\
) (:‘. F
drdunrndly i

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

<

REPORT NO. CA-G6-0165

FACTORS AFFECTING
THE INCIDENCE OF
BUS CRIME IN LOS ANGELES

VOLUME

NED LEVINE and MARTIN WACHS

GRADUATE SCHOOL OF ARCHITECTURE AND URBAN PLANNING
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

and

THE INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

JANUARY 1885

)
|
l
|
[
|
l
|  FIMAL REPORT
|
|

PREPARED FOR

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION
! Office of Technical Assistance
University Research and Trairing Program
j Washington, D.C. 20590



This document is disseminated under the sponsorship of the
Department of Transportation in the interest of information
exchange. The United States Government assumes no liab-
lity for the contents or use thereof.

s




Technical Report Documentation Page

. Report No.

CA~06-0195

2. Government Accession No.

3. Recipient's Catalog Ne.

. Title and Subtitle

FACTORS AFPECTING THE INCIDENCE OF BUS CRIME
IN LOS ANGELES V|
VoItme I

5. Report Date

January 1985

6. Performing Organization Code

. Author' s}

Ned Levine and Martin Wachs

8. Performing Organization Report No.

. Performing Organization Nome and Address

Institute for Social Science Research
University of California, Los Angeles
405 Hilgard Ave.

Los Angeles, CA. 90024

10. Work Unit No. (TRAIS)

11. Conrroct or Grant No.

CA-06-0195

12

Spansoring Agency Name and Address ..
University Research and Training Program

Office of Technical Assistance ’
Urban Mass Transportation Administration

13. Type of Report and Period Covaered

FINAL

14. Sponsoring Agency Code

Washington, D.C. 20590

15. Supplementary Notes

16. Abstract -
A survey of 1088 randomly-selected households was conducted to measure the incidence

of bus crime in west central Los Angeles, and to assess sources of reporting error
and isolate environmental factors contributing to bus crime. The incidence is

20 to 30 times greater than Southern California Rapid Transit District reports
indicate. Major differences between reported incidents and incidents estimated in
this study include: Crimes occurring outside buses, but in transit; Victims not
reporting crimes; Police not investigating; and Statistical loss from local police
reports. Most crimes occur in the afternoon and early evening and there are usually
many persons around. Overcrowding was perceived as a contributing factor, especially
for crimes on buses. The perceived causes at bus stops are particular to the
surrounding environment. A method was illustrated for detecting dangerous bus stop
locations and observations at three were conducted. There was strong support among’
respondents for bus crime prevention, and several suggestions were made. It was
recommended that the existing reporting system must be supplemented by police reports
using revised crime categories. This will require consultation between the U.S.
Department of Transportation and the U.S. Department of Justice. Environmental
information should be included in any transit crime data base. Strategies for
protecting passengers at bus stops must use the unique elements of locations.

Volume II contains appendices: A - Survey Questionnaire; B - Sample Design, Sampling
Error and Probable Bias; C - Observations at Three Dangerous Bus Stops; D - Some
Transit Crime Reporting Systems in Southern California: Towards An Alternative Method.

18. Distribution Statement
Document is available to the U.S. public
through the National Technical
Information Service, Springfield,
Virginia, 22161 '

17. Key Words
Bus Crime
Bus Security
Crime Prevention
Environmental Correlates of Crime

Transit Crime
Bus Stops

20. Security Classif. (of this page)
Unclassified

19. Security Classif. (of this report)

21. No. of Pages 22, Price
Unclassified '

Form DOT F 1700.7 (8-72)

R"eproducﬁon of completed page authorized



V/



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

FACTORS AFFECTING THE INCIDENCE OF BUS CRIME IN LOS ANGELES

by

NED LEVINE and MARTIN WACHS

Graduate School of Architecture and Urban Planning

University of California, Los Angeles
and

The Institute for Social Science Research
University of California, Los Angeles

A survey of 1088 randomly-selected households was conducted to
measure the incidence of bus crime in west central Los Angeles, to
assess sources of crime reporting error and to isolate
environmental factors contributing to bus crime. Crimes on buses
and when travelling to or from buses (bus-related) were examined.
The major conclusions were:

1.

The incidence of bus and bus-related crime in central
Los Angeles is much greater than has been documented.
About 9% of respondents had been victimized with 3%
being victimized in 1983 alone. Constructing a
household exposure rate for 1983, 5% of households had
at least one member victimized in 1983, which translates
into about 23,292 bus-related crimes in 1983 for west
central Los Angeles. This estimate is 20 to 30 times
greater than official data published by the Southern :
California Rapid Transit District.

There were major sources of reporting error (information
'leakage') for bus and bus-related crimes which account
for the discrepancy between SCRTD reports and survey
estimates. In 1983, 57% of the crimes occurred outside
buses, either at bus stops or on the way to or from bus
stops. In addition, in 1983 only about 28% of the crimes
were reported by victims and the police investigated
reports about 50% of the time. When it was the police
who investigated, it was usually the Los Angeles Police’
Department who investigated. Since the LAPD do not
categorize crimes as transit-related, the likelihood of
SCRTD receiving information about bus crimes is
negligible. Consequently, SCRTD is only aware of a small
proportion of all bus-related crimes occurring. Even for

- crimes on buses, information 'leakage' is high.



For the victims, there is considerable financial loss,
as well as physical and emotional harm. Elderly
persons, women and persons of Hispanic background are
particularly vulnerable to bus-related crimes.

There is substantial fear of using buses, especially for
travel at night and to downtown Los Angeles. Fear of
using buses appears to be related to actual
vulnerability. Women, Hispanics, persons of lower
education, persons who have been victimized and persons
who know others who have been victims percelve bus
travel as less safe.

There are some significant environmental correlates of
bus crime. Overcrowding is a major factor which is
perceived as contributing to bus crime, especially for
crimes on buses. On buses, life threatening crimes are
more likely to occur in the back. For crimes at bus
stops, overcrowding is important in some locations but
not in others. Most crimes occur in the late afternoon
and early evening and there are usually many persons
around. But the exceptions are important. Crimes that
occur, at nlght or when few persons are around are more
likely to be life threatening.

Bus stop crimes were analyzed by specific intersection.
The locations of bus stops which have larger volumes of
crimes are distributed all over the area. A method was
illustrated for detecting specific locations which are
dangerous and observations at three of the most
dangerous bus stops were conducted. The factors
contributing to crime at each were different, and any
solution developed must be tailored to the specific
circumstances.

There was strong support among the population for a bus
crime prevention program. When asked how such a program
should be financed, the majority (including bus users)
preferred increased fares to other actions with which
they were presented. In terms of priorities, increased
police protection had the greatest emphasis. Several
design options were evaluated which can be incorporated
into a preventive strategy.

