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InterInter--group violencegroup violence

nn Jacobs and Wood (1999) described Jacobs and Wood (1999) described 
interracial killings as interracial killings as 

“some of the most intense and violent “some of the most intense and violent 
conflicts between members of groups conflicts between members of groups 
that have not been treated equally.”that have not been treated equally.”



“Black “Black –– Brown” violence Brown” violence 
in LAin LA

nn African American and Latino competition and racially African American and Latino competition and racially 
motivated (gang) attacks have motivated (gang) attacks have absolutely gone upabsolutely gone up in in 
recent years (recent years (LALA TimesTimes, 1/21/2007), 1/21/2007)

nn Latino gang Florencia 13 is being prosecuted federally Latino gang Florencia 13 is being prosecuted federally nn Latino gang Florencia 13 is being prosecuted federally Latino gang Florencia 13 is being prosecuted federally 
for targeted attacks on African American residents in for targeted attacks on African American residents in 
FlorenceFlorence--Firestone, an area of LA that was 80% Black in Firestone, an area of LA that was 80% Black in 
the late 1980s but is now 90% Latinothe late 1980s but is now 90% Latino

nn According to Black radio host Terry Anderson (as quoted According to Black radio host Terry Anderson (as quoted 
in the in the LA TimesLA Times, 11/25/2007) the African American , 11/25/2007) the African American 
community feels that “[They’ve] been invaded” by community feels that “[They’ve] been invaded” by 
Latinos, who, some residents argue, have stolen jobs, Latinos, who, some residents argue, have stolen jobs, 
overtaken schools, and gained control of local politics.overtaken schools, and gained control of local politics.



InterInter--group violence across group violence across 
citiescities

nn Most studies use large units of analysis Most studies use large units of analysis 
(cities) (cities) (Jacobs and Wood 1999; Messner and (Jacobs and Wood 1999; Messner and 

South 1992; Parker, Stults, and Rice 2005; South 1992; Parker, Stults, and Rice 2005; 
Wadsworth and Kubrin 2004)Wadsworth and Kubrin 2004)Wadsworth and Kubrin 2004)Wadsworth and Kubrin 2004)

–– But results showing that crime occurs more But results showing that crime occurs more 
frequently b/t members of the frequently b/t members of the samesame
racial/ethnic group may be picking up racial/ethnic group may be picking up 
propinquity effects due to segregationpropinquity effects due to segregation

nn Between group interactions arguably Between group interactions arguably 
play out at the level of neighborhoodsplay out at the level of neighborhoods



Map 1: Location of Los Angeles City and South Los Angeles

Location of Los Angeles City within Los Angeles County Location of South (Bureau) Los Angeles within the City
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Los Angeles City tract



Consolidated inequality Consolidated inequality 
theorytheory
nn Inequality across groups (Blau and Blau Inequality across groups (Blau and Blau 

1982)1982)

–– More social distance between themMore social distance between them

–– A sense of injustice A sense of injustice –– A sense of injustice A sense of injustice 

–– Violent response by the disadvantaged groupViolent response by the disadvantaged group

nn Studies usually used large city or SMSAStudies usually used large city or SMSA--level level 
datadata

–– General crimeGeneral crime

–– RaceRace--specific crime ratesspecific crime rates

Inequality across groups heightens social distance, leads to sense of injustice and hostility on the part of the disadvantaged.
Early studies included measures of inequality between groups (at the city level), but their outcome measure was still general crime and not between group and therefore still could not determine who was committing the crime. Later work focused on race-specific crimes, it did not explicitly compare inter and intra group offenses. 




