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Abstract 
 

This paper explores the impact of Social Capital on crime by making a cross 
section analysis of 101 Chilean municipalities for 2009. Five different proxies of 
Social Capital where built, which were then used in combination with a set of 
control variables to test their effect on homicides and violent robberies. Our 
results show that social capital appears to affect homicides more clearly than 
robberies. Among control variables, people’s mobility and population density 
are significant variables in explaining robberies. Homicides are partially 
sensitive to population density, critical overcrowding and the age structure of 
the local population. 



2 

 

I. Introduction. 
 
This research hinges upon the causes of crime in Chile, as this has become one of the main 
issues of public concern over the last decade. In addressing this research question, two 
main approaches have been used. One is that based upon negative incentives to avoid 
crime, this being the case of strong legal sanctions on offenders and fast and effective 
deterrence action of the police and the like.  Alternatively, the so called “ecological 
approach” stresses the role of social and contextual factors in explaining crime. In that 
view, social exclusion, the level of schooling, critical overcrowding and a number of other 
similar variables are to be singled out as main reasonable of crime. Upon the recognition 
that both approaches are likely to explain some of the variation in crime across local 
communities, we innovate in adding one more explanatory variable to the list, this being 
more akin to the set of ecological factors. This is the case of Social Capital (SC), whose 
incidence on crime has been extensively examined in the international empirical research, 
albeit not in the Chilean case.  
 
In dealing with our research question, we take Putman’s definition of SC (Putman 1993), 
who defines it as a social asset made out of moral obligation, trust among individuals and 
social networks. He hypothesizes that communities that possess more SC are also the 
ones more able to undertake collective action in their favor. Among various public goods 
being potentially produced by SC, collective action against crime is an important one. We 
follow Putman in assuming that this is the case as regards municipalities in Chile, this 
being the observational unit of this present study. An obvious challenge refers to the way 
in which SC may can be measured. In the absence of a specific survey to respond that 
question, indirect measurements should be used. In our case, five proxies of SC are 
considered,  they being taken from different surveys with municipal representation. 
Nevertheless, the empirical analysis is focused on 101 municipalities for 2009, the only 
year for which all of these indicators are available. Two types of offences are examined; 
violent robberies and homicides. The regression analysis suggests that SC does affect 
crime negatively, albeit this is clearer in the case of homicides. 
 
The remaining of this paper is organized as follows. Section II provides a summary of the 
existing literature.  The econometric analysis is presented in section III.  Main conclusions 
are presented in section IV. 

 
II. The Literature. 
 
Theory and International Empirical Evidence. 
 
The traditional economic approach to explain crime stresses the role of incentives and the 
likelihood of punishment being a deterrent to it (Erlich 1973, Becker 1986). An alternative 
strand of literature  argues that crime is a multidimensional phenomenon, this being the 
approach adopted by Shaw y Mckay (1942) in the so called Theory of Social 
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Disorganization. According to this view, people behave within a social environment, in 
which aspects of social identity, people’s surveillance capacity, social exclusion, and other 
socio demographic factors affect (Moser & McIlweine, 2005:12). Among variables worth 
mentioning, income inequality has been singled out as a source of social stress across 
income groups, which makes crime more likely to occur. Albeit evidence is quite robust in 
showing a positive correlation between crime and inequality (e.i Fajnzilber et. al 2002), 
some argue that measurements of income inequality may proxy the gap between benefits 
and costs of crime. For example Kelly (2000) finds that inequality has a strong effect on 
violent crime, albeit not on property crime.  Other variables worth mentioning include 
population density,  as this is usually associated with higher levels of violence (Ak Comak & 
Ter Weel, 2008; Rodenfeld, Messner & Baumer, 2001), the street context and the 
proportion of young and male people in the population (Rodenfeld, Messner & 
Baumer2001, Ak Comak and Ter Weel 2008, Coster et. al. 2006 ). Along similar lines, the 
OMS (2002) has adopted a “systemic approach” in which different tiers may be identified 
that affect violence, they going from individual’s biological factors, all the way the social 
structure itself. 
 