Several suggestions were made for reducing bus and bus-
related crimes: re-scheduling to reduce overcrowding; re-
designing the back of the bus to allow better passenger
flow; improving drivers' roles in protecting passengers;
deploying police at dangerous bus stops; moving bus stops
from dangerous locations; physical separation at crowded
bus stops; community outreach around dangerous bus stops;
and special outreach for schools. The effectiveness of
any of these would depend on where it is implemented.

ii



Three recommendations are made. First, the existing
system for collecting information on transit crime has
fundamental faults that can only be corrected by
revising the categories used in measuring crime. This
will require consultation between the U.S. Department of
Transportation and the U.S. Department of Justice.
Second, environmental information is important for
understanding factors contributing to crime and should
be included in any transit crime data base. Third, the
physical and social causes of bus stop crime are
particular to the environment surrounding each stop.

Any strategy for protecting passengers at bus stops must
be based on an assessment of the unique elements at a
location.
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INTRODUCTION

How much transit crime is there in the United States? Recent
interest in transit crime has raised the issue of the scope of the
problem. Many newspaper reports and several congressional
hearings have brought into focus the problem of security on
America's transportation systems. Policymakers and transit
authorities are trying to determine whether various measures taken
over "the last decade to improve security have been effective.
There have also been many studies of bus crime, some of which are
reviewed in Chapter 1.

Uniqueness of Criminal Incidents

This report also examines bus crime and attempts to document its
incidence in central Los Angeles., But it differs from other
studies in two respects. First, it uses a survey method to
estimate the amount of bus crime occurring in central Los Angeles.
This method can overcome many deficiencies found in existing
transit crime statistics collected by transit and police agencies.
Second, the study tries to obtain information about the conditions
under which bus crimes have occurred. Though crime is a
widespread problem and though its 'causes' may reflect the

~ existence of inequalities, frustrated opporfunities, and family
pathology, however it is always specific in that a particular
person attacks another individual at a specific location and time.
Current methods for analyzing crime tend to ignore the specificity
of situations. Starting from statistics of crime, which begin
with police reports (if they are reported) to their compilation
and aggregation through the reporting system, there has been a
tendency to minimize the uniqueness of crime and seek the
generalities. Yet in looking for the general patterns, the unique’
set of factors which led to the crime may be ignored.

For transit, this becomes important. Many 'bus' crimes occur at
bus stops or when individuals are walking to or from bus stops.
For the victim the c¢rime may have occurred at any point on the
transit route, starting from the time the person left home to the
time he or she returned. Policymakers have tended to deal with
the most accessible parts of the system, the buses and the
drivers, and have tended to ignore the least acce551ble parts, the
bus stops or streets.

A Needed Data Base on Transit Crime

Providing solutions to crimes on buses and at bus stops is
intrinsically tied up with information systems. To break up the
problem into manageable pieces, a data base is needed which has
information about which. bus lines or bus stops are dangerous, at




what times they are dangerous, what types of land use and other
conditions may be contributing to them. Unfortunately, existing
statistical sources for bus crimes lack such specificity. Neither
transit operators nor local police departments have adequate data
bases for monitoring bus crimes, the police because they do not
categorize transit crimes and transit agencies because they do not
measure the bulk of transit-related crimes. Solutions to bus
crimes happening in unigue environments must remain an abstract
idea because there is little data that can allow for uniqueness to

be recognized. This report illustrates how such a data base can
be constructed and how environmental information can be used in
prevention.

KEY ISSUES GOVERNING STUDY

There are three issues which this report addresses. Though the
concern will be with bus crime in the central core of the Los

Angeles
Angeles

1.

metropolitan area, the issues are not specific to Los
but have wide generality:

To estimate the incidence of bus crime. It is important
to have accurate estimates of the amount of transit
crime affecting patrons of a transit systemn.

- To examine contributing environmental conditions to bus

crime. If conditions contributing to crimes at
particular bus stops or on specific bus lines can be
detected, then preventive actions can be taken.

To explore strategies that can be adopted in mitigating

crime. A method is developed for focusing prevention on
bus stops that are dangerous. The survey also examines

respondents' perceptions of bus crime prevention.

>

Based on the results, recommendations are made for improvements in
transit crime reporting systems. The aim is to reduce information
loss from current reporting methods as well as obtain information

about specific environmental conditions affecting bus crimes.

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The report is organized around these issues. Chapter 1 will
review some literature on bus crime and will discuss
methodological problems in measuring it. Chapter 2 will present
the methodology for the bus crime victimization survey. Chapter 3
will examine the incidence of bus crime in central Los Angeles.
Chapter 4 will look at victims and at public fears about bus

crime.

Chapter 5 will examine environmental correlates of bus

crimes with particular focus on detecting dangerous bus stops.
Chapter 6 will discuss public perceptions of crime prevention and
Chapter 7 will conclude with some policy recommendations and



suggestions for future research. There are also several
appendices that are included in Volume II. Appendix A presents
the questionnaire used in the survey. Appendix B discusses survey
sampling error and bias. Appendix C shows the results of
observations at three dangerous bus stops in Los Angeles.

Appendix D is a discussion of the way various southern California
transit and police agencies categorize bus crimes.



" CHAPTER 1

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES IN MEASURING BUS CRIME

This chapter will briefly review some methodological concerns
affecting the measurement of bus crime. As indicated in the
preface, the report is governed by three goals: 1) To estimate the
amount of bus crime in central Los Angeles; 2) to examine
contributing environmental conditions to bus crime; and 3) to
explore strategies that can be adopted in mitigating bus crime.

THE INCIDENCE OF CRIME ON BUSES

The extent of crime on public transit is difficult to estimate,
because of many unreported crimes and of inconsistencies in crime
reporting. What is currently known is the number of transit
crimes reported by transit authorities, which includes both bus
and train crimes and which most likely represents only a small
proportion of actual crimes committed on the systems and when
passengers are in transit (the total 'trip').

There have been several attempts to estimate the number of transit
crimes in the U.S. 1In 1971, Thrasher and Schnell (1974a) obtained
information from-37 U.S. transit systems in which 20,899 criminal
incidents were recorded on those systems. Based on these data,
they estimated that between 33,000 and 39,000 serious crimes
occurred on all U.S. transit systems in 1971 (Richards and Hoel,
1980). Following this, the Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments conducted three national surveys of transport
authorities to document the extent of transit crime in the U.S.,
Canada and several other countries (SEMCOG, 1979; SEMCOG, 1981).
Using reported data from 57 transit authorities in the U.S. in .
1980, for example, they found that there were 31,378 reported
serious incidents ('Part I' crimes), an additional 95,659 less
serious incidents ('Part II' crimes) and 155,589 local ordinance
violations. There was no breakdown given of the number occurring
on buses as opposed to trains. Richards and Hoel (1980)
reorganized the 1977 SEMCOG data to separate crimes on 'bus and
rail' systems from crime on 'bus only' systems and concluded that
most crimes occur on rail, as opposed to bus systems.

