
 
 

 

ABSTRACT 

RIES, NICOLE ELIZABETH. Testing Social Disorganization Theory: Motivationally and 

Racially Disaggregated Homicide in 1985-1995 Chicago. (Under the direction of Patricia L. 

McCall.) 

 

 A large body of literature highlights the importance of homicide disaggregation. This 

thesis applies the racial and motivational homicide disaggregation scheme used by Nielsen, 

Lee and Martinez (2005) in their analysis of Miami and San Diego neighborhoods from 

1985-1995 to Chicago neighborhoods in the same time period to test social disorganization 

theory. Data were obtained from the Chicago Homicide Dataset (1985-1995) and the 

Neighborhood Change Database (1990). Negative binomial and Poisson regression results 

demonstrate variation in both victim race and homicide motivation and suggest social 

disorganization is not a general theory of crime. The results also build on a body of literature 

from which contingencies can be developed and explanations enriched, especially regarding 

immigration.   
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INTRODUCTION 

 In their seminal work, Land, McCall, and Cohen (1990) noted inconsistent findings 

across homicide studies testing social disorganization. Twenty years later, such studies 

continue to be consistent in their inconsistencies (McCall, Land, & Parker 2010). A growing 

body of literature suggests that discrepancies in findings among many homicide studies are 

resultant, at least in part, of aggregation bias: “the grouping of individuals, situations or 

crimes as if they were homogenous when in reality they were heterogeneous” (Pizarro & 

McGloin 2006:196). First suggested by Wolfgang (1958), homicide often encompasses a 

variety of crimes with lethal outcomes, such as intimate partner violence or robbery, as well 

as homicides unrelated to commission of another crime. Various studies have established 

different social factors influence different subgroups in the population (see McNulty 2001; 

Nielsen and Martinez 2009; Nielsen, Lee, & Martinez 2005; Parker and McCall 1999; 

Sampson 1986, 1987; etc.). 

The present study will add to the body of literature which examines disaggregated 

homicide types by utilizing a disaggregation scheme based on both race and motive to test 

different facets of a well-established theory. The goal is to examine how various aspects of 

social disorganization theory explain specific types of situations in which homicides occur 

and how these aspects explain it for different racial and ethnic groups in 1985-1995 Chicago. 

Specifically, intimate, escalation, drug- and robbery-related homicide will be studied 

separately for black, Latino and white victims. 

According to the Chicago Homicide Dataset (Block et al. 2005), from 1985 to 1995 in 

Chicago, 53.1% of homicides were classified as escalation (54.6% of black, 60.2% of Latino, 
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and 40.7% of white homicides), 11.3% were intimate homicides (12.5% of black, 4.7% of 

Latino, and 11.0% of white homicides), 6.4% were drug-related (7.7% of black, 3.8% of 

Latino, and 3.2% of white homicides), and 14.6% were robbery-related (12.8% of black, 

11.0% of Latino, and 25.5% of white). During the same time period, the total United States 

escalation homicides—the most commonly reported—accounted for approximately one third 

of homicides (Zahn & McCall 1999). Homicides for which the motives were unknown were 

the next largest group, comprising approximately 20-40% of total homicides throughout the 

decade, followed by robbery and other index homicides, which averaged approximately 15% 

of homicides (Zahn & McCall 1999). Nationally, narcotics homicides increased over the 

period, but never accounted for more than 6% of homicides (Zahn & McCall 1999). Based 

on victim-offender relationship rather than motive, family homicides accounted for 

approximately 15% of total U.S. homicides as well (Zahn & McCall 1999). The biggest 

difference between Chicago and United States homicides over the time period is the extent to 

which escalation was the most common motivation.  Of course, it is possible that part of this 

discrepancy is related to how escalation homicides were coded across municipalities (Gove, 

Hughes, & Geerken 1985; Zahn & McCall 1999). The other categories of homicide types 

explored in this paper mirror national trends much more closely. Consequently, Chicago is an 

optimum site for exploring the effects of ecological features on racially and motivationally 

disaggregated homicide to supplement the work of researchers examining these effects at 

other ecological levels and locales. 

The two most salient of these studies are by Mares (2010) and Nielsen et al. (2005). 

Mares (2010) found differing statistical effects of covariates in gang, intimate, drug, and 



 

3 

 

 
 

robbery homicide in Chicago during the period of 1985-1995. Nielsen et al. (2005) found 

variation in statistical effects of covariates for escalation, intimate, drug, and robbery-related 

homicide in Miami and San Diego during the same time period. Studying Chicago allows the 

opportunity for not just comparability but also greater specificity than Mares (2010), while 

studying a similar environment (with regard to immigrant reception) to Nielsen et al. (2005) 

provides a comparison of the roles of race, ethnicity, immigration, and local context.  

The present study replicates Nielsen et al.’s (2005) racial- (Latino and Black) and 

motivational-disaggregation (intimate, escalation, robbery, and drug) scheme with the 

addition of white homicides over the same time period—the years 1985-1995—in Chicago. 

During that time, Chicago and San Diego’s Latino populations were primarily Mexican (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census 1990), and all three cities were established Latino immigration hubs 

(Harris & Feldmeyer 2013; Singer 2004; Singer et. al 2008; Stamps & Bohon 2006; Suro & 

Singer 2002). Proportionally, this means each city had a greater Latino immigrant population 

than the national average in 1980, 1990, and 2000 (Harris & Feldmeyer 2013). Chicago’s 

history in social disorganization theory as well as its status as an immigration hub makes it a 

desirable test site providing a sizable Latino population for comparisons with Miami and San 

Diego. The focus of this study is on neighborhoods—the unit of analysis described by the 

logic of social disorganization theory. 

Some of the main issues that will be addressed entail the application of social 

disorganization theory to the study of homicide, but more particularly to motive and race 

specific homicides, as well as addressing the implications of racial invariance in this subject 

matter. The paper will proceed by first providing a summation of social disorganization 



 

4 

 

 
 

theory and of the homicide disaggregation, racial invariance, Latino paradox, and immigrant 

revitalization literature. An explication of the data and methods details the data sources and 

operationalization of concepts comprising the hypotheses to be tested and then follows with 

the results of the analysis. The paper closes by contextualizing results within the literature, 

with special attention to Nielsen et al. (2005) as well as providing study limitations and 

directions for future research. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Social Disorganization 

 Social disorganization theory describes places, rather than people, prone to crime. 

More specifically, social disorganization focuses on neighborhoods or communities. 

Communities that struggle to (1) maintain strong social ties among law-abiding residents, 

particularly in the form of organized or institution-based networks, (2) enact informal social 

control, and (3) access formal control are socially disorganized and conducive to crime 

(Patillo 1998; Sampson & Groves 1989; Shaw & McKay 1942). Weakened ties reduce 

communal ability to maintain basic institutional structures that bind residents to positive 

social roles, which further impedes development of ties between residents (Peterson et al. 

2000). Networks of law-abiding residents may provide informal supervision of youth, while 

networks infused with law-breaking residents undermine crime prevention efforts (Patillo 

1998). Informal, conventional networks are ineffective without a desire to act, fostered by 

mutual trust and solidarity, or collective efficacy (Sampson 1997; Kubrin & Weitzer 2003).  
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Poverty, population density, family disruption, race/ethnic heterogeneity, 

immigration, and residential instability erode social ties, reducing neighborhood solidarity 

and informal social control (Shaw & McKay 1942; Bursik 1988). These environments 

encourage a violence-based culture of masculinity rooted in reputation and fierce protection 

of the self, family, and property (Kubrin and Wadsworth 2003). Collective efficacy, or social 

cohesion among neighbors and a willingness to intervene for the common good (Sampson et 

al. 1997), helps mediate the deleterious effects of social disorganization in communities 

(Bursik 1988). Poverty increases frustration, anger, and despair, and blocks legitimate 

opportunities, creating an environment conducive to both instrumental and expressive crimes. 

Often, poverty is concentrated in highly populated areas, such as urban centers, with 

heightened degrees of anonymity. This decreases the number of neighbors an individual 

recognizes (Kubrin & Weitzer 2003; Pridemore 2002; Wirth 1938). Consequently, people in 

these areas are more prone to victimization—residents are less likely to know who belongs in 

the neighborhood, are less able to monitor behaviors of strangers and are less likely to 

intervene on behalf of others.  

Reduced quantity or quality social ties exist both within and outside the home. 

Disrupted, or single-parent, families struggle to impose informal controls within their 

households. Given time constraints and responsibilities, adults in socially disorganized 

families are less able to supervise children and consequently less able to prevent deviance 

and delinquency (Kornhauser 1978; Sampson 1987; Sampson & Groves 1989). Additionally, 

disorganized families are less likely to form social relationships and networks with their 

neighbors (Alwin, Converse, & Martin 1985; Pridemore 2002).  
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Neighborhood cohesion is also disrupted by ethnic heterogeneity. Perceived variant 

and potentially incompatible cultures influence residents to maintain bonds with like 

individuals (Sellin 1938). This discernment is isolating and impedes social ties, reduces 

interest in the neighborhood as a whole, and complicates communal problem solving and 

crime prevention efforts. 

Much like high population density and ethnic heterogeneity, residential instability 

prevents or stifles the construction of social relationships and networks. Rapid housing 

turnover increases anonymity within neighborhoods and communities, “producing unstable 

and impermanent social relationships that might otherwise bind people to neighbors and to 

their community, and undermining institutional development” (Pridemore 2002:139). When 

these neighborhoods “contain large apartment complexes or similar structures with 

abandoned rooms, dark stairwells, and dimly-lit streets and courtyards,” (Pridemore 

2002:138) or other less “defensible spaces,” they are attractive to potential offenders and 

difficult to defend against victimization (Newman 1972; Roneck 1981). Fear of crime further 

isolates individuals (Liska & Warner 1991). Immigration exacerbates social disorganization 

by increasing both ethnic heterogeneity, sometimes intensified by a language barrier, and 

residential instability.  

It is important to note that these social and economic forces also influence homicide 

rates outside the neighborhood or community (Bursik 1988). This is why social 

disorganization theory has been supported in studies using larger aggregates. Land et al. 

(1990) and McCall et al. (2010) found economic deprivation, population structure, and 

family disruption were significantly related to homicide rates across cities, metropolitan 
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areas, and states over time. Family disruption was predicted to be and was found positively 

correlated with the homicide rate at the city and metropolitan levels over time. Their resource 

deprivation/affluence index, containing median family income, the percentage of families 

living below the poverty level, the Gini index of income inequality, the percentage black 

population and the percentage of children age 18 or under not living with both parents, also 

was positively correlated with the homicide rate at the city, metropolitan and state level over 

time. However, the strength of these covariates is disputed in the literature (see Cao, Hou, & 

Huang 2007; Kubrin & Wadsworth 2003; Nielsen et al. 2005; Parker 1989; Verano & 

Cancino 2001; etc.). Studies examining different schemes of homicide disaggregation, scale 

construction, and ecological units of analysis are likely responsible.  The subject of homicide 

disaggregation by offender motivation is the focus of the following discussion. 