Group threat theoryGroup threat theory

nn The dominant group responds with violence The dominant group responds with violence 
to a to a narrowingnarrowing of the economic gap (Blumer of the economic gap (Blumer 
1958)1958)

nn One study found violent behavior by the One study found violent behavior by the nn One study found violent behavior by the One study found violent behavior by the 
dominant group in riot events in cities dominant group in riot events in cities 
(Olzak, Shanahan, and McEneaney 1996)(Olzak, Shanahan, and McEneaney 1996)

nn Does this generalize to everyday crime?Does this generalize to everyday crime?
–– A study testing this for hate crimes found no A study testing this for hate crimes found no 

such effects (Green, Strolovitch, and Wong such effects (Green, Strolovitch, and Wong 
1998)1998)

Narrowing of the economic gap is perceived as a challenge to the dominant group’s hegemony (or territorial control). Leads to competition for the same types of jobs. In South LA, media has recorded Black residents as stating they are being pushed out of jobs, etc…



Defended neighborhood Defended neighborhood 
theorytheory

nn Neighborhood change is perceived as a Neighborhood change is perceived as a 
challenge to members of the dominant challenge to members of the dominant 
group (Suttles 1972)group (Suttles 1972)group (Suttles 1972)group (Suttles 1972)

–– Here, focus on residential ethnic transition not Here, focus on residential ethnic transition not 
necessarily income differentialnecessarily income differential

nn Respond to this perceived competition Respond to this perceived competition 
with violence in an effort to “defend” their with violence in an effort to “defend” their 
territory (Bergesen and Herman 1998; territory (Bergesen and Herman 1998; 
Green, Strolovitch, and Wong 1998)Green, Strolovitch, and Wong 1998)

Real and symbolic threats. In our study, the dominant group is the one with the numerical majority



Evidence for defended Evidence for defended 
neighborhood theoryneighborhood theory

nn In cities, racial segregation followed by interracial In cities, racial segregation followed by interracial 
contact increased racial unrest and race riots from contact increased racial unrest and race riots from 
19601960--1993 1993 (Olzak, Shanahan, and McEneaney 1996)(Olzak, Shanahan, and McEneaney 1996)

nn In neighborhoods, whites responded to minority In neighborhoods, whites responded to minority nn In neighborhoods, whites responded to minority In neighborhoods, whites responded to minority 
influx with more hate crime events influx with more hate crime events (Green, (Green, 
Strolovitch, and Wong 1998)Strolovitch, and Wong 1998)

nn In Los Angeles, residential ethnic succession led In Los Angeles, residential ethnic succession led 
to riot violence by the previously dominant group to riot violence by the previously dominant group 
(Bergesen and Herman 1998)(Bergesen and Herman 1998)

–– AfricanAfrican--Americans and LatinosAmericans and Latinos

–– But homicides during an unusual time periodBut homicides during an unusual time period

–– Did not know who actually committed the homicidesDid not know who actually committed the homicides

Green et al, study of whites as the dominant group (more white residents) responded to influx of blacks with increased hate crimes
Olzak et al, 55 SMSAs
Bergesen and Herman, moves beyond black/white dichotomy, but focused only on a few days (92 riots), and though their work suggested the violence was committed by blacks against Latinos (and Koreans), they did not test this



Social disorganization Social disorganization 
theorytheory

nn Structural characteristics reduce social Structural characteristics reduce social 
interactionsinteractions

nn Reduced interactions reduce social control ability Reduced interactions reduce social control ability 
>> more crime>> more crime>> more crime>> more crime
–– Residential instabilityResidential instability
–– Racial/ethnic heterogeneityRacial/ethnic heterogeneity
–– PovertyPoverty

nn So both interSo both inter-- and intraand intra--group crime should group crime should 
increaseincrease

nn Racial/ethnic change also should increase both Racial/ethnic change also should increase both 
types of crimetypes of crime



Spatial effects Spatial effects -- outcomesoutcomes

nn Spatial lag and spatial error models often used Spatial lag and spatial error models often used 
in Criminology to estimate the diffusion of crime in Criminology to estimate the diffusion of crime 
(or other negative outcomes) across (or other negative outcomes) across 
neighborhoods (neighborhoods (WYWY))
–– The rate of violence in one neighborhood affects The rate of violence in one neighborhood affects –– The rate of violence in one neighborhood affects The rate of violence in one neighborhood affects 

violence in proximate communities through a process violence in proximate communities through a process 
of diffusion of diffusion 

