 2.476 188.9 Temple City 31838 29673 - 7.0 0.251 0.708 182.1
Paramount 27249 - 34734 27.0 2.447 _ San Dimas . uninc. 15692 0.637
Beverly Hills } "308L7 33416 8.0 0.649 2.304 255.0 Monterey Park ! 37821 49166 30.0 0.502 0.610 21.5
Pomona 67157 87384 30.0 0,566 2.243 © 296.3 " Glendora 22259 31349 41.0 0.269 0.542 101.5
Cudahy 16998 ‘ ‘ 2,177 . Arcadia 41005 42868 5.0 0.341 0.537 57.5
Montebello 32097 472807 ~33.0 - 0.841 1.869 122.2 Cerritos uninc. 15856 ) 0.505 .
Pico Rivera 49150 54170 10.0 0.529 1.809 242.0 : Palos Verdes Est 11357 13641 20.0 0.440
Hawthorne 33035 53304 61,0 , 1.483 1.801 21.4% La Verne 6460 12965 101.0 0.155 0.386 149.0
Monrovia 27079 30015 11.0 0.665 1.799. 170.5 Claremont 12746 23464 84.0 0.000 0.341
Bell 19622 .21836 11.0 0.764 1.786 + 133.8 _ Rolling Hills Est 3972 - 6027 52.0 0.252 0.332 v 31.7
Santa Fe Springs 16365 14750 - =10.0 0.489 1.695 246,.6 Sierra Madre 9781 12140 24.0 0.329
Redondo Beach 46986 56075 - 19,0 0.532 1.694 218.4 f San Marino 13507 14177 5.0 0.222 0.282 27.0
North Hollywood 123789 174020 40.6 0.921 1.643 78.4 } Walnut 987 5992 507.0 0.167
Mortheast (L.A.) 162178 150424 = 7.2 0.660 1.589 - .. 140.8 ‘ Avalon 1539 1520 - 1.0 0.0 0.0
Foothill (L.A.) 218678 191717 ~12.3 0.585 1.565 = 167.5 Bradbury 621 1098 77.0 0.0f 0.0
- Bellflower 44846 51454 15.0 0.914 1,555 70.1 Hidden Hills uninc. 1529 0.0 0.0 .
W. Los Angele 218710 215313 - 2.6 0.562 1.551 175.9° Rolling Hills / 1690 2050 21.0 0,40 0.0
Carson o 38059 71150 87.0 ‘ 1.546 . -~
- Rosemead 15111 40972 171.0 1,059 1,538 45,2
Norwalk ’ 88739 91827 3.0 0.586 : 1.535 161.9
Q

Q




Pattzrns of associztion and predictors of robbery trends.

With the help of 1970 Census data, we explored pogsible asscriaw
tions between Yecomumunity! charactexigtics and rates of rcobberies,
Table I again indicates thau xates of zobberies in the 24 localities
studied have changed considesrably over the past ten vears; but also
that the range of wvariation beitween these raies has widened con-
siderably in the same pericd. The percent inarease in xobbery rates
shcws even greater variation from commenity to conmunity. fox -the-
two times studied, from a decrease of 47% in El Monte (whare popu-
lazipon has increased by 390)? to an increase of 627 in Fasadena
(whegv population has eased by I%), and un incrgase of 621% in
El Segundo {(whare pcpul on has increased by 11%). We sarmissd that
a compaxison beitwe2n high robberyarute comunities and law-=xcobhery
rate communities would provide some cluss to thase variations, and
possibly lead <o the eatablishment of a predictive equation of high
and low robbsry prone co i
we warzs able to establish a cox
eceononics ~dgnographic vaiiable fc s nd
which ccuid be thought of as influencing robbexy rates. 7Two cepena
dent variables were considered throunchout; the abaolute number of
robberies (freguencies), @nd the number of robbaries per 1,000
persons (rates). Tables IX, III, and IV show the original data on
robbery and some of thz moxra imporiant socle=eccnonic=dencgraphic
variables for the ccommunities analyzed.
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NOESELFS AND POPULATTON CHARACTERTSYICS IR SELECTZD COMAUNITIES LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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Nuubew of
Spanish Pamlilies