 Separate mention deserves the role of the so called social capital (SC) as defined by 
Putman (1993) as a key factor in preventing crime (Bronfenbrenner, 1989, 1994). 
Although SC may be the result of individual cooperative actions being facilitated by 
relations among persons (Coleman 1990), or cooperative actions being taken collectively 
(Putman 1993, 1995), this present research adopts Putman ´s view in that two basic 
components of SC are “trusts” and “civic ness”. Albeit numerous hypotheses have been 
put forward to explain the link between crime and SC, one important frame on the subject 
is the so called “social disorganization” theory (Shaw y McKay 1942, Kornhouser 1978), 
according to which the lack of community level informal control would foster local crime 
rates. Lederman, Loayza y Menéndez (2002: 10) argue that SC facilitates the pacific 
resolution of conflicts, as it lowers social transaction costs.  Alternatively, it may be stated 
that communities with a high level of SC are also the ones with a higher level of “collective 
efficacy”, as they are in a better position to organize themselves against crime (Sampson, 
Raudenbush  & Earls 1997). Finally, civic ness – as defined by Putman (1993)- may attach 
the blame and the shame to those who break the Law, making socially acceptable 
behavior more rewarding (Buonanno, Montolio & Vanin, 2009).   
 
As for the empirical evidence, Lederman, Loayza & Menéndez (2002) make a cross country 
comparison, thereby they conclude that people’s “trust” in each other is associated to 
lower rates of intentional homicides. In the context of the same question,  Ak Comak & 
Ter Weel (2008)  focused on The Netherland’s municipal case, showing that geographical 
differences in the level of SC may explain up to 10% of inter-municipal variation of crime 
rates. Similarly, Buonanno, Montolio & Vanin (2009) looked at the Italian regions, showing 
that the degree of civic ness and the existence of social nets have a negative impact on 
crime against property. Nevertheless, some literature sheds some doubts on the SC 
hypothesis. For example Coster et al. (2006) does not find a robust relationship between 
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youth violence and a set of SC measurements based upon a survey of adolescents in the 
USA. Among SC variables being tested, the exception appears to be “family cohesiveness”, 
which clearly affects violence negatively. Similarly inconclusive results are provided by 
(Bruinsma et. al. (2013). By using a survey from The Hague in the Netherland, they show 
no strong causality from a set of SC proxies on offender rates. Interestingly, SC does seem 
to affect crime rates. Although their measurement of “neighborhood trust” does not 
appear to have explanatory power regardless of the endogenous variable being used, 
“organization participation” is clearly significant in explaining both offender as well as 
crime rates. As for the case of homicides, Rosenfled , Messner and Baumer  (2001) took 99 
geographical areas in the USA and showed that homicide rates were higher in those areas 
with lower SC. Along similar lines, some literature has warned about the effects of the so 
called “Perverse Social Capital”, which reduces the level of violence of those who belong 
to organized groups, but it raises the violence outside these groups (Lederman, Loayza & 
Menéndez, 2002). 
 
The case of Chile 
 
As far as the evidence for Chile is concerned, a number of studies have  estimated regional 
based panels, which confirm the relevance of both incentives as well as socio 
demographic contextual factors. Along this lines, Rivera et. al.(2003, 2004) intend to 
explain five types of offences based upon police records, they being violence, theft, 
robbery, drugs and fraud. Although they find that relevant explanatory variables differ 
across types of offences, they also conclude that the efficiency of the judiciary is a 
significant explanatory factor. In the cases of robbery, theft, drugs related crimes and 
fraud, they appear to be mainly explained by demographic factors such as the share of 
young people, the masculinity rate and the proportion of rural versus urban population. 
Neither the level of human capital nor the poverty rate and other related variables seem 
to have clear effects. Similarly, Bayer and Vergara (2006) find that crime rates are 
responsive to the efficiency of penal institutions, as well as a set of socio economic 
characteristics such as unemployment, income, education and poverty. In particular, 
poverty appears to have a positive impact when it comes to robberies and theft, and a 
negative one on drugs related crime. Ruiz, Cea, Rodríguez y Matus (2007) make a study 
over time that focuses on violent robberies and burglary. Their main finding is that police 
efficiency as well as the judiciary’s are both significant variables. Albeit the regional based 
study by De la Fuente et. al. (2011) generally confirm aforementioned evidence, they also 
find that the likelihood of offenders being caught significantly affects crime rates.  
 