–– The spread of violence across neighborhood The spread of violence across neighborhood 
boundaries is analogous to the transmission of a boundaries is analogous to the transmission of a 
contagious disease (Loftin, 1986) contagious disease (Loftin, 1986) 

–– Spatial process intrinsic to a given outcome (Y in one Spatial process intrinsic to a given outcome (Y in one 
neighborhood a function of Y in its neighbors) neighborhood a function of Y in its neighbors) 



Spatial effects Spatial effects –– predictorspredictors

nn Theoretical justification for the ‘diffusion’ of Theoretical justification for the ‘diffusion’ of 
intergroup violence is lackingintergroup violence is lacking

–– But still a spatial process at work But still a spatial process at work àà spill over of spill over of 

conditions in surrounding areas into focal tractconditions in surrounding areas into focal tract

Wilson and Taub (2006) described how Wilson and Taub (2006) described how nn Wilson and Taub (2006) described how Wilson and Taub (2006) described how 
racial/ethnic changes in adjacent neighborhoods racial/ethnic changes in adjacent neighborhoods 
impact the behavior of residents in the focal impact the behavior of residents in the focal 
neighborhoodneighborhood

–– Negative reactions to the encroachment of different Negative reactions to the encroachment of different 
groups to the peripheral areas of their communitygroups to the peripheral areas of their community

–– Relations b/t groups strained when competing for Relations b/t groups strained when competing for 
access to geographically situated resourcesaccess to geographically situated resources



Spatial effects Spatial effects –– predictorspredictors

nn ‘spatial externalities’ (Anselin, 2003) ‘spatial externalities’ (Anselin, 2003) ––
generated by wider social context that spill generated by wider social context that spill 
over geographic areas generating a wider over geographic areas generating a wider 
sociosocio--spatial context for riskspatial context for risk

nn All spatial effects operate through lagged All spatial effects operate through lagged 
versions of key predictors (versions of key predictors (WXWX variables) variables) 
–– Measures of income, inequality, and racial Measures of income, inequality, and racial 

compositioncomposition

nn The W matrix is constructed as a distanceThe W matrix is constructed as a distance--
decay with a twodecay with a two--mile cutoffmile cutoff
–– Does not suffer from boundary effectsDoes not suffer from boundary effects



DataData

nn Data obtained from the Los Angeles Police Department Data obtained from the Los Angeles Police Department 
(LAPD)(LAPD)

nn South Bureau of Los Angeles in 2000 had South Bureau of Los Angeles in 2000 had 
–– 660,000 persons in 149 tracts, 660,000 persons in 149 tracts, 

–– About 50% Latino, 33% AfricanAbout 50% Latino, 33% African--American, 10% white, 4% Asian, American, 10% white, 4% Asian, 
and 2% other racesand 2% other races

–– Median income of $29,053 with a 30.4 percent poverty rateMedian income of $29,053 with a 30.4 percent poverty rate

nn All UCR reports for robberies and aggravated assaults for All UCR reports for robberies and aggravated assaults for 
the entire South Bureau for the period 2000 the entire South Bureau for the period 2000 –– 20062006
–– Race and ethnicity of the offender and victim (when known)Race and ethnicity of the offender and victim (when known)

–– Address of event, geocoded and aggregated to census tractsAddress of event, geocoded and aggregated to census tracts



Outcome measuresOutcome measures

nn Coded all events for which the Coded all events for which the 
race/ethnicity was known of both race/ethnicity was known of both 
offenders and victimsoffenders and victims
–– 88% of robberies88% of robberies–– 88% of robberies88% of robberies

–– 94% of aggravated assaults94% of aggravated assaults

nn Four possible crime types (counts):Four possible crime types (counts):
–– 1) black on black (1) black on black (cbbcbb))