In the 1980 SEMCOG survey, the most common type of serious transit
crime was larceny (theft, pickpocketing, purse snatching), which
accounted for 58% of all serious crimes. This was followed by
robbery (24%), aggravated assault (6%), motor vehicle theft (2%)
and burglary (9%) (SEMCOG, 1981). Murder and rape, aside from
their horrendous consequences, constituted only a small fraction
of all serious crimes (less than .2% each). In addition to crimes
against people were crimes against property, the most common being
vandalism followed by stolen property; motor vehicle thefts and



burglaries were less frequent. No figures were given on the cost
of these crimes to the transit authorities. '

Definitional Problems

There are major weaknesses with these data bases which affect
estimates of the number of transit crimes in the United States.
First, there is the definition of transit crime itself. 1In 1930,
the FBI and the U.S. Department of Justice developed the Uniform
Crime Reporting (UCR) system to standardize crime reporting
throughout the United States (FBI, 1983). This system divides
crimes into two categories, Part I or Serious Crimes and Part II
or Misdemeanors and Local Ordinance Violations. The Part I crimes
include eight types which are considered serious: Murder and
Nonnegligent Manslaughter, Forcible Rape, Arson, Burglary,
Robbery, Aggravated Assault, Larceny-Theft, and Motor Vehicle
Theft. These are further sub-divided into Property Crimes and
Violent Crimes. The Part II crimes are made up of around 20
remaining crimes which are generally enforced by states and local
jurisdictions (e.g., simple assault, forgery, fraud, vandalism,
drunkenness, drug abuse, disorderly conduct).

Although providing for consistency among police agencies across
the country, the categories define crime in terms of what happened
to the victim, not the activity or location where the crime
occurred. Most police agencies do not categorize crimes by
transit use. Jacobson et al. (1979) attempted to redefine crime
categories to make them more appropriate for transit systems.
Their system has four categories: I - crimes against persons
(e.g., assault, battery, rape); II - crimes against personal
property (e.g., pickpocket, robbery); III - crimes against the
system's property (e.g., burglary, vandalism, fare evasion); and
IV - crimes against the public (e.g., drunkenness, disorderly
conduct, drug law violations). Such improvements to transit crime
reporting are necessary, but must go further. In both the UCR
system and the Jacobson et al. system, crimes are categorized by
their effects on victims. The categories provide little in the
way of environmental or contextual information which could allow
for a preventive strategy. For a transit system, this becomes
essential as the crimes occur within a well-structured activity
and it becomes important to monitor the effectiveness of a
security system through all stages of a transit operation.

Incidents may also be classified differently by different
agencies, as well as varying between what the agency considers a
crime compared to the victim. For example, few agencies have
records of sexual harassment, yet one study found that almost 90%
of female transit users had experienced some form of sexual
harassment on buses (cited by Klein, 1980).

Another issue is the scope of transit crime. Many transit
authorities may resist including crimes outside buses or trains as



being transit-related. Part of this relates to liability. For
crimes occurring on a bus or train, the operator has some
liability. For crimes occurring at a bus stop or at the entry of
a train station, liability is more ambiguous. For crimes
occurring on route to or from a transit point, clearly the agency
is not liable. For passengers, however, a crime at a bus stop or
at the entry of a train station or on route to or from the transit
point may be seen as part of the transit trip.

It is important to gather information about the entire transit
trip irrespective of how much liability the transit operator has.
In this report, a distinction is made between transit crimes and
transit-related crimes. Transit crimes are those that occur to
persons in transit or when entering or exiting a system. Transit-
related crimes are those that occur going to or away from a
transit system. Although this broadens the problem, it has the
advantage of examining the total risk to passengers.

Effectiveness of Transit Crime Reporting Systems

A second major weakness of transit crime statistics concern the
effectiveness of reporting systems. There are major sources of
information loss or 'leakage': wunreported crimes, the police not
responding to calls even when a report is made, inconsistent
reporting between agencies and faulty categorization.  Many
incidents go undetected because vic¢tims do not report crimes. One
study, for example, suggested that the actual number of transit
crimes is probably two to three times that of the reported ones’
({Carnegie-Mellon, 1975). The data that will be presented in
Chapter 3 indicates that the degree of underreporting is
considerably greater than this.

In addition, incidents go undetected because the police never
investigate even if reported. Increasing pressure on police
departments combined with restrictive budgets have reduced
personnel available to even investigate reported crimes. Also,
many police departments have priorities for investigation, with
the most serious crimes being investigated first. The types of
crimes frequently found on transit systems (pickpocketing, purse
snatchings) may be considered a low priority.

>

Different transit authorities also categorize crimes in different
ways. The SEMCOG studies, for example, tried to develop standard
reporting categories by subdividing crime into three general
categories - Part I, Part II and Local Ordinance Violations

. (SEMCOG, 1979; SEMCOG, 1981). The UCR Part I index corresponds to
SEMCOG's Part I categories but the UCR Part II grouping was sub-
divided. There are major differences between cities in the
incidence of these events, which undoubtedly reflect different
reporting procedures as well as substantive differences. For
example, in 1977, the New York City Transit Authority reported



4,864 Part I offenses for Brooklyn, but only 3,984 Part II
offenses. Los Angeles, on the other hand, had only 623 Part I
offenses for the year but 36,417 Part II offenses. By 1980,
however, the patterns had changed. Brooklyn had 13,665 Part I
.offenses but 37,495 Part II offenses, while Los Angeles had 757
Part I offenses and 3,359 Part II offenses. Although there are
real differences between cities in the distribution of transit
crimes, variability in the use of categories appears to be
significant, making comparisons difficult.

A final source of information loss is statistical. Most police
departments use the FBI's UCR system as the basis for their N
reporting forms and do not categorize crimes by the activities of
victims. Any relationship to transit use will be recorded only
for legal purposes and will not be coded in statistical reports.
‘Therefore, many transit or transit-related crimes which are
investigated by the police are noted without any reference to
transit.

As will be shown in Chapter 3, the cumulative effect of unreported
crimes, police not responding to calls, inconsistent reporting and
statistical loss is large and makes existing transit statistics-

gquestionable. ‘

Victimization Surveys as An Alternative Method : S

Surveys of victims, on the other hand, could get around these
difficulties because respondents can report crimes occurring at-
any point in a transit trip, whether the crime was reported or -
not. But the few victimization surveys that have been done have
not tried to generate estimates of the amount of transit crime.
Several studies have studied the risk of being involved in a
criminal incident when using transit (Shellow et al., 1974;
Thrasher and Schnell, 1974a) but have not estimated the total -
volume of crime nor victimization rates among the population. 1In
one attempt, Shellow et al. (1974) estimated that the risk of
being robbed was about one-third as great on the Chicago transit
system as in the rest of the city. But the exact connection
between general crime and bus crime would not be expected to
follow a systematic pattern and would depend on a myriad of
socio-economic and transit factors. 1In another study (Thrasher
and Schnell, 1974a), the researchers found the risk of being
involved in a criminal incident was twice as great when using an
urban transit system as in a non-transit situation in New York.

Bus drivers may have more chances of being victimized than
passengers. One report, upon examining several studies, indicated
that 20% of victims were transit employees (Metropolitan, 1974),
and for the Los Angeles area Pearlstein and Wachs (1982) have
shown that bus drivers have a far higher risk of being victimized
than passengers, at least using SCRTD statistics. This



disproportionately higher rate for drivers would be expected,
since the bus driver has greater exposure, both in terms of number
of trips and time exposure. It is also probable that bus drivers
are more likely to report incidents than patrons, thereby
exaggerating this differential exposure.