 

Motivation-Based Disaggregation 

 Homicide is not a homogenous crime type, but is often an aggregation of lethal 

outcomes of various other types of crime, such as robbery or intimate partner violence (Cao 

et al. 2008; Flewelling & Williams 1999; Pizarro & McGloin 2006). Failure to disaggregate 

among the various types of homicide obscures the impact of structural conditions—partially 

derived from social disorganization theory—on lethal violence and contributes to 

inconsistent findings in homicide studies (Kovandzic et al. 1998; Krivo & Peterson 2000; 

Kubrin 2003; Nielsen et al. 2005; Parker 2001; Pridemore 2002; Pyrooz 2012; Williams & 

Flewelling 1988; Wolfgang 1958).  
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 Scholars have examined various types of homicide incidents, arguing that the social, 

economic, and situational factors leading to these various types of homicide differ across 

types, such as felony, intimate, altercation, gang, and robbery- and drug-related homicide 

(Kubrin 2003; Kubrin & Ousey 2009; Kubrin & Wadsworth 2003; Mares 2010; Nielsen et al. 

2005; Ousey & Kubrin 2014; Parker 2001; Pyrooz 2012; Rosenfeld, Bray, & Egley 1999; 

etc.). Mares (2010) compared gang homicide in Chicago neighborhoods to intimate, drug- 

and robbery-related homicide. Concentrated disadvantage—an index composed of 

percentage of female-headed households, percentage unemployed, percentage of households 

receiving public assistance, percentage of population under 18, and percentage of families 

earning less than $10,000 annually—positively affected all four types of homicide, but was 

most salient for gang homicides. Notably, residential instability was positively related to 

intimate and robbery homicide, but not gang or drug homicide, as the formation and 

maintenance of gangs requires stable neighborhoods (Kubrin & Wadsworth 2003; Mares 

2010; Pyrooz 2012). Unstable neighborhoods increase isolation and anonymity, which may 

prevent others from intervening, thus increasing intimate homicides; or, residential instability 

could be increased by divorce, which may involve violence stemming from anger and 

jealousy, increasing intimate homicides. The presence of young men and black residents also 

increased intimate homicide, but not the other homicide types. The different substantive 

findings in Mares’ (2010) study compared to other studies may be a consequence of model 

specification; scales for concentrated disadvantage, residential instability, and ethnic 

heterogeneity that were operationalized in a unique way. 



 

9 

 

 
 

 Kubrin (2003) disaggregated St. Louis homicides over the same time period into 

categories derived from cluster analysis and identified the following types: general 

altercation, felony, domestic with a male offender, and domestic with a female offender. 

Unlike Mares’ findings for intimate homicide (2010), Kubrin (2003) found concentrated 

disadvantage and population size had impacted both types of domestic homicide, while 

residential instability, young men, and family disruption did not. General altercation and 

felony homicides were influenced by different covariates as well. Results divergent from 

other studies may have emerged due to conceptualization and model specification, place, and 

use of incomparable typologies as dependent variables. 

  Kubrin and Wadsworth’s (2003) examination of motivationally disaggregated black 

homicide rates in St. Louis neighborhoods produced similar results to Kubrin’s (2003). 

Again, disadvantage and population size were associated with an increase in intimate partner 

homicide, but a spatial lag was evident; and in contrast with Mares (2010), there was no 

observed effect of residential instability or young men. Stranger and non-stranger robbery 

homicide and stranger and non-stranger altercation homicide were associated with larger 

populations and exhibited spatial dependence; additionally, altercation homicides were 

associated with concentrated disadvantage. Gang homicide increased with disadvantage; but 

comparable with Mares (2010), it decreased with residential instability. All other homicide 

typologies were unaffected by instability.  

 These are some examples of the ways that certain neighborhood characteristics 

differentially affect varieties of homicide types in Chicago and St Louis. Not only do these 

studies reveal the complexities underlying total homicide rate patterns, race-specific 
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homicide rates also are explained differentially at various levels of aggregation, such as U.S. 

neighborhoods and cities. In addition to offender motivation, another important distinction of 

homicide disaggregation that has been examined in this literature is race. The following 

discusses not only findings relative to racial disaggregation, but also a related subject in the 

field: racial invariance.  

 

Racial Invariance and Racial Disaggregation 

 A body of literature has accumulated in which scholars have made efforts to better 

understand how characteristics of varying sized geographic areas explain race-specific 

homicide rates.  Parker and McCall’s (1999) study of intraracial and interracial homicide in 

major American cities revealed Black intraracial homicide surges in cities plagued by 

poverty and declining employment. Similarly, white homicide offending—regardless of 

victim race—increases during economic loss and strain. Improved accessibility for blacks to, 

and consequent participation in, low-skill jobs increases black-white contact and propensity 

for conflict, thereby increasing black-white homicides. Coupled with inequitable economic 

opportunities that propel whites to succeed at the expense of blacks, black interracial 

homicide rates in these cities are likely to increase. Higher Latino populations are associated 

with white intraracial and black interracial homicide—though, Parker and McCall (1999) 

used this as a control for possible errors by police erroneously attributing race to Latino 

offenders and victims in their offense reports.  

 More recently, scholars have examined the racial invariance thesis, which states that 

despite varying levels of structural disadvantage in black, Latino and white communities, 
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these constraints are similarly impactful for black, Latino, and white criminality (Krivo & 

Peterson 1996; Ousey 1999; Peterson & Krivo 2005; Steffensmeier et al. 2010). That is, if 

structural features of white communities were constrained to the same degree as black 

communities, crime would occur equally (Ousey 1999). Alternatively, Phillips’ (2002) 

regression decomposition suggests if Latinos were afforded the same structural advantages as 

whites, the white-Latino homicide gap would disappear.  

However, research suggests racial invariance is unlikely, as the conditions of poor 

white neighborhoods do not resemble poor black neighborhoods (Krivo & Peterson 1996, 

2000; McNulty 2001; Nielsen et al. 2005; Nielsen & Martinez 2009; Ousey 1999) and 

because Latino (particularly Cuban, & somewhat less Central & South American) 

communities are tied to “greater economic investments and resources in ethnic 

entrepreneurship and ethnic economies than are found in black communities” (Feldmeyer 

2010:604; Light & Gold 2000; Portes & Stepick 1993). In fact, “racial differences in poverty 

and family disruption, among other things, are so strong that the ‘worst’ urban contexts in 

which whites reside are considerably better than the average context of black communities” 

(Kubrin & Wadsworth 2003:29).  

Most studies that explore specific categories of homicide disaggregate by race—

comparing black and white or black and non-black homicide (Almgren et al. 1998; Krivo & 

Peterson 1996; McNulty 2001; Sampson 1986, 1987) or motive-based typology—including 

both expressive (characterized by little or no planning and emotional reactivity) and 

instrumental (goal oriented) motives. These racial disaggregation schemes for studying 

homicide at the neighborhood level excluded the largest minority ethnic group: Latinos, 
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whose homicide rates are higher than white but lower than black rates (Lee, Martinez, & 

Rosenfeld 2001; Phillips 2002) and did not disaggregate by homicide motive-based typology. 

Motive-based homicide studies did not disaggregate by race, considered only one race, or 

excluded Latinos (for exception, see Nielsen et al. 2005).  

The most comprehensive disaggregation scheme for studying homicide to date 

revealed differential structural covariate support based on victim race (black or Latino), 

motive-based typology (intimate, escalation, drug- or robbery-related), and location (San 

Diego or Miami) (Nielsen et al. 2005). Because the expressive-instrumental dichotomy is 

overly simplistic and obscures complexity, gang, felony (as a single category or as multiple, 

such as robbery or drug), intimate, and general altercation motives are commonly found 

among homicide studies (Kubrin 2003; Kubrin & Wadsworth 2003; Mares 2010; Miles-Doan 

1998; Ousey 1999; Parker 2001, 2004; Parker & Johns 2002; Peterson & Krivo 1993; Pizarro 

2008; Williams & Flewelling 1988). Nielsen et al. (2005) chose Miami and San Diego for 

their status as Latino immigration hubs that provide different reception environments due to 

variation in quantity and ethnicity of immigrants for comparison. Studying Latinos is 

particularly important as the racial composition of the United States shifts; neglecting Latinos 

not only disregards the largest minority ethnic group, but also ignores any potential effects of 

Latino structural conditions in relation to whites and blacks (Nielsen et al. 2005; Rennison 

2002).  

Nielsen et al. (2005) found no effect of the proportion of young men in the 

neighborhood on the rates of any of these homicide types. Concentrated disadvantage was the 

strongest predictor of black homicide offending for all four motive typologies in both cities. 
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Their measures of social disorganization did not impact Latino robbery homicide rates at all, 

or Latino drug homicide rates, except residential instability in San Diego. The contrast 

between Latino and black homicides suggests that Latino robbery homicides are not 

explained by the same types of social disorganization that explain black robbery homicides 

dispersed throughout the city, as black robbery homicides are associated with more 

disadvantaged neighborhoods, and Latino robbery homicides are not. Intimate homicides in 

San Diego are positively associated with concentrated disadvantage and residential instability 

and show no relationship with immigration, similar to Mares’ (2010) racially invariant 

findings in Chicago during the same time period. However, Latino intimate homicides in 

Miami have no relationship with concentrated disadvantage or residential instability and are 

positively correlated with immigration, while black intimate homicides in Miami are 

positively related to concentrated disadvantage, but share an inverse relationship with 

immigration and residential instability. In sum, the effect of social disorganization principle 

on homicide depends on race, place, and motivational typology. 

 Nielsen and Martinez (2009) found residential stability reduced Latino, but not black 

homicide offending, casting doubt on the racial invariance thesis. Also among their findings, 

neither group’s offending was impacted by the population of young men in neighborhoods. 

Immigration was negatively correlated with both black and Latino homicide offending in 

Miami, suggesting immigrants neither disrupt communities nor undermine social integration, 

contrary to classic social disorganization theory and according to the immigrant revitalization 

perspective.   
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The questions left unanswered by these race-related studies form another argument 

for examining race-specific homicides. Therefore, the present study will take advantage of 

the relatively large proportion of Latinos and blacks comprising the Chicago resident 

population and will examine race-specific homicides across Chicago neighborhoods to 

determine the relative racial invariance of homicide in this city. Due to data availability, the 

present study is limited to the time frame around 1990; and because the Latino and Hispanic 

American population has grown in recent decades to make it the largest minority in the U.S., 

the findings will not capture the current dynamics created by the changed population 

composition. This recent increase in Latino population in the U.S. has led to another focus of 

study in the criminological literature: the Latino paradox. 

 

Latino Paradox and Immigrant Revitalization 

Despite traditional social disorganization literature that suggests new immigrants lack 

social ties to local residents and therefore undermine community controls (Shaw & McKay  

1942), recent contributions by scholars argue that immigration has no effect (Browning 2002; 

Feldmeyer & Steffensmeier 2009; Frye, Galea, & Bucciarelli 2008; Frye & Wilt 2001; Lee et 

al. 2001; Mears 2001; Ousey & Kubrin 2009; Reid, Weiss, Adelman, & Jaret 2005) or a 

negative effect on homicide (Chavez & Griffiths 2009; Martinez et al. 2010; Martinez 2002; 

Nielsen & Martinez 2009; Portes & Stepick 1993; Sampson 2008; Stowell et al. 2009; 

Wadsworth 2010) net of other key structural covariates. Immigration has shifted from 

primarily European migration flows—at the time Shaw and McKay (1942) were developing 

social disorganization theory—to primarily Latin American (Lauritsen & White 2001; Lee et 
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al. 2001; Martinez 2002). The “Latino paradox” is a phenomenon recently identified in the 

criminological literature.  It suggests Latinos—regardless of nativity, and immigrants, 

regardless of race/ethnicity—commit less crime than native-born Americans and prior 

immigrant groups in spite of living with substantial disadvantage (Hagan, Levit, & 

Dinovitzer 2008; Lee et al. 2001; Martinez & Lee 2000; Pyrooz 2012; Sampson 2008; 

Sampson & Bean 2006; Sampson et al. 2005) . That is, structural constraints are less 

impactful for Latino violence than black violence (Martinez 2002; Sampson & Bean 2006; 

Velez 2006). This highlights the potential for immigration to increase social organization and 

integration through the development of ethnic enclaves (Burchfield & Silver 2013; Martinez 

2002).  