o0 nobharies 'TO"&'.‘.'S. . ¥hilss " Black Sursame Numbsy of Below Pove
. Robberies /1,000-1970 Pgpulation Popwletion Population Popwiation Families ~ wruy Lewd)
lra Robbery Commumd ties S ' ' '
Compton 860 8,396 Wh93  EOUT0 56,135 10,656 17,182 .59
Tugleunod | L6 Bol25 . 90,01k 77,606 1.0,027 11,059 21,100 1,303
suntingron Pawle AT 50068 . 33,796 32,926 Ls . 12,14 8,957 999
Tyeoed 189 4,360 13,385 . h%;522 LG 75639 1,722 951
Cuwiver City 133 o283 21,350 85,911 13 b,187. 8,607 5C0
Pa.stdetin ‘ ' L£0 L0059 IA3,25% 90,948 18,352 12,993 28,L79 2,199
Loy Robbery Communities .
YeVerna 5 0,385 22,930 12,769 ko 2,08 3,274 202
Charemont 8 0o341 ' 23,480 22,732 335 1,336 A5,16-9 | 166
IHlling HI1le Estates 2 0.332 6,015 '59935 o 362 1,506 - 32
Sierrn Mudve Iy (248 1e;04h0 n,8h7 18 865 3,132 10l
San Harino L 0,282 o2 . 14,195 0 868 3,968 76"

Welnud i 0,167 5,992 5,80k .9 L2 1,011 8o

°8



I'\ICOI’E AND FOU:JN(} CHARQOTF‘%ISTICQ « SELECTED COMMUNITIES 108 ANGELES OOUNTY

mELE I

Namper of

Number of

Nunbker of

Numbor ¢f

. : Famllies  Fanmlilies  Denbere  Kuuber of e ber-0os e
. 4970 Rebberias - Mean Family umnar-Ose. Rentar-Oeco Oscupled Persona«Unit Unlbe With
High Rebbesy Comuiﬂ'ﬁggm}bem 8 [4,000:0970  Income  Bakow Povo Below Pove Unti Rember-Occo . MO {Xu’m ™
Conpton 660 Ba9s %32 L0 2020 B9 3.3 2,259
Inglewood 461 50123 31,783 Gty 2,467 23,377 377 35326
I—Suﬂtihg*bon Paric ,.1'?1 5,068 9,408 364 1,706 ' 10,950 3,05 53 .
Lyzwood 189 10360 30,723 539 1,150 15915 2068 1,209
Cuwlver City 153 150289 13,07k 235 623 5,757 2,40 T
Pasudesa 150 112059 k226 1,061 L1352 21,939 2015 6, 80%
Low Robbexy Gczmnur:;tt?;.w
—T.,..‘.\IEZ‘TZG | 5 0,366 11,9725 50 153 1,05 3022 186G ’
Clarencn’ 8 N8 16,960 o 393 o108 203% Lhs
Rotling Hilds Butotios # 00332 75 0 .02 az ' 0 10 Lo2% 0
gierra Madro I | 0;3'29 15,802 T 223 1,759 207 ‘199
San laring It 0,282 32,923 90 30 37h 2,72 25
Wolaub b 0,167 15,237 L3 (I 306 3042 20

"ot -




TABLE IV

L A

EELOIMENT AND YOUTH POPULATION ~ SELECTED COMUNITIES LOS ANGKLFS COUNTY

. DIZRET A e e bt

ety

Robberies  HNuwber Number Males 1621 Fowo 16421  Males 16-%)1 Femo 16-21 Mzles éSo-

& 1970 /1,00 Mades = TFemaleg NWot H3 Grad  WNot H® Gred HeSo Grad HeSe Grad w/ Less
| Robberdes 1970 b2l  Mip-2h  Usemploged = Unemployed  Unemployed . Unamployed 3 yrs HS
7h Rehbery Communlties o . -

mpten. g0 Bags  TuSh BTh 3k 65 0 By 83w
nglewood . h&L 5123 7,781 8,360 Ak 2k 150 540 apm
'untington Ferk 171 50068' 2,313 2,087y T | 333. ' 57' 237 5,886
‘;-ym:oac: ).89 1360 3,603 3,931 - 84 24,8 82 28 55535
Wiver City 123 ko285 2,706 2,06 . Sz 51 e 138 2,868
Fasadeva 560 4059, 9,970 10,229 203 350 252 63 9,876