Victimization rates among the population are not clearly known.
Richards and Jacobson (1980) found that about 12% of respondents
to a survey had been victims and about 27% had witnessed transit
crimes sometime during their lifetimes. However, since the survey
was not a random sample of the population, the results cannot be
generalized. In another study of elderly transit users in
Philadelphia, Patterson and Ralston (1983) reported that 4% of the
respondents had been victims of a crime on a bus within the
previous year and another 2% had been victims at a bus stop, also
within the previous year. Again, since the sample was not a
random representation of the population, the results cannot be
generalized. On the other hand, using a random sample of
households in Santa Monica, California, it was found that only 5%
of the adult population had been victims of a bus crime, but that
15% had personally witnessed a bus crime (Levine, 1982); small
sample sizes yielded large sampling errors so that the results
were inconclusive. Though these different survey results are not
strictly comparable, varying by geography and by measure of crime,
they do suggest a sizeable exposure to crimes on buses.

-

Bus Crime in Central lLos Angeles

The greater Los Angeles area has the largest all-bus transit
system in the world with the Southern California Rapid Transit
District (SCRTD) operating a fleet of over 2,900 buses and
providing transportation to 1.8 million passengers a day, over an
area of 2,000 square miles. The district is a public agency,
created in 1964, and serves most of the metropolitan region,
supplemented with additional service by several smaller municipal
districts. Before 1978, the SCRTD security force had limited
authority. It was confined to traffic accidents and guarding
SCRTD's facilities and equipment. Increasing concern over crime,
however, prompted SCRTD to convert its security department to a
full transit police department in 1978. Currently they have a
force of about 70 sworn officers and 40 security guards, of whom
25 are armed (Budds, 1982; Hargadine, 1983).

-

The first study of bus crime in Los Angeles was by The Southern
California Association of Governments which conducted a study of
criminal incidents on the SCRTD system over a three-month period
in 1974 (SCAG, 1976). They showed the correspondence of bus crime
to other types of crime in the area and the implied correspondence
to the density of youths age 16 and under. Another important
study has been by that of Pearlstein and Wachs (1982) who have
showed that reported bus crime in Los Angeles has increased about
in proportion to bus ridership over the period and that it is



concentrated principally on routes which cross areas characterized
by high crime rates in general.

Within the SCRTD, systematic collection of bus crime data first
began in 1970, but it wasn't until 1978 that some consistency in
crime statistics developed. Figure 1.1 shows the number of
reported incidents from 1970 through 1983 and, as should be
apparent the increase in reported incidents must reflect as much
an increasing effectiveness in detection as a real increase in the
number of incidents (SCRTD, 1982c; SCRTD, 1983). The pattern of
reported crime in SCRTD parallels the SEMCOG studies. In 1983,
41% of all reported Part I crimes were larcenies (thefts and
pickpocketings), 32% were aggravated assaults, 13% were robberies,
10% were burglaries and 3% were motor vehicle thefts. There has,
however, been a shift over time. Since 1973, larcenies have
increased faster than any other type of bus crime.

There has also been an apparent shift in the pattern of reported
bus crimes. Until 1980, most reported victims were drivers, but
since that time an increasing proportion of reported crimes are
against patrons. The shift probably reflects increased
measurement effectiveness by SCRTD. Since 1978, for example,
thefts against drivers have decreased consistently with the N
introduction of the exact change policy, and since 1980 assaults
against drivers have also decreased. Reported crimes against
passengers, however, have tended to jump during this latter
period, especially thefts and assaults. Whether this is a real
increase or one because of better measurement is not clear. As
Chapter 3 will show, most incidents occurring on the system are
not detected by the SCRTD. Measurement error is so high that one
cannot place any confidence on temporal shifts in published
statistics about crimes against passengers. Trends in crimes
against drivers, on the other hand, may be more reliable because
it would be in a driver's interest to report an incident.

This report will show a method for estimating the number of bus
and bus-related crimes in a geographical area and will provide
estimates for west central Los Angeles in 1983. This report will
also examine the degree of reporting error for existing SCRTD
transit crime statistics and will evaluate sources of information
'leakage'. It is hoped that the study will provide a basis for
improving existing transit crime statistics and linking them more
closely with preventive actions.

ENVIRONMENTAL CORRELATES OF BUS CRIME

In addition to measuring the amount of bus crime, this report
examines environmental correlates of bus crime. Crime is not an
abstract phenomenon but occurs in specific contexts.
Surprisingly, little is known about the specific environmental
conditions which contribute to crime on buses.

\
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There are some spatial and temporal correlates. The geographic
association with general crime has frequently been noted. Bus
crime incidents are highest on routes passing through high crime
areas (Carnegie-Mellon, 1975; Shellow et al., 1974; Richards and
Jacobson, 1980; Andrle et al., 1980; Pearlstein and Wachs, 1982).
The association is based upon aggregate data, however, and it is
important not to attribute uniform characteristics to people
living within geographical areas.

Pearlstein and Wachs (1982) showed that most reported bus crimes
in Los Angeles occur during the late afternoon and early evening;
violent crimes are more likely to occur at nighttime but the bulk
of robberies and thefts occur during the evening rush hours.

There is contradictory evidence for seasons. Ferrari and
Trentacoste (1974) found that winter was perceived as most
dangerous in Chicago; they attributed this to longer hours of
darkness in winter and the use of the transit system by 'street
people' as shelter. In Chicago, robberies were more likely to
occur in the evening and were most frequent on Friday and Saturday
nights (Carnegie-Mellon, 1975). On the other hand, Pearlstein and
Wachs (1982) found no seasonal differences in Los Angeles.

What is not known is the relative distribution of crimes between
"the bus and other locations in the transit trip (the bus stop,
travel to-and-from the bus stop). Patterson and Ralston (1983)
found that 4% of a small sample of elderly persons in Philadelphia
had been victims of a crime on a bus and slightly over 2% had been
- victims at a bus stop. They also found that there was greater
fear among the elderly about waiting at bus stops compared to
riding on the buses themselves. In a small survey in Santa
Monica, California, 60% of all known bus crimes occurred at a bus
stop, compared to 40% on a bus (Levine, 1982).

Crime must be understand as an interaction between the victim, the
criminal and the situation. Richards and Hoel (1980) argued that .
crimes require a conducive situation. They hypothesize that sofe
criminals actively seek out situations while others are just
tempted. They state that crimes for profit usually involve the
perpetrator looking for an opportune situation. Pickpockets and
purse snatchings are more likely to occur in crowded environments,
whereas muggings and rapes occur more in isolated situations.
Aggressive acts are often triggered by crowded situations. These
are plausible hypotheses but lack empirical confirmation. There
have been several attempts to characterize criminal strategies.
Several studies have suggested that the 'typical' transit
criminals in New York and Chicago are young, male and black (SRI,
1970; Carnegie-Mellon, 1975). They work alone or in small groups
(SRI, 1970; Hawkins et al., 1977) and will usually pick on a lone
victim. For robbery, the offender usually commits the crime soon
after boarding and exits immediately after. The criminal almost
always is able to escape, usually on foot. Drivers usually will
not try to stop a robbery and usually are not injured. A Rand
study (Chaiken et al., 1974) found that passenger robbers in the

'
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New York subway tend to be teenagers, operating in the hours after
school lets out, whereas toll booth robbers tend to be older, more
experienced criminals.