Some groups of new immigrants are advantaged and protected from urban problems, 

while others find themselves in “ghetto-type poverty conditions” (Chavez & Griffiths 

2009:62). A locale’s “context of reception” influences not only social position for 

immigrants, but also the immigration-violence relationship (Portes & Rumbaut 2006). 

Traditional Latino immigrant locations—large metropolitan areas that are historically 

important initial settlement points—such as Miami or Chicago, host ethnic enclaves that both 

benefit and are benefitted by new waves of immigration, referred to as “immigrant 

revitalization” (Martinez et al. 2010; Sampson & Bean 2006). Enclaves provide guidance and 

assistance with transportation, childcare, affordable housing, healthcare—such as HIV 

prevention, outreach, and intervention—and employment opportunities (Feldmeyer 2009; 

Lee et al. 2001; Martinez 2002; Portes & Stepick 1993; Velez 2006). For instance, the 

Chicago-Mexico Bilingual Nurse Program aids in the U.S. licensure process for Spanish-
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speaking nurses (Stamps & Bohon 2006). The presence of immigrants reduces crime by 

renewing and reinforcing shared heritage, language, traditions, conventional values, and 

attachments to family (both kin and fictive kin), church, and work (Harris & Feldmeyer 

2013; Martinez 2002; Ousey & Kubrin 2014; Stamps & Bohon 2006; Tonry 1997). Sampson 

(2008) and Ramey (2013) suggest these neighborhoods are “some of the safest places” in the 

country. 

 Non-traditional Latino immigrant locations—rural, suburban, or smaller metropolitan 

areas without a history of initial settlement—are unlikely to host an immigrant enclave 

because they are not economically and socially capable of providing the benefits of settling 

in a traditional locale (Bohon et al. 2008; Harris & Feldmeyer 2013; Shihadeh & Barranco 

2010a; Shihadeh & Winters 2010). This inability to efficiently integrate and incorporate new 

immigrants in these areas is conducive to the instability and disruption described in social 

disorganization theory (Shaw & McKay 1942), and a weak crime-enhancing association has 

been found for black and Latino violence in these locales (Harris & Feldmeyer 2013). One 

possible explanation for the observed increase in black violence in these areas could be labor 

market dislocation, as Latino immigrants and blacks in the low-skill labor market share 

similar skill profiles and Latinos may be replacing blacks in those labor markets leading to 

rising unemployment and poverty among black communities (Harris & Feldmeyer 2013; see 

also Shihadeh & Barranco 2010b), as well as an increase in racial threat among blacks from 

this incoming Latino population (Blalock 1967; Parker & McCall 1990). 

 The above review of studies, that represents a vast body of research exploring 

disaggregated homicide, portrays the complexities underlying the present study.  To organize 
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this project, the Nielsen, et al (2005) motivation- and race-specific analyses of Miami and 

San Diego will replicated using Chicago neighborhoods and will provide the basis of 

comparison for these findings.  Based on the extant literature reviewed, the following 

hypotheses are derived and provide a basis for testing theoretical arguments. 

 

Hypotheses 

Based on the studies reviewed above, I expect to find evidence in the present research 

that supports the following hypotheses organized around the primary characteristics of social 

disorganization theory:  poverty, immigration, residential instability, race/ethnic 

heterogeneity, and family disruption. Based on the original tenets of social disorganization 

theory, I anticipate finding a positive relationship between these characteristics of 

communities and crime in this study of homicide. To restrict the myriad of possible 

combinations of hypotheses that could be derived for the various categories of race/ethnic 

groups and motivations for homicide outlined above, I investigate only those race- and 

motivation-specific homicide-based hypotheses that depart from the positive relationship 

predicted by the theory for which prior research has found support. These exceptions to the 

relationships posited by social disorganization theory are based on the arguments and 

findings identified in the literature review.  Nevertheless, each section below begins with the 

hypothesis derived from social disorganization theory as it would apply to the total 

population; these hypotheses are listed before divergent hypotheses and include H1, H2, H3 

and H4.  These introductory hypotheses are presented for organizational purposes only and 

will not be tested because total homicide is not analyzed. Motivation types of homicide will 
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only be tested for race-specific groups and not for the population as a whole.  The hypotheses 

to be tested for each aspect of social disorganization theory are delineated for each 

race/ethnic group following a discussion of departures from the expectation for total 

population in prior research. 

 

CONCENTRATED DISADVANTAGE 

H1: Neighborhoods with higher levels of concentrated disadvantage will have higher 

rates of intimate, escalation, robbery-related and drug-related homicide. 

Across all four motivational types examined in this study, concentrated disadvantage 

should be the strongest predictor of homicide rates. “Deprivation-induced frustrations” 

(Parker & Johns 2002:290) are often directed at personal relationships, particularly intimates, 

family, friends, and acquaintances (Avakame 1998; Braithwaite 1979; Frye & Wilt 2001; 

Parker 1989; Williams & Flewelling 1988). With regard to intimate homicide, 

underemployment and unemployment increase risk of wife beating, as “some men will assert 

their ultimate control of the domestic setting through the use of violence against partners” 

(Miles-Doan 1998:628).  In addition to serving as an outlet for poverty-induced frustration, 

reputation disputes and maintenance might increase escalation homicides (Anderson 1999; 

Kubrin & Wadsworth 2003). Robbery- and drug-related homicide should also be strongly 

related to deprivation, because they provide alternative options for obtaining material gains 

in the face of blocked opportunities for legitimate employment (Agnew 1992; Merton 1938). 

H1B. Neighborhoods with higher levels of black concentrated disadvantage will have 

higher rates of all motivation types of black homicide. 
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H1L. Neighborhoods with higher levels of Latino concentrated disadvantage will have 

higher rates of Latino intimate, but not of Latino escalation, drug- or robbery-related 

homicide. 

H1W. Neighborhoods with higher levels of white concentrated disadvantage will have 

higher rates of white intimate, but not of white escalation, drug- or robbery-related 

homicide. 

Predominantly Latino or white neighborhoods are less likely to reflect a code of the 

street (Anderson 1999). Because of existing immigrant enclaves, Latinos are less likely to 

settle in neighborhoods with severe levels of deprivation, and even the most resource 

deprived white neighborhoods do not approach the levels of deprivation conducive to 

developing a code of the street (Kubrin & Wadsworth 2003). Instrumental homicides should 

also be less affected, or not affected, by concentrated disadvantage, given the relatively low 

levels of deprivation in these Latino and white neighborhoods.  

 

FAMILY DISRUPTION 

H2: Neighborhoods with higher levels of family disruption will have higher rates of 

homicide. 

H2B: Neighborhoods with higher levels of family disruption will have higher rates of 

intimate, escalation, drug-, and robbery-related black homicide. 

H2L: Family disruption will not affect Latino homicide. 
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H2W: Family disruption will be associated with higher rates of intimate, escalation, 

drug-, and robbery-related white homicide and this effect will be greater than its 

effect on black homicide. 

Black and white homicide should increase in neighborhoods with higher levels of 

family disruption (Pratt & Cullen 2005) and this effect will be greater for white homicide 

than black homicide (Stansfield & Parker 2013). Further, research suggests family disruption 

is more strongly associated with lower socioeconomic attainment among white men than 

among black men (Amato & Booth 1997; Hetherington, Camara, & Featherman 1983). 

Reduced guardianship of minors caused by family disruption is expected to increase 

homicide. However, one benefit of ethnic enclaves is an extended network of adults to 

supervise children and young adults (Feldmeyer 2009; Lee et al. 2001; Martinez 2002; Portes 

& Stepick 1993; Stamps & Bohon 2006; Velez 2006), which should either neutralize or 

reduce the expected effect of family disruption for Latino homicides. Latino intimate 

homicide should also be unaffected as fictive kin networks may mediate the effects of family 

disruption and provide protective services as needed (Lauritsen & Rennison 2006). 

 

RESIDENTIAL INSTABILITY 

H3. Neighborhoods with higher levels of residential instability will have higher rates 

of homicide. 

H3E: Escalation homicide will be less affected than other motives. 

H3DR: Neighborhoods with higher levels of residential instability will have higher 

rates of drug- and robbery-related homicide. 
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 There are no arguments made in the literature about the nature of the relationship 

between residential instability and race-specific or intimate homicides. However, residential 

instability disrupts social hierarchies and should have less impact for escalation homicides 

that result from reputation disputes (Anderson 1999; Kubrin & Herting 2003) than other 

homicide types. Increased anonymity and less defensible space (Newman 1972; Roneck 

1981) in neighborhoods with high levels of residential instability should increase drug- and 

robbery-related homicide (Pridemore 2002). 

 

IMMIGRATION 

H4. Neighborhoods with higher levels of immigration will have higher rates of 

            homicide. 

H4B. Neighborhoods with higher levels of immigration will have lower rates of black 

homicide, but this effect will be less than its effect on Latino homicide. 

H4L. Neighborhoods with higher levels of immigration will have lower rates of all 

Latino homicide. 

H4W. There will be no relationship between immigration and white homicide.  

As Chicago is a traditional immigrant destination with immigrant enclaves, Latino 

immigration
1
 is likely to revitalize Latino and Black communities (Harris & Feldmeyer 2013; 

Nielsen et al. 2005; Nielsen & Martinez 2009); therefore, immigration
2
 will be associated 

with lower rates of Latino and Black homicide. Black instrumental homicide should be more 

                                                           
1
 In 1990, 46.8% of immigration to Metro Chicago was from Latin America; between 1980-2000, the Latino 

population in Metro Chicago increased by 77%—703,709 foreign born Latinos were documented in the 2000 

census (Paral and Norkewicz 2003). 
2
 This refers to all immigrants living in Chicago in 1990. Given significant documented Latino immigration 

among this immigrant population, it is hypothesized that neighborhoods will be revitalized. 
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strongly related to immigration than black expressive homicide because revitalization should 

provide legitimate employment opportunities, but does not directly impact reputation 

disputes or intimate relations. White communities are largely unaffected by this migration 

pattern (Harris & Feldmeyer 2013) because communities are largely segregated by 

race/ethnic groups with Latino immigrants moving into Latino (non-White) communities. 

 

RACIAL INVARIANCE 

By testing the effects of social disorganization—concentrated disadvantage, family 

disruption, residential instability, and immigration—across race-specific models, the theory 

of racial invariance is indirectly tested for all four variables, I anticipate racially variant 

outcomes, as stated above. 

 

DATA AND METHODS 

The data sources for this study include the Chicago Homicide Dataset (Block et al. 

2005) for the homicide measures and the 1990 U.S. Bureau of the Census Population 

Characteristics
3
 for measures to operationalize concepts derived from social disorganization 

theory and for control measures.   