¥ _Robbary Communities

aVerns , 5 0,326 3,21h 1,29 8. R 56 ~79‘ 1,243
“laremont 8 0.3 286 2,662 M 3 300 8 680
Rodiing Hills Datates 2 0,322 603 g0 o . o . % 2 133
'i rra Madre L 0329 1,120 1,189 o a o by ;‘567
an Maving ' b - 0,282 1,062 '3.,1'60 - J'.O‘ 0 %2 . 5 . 3
[ulnut 1 067 656 L9T g a7 BT B 30 ol

’ ' .
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Hichliaghts of findings,

From our correlaticn tabies, dofinite trends emerge which appeax
to confirm some well known patterns in ¢rxrime jincidence. Within 4he
12 communities studied, the ethnic ard the coconomic composition of
the population shew a significant degree of asscciation with rates of
Tobbery.

2
im

.

SR R N b

TABLE V ' RS

orrelation Cosffjcients Betwesn Robberies and Ethnic and
Ecounomis Cowposition of 12 Saapig CoumuLi ias

- Robbaries/1000 _
High  Robbary Axrcas Low Kodobary Azeas

Dancax aghlc Vazizble

White population =0, 50 : 0.45
Spanish population G.21 ) 0,65
Black population ) © 0.88 05,11
Maan famiiy incone =0.66 . © o 0.12
% Fﬁﬂléles balow pove*tj ' . .
lave 0.87 _ -~ 0,12
Mzan Number Persons{Renter ‘
cceupied units " 0659 ~0,14
. % PFamilies cwner cocupizd’
balow poverty 075 0.21
Yet another streng asscciaticn was found to obtaln betwesn the .
parcsntage of wnenpicved peopls and robos ry rates in high robbeory
commpnities, Jrrespeotive of whather wa sonsider ths rates of
unermploved malas or famales; high schonl rmduuu_s or not, thay all
show & sirorg positive coesfiicient of corrziajion ranging betwaen
0.67 ahid 0.95. Ou the other hand, when we look at low robbery com
mnieias, that correlation diminishes ard in many cases bacoues
almozi insignificant. )

finally, the pﬂJCEﬂtﬁga ox fam=iies below poverty lsvel in a

given Cmmuni-q shows a sirong positive assoeiation with high xob-
baxry rates in high xoboery commvnities, and a nagative szcogiztion

in low 1obc»ry conmunitie 2 ghe ndication is very
glrong fhak the ethnic compesitlon of o given cowmunity. tne cconomic
lovel .:1* SEg famitiig, snan, of_yeempiovad (nenfniativ
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vithin thok commnnﬁ‘ﬂ.

mi bp et

that Renbers ci .

T
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commun:tles hau~“a thesa charvacteristics a;g;exposed to a considarabla
hacheL probzhilitv of baing MOHOnT} victi is the cage with '
poon:n living in other conmuni ti les. VWe have no way of ddenti fving
spe01f1 :ally who these vigtims are, whethex they belong to the com-
maniiy, or happan to be outsiders. Thea indication; however, is very,
strOﬁq t+hat peocpie living in less foritunate communities not only have
to endure z lower level of econecmic afflusnce, but are also mora
exposed to man-nade threats and risks that ceteriorate fux: hex the
nalitv and desizrability of their environment.

Perception of crims compared with data.

An additicnai essential element of 3 : 2 3.

of cux quantitative data with data on perce eption of crime; as 24O
by the LAMAS IV Suxvey conducted by the Suxvey Res C
UGLA. We ccnoerned ourselives with Lwo Survay ques:
Smpoorianca to perxception of man-made hazards and x

uﬂity These two cuesﬁioqs weire o gauge the res
of naighborhcod safety, and the knowladge of neighbc
compared io other ne;ghbsrhocdso -

ﬁdent$? pzrception
rhuod crina wihan

Our basic criterion was to split the.94 gommunities axbi
into two groups of high and leow xobber &
robberies per 1,000 persons as the c1v;ﬁirg line, Next we
thess two groups in the ten LAMAS Sampling Reglons,
structad two $ables (Table VI and VII) portraying
of parception of safety and crime, exprsssed as pe
2otal numbar of respondents in a given Region.

the di "“r*bu._ou
centages of the

i




TABLP V?