Aside from these, however, little is known about the way crimes
are committed and the specific micro-environmental factors and
uses of physical space which encourage crimes. Chapter 5 will
illustrate a method for detecting dangerous bus stops and Appendix
C will present detailed observations of social behavior around
three specific bus that were shown to be dangerous.

EVALUATIONS OF MEASURES DESIGNED TO MITIGATE TRANSIT CRIMES

This study also explores several strategies for reducing bus and
bus-related crime. Ultimately, any crime prevention program
should incorporate knowledge about crime in the physical and
social design of bus systems. One could conceptualize four levels
of an effective bus crime policy: (1) 'Target hardening'; (2)
Surveillance; (3) Scheduling; and (4) Community building.

Target Hardening

'Target hardening' is the use of physical devices and design aimed
at hindering easy access to a target (Rand, 1983). Much of the
literature on bus crime has been concerned with ‘physical design to
discourage crime. There have been many studies of design elements
for trains and subways to improve protection for patrons and
employees. Many of these have been formalized in the APTA design
manual (APTA, 1979) and will not be reviewed here. For buses, the
use of the exact change policy, silent alarm systems on both the
inside and the outside, and protective shields around the driver's
seat have been explicitly designed to prevent crimes on buses. In
addition, there have been other design elements which have -
encouraged safety-including interior lighting at night as well as
large windows, which both increase visibility from the outside of
the bus. Current bus design routinely integrates safety criteria,
but some of the newer buses have regressed in safety planning:
darkly tinted windows and paneled back ends reduce visibility from
the outside during daylight. Also, many of these systems are
expensive and may not be effective.

The most visibly helpful measure has been the exact change policy
and the use of tokens, tickets or passes which has freed drivers
from the need to provide change for passengers. Signs reading
"Driver carries no change" further reinforce this policy measure.
It should be noted that although robberies of bus drivers have
decreased dramatically since the initiation of the policy,
assaults are still frequent against bus drivers. SRI (1970)
compared the number of injuries from assaults on drivers and found
that injury levels were only slightly lower after the initiation
of the policy. At SCRTD, assaults against drivers actually
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increased after the introduction of exact change policy, though
robberies did decrease dramatically (SCRTD, 1982c).

Surveillance Measures

Surveillance and alarm devices have been used to communicate with
people outside the bus to either prevent crimes from occurring or
allow intervention before the event has developed sufficiently.
Automatic vehicle monitoring systems have been used to keep track
of buses as they pass through their route. Two-way radios have
been used to allow direct communication with transit personnel.
Silent alarms have been used to alert a station that a bus has
been stopped or hijacked. External, 'flashing electronic messages
have been use to alert outside observers of an emergency event on
the bus and to ask them to call the police for heln.
Identification numbers painted on the top of buses easily identify
the vehicle in case of a helicopter search. Closed-circuit
television systems have been used at the most dangerous bus stops
to allow visible protection at all times of the day.

In spite of widespread use, communication measures have been
criticized for their lack of effectiveness in combating crime
(SRI, 1970; SCAG, 1976). Since most criminal acts take a short
amount of time, even if police respond quickly the offender is
likely to have finished and escaped from the system. SRI (1970)

‘stated that the best effect of such systems is morale boosting for = .

drivers ‘and passengers, but questloned whether this benefit
justified the capital expense required to install the systems.
However, communication systems continue to be popular measures.

Further, there is a question about whether such devices even have
psychological value. Survey respondents often state the need for
more personnel and for communication or alarm systems to deal with
bus crime (Ferrari and Trentacoste, 1974; Richards and Hoel, >
1980). One study found that few people are aware that many of
these measures are already in practice (Feldman and Vellenga,
1977). The result of visible security attempts may also increase
patrons' fear, rather than abate it. Richards et al. (1980)
examined the effects of installing a closed-circuit television
system at one dangerous bus stop. The effect was that women felt
more safe, but men felt less safe. The authors proposed that the
reason for this was that women, who were already sensitive to
crime, were reassured by the presence of the system, whereas men
had been less sensitive about crime to begin with. It is not
clear that surveillance or alarm systems can mitigate crimes or
soothe public fears about crime.

Scheduling Measures

Other measures that have been proposed are scheduling and re-
routing buses to minimize bus crime. It has been noted several

s
'
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times that crime incidents tend to be higher near schools and the
presence (or imagined presence) of unruly teenagers shows up in
surveys of bus riders (e.g., Patterson and Ralston, 1983). It has
been suggested that the scheduling of special buses or the re-
routing of lines around schools to minimize contact between the
school and non-school population would discourage incidents as
well as protect the public at large. 1In practice, the
implementation of such a scheme might meet extensive legal
resistance, both from an accusation that the transit authority is
not serving the entire community as well as possible charges of
racial discrimination because of geographic overlap between high
crime areas, high patronage areas and areas with higher
percentages of ethnic minorities.

Overcrowding on buses, especially during peak hours may also be
contributing to bus and bus-related crime. Petty thieves tend to
depend on crowds to conceal their behavior. Given the huge
deficits that many transit authorities face, crowded buses may be
desired. Yet, by crowding people into buses or having them wait
for extended periods at bus stops there is an increased likelihood
that they will become victims of a purse snatching or
pickpocketing incident.

Community Building: Educational Measures

Some actions have been taken to educate the public towards crime
prevention. One such proposal has been a community education
program designed to enlist help in preventing crime and vandalism
(Thrasher and Schnell, 1974b). The content of such programs is
usually left vague, and it is suspected that many are not cost
effective. In Los Angeles, two community programs have been
started though it is too early to evaluate their effectiveness.

Bus driver training programs have also been suggested to teach -
drivers how to deal more effectively with the public as well as
with emergency situations (SRI, 1970; SCAG, 1976). One would
intuitively expect that training would improve the effectiveness
of drivers in direct assaults on them, but would be less effective
in preventing incidents against patrons. Good public relations is
another recommendation which has been made so that public transit
would be portrayed in a positive light with no undue fear
generated from sensationalist bus crime stories.

This report will attempt to evaluate the feasibility of some of
these measures in preventing crime, at least as perceived by the
public, and will illustrate a method for designing preventive
measures around dangerous bus stops.
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CHAPTER 2

BUS CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY METHODOLOGY

A telephone survey of residents of the central core of Los Angeles
was conducted during the winter of 1983-84 to measure the
incidence of bus crime. It was decided to select a random sample
of households in west central Los Angeles, interviewing both bus
users and non-users.

WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

The west central area of Los Angeles was selected for the survey.
This is an area that extends from downtown Los Angeles in the east
to West Hollywood in the west, and from the Hollywood Hills in the
north to the Crenshaw district in the south. Figure 2.1 shows a
map of west central Los Angeles is relation to the whole of Los
Angeles County while figure 2.2 presents a more detailed map
showing general boundaries but sub-divided into 17 internal areas.