In this study, Chicago census tracts are used as a proxy for neighborhoods (Krivo & 

Peterson 1996; Sampson & Raudenbush 1999). A minimum population of 500 residents 

living in each tract is required for inclusion in this analysis which “helps stabilize violence 

counts and ensure reliable measures of community characteristics” (Nielsen et al. 2005:849; 

                                                           
3
 Census data were obtained from the Neighborhood Change Database (Geolytics 2004). 
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Krivo & Peterson 1996; Kubrin & Weitzer 2003b; Mares 2010; McNulty 2001). Sixty tracts, 

such as those located in business districts, are excluded, leaving a total of 794 tracts with an 

average of 3,466 residents in each.  

The dependent variables are motive-specific and racially disaggregated victim counts 

of homicide (Nielsen et al. 2005)—obtained from the Chicago Homicide Dataset (Block & 

Block 2005) and consistent with recent neighborhood level analyses (Kubrin 2003; Kubrin & 

Wadsworth 2003; Lee et al. 2001; Nielsen, Lee, & Martinez 2005). This dataset is derived 

from Chicago Police Department investigation files, specifically; murder analysis reports—

single page forms that summarize the original investigation, completed by detective division 

staff in the crime analysis unit (Christakos & Block 1997b).
4
 Race- and motivation-specific 

measures including whether the victim was black, Latino and white, and whether the 

motivation for the homicide was intimate, escalation, drug-, and robbery related are available 

in the Chicago Homicide dataset and comprise a total of 12 dependent variables.  

Whereas the police reports may indicate more than one motive for a homicide case, 

only the primary motive is used to prevent overlap. Intimate partner homicides include all 

intimate partner relationships, past or present (e.g., husband/wife, ex-husband/wife, common-

law husband/wife, ex-common-law husband/wife, boyfriend/girlfriend, ex-

boyfriend/girlfriend, and homosexual couples). Escalation homicides are characterized as 

those caused by an altercation, including retaliation homicides. Drug-related homicide refers 

to all in which there is positive or circumstantial evidence of drug involvement. Robbery-

related homicide is any lethal violence occurring during a robbery. For a more detailed 

                                                           
4
 When gathering these data, coders asked for clarification from the Chicago Police Department when necessary 

(Christakos and Block 1997a). 
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motivational breakdown, see Appendix A. Crime is chronically underreported, making police 

data less complete; however, the more serious a crime, the more likely it is to be reported 

(Gove et al. 1985). Since homicide is often a lethal extension of various crimes (Cao et al. 

2008; Flewelling & Williams 1999; Pizarro & McGloin 2006), it provides a unique 

opportunity to study disparate crimes, such as intimate partner violence and robbery. A 

potential limitation to the data is its dependence on police coding of victim characteristics, 

such as race (Kubrin & Weitzer 2003; Kubrin & Wadsworth 2003). 

The U.S. Bureau of the Census is the other source for measures of the social and 

economic characteristics of tracts in Chicago. Obtaining independent variables from the 1990 

census for the 1985-1995 time frame is conventional in extant neighborhood level homicide 

research (Lee et al. 2001), including studies disaggregated by motive (Kubrin 2003; Kubrin 

& Weitzer 2003; Nielsen et al. 2005). All homicide incidents in the Chicago Homicide 

Dataset are coded to be consistent with 2000 census boundaries, while the 1990 census data 

is coded according to the 1990 census boundaries. To transpose 1990 census information into 

2000 census boundaries, the Neighborhood Change Database (NCDB) was used (Geolytics 

2004). This dataset tracks changes in census boundaries over time and creates geographic 

census ‘boundary-like’ areas (in this case, ‘tract-like’) to make areal units comparable over 

time; some of the census tracts in 1990 are not within their original boundaries, mostly those 

that changed their physical boundaries from 1990 to 2000. In this analysis, 40 tracts (5%) 

changed during this time period (United States Department of Commerce 2002). The NCDB 
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does not contain all variables found in the census, limiting choice of measures for inclusion 

in this study.
5
   

 Social disorganization theory is the primary foundation for concepts incorporated into 

the analysis; measures are consistent with those used in related literature reviewed above. 

Prior research has reported high correlations among some indicators of socially disorganized 

areas, such as measures used to operationalize impoverishment and population heterogeneity. 

To reduce collinearity among these predictors, three race/ethnic-specific additive indices 

comprised of z-score variables weighted by factor scores were developed with principle 

components analysis (Land et al. 1990). Concentrated disadvantage indices are race/ethnic-

specific and combine (1) the percentage of residents living below the poverty line, (2) 

percentage of female-headed households with children under 18, (3) the percent of high 

school drop outs over the age of 25, and (4) the percent of unemployed residents over the age 

of 15. The indices of black, Latino, and white resource deprivation have Cronbach’s alphas 

of .971, .953, and .883, respectively. The immigration index is the sum of the standardized 

percent foreign born and the standardized percent Latino population (Kubrin & Ishizawa 

2012; Ousey & Kubrin 2014; Sampson et al. 1997; Stowell et al. 2009) with a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .825. Components of the immigration index are moderately correlated with black 

and white measures of concentrated disadvantage, and moderately or highly correlated (see 

Tables 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3) with each measure of Latin concentrated disadvantage, but remain 

separate, as the immigration index is conceptually different and loads in its own factor 

(Massey 1998; Rosenfeld et al. 1999). Residential mobility is indicated by the percentage of 

                                                           
5
 Examples of excluded variables include recent immigration and languages spoken. 
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residents residing in a different house in 1985. Family disruption is represented by the 

percentage of all males aged 15 and over who are divorced. Neither residential mobility nor 

percent divorced are race/ethnic-specific measures. Criminological research has established 

that young males are more likely to be offenders and victims of crime. Therefore, this high-

risk population for criminal involvement is another variable included in the analysis as a 

race/ethnic-specific measure.  It is operationalized as the percentage of the population who 

are 16 to 34 year old males.
6
 The natural log of the race/ethnic-resident population is 

included in the analysis as a standard for measuring those exposed to the chance of homicide 

victimization and referred to as victimization risk. 

 

Preliminary Analysis 

During the years of 1985-1995, there were 8,842 homicide victims in Chicago, 97.9% 

(8,658) of which were in the 794 studied tracts.  Of these 8,658 homicide victims included in 

the analyses, 73.7% were black (and the types of homicide were: 9.5% intimate, 52.3% 

escalation, 13.6% drug-related, and 9.7% robbery-related); 15.1% were Latino (4.4% 

intimate, 62.4% escalation, 6% drug-related, 8.7% robbery-related); and 10.3% were white 

(9.3% intimate, 44.2% escalation, 6.5% drug-related, 22.4% robbery-related). Note that the 

percentages shown in parentheses do not sum to 100% because not all motivation-specific 

homicide types are included.  Nevertheless, these motivation categories represent the vast 

majority of homicides recorded in the Chicago police files.  

                                                           
6
 This specific age range was a limitation of the NCDB (Geolytics 2004) as most studies use younger age 

groups such as 15 to 29 year olds.  
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Table 1.1 displays the descriptive statistics for the dependent variables, including 

total as well as race- and motivation-specific homicide victim counts as well as the 

independent variables included in the analyses.  The components for the concentrated 

disadvantage and immigration indices are included in table 2.1 as well. As detailed in the 

table, black homicide means are higher than Latino or white means for intimate, escalation, 

drug, and robbery homicides. The means of Latino escalation and robbery-related homicides 

per tract are higher than white homicides of the same type, but mean white intimate and drug 

homicides per tract are higher than Latino homicides of the same type. On average, tracts 

contain more escalation homicides than other motivational types for all races. Black drug 

homicides are more common than robbery-related homicides, but the reverse is true for 

Latino homicides. Robbery-related homicides are the second highest among motivation types 

for whites, while the lowest for whites are drug homicides. 

 The average tract in Chicago contains 3,466 people: approximately 42.7% of which 

are black, 19.2% are Latino, and 42.2% are white.
7
 Residential mobility has a mean of 

44.6%, and the mean percent divorce is 7.8%. The proportion of young men is similar for 

black, Latino, and white groups, with 13.8%, 16.7% and 14.1%, respectively. The 

immigration index and all three resource deprivation indices are included in table 2.1 along 

with descriptive information for the items comprising these indices. On average, poverty, 

unemployment, and female-headed households with children under age 18 are relatively 

similar for whites and Latinos (15.3% and 17.9%, 6.9% and 8.9%, and 4.7% and 8.3%, 

respectively), but higher for black residents (27.3%, 16.7% and 17.4%). Black residents have 

                                                           
7
 These percentages sum up to 104%. Due to 1990 census construction, racial categories are mutually exclusive, 

but still overlap with ethnic categories. That is, ‘white’ refers to both Latino and non-Latino white persons. This 

issue will be expanded upon in the results section. 
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the highest proportion of high school drop outs (17.6%), Latino residents have the lowest 

(8.9%), and white residents average between the two groups (12.8%). High school drop outs 

are more prominent than those living in poverty, and much more prominent than female-

headed households with children under 18 and unemployment for all three racial groups. 

Tables 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 contain correlation matrices for all variables in each model. The 

immigration index and Latino concentrated disadvantage are correlated at .84, while the 

correlation between the immigration index and white concentrated disadvantage is .66 and 

between immigration and black concentrated disadvantage is -.59. 

 

Analytic Technique 

Homicide is a rare event, and even more so when measured in census tracts as race- 

and motivation-specific events. Although many extant ecological studies of homicide employ 

homicide rates standardized by the population of the geographic area and use Ordinary Least 

Squares regression for the analyses, counts of rare events are more appropriate to use than 

rates in racially and motivationally disaggregated data as used in this study (see Osgood 

2000). Poisson regression is appropriate for analyzing outcome variables measured as counts, 

and Poisson-based negative binomial regression is the appropriate analytic technique for 

analyzing non-negative, overdispersed count data (Osgood 2000).  Both are used in the 

present study.  The use of negative binomial
8
 rather than Poisson regression is supported by 

significant chi square values for eight of twelve likelihood-ratio test of alphas; and the four 

models with alphas not statistically significantly different from zero are automatically 

                                                           
8
 Whereas a population measure is often used as the exposure variable in negative binomial/Poisson regression 

models, this victimization risk measure is included as a regressor in the model to maintain comparable model 

specification with the Nielsen et al. (2005) study.  
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defaulted to Poisson regression by Stata (UCLA Statistical Consulting Group 2015). 

Therefore, results presented represent both negative binomial and Poisson regression models.  

Derived from Brame, Paternoster, Mazerolle, and Piquero (1998) and Paternoster, 

Brame and Mazerolle (1998), a Chow test is used to test for equality of coefficients across 

the motivation- and race-specific equations (Mares 2010; Nielsen et al. 2005). The test 

reveals statistical differences of coefficients between models by comparing unstandardized 

regression coefficients and their associated standard errors using the equation: Z = (B1-B2)/ 

√(SE1
2
+SE2

2
). This allows comparison of statistically significant coefficients with other 

motivation types within the same race and the same motivation type between races. Because 

the Chow test is limited to calculating the difference of coefficients between two regression 

models, comparisons are made for all possible permutations for each motivation type 

between race/ethnic groups. The results of the analyses are presented in the following chapter 

along with a comparison of the findings among the motivational types and between races.  

 

RESULTS 

 This section begins by reviewing the support found for hypotheses organized by each 

aspect of social disorganization (concentrated disadvantage index, percent divorced males, 

percent residential mobility and immigration index) across all motive- and race-specific 

homicide models. The findings from the negative binomial and Poisson regression analyses 

are provided in Tables 4.1 (expressive homicides) and 4.2 (instrumental homicides). See 

Appendix B for a list of the hypotheses, and recall that each hypothesis relative to the effect 

of a social or economic force on homicide may differ for the three different race/ethnic 
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groups or for the four distinct motivation types.  The subscript letters associated with 

hypotheses designate white (W), black (B) or Latino (L)-specific models. 