–– 2) Latino on Latino (2) Latino on Latino (cllcll))

–– 3) black on Latino (3) black on Latino (cblcbl))

–– 4) Latino on black (4) Latino on black (clbclb))



Exogenous measuresExogenous measures

nn Racial/ethnic groups and ethnic heterogeneityRacial/ethnic groups and ethnic heterogeneity
nn Ethnic churning as sum of squares of Ethnic churning as sum of squares of 

differences in proportion of each group over differences in proportion of each group over 
the previous decade (1990the previous decade (1990--2000)2000)
Inequality: Inequality: nn Inequality: Inequality: 
–– Relative racial inequality (difference in logged Relative racial inequality (difference in logged 

group income)group income)
–– Absolute racial inequality (absolute value of  the Absolute racial inequality (absolute value of  the 

difference in logged group income)difference in logged group income)

nn Median incomeMedian income
nn Percent single parent households Percent single parent households 
nn Average length of residence Average length of residence 



MethodologyMethodology
nn What is the denominator for such crime “rates”?What is the denominator for such crime “rates”?

–– Victim’s group or offender’s group? (Jacobs and Wood Victim’s group or offender’s group? (Jacobs and Wood 
1999; Parker and McCall 1999)1999; Parker and McCall 1999)

–– Total population? (Wadsworth and Kubrin 2004)Total population? (Wadsworth and Kubrin 2004)

Such denominators can result in inconsistent Such denominators can result in inconsistent nn Such denominators can result in inconsistent Such denominators can result in inconsistent 
rates because the rates are a function of the size rates because the rates are a function of the size 
of the two groups of the two groups 

nn Account for interAccount for inter--group interaction, which is a group interaction, which is a 
function of: function of: 
–– Propinquity (physical closeness)Propinquity (physical closeness)

–– Group compositionsGroup compositions

–– InIn--group preference group preference 



Our denominatorOur denominator
nn We use the conditional probability of group We use the conditional probability of group 

interaction given a random mixing assumptioninteraction given a random mixing assumption

nn Given that an interaction has occurred, the Given that an interaction has occurred, the 
probability that it involved two members of group probability that it involved two members of group probability that it involved two members of group probability that it involved two members of group 
A (iaa) in a particular census tract is:A (iaa) in a particular census tract is:

iaa = [(NA)(NAiaa = [(NA)(NA--1)] / [(N)(N1)] / [(N)(N--1)] 1)] 

–– NA is the size of group A, and N is the tract’s total NA is the size of group A, and N is the tract’s total 
populationpopulation

nn So this is the proportion of interactions that So this is the proportion of interactions that 
should be between two members of group A should be between two members of group A 

nn The equation for group B is analogousThe equation for group B is analogous



Our denominator continuedOur denominator continued
nn InterInter--group interactions initiated by group interactions initiated by 

members of group A is defined by the members of group A is defined by the 
expression:  expression:  

iab = [(NA)(NB)] / [(N)(Niab = [(NA)(NB)] / [(N)(N--1)] 1)] 

nn The possibility that members of group B The possibility that members of group B 
initiated interinitiated inter--group interactions is the same group interactions is the same 
value value 

nn The denominator captures the total number The denominator captures the total number 
of possible interactions, multiplied by the of possible interactions, multiplied by the 
total tract population gives a per capita rate total tract population gives a per capita rate 
–– a a normalized populationnormalized population

Then multiply each conditional probability by the tract population 
This places into the familiar metric of per capita crimes
For neighborhoods in which these were the only two groups, these conditional probabilities would sum to one.