A limited geographical area was chosen to maximize the information
available. The SCRTD service region covers 2,000 square miles.
Transit ridership falls off with increasing distance from central
Los Angeles and, outside the core, sufficient numbers of persons
who had experienced transit crimes would not be found without
taking a large sample. The area has the highest transit usage in
Los Angeles (Data Sciences, 1981) with more than 30 bus lines
passing through the area. Although transit usage in Los Angeles
County is low (0.16 average daily boardings per capita in 1981),
transit usage in west central Los Angeles is much higher (0.61
average daily boardings per capita in 1981; SCRTD, 1982a). West
central Los Angeles also has a sizeable proportion of the Los
Angeles area population. The 1980 Census indicated that about 1.7
million persons lived in the area, which represents about 40% of
the Los Angeles City population and about one-seventh of the Los
Angeles County population (U.S. Census Bureau, 1980).

The area is diverse both ethnically and economically. The 1980
Census indicated that the ethnic/racial breakdown of west central
Los Angeles was about 32% non-Hispanic White, 26% Black, 31%
Hispanic, 11% Asian and 0.5% American Indian. Economically, the
area covers census tracts having median household incomes which
vary from very low to very high; however, for most census tracts
in the area the median household income is low. The area also has
a high transit crime rate. An examination of the distribution of
reported transit crimes over a three-month period indicated that a
high proportion of incidents occur in west central Los Angeles
(Pearlstein and Wachs, 1982).

Although an area was chosen which is a "best case'", having a high
crime rate and high transit ridership, the purpose was to estimate
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the total number of crimes occurring, rather than population or
ridership rates, to illustrate sources of reporting error.

SURVEY DESIGN

Questionnaire

The questionnaire was developed over a two year period, starting
with a pilot study during the spring of 1982 in the City of Santa
Monica, California (Levine, 1982). The west central questionnaire
explored bus usage, experience with bus crime and attitudes toward
bus crime prevention. Both household experience with bus crime
and indirect experience were examined. Household experience was
defined as either the respondent having been victimized by a bus
or bus-related crime in Los Angeles or another member of the
respondent's current household having been victimized. Indirect
experience was defined as either the respondent having witnessed a
bus or bus-related crime in Los Angeles or the respondent knowing
another person who had been victimized by a bus or bus-related
crime. For each level of experience, detailed questions about the
location and circumstance were asked.

Appendix A provides a copy of the questionnaire in English. A
Spanish version was also produced because of the high frequency of
Spanish usage within the survey area. This can be obtained upon
request. ) ' .

Telephone Sample

The survey was by telephone and the sample was drawn using random
digit dialing. Random telephone numbers are generated and
interviewers telephone all numbers. When a household is reached, .
an interview is conducted. Even though most generated numbers &#re
either not working or are businesses, the process is more cost
effective than face-to-face surveys. See Tuchfarber and Klecka
(1976), and Groves and Kahn (1979) for more detail.

The sample size was 1088 households. One adult, age 16+, randomly
selected from within each household, was interviewed. The survey
was administered by the Institute for Social Science Research at
U.C.L.A., Fifteen interviewers worked on the survey from the end
of November 1983 through mid-April 1984, stopping for two weeks at
Christmas. Interviews were conducted in either English or
Spanish.

Sampling Bias

There are two major biases with telephone samples for estimating
household characteristics. First, households without telephones
cannot be sampled. From the 1980 Census, 10.2% of households
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within the area did not have telephones (U.S. Census Bureau,
1980). Usually, these are persons who are poorer or who are new
to the area. Any characteristic which is associated with not
owning a telephone is likely to be undersampled.

A second bias with telephone surveys is that households with more
than one telephone number have a greater likelihood of being
selected. This can be adjusted, however, by weighting results
with the reciprocal of the number of telephone numbers (i.e.,
households with one telephone number are weighted by 1, households
with two telephone numbers are weighted by 1/2, households with
three telephone numbers are weighted by 1/3, and so forth). All
household estimates in the survey were weighted by this index.

For major characteristics of the sample, 95% confidence intervals
were calculated with weighted estimates being used. For most
proportional estimates, the confidence interval varied between 3%
and 5%. '

COMPARISON WITH THE 1980 CENSUS

To gauge the effects of bias, several characteristics were
compared with those obtained from the 1980 Census. Two hundred
and seventy census tracts Wthh overlap the geographical area were
selected for comparison.

There were were three apparent biases in the sample. First, males
were slightly undersampled, a result commonly found in surveys.
Males are less likely to be home at any time during a day and are
more likely to be out of town (U.S. Census Bureau, 1972). Second,
there was a slight undersampling of Asians which apparently was
the result of only interviewing respondents who could speak
English or Spanlsh .
Third, there are slight discrepancies between the survey and the
census which are the likely result of not having interviewed
households without telephones. Several sub-areas were
undersampled which have proportionately more households without
telephones. Other discrepancies were slight undersampling of
elderly persons, those with low levels of education and those at
the lowest income levels. These biases might be expected from a
telephone survey as elderly persons are more likely to live in
group quarters and people with lower incomes are more likely to
not own a telephone. Because lower income individuals are more
likely to be victims of bus crimes, it is probable that the number
of bus and bus-related crimes have been underestimated. Aside
from these differences the sample compares well with the 1980
Census. Appendix B presents a detailed description of sampling
procedures, confidence intervals and sample bias.
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CHAPTER 3

THE INCIDENCE OF BUS CRIME IN WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

How much bus crime is there in a large city such as Los Angeles?
As pointed out in Chapter 1, the answer to this question may be
difficult, if not impossible, to find. No existing data source
can possibly account for all the crime that exists and, at best,
data from several sources have to be integrated.

Problems with Published Crime Statistics

There are several reasons for this. Many crimes go unrecorded
because victims do not report them or the police do not
investigate. Many other bus and bus-related crimes are 7
misallocated as existing police recording forms usually make no
reference to transit. Therefore, the extent of underreporting
transit-related crimes is probably large.

The SCRTD records crime incidents made available to them through
either their transit police department or through communications
from local police departments, such as the Los Angeles Police
Department. For example, in 1983 the SCRTD recorded 848 crimes .
committed against passengers and drivers, .up from 555 in 1982, an
increase of 53%. How much faith should be put in such statistics?
Does the increase of 293 crimes represent a real increase or does
it reflect an improvement in measurement capability?

The statistics become important because the emphasis given in .
public policy may depend on them. If the data have flaws so that
the increase is not real or bears little relationship to the scope
of the problem, then judgments based on measured rates of growth
of the phenomena may themselves be faulty. -

The reason for caution is that the results from the survey bear
little relationship to the published statistics of SCRTD. The
degree of underreporting and miscategorization is so large as to
obscure the relationship of crime to bus travel. The differences
in estimated crime rates by the survey and those reported by SCRTD
vary by a factor of 25 to 30 times. As will be seen, the problem
is systemic, relating to flaws in the data collection system and
to reticence by the public.