 

Concentrated Disadvantage Index, Hypothesis 1 

 According to social disorganization theory, the concentrated disadvantage index is 

hypothesized to be positively related to homicide rates. Hypothesis 1B was supported by the 

results of all four black motive-specific homicide models; the concentrated disadvantage 

index was statistically significant in the predicted direction net of the effects of percent 

divorced males, percent residential mobility, percent young men, the immigration index and 

victimization risk. Hypotheses 1L and 1W were supported only by the Latino drug-related and 

white drug-related models, within which the concentrated disadvantage index was had no 

relationship. These hypotheses (1L and 1W) were not supported in the Latino and white 

intimate and robbery-related models. Findings also contradicting hypotheses 1L and 1W—

specifically, the effect of concentrated disadvantage was hypothesized not to be related to 

Latino and White escalation homicides, were observed with significant, positive parameter 

coefficients for the concentrated disadvantage index in both racial groups’ escalation models. 

By comparing the standardized correlation coefficients, we find that the concentrated 

disadvantage index has the second strongest effect among the regressors, falling only behind 

victimization risk in all models except Latino robbery, in which the index has the strongest 

effect. 
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% Divorced Men, Hypothesis 2 

 Neighborhoods with higher percentages of divorced males are hypothesized to have 

higher homicide rates. Hypothesis 2B was supported only by the black intimate homicide 

model, in which the effect of percent divorced men was statistically significant in the 

predicted direction net of the effects of the remaining covariates. Contradictory to hypothesis 

2B, there was no effect of percentage divorced men on black escalation, drug and robbery 

homicide. There was no support for hypothesis 2W as all four white homicide models wherein 

there was no significant effect of percent divorced men., Hypothesis 2L was fully supported 

by the four Latin motive-specific homicide models, in which percent divorced men did not 

have a significant effect, findings for Latinos, like whites, are contrary to the relatively 

consistent support found for the positive relationship between divorce and homicide in 

ecological studies of homicide. 

 

% Residential Mobility, Hypothesis 3 

 Recall that the literature does not suggest the impact of residential mobility would 

have different effects on homicide rates for different race/ethnic groups.  The results provide 

limited support for hypotheses 3DR and 3E, with only three models significantly related to 

percentage residential mobility. Specifically, the only drug or robbery homicide model with a 

statistically significant percentage of residential mobility in the predicted direction net of the 

effects of the other regressors was white robbery. White and Latino escalation homicide 

models had a significant positive effect of percentage residential mobility, as predicted. 
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Hypothesis 3E is unsupported by a non-significant Chow score for white escalation and 

robbery-related homicides.  

 

Immigration Index, Hypothesis 4 

 Hypothesis 4B was contradicted by all the findings from the black homicide models as 

the immigration index has a positive and statistically significant effect on intimate, escalation 

and drug homicides, net of the effects of the concentrated disadvantage index, percentage 

divorced men, percentage residential mobility, percentage young men and victimization risk. 

Also failing to support the hypotheses, black robbery homicide exhibited a null relationship 

with the immigration index. Hypothesis 4L found no support, as the immigration index was 

not related to any type of Latino homicide. White intimate, drug and robbery homicide 

supported hypothesis 4W, with no significant relationship found between the immigration 

index and homicide in these three models. Contrary to expectations, the immigration index 

had a positive statistically significant effect on white escalation homicide though a null 

relationship was hypothesized. 

 

Racial Invariance 

 The racial invariance hypothesis suggests that structural factors should have similar 

effects on crime rates regardless of the race/ethnicity of the victim. The findings from these 

analyses of race/ethnic-specific homicide rates do not support the racial invariance 

hypothesis. There are significant differences across race for all effects except percentage 

divorced men (Paternoster et al. 1998).  The statistically significant differences (based on 
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tests of equality of coefficients across race/ethnic models for each motivation type) are 

indicated in tables 4.1 and 4.2 with a superscript letter (see the notes to those tables as well) 

next to the coefficient for which there exists a statistically significant difference.  Whereas 

this was not a primary focus of this project, these findings will be briefly highlighted by 

noting that most significant differences are for black and white or black and Latino 

homicides. However, Latino and white homicides have significantly different effects for 

concentrated disadvantage in robbery-related homicide, victimization risk in escalation and 

drug homicides, as well as a significant difference in the effect of young men for white and 

Latino escalation homicide. 

 

Supplemental Analysis I: Adjusted (Non-Latino) White Models 

 Ideally, when analyzing three racial groups, such as this study does, measures for 

racial groups should be mutually exclusive; however, the 1990 census, and consequently 

NCDB (Geolytics 2004), do not provide this level of detail outside of population counts. That 

is, ‘white’ refers to both Latino and non-Latino white members of the population. This is also 

the case for blacks and non-Latino blacks.  Consequently, a supplemental analysis is 

conducted to compare the findings for the white models discussed above with models that 

have been adjusted to address this measurement limitation.  Therefore, the non-Latino white 

measures were estimated by removing the proportion of whites who are Latino for all race-

specific measures. Specifically, adjusted white poverty was calculated using the following 

equation: 
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 Adjustment Factor = Total Non-Latino White Population 

      Total White Population 

 

 Adjusted White Poverty = (Adjustment Factor * Total White Poverty) 

             Total Non-Latino White Population 

 

White homicide rather than black homicide was adjusted in this supplemental analysis 

because Latinos are more likely to be misclassified as white, providing a more conservative 

test for the robustness of the findings shown in tables 4.1 and 4.2.  

Table 1.2 contains descriptive statistics for the adjusted (estimated non-Latino) white 

population and Table 2.2 contains component and alpha values for the adjusted white 

concentrated disadvantage index. Most descriptive statistics are nearly identical, but the 

percentage of non-Latino white residents (35%) is much lower than that of the aggregate 

white population (42.2%), while the percentage of non-Latino white high school drop outs 

(8.5%) is notably lower than that of white high school drop outs (12.8%). Notably, the non-

Latino white concentrated disadvantage has a much smaller alpha (.475 compared to .883) 

and does not indicate a strong reliability score for this group of variables. Table 4.3 contains 

negative binomial and Poisson regression results for adjusted (estimated non-Latino) white 

intimate, escalation, drug and robbery homicides.  

 The adjusted white homicide models mirror the total white homicide models in the 

effects of the concentrated disadvantage index and the immigration index. With regard to 

percentage divorced men, the two models are similar, with no effect for intimate, drug and 

robbery homicides; whereas adjusted white escalation homicide is statistically significant and 

positively affected by percentage divorced men, while the result falls short of a statistically 

significant positive effect of percentage divorced men on total white escalation homicides 
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(p< .10). Percentage residential mobility results are comparable for adjusted and total white 

intimate and drug homicides as none of these have statistically significant coefficients for 

residential mobility.  Also comparable between adjusted and total white homicides is the 

positive statistically significant effect for robbery.  These comparisons break down as 

residential mobility is not significantly correlated with the adjusted white escalation 

homicide, but it is positively statistically significant for total white escalation homicide. 

 

Supplemental Analysis II: Models with Changed Tracts Excluded 

 Because the NCDB does not directly transpose tract information from 1990 onto 2000 

tract boundaries, and 40 tract boundaries in Chicago with at least 500 residents changed 

between 1990 and 2000 (United States Department of Commerce 2002), 12 models with 

limited tracts (754 of 794) were analyzed. Tables 4.4 and 4.5 detail these results.  

Black homicide models are mostly unchanged. The effects of immigration and 

percent divorce were significant in the full drug model, but lost significance in the 

corresponding tract limited model. 

Latino models were changed to a greater degree. Most notably, immigration had a 

significant, negative effect on intimate, escalation and robbery-related homicides, as opposed 

to no effect. In the escalation model, the impact of percent residential mobility disappeared, 

while a significant, positive effect of percent young men emerged. 

White models exhibited the most differences (seven) from the original models, 

primarily in escalation homicide. In the tract limited escalation model, concentrated 

disadvantage, immigration, percent residential mobility and percent young men did not have 
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a significant effect whereas the effects were significant in the original models. However, 

percent divorce had a significant, positive effect. The effect of immigration disappeared in 

the tract limited drug model, as did the effect of percent residential mobility in the tract 

limited robbery model. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 The purpose of this study was to test the social disorganization perspective across 

racial groups and motivational types of homicide—specifically, intimate, escalation, drug- 

and robbery-related homicide, replicating Nielsen et al.’s (2005) study of black and Latino 

disaggregated homicide, with the addition of white homicides in a similar geographic 

location—neighborhoods (tracts) within a large urban setting. It contributes to our 

understanding of how elements of social disorganization influence race/ethnic-specific and 

motivation-specific types of homicide. This was done by using 1990 census data and 

homicide data for the years 1985-1995 from the Chicago Homicide Dataset (Block & Block 

2005). Results reinforce the importance of disaggregating homicide by race and motivation-

type (Nielsen et al. 2005; Williams & Flewelling 1988; Wolfgang 1958) as well as the 

importance of illuminating racially-variant effects of social disorganization on different 

motivational-type homicides.  

 The findings from the present study are briefly reviewed below along with 

discussions of the substantive implications of the support or lack thereof for the hypotheses 

tested.  Before doing so, a comparison is made between these results and those found by 

Nielsen, et al. (2005), noting that they excluded family disruption, conceptualized 
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immigration differently,
9
 and included a spatial lag. In spite of this, there were consistencies 

between their analysis and the present analysis for all models. Victimization risk and 

concentrated disadvantage were significant and positive in the present study and at least 

either Miami or San Diego for black and Latino homicides, except Latino robbery-related 

homicide in Miami or San Diego. The impact of young men was nonsignificant in all Latino 

and black homicide models for Chicago, Miami, and San Diego. Residential mobility and 

immigration were significant and positive or non-significant in the present study and in 

Nielsen et al. (2005) in either or both San Diego and Miami for Latino escalation, intimate, 

and drug-related homicides, as well as black intimate, robbery- and drug-related homicides.  

 Mixed evidence was found for the effects of concentrated disadvantage in these 

analyses with fewer hypotheses supported for the Latino and white groups. As hypothesized, 

concentrated disadvantage was positively associated with black homicide across all 

motivational types, as well as Latino and white robbery-related homicide. Contrary to 

expectations, Latino and white escalation homicides were positively correlated with 

concentrated disadvantage, while Latino and white intimate and drug homicides had no 

relationship with concentrated disadvantage.  

The unexpected results of concentrated disadvantage for Latino (and white) homicide 

are similar to those found by Nielsen et al. (2005); they found concentrated disadvantage to 

be positively associated with Latino escalation homicide in Miami but not San Diego. 

Hypothesis1L and hypthesis1W were developed based on Nielsen et al.’s (2005) mixed results 

for escalation homicide and Kubrin and Wadsworth’s (2003) observation that Latino and 

                                                           
9
 They used percentage of “recent” (5 years prior to the 1990 census or later) immigrants. This variable was not 

available in the NCDB. They did not account for percentage Latino, like this study does.  



 

38 

 

 
 

white neighborhoods do not provide conditions conducive to developing a code of the street 

(Anderson 1999).  

One possible explanation for the observed positive correlation between concentrated 

disadvantage and Latino and white escalation homicide is a code of the street in 

disadvantaged neighborhoods (Anderson 1999; Kubrin & Wadsworth 2003; Nielsen et al. 