. DIFFERENTIAL PBRCEPTION OF NEXGHBOR:OD S&FETV {FRCM LAHAS QURUEY)
IN HIGH AND LOW KOBBERY COMMUNICIES (FROM FOLICE REFORTS

Queation: How safe Ls this nelghborhoed as a plase for you and your family %o

Low _Robbary Comn ot ting Ac ssorting $o Folles Renovte

lAhﬁS

mmpl:ﬂﬂ huqkom

1.

Alhambra
Busbanic
Glendale
So.Pazidena
iorterey Pozk

Percepéion

g_f Safety

Very Safa
safe

Falrly Safe
Unsafe .
Very Uansafa

High Rebbary Commvn‘*4

Pa.a;ld’ e
San lernando Hollywoed o

Montcbello .

2o "
.BY Segundo

3.° .
Hernesa Beach
Manhagdan B@ach
Lonita
Torronca

Palos vmxdea Bata

Roiling Hills Bat
Roiling Hilis

4o

. Douwaey

+ Maywood
Ar¢asia
. Lakeweed
“LaMivada

st Cerritos

5.

Beldwin Pork .
EL Mo nee .
Lo Pusnta .
San Gabrilel
Tywindsle
Sge EBiMradie.
Danyts
A\Gf‘,us,&
Whittiex

Wo Cowvina
Cowins

1iva?

Temple City
San Dimag
Glondoya

- Excedia

- LaVeine
CQlnzenont
CElewre Madre

Snn  Mprino
Walnus
Bradbury

Springy

1907 3t 1705 215
30,8 37:1 342 | Db
37.6 28#6, ‘gSqﬁ Sf)q‘.'x
608 ‘1.c9 ‘808 795
Y el 020 050
100.0 " 1000 ' '100,0 1CC,0
ﬁrﬁo”a~n0 to Police xaportn
Tlichive Lvo Inglcaosa gw\“gu Tndus ey
Celver Cigy AORLLON Pomerd
Vonilce n Gavdena, ’ ' E:thiﬁﬁon e Pico Riveia
Wo Los Angeles Sants Moniea . yauniian Grdns, Monzowla,
: Lavnidsle ﬂ*””“""“ﬁ - Santa Fa
Bovesly Hgiﬁﬂ ' Agiﬂ Hdifs Rogenaead
h,ﬁu"*&k!mgt Py i) ' \JJM Cn u‘a

Redonde Boeach

IN‘“mﬂwnt
Cudlaly
Boy. 4
Belliflowex
Cazann

l\"' sual 1‘3 .



Van Noys LoAa
Wast Vallay LoAo
Davoazhite LoAo
Hidden Hikls

Noreh Hollywocd LA
Feothill LoAs

70

8o O, o 300
‘ ] C : Pelmdale
e Avalon

19,1 606 10,1 11,9
25,8 33,5 | 16.5 28,6
35.3 N P ' 5507 _ 48 o4
5.9 . 1%.2 . 13.9 709
e, P 1) SR 111 enBi
13,0 100,0 10060 100,0

Long Baaeh  Central LA, Noawion LA,
RNA}‘!&L’A‘:%. Yoolhe T7%h lecAo
Hollanbeok LoAe  Southwest LA,
- Haxbox LehAo ¢ ‘
Ncrt‘:mjxm‘; Leaf o

» o
}

W
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DIFFERENTIAL PERCEPTION Oﬁ NuIG%BORHOOD CQIMB COMPARED TO OTHER

NEIGHEORHOODS IN HIGH AND LOW ROSEERY COMMUNITIES

OQuastiont How much crime do ycu think there is in this neighnoxhccd compared to other neighborhoods

in the Los Angeles Area?