MethodologyMethodology

nn Negative binomial regression modelsNegative binomial regression models**

cbb = cbb = αα + BX + + BX + ρρWX +WX + ibb + ibb + ΓΓ(YR)(YR)

nn Where: Where: nn Where: Where: 

–– cbb is the count of Black cbb is the count of Black –– Black crimesBlack crimes

–– X are the exogenous measuresX are the exogenous measures

–– WX are the spatially lagged variablesWX are the spatially lagged variables

–– ibb is the probability of interaction ibb is the probability of interaction 

–– YR is a yearly control YR is a yearly control 

*For each victim offender dyad; so would also be run with cBL, cLL, cLB as the 

dependent variable



Figure 1.  Intra- and inter-group aggravated assault rates, Los Angeles city tracts, South 
Bureau, 2000-06
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Figure 2.  Intra- and inter-group robbery rates, Los Angeles city tracts, South Bureau, 2000-06
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Results: Spatial effects Results: Spatial effects --
absolute income inequalityabsolute income inequality

nn Strong effect on intragroup aggravated Strong effect on intragroup aggravated 
assaultsassaults

–– One standard deviation increase in absolute One standard deviation increase in absolute 
income inequality in the neighboring areas income inequality in the neighboring areas income inequality in the neighboring areas income inequality in the neighboring areas 
increased the rate of Black on Black assault increased the rate of Black on Black assault 
by 50.5%, and the rate of Latino on Latino by 50.5%, and the rate of Latino on Latino 
assault by 16.6%assault by 16.6%

nn No significant effects on robbery or No significant effects on robbery or 
intergroup assaults intergroup assaults 



Results: Spatial effects Results: Spatial effects ––
Relative income inequalityRelative income inequality

nn In tracts surrounded by areas in which In tracts surrounded by areas in which 
Latinos are economically disadvantaged Latinos are economically disadvantaged 
relative to Blacks, there are higher rates relative to Blacks, there are higher rates 
of Latino on Black assault of Latino on Black assault of Latino on Black assault of Latino on Black assault 
–– One st. dev. increase in inequality increases One st. dev. increase in inequality increases 

LB assaults 32%LB assaults 32%

nn In tracts where Blacks are economically In tracts where Blacks are economically 
disadvantaged relative to Latinos in disadvantaged relative to Latinos in 
neighboring tracts, there are higher rates neighboring tracts, there are higher rates 
of Black on Latino robberyof Black on Latino robbery
–– One st. dev. incr increases BL robbery 8.6%One st. dev. incr increases BL robbery 8.6%



Results Results -- Ethnic churningEthnic churning
nn Surrounding tracts are most importantSurrounding tracts are most important

–– Racial/ethnic change in focal tract is not significantly Racial/ethnic change in focal tract is not significantly 
related to any type of crimerelated to any type of crime

–– Racial/ethnic transition in the neighboring tracts has a Racial/ethnic transition in the neighboring tracts has a 
strong positive effect on most types of violencestrong positive effect on most types of violencestrong positive effect on most types of violencestrong positive effect on most types of violence

nn Increases:Increases:

–– Black interBlack inter--group assaults 22.7%group assaults 22.7%

–– Black interBlack inter--group robberies 16.4% group robberies 16.4% 

–– Latino interLatino inter--group assaults 20.9% group assaults 20.9% 

–– Latino intraLatino intra--group assaults 18.7%group assaults 18.7%

–– Latino intraLatino intra--group robberies 22.8%group robberies 22.8%



Summary Summary –– Competition Competition 
theories theories 

nn Some support for Some support for consolidated inequality theoryconsolidated inequality theory

–– Economically disadvantaged group will respond Economically disadvantaged group will respond 
with violence against the other groupwith violence against the other group

–– Strongest effect when disadvantage occurred in Strongest effect when disadvantage occurred in –– Strongest effect when disadvantage occurred in Strongest effect when disadvantage occurred in 
spatially adjacent tractsspatially adjacent tracts

nn Less support for the Less support for the group threat theorygroup threat theory
–– AfricanAfrican--Americans did respond violently to relatively Americans did respond violently to relatively 

rising Latino incomes rising Latino incomes 

–– But Latinos’ relative disadvantage in nearby tracts also But Latinos’ relative disadvantage in nearby tracts also 
spilled over into violence in the focal tract, suggestive spilled over into violence in the focal tract, suggestive 
of consolidated inequality theory insteadof consolidated inequality theory instead