2005). Baumer et al. (2003) and Wilkinson (2003) suggest conditions for developing a code 

of the street are not exclusive to black communities. Regarding Latino and white intimate 

homicide, it is possible that there is no effect of concentrated disadvantage because “violence 

against women is often accepted and expected” (Frye & Wilt 2001:340) and does not require 

concentrated disadvantage or a socially disorganized setting to develop such an expectation.   

Compared to concentrated disadvantage, limited evidence was found to support the 

hypotheses regarding the influence of family disruption on Chicago homicides. Family 

disruption was associated with an increase in black intimate homicide, but contrary to the rest 

of H2B, black escalation, drug- and robbery-related homicide had no relationship with family 

disruption. Neither Latino nor white homicides were affected by family disruption, fully 

supporting H2L, but failing to support H2W entirely. The hypothesized null relationship for 

Latino homicide was based on research suggesting ethnic enclaves provide environments in 

which an extended network of adults is able to supervise children and young adults; 

similarly, a larger kin and fictive-kin group may provide greater protection from, and 

resources to escape, intimate partner violence. 

 Although failing to support many family disruption hypotheses, results for family 

disruption in the black (escalation, drug-, robbery-related) and white (intimate, escalation, 
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drug-, robbery-related) homicide models are similar to the results of Kubrin (2003). She 

found no relationship between family disruption and general altercation homicides, felony 

homicides, or domestic homicides (whether male killing female or female killing male).  

 Residential mobility had no relationship with homicide in most models. White 

robbery-related homicide was positively correlated with residential mobility, partially 

supporting H3DR, also were white and Latino escalation homicide influenced by residential 

mobility, providing limited support for H3E; Nielsen et al. (2005) found the same for Latino 

escalation homicide in San Diego, but not Miami. Further, the effect of residential mobility 

was smaller for white escalation homicide than white robbery-related homicide, as posited in 

H3E; however, the difference is not statistically significant according to the test of equality of 

coefficients. Support for the importance of residential mobility in explaining drug-related 

homicides was not found in this study; similarly, Nielsen et al. (2005) found no relationship 

between black drug-related homicide in Miami or San Diego as well as Latino drug-related 

homicide in Miami. They did find residential instability to be positively associated with 

Latino drug-related homicide in San Diego. 

 Kubrin (2003) found no relationship between domestic or general altercation 

homicide and residential mobility; similarly, no such relationship was found between 

intimate homicide and residential mobility, or between black escalation homicide and 

residential mobility in this study. Much like concentrated disadvantage, intimate homicides 

may be unrelated to residential mobility because violence against women is so deeply 

ingrained in culture (Frye & Wilt 2001) and therefore unrelated to the degree to which a 

neighborhood is socially organized. Mares  
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(2010) found no relationship between drug homicide and residential mobility, nor did the 

present study find a relationship between residential mobility and black, Latino, or white 

drug homicide. 

 Because Latinos tend to immigrate into Latino enclaves in large cities such as 

Chicago, hypotheses are based on the argument that Latino immigration would not affect 

homicides of any type among blacks and whites who by and large reside in segregated 

neighborhoods where immigrants are less likely to reside. Failing to support H4B, areas with 

higher black intimate, escalation, and drug-related homicides are associated with areas with 

higher levels of immigration, but black robbery-related homicide is not affected by 

immigration. None of the motivation-type homicides for the Latino population were 

associated with immigration, failing to support H4L; nor were white intimate, drug- or 

robbery-related homicide, supporting H4W. Contradicting H4W, immigration was positively 

correlated with white escalation homicide. This provides more support for classic 

disorganizing influence of immigration, the results question the degree of race/ethnic 

segregation of neighborhoods underlying these hypotheses. 

 The lack of influence of immigration on Latino homicides and black robbery-related 

homicide is consistent with recent research (Browning 2002; Feldmeyer & Steffensmeier 

2009; Frye et al. 2008; Frye & Wilt 2001; Lee et al. 2001; Mears 2001; Ousey & Kubrin 

2009; Reid et al. 2005). Similarly, Mares (2010) found no effect of immigration on intimate 

or drug homicide in Chicago during this time period. It may be that the disrupting effects of 

immigration (as posited by social disorganization theory) were muted (null) by the 

countervailing forcers of immigrant revitalization.  
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 Indirectly tested using a comparison of coefficients test across race models, the racial 

invariance hypothesis is not supported by the results of this study. Most of the significant 

differences are between black and white or black and Latino homicides, although Latino and 

white escalation and drug-related homicide had significantly different victimization risk 

effects, as well as significantly different effects of young men in Latino and white escalation 

homicides.  Therefore, with regard to the main concepts of social disorganization theory, 

these structural elements differentially influence each race/ethnic group’s involvement in 

these various types of homicide. This is logical given that racial differences in disorganizing 

factors, such as poverty or family disruption, are so strong that the “worst” white 

neighborhoods are significantly better off than average black neighborhoods (Kubrin & 

Wadsworth 2003).  

There are two major limitations to this study: data race-specificity and lack of a test 

for spatial autocorrelation and related correction measure. The 1990 census did not 

distinguish ethnic groups within race for most variables; that is, racial groups like ‘black’ or 

‘white’ include both Latino and non-Latino members of the indicated race. Because of this, 

there is overlap in racial measures in this study. However, the robust findings from the 

supplementary analysis and comparable findings from extant literature (Nielsen & Chavez 

2009; Nielsen et al. 2005) provide some evidence that the absence of ethnic- and race-

specific measures may not have distorted results substantially. Furthermore, spatial 

autocorrelation accounts for the spatial clustering of criminogenic effects of neighboring 

geographic areas. Spatial error variables account for missing variables, but do not account for 

homicides in adjacent neighborhoods, whereas a spatial lag variable accounts for both 
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(Anselin et al. 2000; Baller et al. 2001). Consequently, the omission of a spatial lag may 

cause two problems: model underspecification is not absorbed by this variable, and 

“contagion effects”—the clustering of neighborhoods with similar homicide levels—are not  

controlled for.  The result is that some coefficients may be found to be statistically significant 

when they are not important predictors of homicide.   

 Future research should analyze later time frames to avoid racial overlap and include a 

spatial lag variable to avoid data limitations in the present study. Other cities, including both 

traditional and non-traditional immigration destinations (such as Minneapolis) should be 

analyzed for greater comparability and to uncover more nuanced effects of immigration.  
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Table 1.1: Descriptive Statistics 
 Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

Expressive Homicides     

   Intimate     

      Black 0 12 .7620 1.418 

      Latino 0 3 .0730 .3050 

      White 0 4 .1045 .3521 

   Escalation     

      Black 0 45 4.202 6.459 

      Latino 0 35 1.029 2.479 

      White 0 9 .4650 .9754 

Instrumental Homicides     

    Drug     

      Black 0 31 1.092 2.297 

      Latino 0 5 .0982 .4116 

      White 0 2 .0730 .2745 

    Robbery     

      Black 0 18 .7771 1.489 

      Latino 0 4 .1436 .4733 

      White 0 4 .2506 .5650 

Independent Variables     

Tract Population Total 
a 

508 16279 3465.77 2348.74 

   % Black 0 100 42.686 44.415 

   % Latino 0 97.91 19.208 25.920 

   % White 0 100 42.233 36.997 

Resource Deprivation Index     

   Black -.7924 3.789 0 1 

      % Poverty 0 100 27.30  26.35  

      % Female Headed Households 0 100 17.43 20.14 

      % Unemployment 0 100 16.72 18.39 

      % High School Drop Outs 0 100 17.55 21.23 

   Latino -.6417  4.833  0 1 

      % Poverty 0 100 17.86  23.70  

      % Female Headed Households 0 100 8.32 15.21 

      % Unemployment 0 100 8.92 14.50 

      % High School Drop Outs 0 100 8.89 13.60 

   White -1.099  4.291  0 1 

      % Poverty 0 100 15.33 20.71 

      % Female Headed Households 0 100 4.72 11.73 

      % Unemployment 0 100 6.86 12.22 

      % High School Drop Outs 0 100 12.77 12.38 

Residential Mobility 
a 

6.31 94.50 44.64 14.26 

Family Disruption 
a 

0 29.19 7.76 4.18 

   % Foreign Born 
a 

0 65.27 15.03 15.11 

   % Latino 0 97.91 19.21 25.92 

% Young Men     

      Black (16-34) 0 100 13.84 15.11 

      Latino (16-34) 0 100 16.70 16.92 

      White (16-34) 0 100 14.13 13.40 
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Table 1.1 Continued 
 

 Victimization Risk 

      Black .001 9.68 5.25 2.88 

      Latino .001 9.43 4.61 2.60 

      White .001 9.24 5.61 2.81 

N = 794 
a 
Not Ethnic-Specific 
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Table 1.2: Descriptive Statistics for Supplemental Analysis, Adjusted (Non-Latino) 

Whites 
Tract Population Total 

a 
508 16279 3465.77 2348.74 

   % Non-Latino White 0 99.02 34.97 34.91 

Resource Deprivation Index     

   Adjusted White -1.18 5.89 0 1 

      % Poverty 0 100 15.33 20.71 

      % Female Headed Households 0 100 4.72 11.73 

      % Unemployment 0 100 6.84 12.22 

      % High School Drop Outs 0 100 8.47 14.48 

% Young Men (16-34) 0 100 14.05 13.38 

Non-Latino White Victimization Risk .001 9.21 5.35 2.75 

N = 794 
a 
Not Ethnic-Specific 
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Table 2.1: Concentrated Disadvantage Indices 
Black Latino White 

% Poverty .977 % Poverty .957 % Poverty .840 

% Female Headed 

   Households with Kids 

.943 % Female Headed 

   Households with Kids 

.906 % Female Headed 

   Households with Kids 

.851 

% High School Dropouts .948 % High School Dropouts .954 % High School Dropouts .890 

% Unemployment .972 % Unemployment .928 % Unemployment .860 

α=.971 α=.953 α=.883 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database 

 

 

Table 2.2: Concentrated Disadvantage 

Index for Supplemental Analysis, 

Adjusted (Non-Latino) Whites  
% Poverty .709 

% Female Headed 

   Households with Kids 

.566 

% High School Drop Outs .706 

% Unemployment .502 

α=.475 
Source: Neighborhood Change Database 
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Table 3.1: Correlation Matrix for Black-Specific Models 
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Intimate 1 .80** .56** .57** .55** .52** .54** .51** .53** -.35** -.37** -.27** -.10** -.14** .08* 

Escalation  1 .73** .72** .67** .63** .66** .65** .65** -.44** -.48** -.34** -.18** .11** .12** 

Drug   1 .79** .51** .48** .50** .51** .48** -.34** -.36** -.26** -.13** .09* .10** 

Robbery    1 .52** .48** .50** .53** .50** -.39** -.41** -.30** -.18** .11** .10** 

Concentrated Disadvantage     1 .98** .94** .95** .97** -.59** -.64** -.46** -.24** .16** .14** 

% Black Poverty      1 .91** .91** .93** -.54** -.59** -.42** -.18** .17** .12** 

% Black Female HH       1 .83** .89** -.52** -.56** -.40** -.19** .07* .13** 

% Black HS Drop Outs        1 .91** -.63** -.67** -.49** -.30** .22** .14** 

% Black Unemployment         1 -.58** -.62** -45** -.24** .14** .14** 

Immigration Index          1 .92** .92** .30** -.27** -.04 

% Foreign Born           1 .70** .34** -.30** -.07* 

% Latino            1 .22** -.21** .00 

% Residential Mobility             1 .06 .10** 

% Divorce              1 -.07* 

% Black Young Men               1 

Black Victimization Risk                

 