Two municipal level studies are worth mentioning. One is that by Gutiérrez, Núñez and 
Rivera (2008), in which they show that people’s mobility across municipal jurisdictions do 
matter in explaining crime. They find that 50% of offences occur in municipalities other 
than the one where offenders live. Their results show also, that variables such as legal and 
illegal income, dissuasive measurements and the level of parental control by families do 
matter in explaining crime. Also at the municipality level, the study by Benavente y Turen 
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(2010) show that income, and other socio demographic factors such as the age and 
gender composition of the population also affect crime rates. An study by Frühling et. Al. 
(2010) examined a survey on Santiago’s neighborhoods,  and conclude that the perception 
of violence differs across socio economic levels. They also find that some types of offences 
are concentrated in zones close to commercial areas and high concentration of public, are 
generally less safe. 
 
III. The econometric analysis. 
 
III.1 The  empirical model. 
 
We intend to explain two specific offences, which are violent robberies and the local 
homicide rate.  While in both cases the use of violence is a basic ingredient of the offence 
at stake, violent robberies use violence as an instrumental means to steal something and 
not necessarily to cause damage on the victim, as it is the case of murder (Londoño and 
Guerrero 2000, Barros, 2003; Goldstein, 2003; Oteiza, 2009).   
 
Two sets of explanatory variables are considered. In the first one, five alternative 
measurements of SC are taken to test. They are Trust on the Police, Citizens’ Participation 
in Social Organizations, Joint Action of Neighbors to feel safer, citizens’ participation in 
elections and knowledge of means to get communicated with the authority. A second 
group is made up of a number of control variables that measure socio economic features 
of the population. They include population density, a measurement of critical 
overcrowding, age structure of the local population, the local share of male adults and a 
proxy for the local flouting population. Given that data is taken from different surveys 
made at different points in time (Table A.1), plus the fact that nor all municipalities have 
statistical representation in each survey, our sample is limited to 101 municipalities for the 
year 2009. 
 
One obvious challenge in estimating the model is the likely endogeneity of SC. Following 
previous research, instruments being chosen are; population density, the share of single 
parent families, the level of schooling of the community, share of  residents that that has 
been living in the community for more than 20 years and a dummy for the Metropolitan 
Region. All of them are expected to be highly correlated with SC, albeit not with random 
disturbances. As population density rises, the less likely it is that people come to know 
each other. Equally negative is the effect of single parent families on CS (Ak Comak and 
Ter Weel 2008). Since the single family boss has less time available to know others within 
the community, the resulting density of local social networks becomes lower. Regarding 
schooling, this is meant to capture the extent of local “civic-ness” as long as the school 
contributes to socialize individuals. The dummy for the Metropolitan Region is expected to 
capture the significant differences between that region and the remaining regions in Chile. 
As this is an extremely centralized country in most respects, above distinction stands for 
the fact that regardless of the geographical distribution of CS across the territory, this is 
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likely to be concentrated in certain areas, of which the Metropolitan Region is the most 
important one. 
 
III.2 The data 
 
Endogenous variables 
 
When it comes to the suitable measurement and classification of offences, “violent” 
crimes encompass the cases of “homicides, the provocation of bodily injuries, violent 
robberies, rape and sexual harassment” (Barros, 2003: 21).  Nevertheless, due to 
significant sub recording in of the last two types, measurements of violent crimes are 
usually based on homicides and the provocation of bodily injuries (Kelly, 2000; Rosenfeld, 
Messner & Baumerr, 2001; Fajnzylber, Lederman & Loayza, 2002; Lederman, Loayza & 
Menéndez, 2002).  One advantage of focusing on these two types of offences hinges upon 
the fact that they represent two dimensions of violence. On the one hand, homicides 
reflect violence against people. On the other, violent robberies may be considered a type 
of “instrumental violence” being perpetrated to achieve an economic benefit (Barros, 
2003:31). 
 