Summary Summary –– Competition Competition 
theories continuedtheories continued

nn Weak evidence for the Weak evidence for the defended defended 
neighborhood hypothesisneighborhood hypothesis
–– Large influx of Latinos >> more AfricanLarge influx of Latinos >> more African--–– Large influx of Latinos >> more AfricanLarge influx of Latinos >> more African--

American interAmerican inter--group violencegroup violence

–– But also more intraBut also more intra-- and interand inter--group violence group violence 
committed by Latinoscommitted by Latinos



Summary Summary –– Social Social 
disorganization disorganization 

nn Considerable support for the social Considerable support for the social 
disorganization theorydisorganization theory

–– Absolute racial inequality between Latinos and Absolute racial inequality between Latinos and 
AfricanAfrican--Americans led to more Americans led to more intraintra--group group AfricanAfrican--Americans led to more Americans led to more intraintra--group group 
violence suggests a general disorder process violence suggests a general disorder process 

–– General effect of racial/ethnic churning on both General effect of racial/ethnic churning on both 
interinter-- and intraand intra--group violence is consistent group violence is consistent 
with the social disorganization model with the social disorganization model 

nn a fracturing of social ties?a fracturing of social ties?

nn a general breakdown in norms in such a general breakdown in norms in such 
neighborhoods? neighborhoods? 



LimitationsLimitations
nn We only had data from one city. We only had data from one city. 

–– Although about 660,000 persons, this is a Although about 660,000 persons, this is a 
relatively disadvantaged arearelatively disadvantaged area

nn Our study focused solely on relations Our study focused solely on relations 
between Africanbetween African--Americans and LatinosAmericans and Latinos
–– While these are two groups of particular interestWhile these are two groups of particular interest——–– While these are two groups of particular interestWhile these are two groups of particular interest——

because of their mutual disadvantaged position in because of their mutual disadvantaged position in 
present U.S. societypresent U.S. society——need to test this for interneed to test this for inter--
and intraand intra--group violent crime between other group violent crime between other 
racial/ethnic groups.  racial/ethnic groups.  

nn We cannot definitively determine We cannot definitively determine why why these these 
patterns were observedpatterns were observed
–– We did not measure the specific mechanisms We did not measure the specific mechanisms 

involved involved 



ConclusionsConclusions
nn Despite the interest in interDespite the interest in inter--group violent crime, group violent crime, 

in virtually all types of neighborhoods of our in virtually all types of neighborhoods of our 
study the majority of violent crimes are study the majority of violent crimes are 
committed committed within groupswithin groups
–– Even controlling for propinquity effects Even controlling for propinquity effects –– Even controlling for propinquity effects Even controlling for propinquity effects 

nn Though there were generally strong inThough there were generally strong in--group group 
preferences, Blacks had no inpreferences, Blacks had no in--group preference group preference 
for robberyfor robbery
–– Latinos may be more attractive targets since they Latinos may be more attractive targets since they 

may be less inclined to report their crime or fight may be less inclined to report their crime or fight 
back; or new immigrants may be less likely to trust back; or new immigrants may be less likely to trust 
institutions like banks or law enforcement institutions like banks or law enforcement 



Conclusions continuedConclusions continued
nn Understanding the social context of Understanding the social context of 

nearby tracts is important for nearby tracts is important for 
understanding rates of inter and intraunderstanding rates of inter and intra--
group violence in the focal tractgroup violence in the focal tractgroup violence in the focal tractgroup violence in the focal tract

–– Particularly racial and ethnic transition in the Particularly racial and ethnic transition in the 
neighboring tracts, andneighboring tracts, and

–– Economic inequality in surrounding areasEconomic inequality in surrounding areas

nn Supports Wilson and Taub’s research on Supports Wilson and Taub’s research on 
residents fears of encroachment by othersresidents fears of encroachment by others



Thank you!Thank you!