* Significant at .05 

** Significant at .01 

*** Significant at .001 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database and Chicago Homicide Dataset 
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Table 3.1 Continued 
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Intimate .50** 

Escalation .60** 

Drug .45** 

Robbery .49** 

Concentrated Disadvantage .58** 

% Black Poverty .43** 

% Black Female HH .43** 

% Black HS Drop Outs .58** 

% Black Unemployment .43** 

Immigration Index -.48** 

% Foreign Born -.53** 

% Latino -.35** 

% Residential Mobility .02 

% Divorce .28** 

% Black Young Men .28** 

Black Victimization Risk 1 

 

* Significant at .05 

** Significant at .01 

*** Significant at .001 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database and Chicago Homicide Dataset 
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Table 3.2: Correlation Matrix for Latino-Specific Models 
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Intimate 1 .35** .06 .15** .29** .27** .28** .28** .27** .28** .23** .30** .12** -.07 

Escalation  1 .30** .29** .66** .65** .540** .69*** .60** .61** .47** .66** .16** -.14** 

Drug   1 .23** .25** .23** .21** .25** .25** .23** .17** .25** .09** -.02 

Robbery    1 .32** .32** .27** .30** .30** .25** .17** .29** .10** -.04 

Concentrated Disadvantage     1 .96** .91** .95** .93** .84** .61** 94** .21** -.18** 

% Latino Poverty      1 .84** .90** .84** .78** .55** .89** .20** -.15** 

% Latino Female HH       1 .80** .76** .67** .45** .80** .19** -.13** 

% Latino HS Drop Outs        1 .88** .90** .69** .97** .20** -.22** 

% Latino Unemployment         1 .79** .60** .87** .20** -.18** 

Immigration Index          1 .92** .92** .30** -.27** 

% Foreign Born           1 .70** .34** -.30** 

% Latino            1 .22** -.21** 

% Residential Mobility             1 .06 

% Divorce              1 

% Latino Young Men               

Latino Victimization Risk               

 

* Significant at .05 

** Significant at .01 

*** Significant at .001 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database and Chicago Homicide Dataset 
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Table 3.2 Continued 
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Intimate .29** .26** 

Escalation .64** .46** 

Drug .23** .22** 

Robbery .28** .23** 

Concentrated Disadvantage .91** .53** 

% Latino Poverty .85** .24** 

% Latino Female HH .76** .27** 

% Latino HS Drop Outs .95** .63** 

% Latino Unemployment .86** .23** 

Immigration Index .91** .79** 

% Foreign Born .72** .74** 

% Latino .97** .71** 

% Residential Mobility .25** .36** 

% Divorce -.22** -.23** 

% Latino Young Men 1 .31** 

Latino Victimization Risk  1 

 

* Significant at .05 

** Significant at .01 

*** Significant at .001 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database and Chicago Homicide Dataset 

 

 

 

 



 

60 

 

 
 

Table 3.3: Correlation Matrix for White-Specific Models 
 

 

* Significant at .05 

** Significant at .01 

*** Significant at .001 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database and Chicago Homicide Dataset 
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Intimate 1 .48** .10** .15** .18** .15** .11** .18** .17** .14** .20** .07 .13** -.03 .01 

Escalation  1 .21** .27** .35** .35** .24** .33** .28** .29* .34** .20** .20** -.04 .03 

Drug   1 .25** .12** .14** .10* .07* .09* .06 .06 .06 .05 -.03 .05 

Robbery    1 .02 .08* -.01 -.02 .02 .03 .04 .02 .15** .02 .04 

Concentrated Disadvantage     1 .84** .85** .89** .86** .66** .67** .54** .22** -.22** .14** 

% White Poverty      1 .67** .62** .61** .61** .60** .54** .41** -.10** .15** 

% White Female HH       1 .67** .59** .53** .50** .48** .16** -.17** .10** 

% White HS Drop Outs        1 .76** .63** .68** .49** .04 -.27** .09** 

% White Unemployment         1 .49** .55** .36** .18** -.19** .14** 

Immigration Index          1 .92** .92** .30** -.27** .17** 

% Foreign Born           1 .70** .33** -.30** .18** 

% Latino            1 .22** -.21** .13** 

% Residential Mobility             1 .06 .17** 

% Divorce              1 -.17** 

% White Young Men               1 

White Victimization Risk                
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Table 3.3 Continued 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* Significant at .05 

** Significant at .01 

*** Significant at .001 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database and Chicago Homicide Dataset 
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Intimate .27** 

Escalation .35** 

Drug .10** 

Robbery .11** 

Concentrated Disadvantage .17** 

% White Poverty -.05 

% White Female HH .05 

% White HS Drop Outs .30** 

% White Unemployment .12** 

Immigration Index .55** 

% Foreign Born .62** 

% Latino .40** 

% Residential Mobility .34** 

% Divorce -.25** 

% White Young Men .203** 

White Victimization Risk 1 
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Table 4.1: Negative Binomial and Poisson Regression Results for “Expressive” 

Homicides Disaggregated by Motive and Race/Ethnicity 
 Intimate Escalation 

 Black Latino White Black Latino White 

Concentrated 

Disadvantage Index
 

.471***
W 

(.052) 

.136
 

(.217) 

-.030
 

(.181) 

.477***
LW 

(.034) 

.322***
B 

(.084) 

.235**
B 

(.085) 

       

Immigration 

Index 
a 

 

.216***
 

(.057) 

-.122 

(.212) 

.136 

(.083) 

.153***
L 

(.030) 

.015
 

(.077) 

.126**
 

(.041) 

       

% Residential 

Mobility 
a 

.090
 

(.064) 

.297 

(.192) 

.203
 

(.136) 

-.014
 

(.036) 

.175**
B 

(.067) 

.186**
BI 

(.070) 

       

% Divorced Men 
a 

 

.184**
 

(.065) 

 

-.026 

(.223) 

.093 

(.178) 

.062 

(.039) 

.117 

(.076) 

.140
+
 

(.081) 

% Young Men, Aged 

16-34
 

 

-.256
+
 

(.146) 

-.009 

(.382) 

-.366
 

(.431) 

-.011
 

(.063) 

.140
 

(.139) 

-.347*
BL 

(.173) 

Victimization Risk 

 

.906***
 

(.056) 

.967***
 

(.203) 

.952***
 

(.149) 

.801***
LW 

(.030) 

.637***
BW 

(.066) 

.392***
BL 

(.050) 

       

Constant 

 

 

-6.86*** 

(.421) 

-8.89*** 

(1.30) 

-9.35*** 

(1.19) 

-4.45*** 

(.218) 

-4.51*** 

(.403) 

-3.59*** 

(.359) 

Log Likelihood -632.81 -162.41 -220.83 -1290.32 -715.28 -637.37 

LR test 603.53*** 93.35*** 107.25*** 1179.08*** 505.68*** 222.64*** 

Pseudo R
2 

.3229 .2232 .1954 .3136 .2612 .1487 

Likelihood-ratio Test 

of Alpha 

.570 .64 0 116.49*** 66.31*** 26.52*** 

N = 794 

Standardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses 
a 
Not Ethnic-Specific 

B 
Significantly different from the black coefficient of the same motivational type 

L 
Significantly different from the Latino coefficient of the same motivational type 

W 
Significantly different from the white coefficient of the same motivational type 

I
 Significantly different from the intimate coefficient of the same racial group. 

+
 Significant at .10 

* Significant at .05 

** Significant at .01 

*** Significant at .001 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database and Chicago Homicide Dataset 
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Table 4.2: Negative Binomial and Poisson Regression Results for “Instrumental” 

Homicides Disaggregated by Motive and Race/Ethnicity 
 Drug Robbery 

 Black Latino White Black Latino White 

Concentrated 

Disadvantage Index
 

.526***
 

(.065) 

.423
+
 

(.226) 

.334
+
 

(.176) 

.333***
W 

(.057) 

.501**
W 

(.193) 

-.222
+
 

(.134) 

       

Immigration  

Index 
a 

 

.144*
W 

(.060) 

.097 

(.206) 

-.058
 

(.098) 

-.003
 

(.068) 

-.143 

(.170) 

-.010
 

(.062) 

       

% Residential Mobility 
a 

-.008 

(.068) 

.076 

(.176) 

.094
 

(.143) 

-.072
 

(.068) 

.151 

(.134) 

.244**
BD 

(.086) 

       

% Divorced Men 
a 

 

.112 

(.070) 

 

.227 

(.176) 

-.030 

(.159) 

.060 

(.071) 

.108 

(.134) 

.059 

(.088) 

% Young Men, Aged 

16-34
 

 

.085 

(.118) 

 

-.428 

(.382) 

.108
 

(.120) 

.053 

(.129) 

.082 

(.314) 

.041
 

(.074) 

Victimization Risk 

 

.853***
LW 

(.058) 

.529***
BW 

(.146) 

.073
 

(.079) 

.820***
LW 

(.057) 

.246**
B 

(.092) 

.127**
B 

(.045) 

       

Constant 

 

 

-6.30*** 

(.430) 

-5.62*** 

(.853) 

-3.15*** 

(.494) 

-6.36*** 

(.430) 

-3.52*** 

(.500) 

-2.17*** 

(.281) 

Log Likelihood -765.96 -218.06 -205.26 -637.01 -299.61 -484.50 

LR test 629.45*** 66.49*** 12.83* 610.02*** 69.97*** 25.90*** 

Pseudo R
2 

.2912 .1323 .0303 .3238 .1046 .0260 

Likelihood-ratio Test of 

Alpha 

92.51*** 20.55*** .04 8.90*** 17.16*** 12.87*** 

N = 794 

Standardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses 
a 
Not Ethnic-Specific 

B 
Significantly different from the black coefficient of the same motivational type 

L 
Significantly different from the Latino coefficient of the same motivational type 

W 
Significantly different from the white coefficient of the same motivational type 

D
 Significantly different from the drug coefficient of the same racial group. 