RATES OF EXPOSURE TO BUS CRIME

Most of the crimes reported either directly by the victims
themselves or indirectly were serious, 'Part I' crimes. Although
respondents defined crimes in their own terms, the crimes were
converted into the FBI's Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) categories.
Figure 3.1 shows the relationship between the survey categories

i
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and the appropriate UCR categories. In only a handful of cases
were there incidents that were ambiguous ( assaults where there
was no injury, and 'verbal abuse').

Table 3.1 lists types of crime as described by victims and by
respondents for other members of the household who were victims.
The totals and percentages are also included. Across all levels
of experience, the most common type of crime is purse snatching.
The next most common crime is that of being pickpocketed. These
are followed by jewelry snatching, assault (without and with
robbery), verbal abuse, armed robbery and rape (which was only
experienced indirectly)..

Respondents were asked whether they had ever been a victim of a
crime on a bus, at a bus stop or on the way to or from a bus stop
in Los Angeles. Of the 1088 respondents, 108 had been victims, of
which 97 (or 9.0% of respondents -weighted) were from serious
('Part I') crimes.

The rates are, of course, much higher for people who frequently
use buses. Using current bus usage as a proxy for continual
exposure, 16.3% of those who have taken the bus within the last
six months have been victims of a bus crime in Los Angeles,
compared to only 3.9% who haven't ridden a bus in the last six
months. For those who are heavy users (taking the bus five or
more days a week on average), the rate rises to 25.4%. Further,
there are multiple victimizations. Twenty-four persons had been
victimized twice; 8 persons had been victimized three times and
there were 2 persons who had been victims 6 times.

The data is heavily weighted toward the present. Of the 108
victims, 36 were victimized in 1983 with 31 being serious ('Part
I') crimes. Forty-eight of the respondents stated that other
current household members had been victims of bus or bus-related
crimes, of which 43 were serious ('Part I') crimes. Of these, 23
other household members had been victimized in 1983 of which 21
were serious ('Part I') crimes. The 21 victims represents a
weighted other household member bus crime rate of 2.0% for 1983.

The scope of bus crime is extensive, as shown by indirect indices.
Almost a fifth (19.2%) of the respondents had witnessed a crime on
a bus, at a bus stop or near a bus stop and 10.2% had done so in
1983 alone. Another 20.9% knew persons who had been victims. (1)
Not surprisingly, people who ride the bus are more likely to have
witnessed another bus crime, but there are no differences for
knowing persons who have been victims.

Taking any experience with bus crime (direct or indirect), it was
found that 43.3% of the respondents have had some contact with bus
crime in Los Angeles. For bus users (persons who have taken a bus
in the last six months), 51.1% have had some experience, and for
heavy users it is almost sixty percent (59.8%). For bus riders in
central Los Angeles, crime is apparently a common experience.
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FIGURE 3.1

SURVEY CRIME CATEGORIES COMPARED TO UCR SYSTEM CATEGORIES
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TABLE 3.1

TYPES OF BUS CRIME IN 1983 FOR VICTIMS AND OTHER HQUSEHOLD MEMBERS
(Number of Incidents)

OTHER
PERSON IN
HOUSE WAS
TYPE VICTIM VICTIM
No. 3 No. 3
PART I PROPERTY CRIMES
Purse Snatching 8 22.2 6 26.1
Pickpocket 10 27.8 4 17.4
Jewelry Snatching 3 8.3 4 17.4
Robbery (General) 1 2.8 3 13.0
PART I VIOLENT CRIMES
Rape - - - -
Armed Robbery , A 2.8 - -
Assault and Robbery ' 6 16.7 2 8.7
Assault, No Robbery
With Injury 2 5.6 2 8.7
PART II CRIMES
Assault, No Robbery, ' -
No Injury 4 11.1 1 4.4
Verbal Abuse 1 2.8 1 4.4
* *
TOTAL 36 100.1% 3 100.1%

* Percentages do not add to 100% because of rounding.
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ESTIMATING BUS CRIME FOR 1983 IN WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

Taking 1983 as a standard, it is possible to estimate the number
of serious (Part I) bus crimes that occurred. A household crime
index was constructed. Table 3.2 summarizes the construction of
household rates for 1983 with 95% confidence intervals.

On census day 1980 (April 1), there were 1,113,287 persons living
in and around the area of west central Los Angeles, living in
458,976 households. To estimate the number of bus crimes '
occurring in the area in 1983, the number of households existing
on July 1, 1983 (mid-year) had to be determined. Three estimates
were constructed. A low estimate assumed that at a minimum there
should be the same number of households in the area as in 1980. A
medium estimate assumed the same rate of household formation as
experienced between 1970 and 1980. Lastly, a high estimate
assumed that the rate of household formation was equivalent to the
population growth rate. Table 3.3 summarizes these estimates.

Applying the measured household bus crime rate for 1983 to these
figures produces an expected estimate of 23,292 bus and bus-
related crimes in west central Los Angeles for 1983. If the 95%
confidence intervals are taken with the highest and lowest
estimates for the number of households in the area, there is a low
estimate of 16,982 (a 3.7% household bus crime rate with no change
in the number of households between 1980 and July.1, 1983) and a
high estimate of 29,835 (a 6.3% household bus crime rate and a
rate of household formation equivalent to that of the expected
population growth). (2)

Table 3.4 summarizes the results and breaks down the estimates on
a proportional basis consistent with the 1983 survey results - 43%
for crimes on buses, 34% for crimes at bus stops, and 23% for
crimes on the way to or from bus stops.

The numbers are 25-30 times as high as that recorded by SCRTD for
their entire service area in 1983 (843 serious crimes) and more
than half the estimates published by SEMCOG for the entire United
States and Canada in 1980. Of course, most crimes reported by
transit agencies such as SCRTD are crimes occurring on the system,
whereas the survey estimates include transit-related crimes too.
However, the survey estimates for crimes only on buses still is
many times higher than SCRTD statistics. ‘Crime as indicated by
transit company statistics represents only a small fraction of the
total amount of transit-related crime. (3)
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TABLE 3.2

ESTIMATING SERIQUS BUS CRIMES IN 1983 FOR WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES
(n=1088)

*
Weighted Rate

36 Respondents were Victims in 1983
of which 31 were Serious Crimes 3.0%

23 Household Members were Victims in 1983

of which 21 were Serious Crimes 2.0%
Household Rate 5.0%
95% Confidence Intervals (3.7% - 6.3%)

* Weighted by the feciprocal of distinct telephone numbers

TABLE 3.3

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF HOQUSEHOLDS IN WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

MID-YEAR 1983

CENSUS YEARS ESTIMATED
APRIL 1, APRIL 1, JULY 1,
1970 1980 1983
458,976 LOW
Number of
Households 439,938 458,976 465,833 MEDIUM
473,566 HIGH

24



TABLE 3.4

ESTIMATED BUS CRIMES IN 1983 FOR WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

Occurring:
ON AT TO/FROM
TOTAL BUS BUS STOP BUS STOP
Low Estimate 16,982 7,302 5,774 3,905
Medium Estimate 23,292 10,016 7,919 5,357
High Estimate 29,835 12,830 10,144 6,861

EFFECT OF BIAS ON THE ESTIMATE

The effect of bias on these estimates was examined. Table 3.5
summarizes factors that could overestimate or underestimate the
number of bus-related crimes. The key component is the survey
estimate for the household bus-related crime rate, which is the
number of bus-related crimes enumerated relative to the number of
households interviewed (n=1088). If any factor increases the
numerator of the index relative to the denominator, then the
number of bus-related-crimes will be overestimated.
Alternatively, if any factor decreases the numerator of the index
relative to the denominator, then the number will be
underestimated.