Defining Defining ““racial/ethnic racial/ethnic 
changechange””

nn HeterogeneityHeterogeneity

–– More heterogeneity = higher crimeMore heterogeneity = higher crime

–– Herfindahl index Herfindahl index 
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Heterogeneity as a Heterogeneity as a ‘‘stablestable’’
measuremeasure

1990      20001990      2000
BlBl ackack .50.50 .40.40

WhiteWhite .15.15 .10.10

nn Heterogeneity 1990: Heterogeneity 1990: 
0.64820.6482

nn Heterogeneity 2000: Heterogeneity 2000: 
0.64020.6402

WhiteWhite .15.15 .10.10

AsianAsian .08.08 .07.07

Latino    .27Latino    .27 .43.43

0.64020.6402

nn Change in Change in 
heterogeneity: 0.0080heterogeneity: 0.0080

nn Churning: 0.195Churning: 0.195



Figure 3.  Inter- and intra-group aggravated assault rates for various tract racial/ethnic 
compositions, Los Angeles 2000-02
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Figure 4.  Inter- and intra-group robbery rates for various tract racial/ethnic compositions, Los 
Angeles 2000-02
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Within vs. across group Within vs. across group 
violenceviolence

nn In general, withinIn general, within--group violent crime is group violent crime is 
more common than acrossmore common than across--group group 
–– Blacks are about 435% more likely to Blacks are about 435% more likely to 

assault a fellow Black than a Latinoassault a fellow Black than a Latino

–– And about 650% more likely to murder a And about 650% more likely to murder a –– And about 650% more likely to murder a And about 650% more likely to murder a 
fellow Blackfellow Black

–– Latinos are about 50% more likely to assault Latinos are about 50% more likely to assault 
or murder a fellow Latino than a Black; or murder a fellow Latino than a Black; 
about 150% more likely to rob a fellow about 150% more likely to rob a fellow 
LatinoLatino

–– Only for robbery do Blacks equally victimize Only for robbery do Blacks equally victimize 
both Latinos and Blacksboth Latinos and Blacks



Group identity theory Group identity theory 
(cohesion/solidarity)(cohesion/solidarity)

nn Frequent positive social interactions as a Frequent positive social interactions as a 
sign of group solidarity (Fershtman 1997; sign of group solidarity (Fershtman 1997; 
Frank 1995)Frank 1995)

Expressed positive emotions as a sign of Expressed positive emotions as a sign of nn Expressed positive emotions as a sign of Expressed positive emotions as a sign of 
group solidarity (Hogg 1992; Lawler 1992; group solidarity (Hogg 1992; Lawler 1992; 
Paxton and Moody 2003; Tajfel 1981; Paxton and Moody 2003; Tajfel 1981; 
Turner 1987)Turner 1987)

nn What about a What about a lack of lack of negative interactions?negative interactions?

–– Stated differently, violent crime events against Stated differently, violent crime events against 
fellow group members are a particularly strong fellow group members are a particularly strong 
expression of a lack of cohesion/solidarityexpression of a lack of cohesion/solidarity



What affects group What affects group 
identity?identity?
nn Racial/ethnic homogeneity increases Racial/ethnic homogeneity increases 

solidarity (Lau 1989) and attachment solidarity (Lau 1989) and attachment 
(Connerly and Marans 1985; Sampson (Connerly and Marans 1985; Sampson 
1991)1991)1991)1991)

–– E.g., ethnic enclavesE.g., ethnic enclaves

nn Income inequality within group members Income inequality within group members 
reduces solidarity (Agnew 1999; Jasso reduces solidarity (Agnew 1999; Jasso 
1999; Morenoff, Sampson, and Raudenbush 1999; Morenoff, Sampson, and Raudenbush 
2001)2001)