+
 Significant at .10 

* Significant at .05 

** Significant at .01 

*** Significant at .001 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database and Chicago Homicide Dataset 
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Table 4.3: Negative Binomial and Poisson Regression Results for Supplemental 

Analysis, Adjusted (Non-Latino White): “Expressive” and “Instrumental” Homicides 
 Expressive Instrumental 

 Intimate Escalation Drug Robbery 

Concentrated Disadvantage Index
 

.218 

(.327) 

.237* 

(.107) 

.164 

(.151) 

.077 

(.087) 

     

Immigration Index 
a 

 
.217

+
 

(.117) 

.193***
 

(.043) 

.019
 

(.090) 

-.066
 

(.056) 

     

% Residential Mobility 
a 

.178 

(.187) 
.125

 

(.086) 

.295 

(.191) 

.383***
 

(.106) 

     

% Divorced Men 
a 

 

.198 

(.247) 

 

.289** 

(.115) 

-.138 

(.243) 

.026 

(.128) 

% Young Men, Aged 16-34
 

 

.077 

(.340) 

 

.019
 

(.121) 

-.628*
 

(.319) 

-.197 

(.127) 

Victimization Risk 

 

.917***
 

(.152) 

.459***
 

(.050) 

.223**
 

(.077) 

.104**
 

(.039) 

     

Constant 

 

 

-8.93*** 

(1.20) 

-3.88*** 

(.359) 

-4.01*** 

(.512) 

-2.03*** 

(.239) 

Log Likelihood -220.41 -638.88 -203.78 -484.49 

LR test 108.08*** 219.61*** 15.78* 25.91*** 

Pseudo R
2 

.1969 .1467 .0373 .0260 

Likelihood-ratio Test of Alpha 0 22.62*** .01 11.15*** 

N = 794 

Standardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses 
a 
Not Ethnic-Specific 

+
 Significant at .10 

* Significant at .05 

** Significant at .01 

*** Significant at .001 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database and Chicago Homicide Dataset 
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Table 4.4: Negative Binomial and Poisson Regression Results for Supplemental 

Analysis, Tract Limited: “Expressive” Homicides Disaggregated by Motive and 

Race/Ethnicity 
 Intimate Escalation 

 Black Latino White Black Latino White 

Concentrated 

Disadvantage Index
 

.467*** 

(.053) 

.058 

(.195) 

-.250 

(.197) 

.479*** 

(.035) 

.290*** 

(.079) 
.064 

(.097) 

       

Immigration 

Index 
a 

.201*** 

(.058) 
-.383** 

(.135) 

.062 

(.085) 

.147*** 

(.031) 
-.151** 

(.058) 

.026 

(.045) 

       

% Residential 

Mobility 
a 

.082 

(.067) 

.229 

(.165) 

-.091 

(.127) 

.007 

(.038) 
.094 

(.063) 

-.060 

(.071) 

       

% Divorced Men 
a 

 

.172** 

(.066) 

 

-.263 

(.215) 

.262 

(.169) 

.067
+
 

(.040) 

.089 

(.077) 
.276** 

(.087) 

% Young Men, 

Aged 16-34
 

 

-.285
+
 

(.150) 

.220 

(.322) 

.031 

(.302) 

-.133 

(.064) 
.297* 

(.123) 

-.095 

(.142) 

Victimization Risk 

 

.872*** 

(.057) 

1.11*** 

(.139) 

.945*** 

(.139) 

.796*** 

(.031) 

.777*** 

(.055) 

.542*** 

(.053) 

       

Constant 

 

 

-6.60*** 

(.424) 

-9.57*** 

(.996) 

-8.87*** 

(1.08) 

-4.42*** 

(.222) 

-5.26*** 

(.365) 

-4.29*** 

(.379) 

Log Likelihood -624.10 -179.10 -237.27 -1265.35 -725.57 -683.84 

LR test 583.70*** 127.22*** 101.27*** 1163.60*** 537.31*** 217.26*** 

Pseudo R
2 

.3186 .2621 .1759 .3150 .2702 .1371 

Likelihood-ratio 

Test of Alpha 

.185 0 1.04 121.34***
 

68.51*** 100.51*** 

N = 754 

Standardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses 
a 
Not Ethnic-Specific 

+
 Significant at .10 

* Significant at .05 

** Significant at .01 

*** Significant at .001 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database and Chicago Homicide Dataset 
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Table 4.5: Negative Binomial and Poisson Regression Results for Supplemental 

Analysis, Tract Limited: “Instrumental” Homicides Disaggregated by Motive and 

Race/Ethnicity 
 Drug Robbery 

 Black Latino White Black Latino White 

Concentrated 

Disadvantage Index
 

.518*** 

(.065) 
.418* 

(.201) 

.245 

(.190) 
.347*** 

(.059) 

.493** 

(.169) 

-.206 

(.140) 

       

--Immigration  

Index 
a 

.116
+
 

(.062) 

-.147 

(.147) 

-.214
+
 

(.111) 

.0004 

(.070) 
-.393*** 

(.121) 

-.056 

(.064) 

       

% Residential Mobility 
a 

.045 

(.070) 

-.164 

(.171) 

-.133 

(.139) 

-.057 

(.072) 

-.016 

(.127) 
.115 

(.087) 

       

% Divorced Men 
a 

 

.128
+
 

(.071) 

 

.215 

(.179) 

.156 

(.155) 

.045 

(.073) 

.064 

(.136) 

.041 

(.097) 

% Young Men, Aged 

16-34
 

 

.065 

(.122) 

 

-.151 

(.340) 

.173 

(.107) 

.053 

(.133) 

.348 

(.242) 

.068 

(.071) 

Victimization Risk 

 

.835*** 

(.059) 

.715*** 

(.120) 
.289*** 

(.084) 

.825*** 

(.059) 

.367*** 

(.073) 

.182*** 

(.048) 

       

Constant 

 

 

-6.17*** 

(.436) 

-6.72*** 

(.790) 

-4.33*** 

(.564) 

-6.42*** 

(.444) 

-4.13*** 

(.442) 

-2.48*** 

(.300) 

Log Likelihood -755.05 -217.67 -225.64 -624.40 -306.78 -472.03 

LR test 619.28*** 93.77*** 31.76*** 604.40*** 90.98*** 22.21*** 

Pseudo R
2 

.2908 .1772 .0657 .3261 .1291 .0230 

Likelihood-ratio Test 

of Alpha 

95.74*** 10.45*** 1.45 11.64*** 14.17*** 17.42*** 

N = 754 

Standardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses 
a 
Not Ethnic-Specific 

+
 Significant at .10 

* Significant at .05 

** Significant at .01 

*** Significant at .001 

Source: Neighborhood Change Database and Chicago Homicide Dataset 
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APPENDIX A 

Chicago Homicide Dataset Circumstance Codes and Descriptions for Homicide 

Subtypes Analyzed 
Murder Types Chicago Homicides Code and Circumstance 
Escalation 

(CAUSFACT) 

 100 = Altercation over children (between adults)  

 105 = Gambling altercation 

 110 = General domestic altercation (not intimate homicide) 

 115 = Liquor altercation (fight over liquor or drinking) 

120 = Money altercation (not robbery or attempted robbery) 

125 = Political altercation 

130 = Racial altercation 

135 = Sexual altercation (not rape or sexual assault) 

140 = Gang altercation  

145 = Theft altercation (argument centered on accusation of a theft) 

150 = Traffic altercation 

160 = Other altercation (general/unspecified) 

960 = Retaliation 

Intimate 1 = Man kills woman 

(DOMESTIC) 2 = Woman kills man 

 3 = Gay couple-female 

      4 = Gay couple-male 

Drug-Related 1 = Sell/drug business 

(DRUGRELA) 2 = Argue over possession 

3 = Money for drugs/acquire per use 

4 = Other drug involvement 

5 = Probable drug involvement (circumstantial evidence) 

Robbery-Related 1 = Strong Arm 

(MOTIVROB) 2 = Armed 

3 = Victim is a robber 

Source: Chicago Homicide Dataset 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Variables 
Variable Name Variable Description Source 
   Intimate Racially disaggregated counts of intimate homicide 

 

CHD 

   Escalation Racially disaggregated counts of escalation homicide 

 

CHD 

    Drug Racially disaggregated counts of drug-related homicide 

 

CHD 

    Robbery Racially disaggregated counts of robbery-related homicide 

 

CHD 

Tract Population Total 
a 

Percentage race/ethnic-specific tract population 

(Race/Ethnic-Group Population 

            Total Population)             *100 
 

NCDB 

Resource Deprivation Index An additive, weighted index composed of race/ethnic-specific 

measures of % poverty, % female headed households, % 

unemployment, % high school drop outs 

 

NCDB 

% Poverty Percentage race/ethnic specific tract population living below the 

poverty line in 1989 

(Race/Ethnic-Group Persons in Poverty 

      Race/Ethnic-Group Population)         *100 

 

NCDB 

% Female Headed Households Percentage race/ethnic-specific tract households that headed by a 

woman with kids under 18 

(Race/Ethnic-Group Female Headed Households with Kids 

                       Race/Ethnic-Group Population)                       *100 

 

NCDB 

% Unemployment Percentage race/ethnic-specific tract population unemployed 

  (Race/Ethnic-Group Persons Unemployed 

Race/Ethnic-Group Persons in Labor Force) *100 

 

NCDB 

% High School Drop Outs Percentage race/ethnic-specific persons 25 years or older who did 

not complete high school 

(Race/Ethnic-Group Persons Without High School Diploma 

                     Race/Ethnic-Group Persons 25+)                        *100  

 

NCDB 

Residential Mobility 
a 

Percentage of all persons living in a different residence in 1990 

than 1985 

(Persons Moved in Prior 5 Years 

          Total Population)                *100 

 

NCDB 

% Divorce 
a 

Percentage of all men aged 15 years or older who are divorced 

 (Divorced Men Aged 15+ 

Total Male Population 15+) *100 

 

NCDB 

Immigration Index 
a 

An additive index composed of % foreign born (total, not race-

specific) and % Latino 

 

NCDB 

% Foreign Born 
a 

Percentage of all persons in a tract born outside the United States 

(Non-USA-Native Persons 

NCDB 
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    Total  Population)           *100 

 

% Latino Percentage of all Latino persons, not disaggregated by race 

(Latino Population 

  Total Population) *100 

 

NCDB 

% Young Men (16-34) Percentage of race/ethnic-specific men aged 16-34 

(Race/Ethnic-Group Men 16-34 

Race/Ethnic-Group Population) *100 

 

NCDB 

 Victimization Risk Measure of race/ethnic-specific risk of homicide victimization 

ln(Race/Ethnic-Group Population + .001) 

NCDB 

a 
Not Ethnic-Specific   

Source: Neighborhood Change Database (NCDB) and Chicago Homicide Dataset (CHD) 
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APPENDIX C 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 Neighborhoods with higher levels of concentrated disadvantage will have higher rates of 

intimate, escalation, robbery-related and drug-related homicide. 

 

Hypothesis 1B Neighborhoods with higher levels of black concentrated disadvantage will have higher rates 

of all motivation types of black homicide. 

 

Hypothesis 1L Neighborhoods with higher levels of Latino concentrated disadvantage will have higher rates 

of Latin intimate homicides, but not of Latin escalation, drug- or robbery-related homicides. 

 

Hypothesis 1W Neighborhoods with higher levels of white concentrated disadvantage will have higher rates 

of white intimate homicides, but not of white escalation, drug- or robbery-related homicides. 

 

Hypothesis 2 Neighborhoods with higher levels of family disruption will have higher rates of homicide. 

 

Hypothesis 2B Neighborhoods with higher levels of family disruption will have higher rates of intimate, 

escalation, drug-, and robbery-related black homicide. 

 

Hypothesis 2L Family disruption will not affect Latino homicides. 

 

Hypothesis 2W Family disruption will be associated with higher rates of intimate, escalation, drug-, and 

robbery-related white homicide and this effect will be greater than its effect on black 

homicide. 

 

Hypothesis 3 Neighborhoods with higher levels of residential instability will have higher rates of 

homicide. 

 

Hypothesis 3E Escalation homicide will be less affected than other motives. 

 

Hypothesis 3DR Neighborhoods with higher levels of residential instability will have higher rates of drug- 

and robbery-related homicide. 

 

Hypothesis 4 Neighborhoods with higher levels of immigration will have higher rates of homicide. 

 

Hypothesis 4B Neighborhoods with higher levels of immigration will have lower levels of black homicide, 

but this effect will be lesser than the effect on Latino homicide. 

 

Hypothesis 4L Neighborhoods with higher levels of immigration will have lower levels of all Latino 

homicide. 

 

Hypothesis 4W There will be no relationship between white homicide and immigration. 

 

 