Factors which could have led to overestimation were victims' or
researcher's miscategorization, undersampling of males and Asians,
and not including elderly persons living in convalescent homes.
Care was taken to count only those crimes which clearly fit into
the UCR Part I crime index. The main ambiguity concerned assaults
in which no robbery occurred. The UCR system distinguishes
between 'aggravated' assaults (Part I) if a serious injury occurs
or if there is a threat of injury' and 'simple' assaults (Part II)
if there is no injury nor threat of injury. If anything, the
categorization used here has been cautious compared to usual
police categorization practices; two-thirds of the reported
assaults without robbery were coded as 'simple'. Other possible
exaggerating biases were undersampling of males (who are less
likely to be victimized than females) and Asians (who are less
likely to be victimized than other racial/ethnic groups); the
percent of underestimation, however, was less than 4%.

On the other hand, factors which could have led to underestimation
are 130 respondents being interviewed before the end of 1983 was
completed (December was the highest crime month in 1983; LAPD,
-1984), multiple incidents in 1983 not being counted (only the last
crime was queried), loss of information on victims through

|
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TABLE 3.5

SOURCES OF BIAS IN ESTIMATING THE NUMBER OF BUS-RELATED CRIMES

HOUSEHOLD
BUS-RELATED NUMBER OF BUS-RELATED CRIME INCIDENTS IN 1983
CRIME RATE = =m——mmom o mmmmmm oo e

IN 1983 NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS IN SURVEY AREA ON JULY 1, 1983

FACTORS LEADING TO OVERESTIMATION

Victims Exéggerate Seriousness of Crime

Researchers Miscategorize Less~Serious Crime as Serious
In-Migration of Victims After July 1, 1933
Out-Migration of Non-Victims Before July 1, 1983
Undersampling of Males

Undersampling of Asians

Not Including Elderly Persons Living in‘Convalescent Homes

FACTORS LEADING TO UNDERESTIMATION

130 Respondents were Interviewed Before End of 1983
Multiple Inciaents in 1983 were Not Counted -
Mortality of Victims Before Household Selected
Out-Migration of Victims Before Household Selected
In-Migration of Non-Victims After July 1, 1983
Not Including Households Without Telephones

Undersampling of Low-Income Households

Undersampling of Households Without a Car

Undersampling of Households which Rent

Undersampling of Individuals with Low Education

Not Including Persons Living in Residential Hotels
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mortality or out-migration (the area has net out-migration), not
including households without telephones (typically these are
persons of lower income who have higher victimization rates), and
not including persons living in residential hotels (the 'skid row'
area of Los Angeles is within the survey area and appears to have
extraordinarily high victimization rates for all types of crime).

Without going into detail, it is our opinion that the effects of
underestimation are probably greater than the effects of
overestimation. In short, the sample has most likely
underestimated the number of bus and bus-related crimes.

COMPARISON WITH OTHER TYPES OF CRIME

How realistic are these estimates? Published transit authority
data give figures much lower. Unless the survey is completely
aberrant about crime, although other measured characteristics were
generally consistent with census parameters, the data suggests
that there is a high amount of bus and bus-related crime.

Respondents were asked whether they or any other member of their
household had ever been a victim of a serious crime in Los Angeles
aside from bus or bus-related crimes. Three-hundred ninety-one
respondents indicated that they or other members of their
household had been victimized by 'other' crimes in Los Angeles of
which 370 were serious ('Part I') offenses. This represents a
weighted household rate of 35.8%. For 1983, the figures were 137
other crimes committed against households of which 129 are serious
('Part I') offenses. The weighted household rate for 1983 was
11.9%. As with bus-related crimes, the rate is probably an
underestimate.

Using the above method, estimates for the number of 'other'
household crimes were made. Household bus crimes were added to *
household 'other' crimes to give an estimate for the total number
of crimes in 1983 of 78,726 with a low estimate of 63,339 and a
high estimate of 95,187. (3) Table 3.6 summarizes the
calculations.

COMPARISON WITH LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT STATISTICS

The results were compared with Los Angeles Police Department
published statistics (LAPD, 1984). Taking the whole or part of 7
police areas which approximately match the survey area, their
records indicated about 105,000 reported Part I incidents for
1983, a figure slightly higher than the survey estimate.

Of course, the two data sets are not exactly comparable. The
police records include incidents reported within the geographical
area, whether the victims happened to 1live there or not. It is

'
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TABLE 3.6

COMPARISON WITH LAPD STATISTICS

Other Crimes to Household

1983 Weighted Rate

137 Other Crimes Occurred to Household
in 1983, of which 124 were Serious and
11 were ambiguous (assault, no robbery
but no injury information). On the
assumption of same injury proportions,
then 5 of the ambiguous are Serious

Crimes
Household Rate 11.9%
95% Confidence Intervals (10.1% - 13.8%)
Other Crimes in 1983
Low Estimate 46,357
Medium Estimate .. 55,434
High Estimate 65,352
Total Crimes in 1983
(Bus Crimes + Other Crimes)
Low Estimate 63,339
Medium Estimate 78,726
High Estimate 95,187

Los Angeles Police Department Records for 1983

LAPD records for a somewhat similar
area show about 105,000 reported
Serious (Part I) crimes for 1983
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suspected that many crimes happen to persons not living within the
area since the area includes downtown Los Angeles. Similarly,
some of the crimes occurring to residents of the survey area may
have happened outside the area.

However, Table 3.7 shows that the distribution of crimes as
reported by the survey parallels the distribution of crimes as
reported by the police statistics. In other words, the survey
data matches official police statistics in the distribution of
crimes but significantly underestimates the volume of crimes. For
this reason, the estimated 23,292 bus-related crimes for 1983
should be seen as a minimum estimate.

TABLE 3.7

DISTRIBUTION OF CRIMES IN 1983 FOR WEST CENTRAL LOS ANGELES

LAPD Records Survey Estimates

Larceny-Theft 39.4% 44.2%
Burglary - 22.4% 24,33
Motor Vehicle _ *
- ‘Theft - - 18.0% 10.5%
Robbery 12.2% 14.4%
Aggravated

Assault 6.9% 6.6%
Forcible Rape 0.9% ~-
Murder 0.3% - -

* - 95% Confidence Interval around estimate does not include

LAPD result

Bus crime is a problem for bus users in central Los Angeles and
the scope of it hasn't been recognized because of distortions in
the crime reporting system. This situation most likely holds in
other large cities in the United States. Further, it is a problem
that even the local police don't completely recognize. When
questioned, police officials told us that bus crime is "only a
small proportion of the crimes that occur in Los Angeles'". The
survey data suggests that this is not correct for the central city
population. About 20%-30% of the to