Low Robbery Conmunities Acmogdinq o _Pollce Neopoyts
CLAMAS Sampiing Regicn ' -

[

Alhambya

Burbanlk
Gleadal

Seuth Pasadena
Monterey Park

<]

2o

El Segundo

¢

3, . “4o 50

Hermosa Bnach  Downey saldwin Park Temple City
Manhattan Beach . Maywood El Monte . San Dimas
Lonita Artesis La Pucnte . Glendore
Terronge . ©Lakewood  Son Gobriel  Arcadia
Palos Verdas Bste. La Mareda Izwindala LaVerne

Rotling Hills Est. Cerrit%os So. OlMonte  Clarcwmont

Roiling Hillg o Duar e Sievya Madre
Aguss San Marino
Whittdor Walnut
We Covins Bradbury
Covinea
Peyception
ol: ‘SQMQ l. .
Lesg thon Most 22,6 35,0 3942 PNV .3065
Lass than Soue 51,90 239 40.2 45.5 3.0
“About thae Sama 17.0 2a2 1807 22.3 22 a8
Moxe than Some 6,86 €8 . 609 405 3.8
lvlore thm :V}os (‘ Py 1";?“9“ wm_i:i:%a m}: Q'Pv W‘:?:ﬁ:?" mwz'\a?;gf
100.:0 160,0 1000 100.,0 100.0
High Robbery Conmmities According to Police Régg;za ‘
Pasaduna Wiluhive LoAg Inglewoed ' Varnon Industzey
San Farnondo Hollywood Lol Culvey City COmpﬂcﬁ{ , © Powons
Montebsllo Vanice LoAs Gardena E&g;ﬁggéﬂn Pko. Piao Rivaera
We Los Angeles L.Ag Santa Mondea e Monirovia
fowalion Gavdons : -
: Lavnsdala Ccmmwrca Sante Fg Springs
Buverly Hille Bgll Gaﬁ?g?u Rogemead
Tovy AT 50 1 Slannl
gawhh?zne Soiieh Goia
' Hadeonde Beach Parancunt .
C Cudaly =™
s \ :
jellflowex
Carvcn

Nﬁl \' Lt lk‘r




N h(‘ 70 ‘ 8;' ’ 90 lOo

van Nuys LaA. ' , C Palindala
Ylest Vallew LA, . ‘ Avalon

avonshice LA
Hidden Mills

26.4 29.8 . .l 12.0 17 .2
42.2 : 40.3 N 31.1 37.3 41,0
24,8 19.4 : L 44.6 22 .7  31.1
6.6 o 7.5 . 13.5 2207 8.2
0.0 3.0 N a2y 5.3 2.5
100.0 . 10G.0 S 1000 . 0 T06.0 100.0

North Hollpsiood L.A. Long dcach Central. Lehe ~ "MNewton L.A.
Foothill L A, 7, Rampart L.Ac. ., 77th L.A.
* . Hollenveck L.A. Sovthwest L.A.
Haroor L.A., ‘
Northeast L,A.

LT



~crime has been suggasted by variocus studies,

- attempt on a predictive model for both individuals

' characteristics. | ©

General

trends in perception of safety and crine.

The comparison of the LAMAS IV Survey with actual crime (rzobbar

f<

data shows some interesting ganeral trends:

Perception of neighborhood safety and crime 1s skewed
toward a feeling of greater safety and less crime than
is justifiable on the basis of the police data.

1.

Communities with low sobbery rates have more accurate
pexceptions cf levels of safety and amcunt of crime,

2o

Central and south central lLos Angsles (City) people
perceive high c¢crime rates in ithelr communities, but
at the sanme tire ‘thay perceive much less crime risk
than their perception and the acinal data wouid suge
gesto ‘ ’

In sum,; perception of amount of crime and levels of safehy scems
to fall off as tha crime rate increases, indicating the existznce of
some threshold of tolerxance for crime or an avoldance reacticn,:

Divergence between actual crime incidenca and p=2rception of

Our reszaxch seens to
coxroborate it considerably. It would appsaxr that, all in all, we
may be on our way to accepting high crime ingidence as paxrt of the

. Amexican way of life., - .