We use police records to measure homicides, they being expressed as the number of 
cases per thousand inhabitants. As for the rate of violent robberies, this is recorded out of 
household victimization rates calculated from victimization surveys1.   Nevertheless, this 
last source may be subject to significant distortions as victims do not always live in the 
jurisdiction where they are robbed. A rectification of the original data was made in order 
to measure the number resident and non-residents households being victimized over the 
whole number of households in the same community. Thus, the “adjusted” measurement 
of violent robberies corresponds to: 
 

 
 
 
Social Capital 
 
As far as our set of explanatory variables, a first challenge refers to the multidimensional 
nature of SC (Buonanno, Montolio & Vanin (2009). In this regard, Putman (2001) 
compared the measurement of SC with a similar effort to measure physical capital, as this 

                                                             
1 A National Survey on Urban Public safety made in Chile by the National Institute of Statistics in collaboration with 
Ministry of Interior Affairs and Public Safety.  
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is also quite heterogeneous. In trying to find a proxy that captures this, studies referred to 
above opted out for using a set of indicators (proxies), each of them intended to capture 
different dimensions of SC. A first one is the level of trust, which is potentially divided 
between trust across individuals and trust on specific areas of community life. Despite no 
available studies exist that measure inter personal trust at the municipal level in Chile, we 
follow some previous research by using the level of trust on institutions intended to 
enforce the Law as a proxy that measures the likelihood of a conflict between individuals 
being solved by non-violent means (Ak Comak & Ter Weel, 2008).   
 
Five indicators of SC are considered. As far as trust on institutions are concerned, the most 
suitable indicator of this kind in Chile is the extent of Trust on the Police, which has a 
municipal level representation in the Urban Citizens Security Survey (INE and Ministry of 
Internal Affairs). A second feasible approach to measure SC is the intensity of social nets, 
which Putman (1993) interprets as the degree of “civic-ness”.  In the case under analysis, 
two variables are assumed to capture this. One measures Citizens’ Participation in Social 
Organizations, this being the approach followed by Putman (1993) and Lederman, Loayza 
& Menéndez (2002) among others. In our case, this variable is available from the national 
household survey. An alternative measurement being used is the degree of Joint Action of 
Neighbors to feel safer, which  is taken from the Urban Citizens Security Survey.  Along 
similar lines, a political approach to collective action may also be considered. Putman’s 
research uses the Participation in Referendums as a proxy of political participation. He 
justifies this on the ground that participation in regular elections may be distorted as 
voters may be willing to vote due to reasons other than pure civic-ness. Since no 
referendum was recorded in Chile for 2009, we opted up for using two alternative proxies. 
They are citizens’ participation in elections and knowledge of means to get communicated 
with the authority. In both cases, the social net is embedded into different levels of the 
Sate`s structure itself. Two assumptions are made when using these measurements. First; 
those who know better how to communicate with government`s authorities are also the 
ones more able to coordinate their demands with others, and put pressure on the State’s 
authorities.  Second, those who know and follow established formal procedures to contact 
government’s authorities are more likely to abide with the rules. Some empirical studies 
include also some measurements of reciprocity among individuals, a common one being  
the record of voluntary blood donations (Guiso, Sapienza y Zingales, 2004; Ak Comak & 
Ter Weel, 2008;  Buonanno, Montolio & Vanin, 2009). Unfortunately, no systematic 
municipal level records of such a variable exist in Chile. 
 
Control Variables. 
 
The set of control variables is intended to detect main features of the ecological approach 
(Bronfenbrenner, 1994). In this regard, the population density, the share of males and the 
proportion of people within some ranges of age are expected to affect crime. In the 
Chilean case, arrested people exhibit different distributions upon the type of offence. 
Thus, for the case of homicides we take the share of males between 30 and 44. As for 
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violent robberies, we use the share of males between 14 and 29. As stated above, social 
exclusion is often mentioned as a relevant explanatory factor. In our case, this is assumed 
to be captured through the level of critical overcrowding. The fact that crime is not 
necessarily committed by members of community where they occur, implies a control 
variable should be added in order to capture the extent to which delinquency rates are 
associated to a higher local floating population. In addressing this, a proxy is built by 
measuring the ratio between the number of people that study and/or work in the 
community regardless of them being residents or non-residents, over the number of 
residents that work or study in the same community. 
 
