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Inter-group violence
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“Black — Brown” violence
IN LA
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Inter-group violence across
cities



Map 1: Location of Los Angeles City and South Los Angeles
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Consolidated inequality
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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 theory
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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
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Real and symbolic threats. In our study, the dominant group is the one with the numerical majority
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Evidence for defended
neighborhood theory
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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
theory



Spatial effects - outcomes
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Spatial effects — predictors
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Spatial effects — predictors
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Outcome measures
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EXogenous measures
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Methodology
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Our denominator
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Our denominator continued
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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.
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*For each victim offender dyad; so would also be run with cBL, cLL, cLLB 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 -
absolute iIncome inequality
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Results: Spatial effects —
Relative income inequality
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Results - Ethnic churning



Summary — Competition
theories
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Summary — Competition
theories continued
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Summary — Social
disorganization



Limitations
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Conclusions
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Conclusions continued
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Thank you!




Defining “racial/ethnic
change”




Heterogeneity as a ‘stable’
measure
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Figure 3. Inter- and intra-group aggravated assault rates for various tract racial/ethnic

compositions, Los Angeles 2000-02
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Within vs. across group
violence
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Group identity theory
(cohesion/solidarity)
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What affects group
iIdentity?
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