Sumrpary and ccnclusion.
It must be made cleax that, in spite of our effort at'proceSSing
available data in a meaningful and detailed manner, the procedure
only suggestive of alternate ways for generating indicators of
and crime propensity in a given area. The2 use of official statist
in conjunction with independently darived scclo=eccnonmic-demcgraph
information obtained through the cznsus has led to beiter analynis of
risks and threats to an individual in a community, and a begianiag
and policymal:ierse

8

The results of this study do not per sz represent new findingss
the substance of our conclusions is generally shared knowledge,
thuugh impressicnistic in large measurz. However; the goodness of

© f£it observed in cur equations suggest that the information available

through officicl crime statistics is not so unreliable
S of course,; the

‘eayi be uzed to estimate, within broad margins of erzox

 degree of risk of crime of a given area on the basis of known scclal

i

"o The preceidin¢ account illustraies some of the initd

u
possibilit

:ial stens we
ators of greater
£ ; 3 Far from showing con-
}as, this repoxt illustrates work in progress, pointing to
i2s nore ‘than to substaniive findingsa ' ’

have taken in the direction of developing crims indic
. » e > ”)

usefulness than thy cnes currently available.
pletz res

formiation
County of

Our work program for the coming months ¢alls for the
of differential ranking of thz varicus comm:nities in the
k?:piﬁgElf? (azé in‘?he C;ty c? gew Y?rk) on;éaé basis of
Wex" crima (felondes). ' We intend o obtain crime s
for ali the Mpmunities, and also a cumulative crime indes: cbtainaid
th:ough waighi\ig the sceial disruptiveness of each crine cn a stégm
dardized scals) Eventually we expect to dafine comparativeiy whéée
gach of the 94 places in Los Angeles Ccunty (and a éidilar nﬁmbex
in New ¥ork City) stands wiih respect to fresdom from crime and
safety from victimization, o '

0

190‘ ‘
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COMPARATIVE ROBBERY TRENDS FCR THE CITY OF NEW YORK
AND THE COWTY & ILOS ANGEIES,

Whan ccapla%ed thiz study uill affex tha avvcrtunity to
drey & close ac:sariszn btatween tha $wo iarvsst natrspc&.kan azsas -'
in the natden, Recsntly, hewaver, the New York Clty Rand Tnsiitwts |
hos pads avallable a linited ancint of csnsus dats fcr'the‘g;ty o
New York by Pollcs Precincts ( N,Y, Times, July 30,1973), By ccmbining

scae of these data wiih with data frem cur study we x:.\an'éged $o genarate

*vo naste: tahlas whlch offer a ;v\viev of veriatiens end Blhil&fib’GB

between tha two netrcpolies, \Taa;o h\ &1 and Xu2)

A sinpla aggrogatica of dnta hizhiMgia the vmability 2

rnbbery vict*n_zaﬁiﬁn riak in ¢ha fivarxsnaQﬁtscandng census yea‘ 1990,

Tabls X0, Voristicns 1n rohbery rates for the 11:9
Mmgm of the City «f llew Yok in 15970,

Bien .t TRl RomRes e
m;nmﬁm" ' ?.53&,31!&,, L 31,?3{%” C 20,7
Ercnx L,672,66 13,578 9.2
Beeciiyn 2,596,506 19, 528 7.5
Qusens 1,082,7 8,919 4.5
Staten Tsiand 295,843 339 1.1
Total N.Y.C. - 7,880,626 7%102 -2
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Tabla ¥-l. Paga 23,
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RANKING #F PRECINGIS BY INCINZNCE
PER 1 CCO PERSONS: HEW 1
PR Populaticn Robbayy/ 000 o
. Pexveent . P, e
L4 Zy . , wtleservoal
Pracinst 1964 1570 Changs 1942, 197¢ Yo yamas

16,709

Titen e e T

-

o
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28 85,795  57,L72 =33.0 3.2 363, X258 T
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Table X~2 . | Pago 25,

' 3
Popwlation Characteristicaes Selected Commnities {Police Pracinta)
NEW YORK CITY |
- - Spandsh Number of
obery 1970 Kobbarley Total - White Rlack Speaking Modian Famis Below
it Pragingh Robbardea £1,000-1970 Pepwigtion | Populatien Popdlation Population Inceme Poverty Leval

v
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