III.3 Results 
 
Results are presented in tables 1 (homicides per one thousands inhabitants) and 2 
(victimization for violent robberies). The estimation procedure follows two alternative 
approaches. While the first column of each model shows the result of using “two stage 
least squares” (2SLS), the second one is based on the generalized method of moments 
(GMM). In order to measure the separate contribution of each proxy of SC being used, six 
separate models are estimated. A summary of results is presented in table 3. 
 
We see that homicides are positively affected by population density, critical overcrowding 
and male population between 30 and 44, albeit these variables do not exhibit a significant 
coefficient in all regressions (table 1). Our proxy of SC has the expected sign, and it 
significantly reduces offences when this is being measured through police confidence, 
neighbor common action, and the media. Interestingly, the flouting population does not 
appear to have an impact, which is consistent with the fact that homicides rarely occur in 
a community other than the one where the offender as well as the victim live, this being in 
contrast with violent robberies. When it comes to robberies, density and the rate of 
flouting population are systematically significant in all cases. The share of males between 
14 and 29 is also significant when the GMM version is used. Among SC measurements, 
only the knowledge of communication means appears to affect. Nevertheless, estimated 
coefficients are in most cases correctly signed. 
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IV. Conclusions. 
  
Two main conclusions are in order. First, albeit both types of offences being examined are 
responsive to SC, homicides appear to be most affected. Out of the four SC indicators 
being considered, only the one referred to the Knowledge of Communication means 
affects violent robberies in a significant way. Conversely, Trust on the Police, Joint Action 
of Neighbors as well as Knowledge on Means are all significant in explaining homicides. 
Interestingly, a difference worth noting between both types of offences is thefact that 
homicides are usually committed in the community where the offender and the victim 
live, this being exactly the opposite case when it comes to robberies. In this regard, the 
likelihood of SC being deterrence to crime appears to be stronger if they are committed by 
members of the community itself. A second important conclusion hinges upon the effect 
of our control variables. The share of male population in specific age ranges is clearly 
significant in the case of robberies and only in two of the five regressions models to 
explain homicides. Strong results are also obtained for the cases of floating population 
and population density, they being both significant determinants of robberies. 
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Table 1.Homicides for 100 thousands inhabitants. 
 Modelo 1 Modelo 2 Modelo 3 Modelo 4 Modelo 5 
Estimation procedure 2sls Gmm 2sls Gmm 2sls Gmm 2sls Gmm 2sls Gmm 

Population Density 
0.101 
(1.11) 

0.174** 
(2.96) 

0.121 
(1.41) 

0.245*** 
(4.08) 

0.146 
(1.19) 

0.226** 
(2.71) 

-0.0198 
(-0.20) 

0.0474 
(0.55) 

0.162 
(1.70) 

0.202*** 
(3.68) 

Critical Overcrowding 
10.50 
(0.33) 

28.63 
(1.46) 

36.96 
(1.40) 

31.04 
(1.56) 

40.79 
(1.43) 

41.54* 
(2.04) 

11.59 
(0.38) 

19.63 
(0.98) 

44.81 
(1.44) 

42.65* 
(2.28) 

Share of male population between 
30 and 44. 
 

7.293 
(0.29) 

21.42 
(0.83) 

28.58 
(1.29) 

52.36* 
(2.32) 

37.04 
(1.65) 

47.50* 
(2.02) 

18.14 
(0.77) 

27.01 
(1.03) 

31.09 
(1.28) 

47.95 
(1.93) 

Floating Population 
0.702 
(1.15) 

0.384 
(1.21) 

-0.201 
(-0.39) 

-0.183 
(-0.48) 

-0.131 
(-0.26) 

0.0463 
(0.14) 

0.826 
(1.29) 

0.651 
(1.54) 

0.159 
(0.28) 

-0.0492 
(-0.17) 

CS Trust on the Police 
-19.17** 
(-2.82) 

-13.02** 
(-2.96)         

CS Participation in elections   -0.104 
(-0.67) 

-0.157 
(-1.38)       

CS 
Participation in Social 
Organizations 

    7.539 
(0.50) 

0.906 
(0.10)     

CS Joint Action of Neighbors       -13.46* 
(-2.50) 

-12.37** 
(-3.07)   

CS knowledge of means         -15.41** 
(-3.15) 

-9.377** 
(-2.94) 

Constant 
10.57* 
(2.28) 

6.207 
(1.76) 

9.073 
(0.65) 

11.46 
(1.11) 

-2.037 
(-0.48) 

-2.525 
(-0.83) 

7.824 
(1.91) 

5.633  
(1.69) 

6.037 
(1.81) 

2.492 
(0.98) 

Wald Chi2 13.30* 36.02*** 7.35 27.98*** 6.67 24.92*** 11.93* 31.30*** 9.073* 31.66*** 
Prob >Chi2 0.0207 0.0000 0.1960 0.0000 0.2461 0.0000 0.0358 0.0000 0.0104 0.0000 
N 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 
* if  p<0.05, ** if  p<0.01, *** if p<0.001 
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Tabla 2. Violent Robberies 
 Modelo 1 Modelo 2 Modelo 3 Modelo 4 Modelo 5 

Estimation Procedure 2sls Gmm 2sls Gmm 2sls Gmm 2sls Gmm 2sls Gmm 

Population Density 0.00491*** 
(4.54) 

0.00519*** 
(4.54) 

0.00464*** 
(3.98) 

0.00497*** 
(4.45) 

0.00429** 
(2.73) 

0.00541*** 
(4.55) 

0.00434**
* (3.62) 

0.00533*** 
(4.37) 

0.00508*** 
(4.57) 

0.00534*** 
(4.20) 

Critical Overcrowding -0.0998 
(-0.33) 

-0.0701 
(-0.46) 

0.0567 
(0.18) 

0.0412 
(0.24) 

-0.0706 
(-0.23) 

0.0184 
(0.11) 

-0.0927 
(-0.32) 

-0.0173 
(-0.11) 

-0.0298 
(-0.10) 

0.0113 
(0.07) 

Share of male population 
between 14 and 29. 

0.518 
(1.46) 

0.537** 
(2.64) 

0.507 
(1.39) 

0.535* 
(2.50) 

0.572 
(1.62) 

0.597** 
(2.89) 

0.462 
(1.28) 

0.654** 
(2.89) 

0.572 
(1.61) 

0.645** 
(2.98) 

Floating Population 0.0248*** 
(4.01) 

0.0238*** 
(4.31) 

0.0246*** 
(3.90) 

0.0252*** 
(3.64) 

0.0235*** 
(4.03) 

0.0232*** 
(4.04) 

0.0264*** 
(4.03) 

0.0240*** 
(3.95) 

0.0243*** 
(4.07) 

0.0227*** 
(4.18) 

CS Trust on the Police 
-0.0567 
(-0.75) 

-0.0455 
(-0.69) 

        

CS 
Participation in 
elections 

  
0.00132 
(0.61) 

0.000959 
(0.57) 

      

CS 
Participation in 
Social Organizations 

    
-0.0991 
(-0.53) 

0.0942 
(0.77) 

    

CS 
Joint Action of 
Neighbors 

      
-0.0665 
(-1.06) 

0.0279 
(0.59) 

  

CS 
Knowledge of 
means 

        
-0.0515 
(-0.89) 

-0.0949* 
(-1.98) 

Constant -0.0254 
(-0.41) 

-0.0352 
(-0.77) 

-0.167 
(-0.88) 

-0.142 
(-0.96) 

-0.0386 
(-0.67) 

- 0.0825* 
(-2.55) 

-0.0140 
(-0.23) 

-0.0853 
(-1.90) 

-0.0349 
(-0.66) 

-0.0260 
(-0.72) 

Wald Chi2 41.38*** 31.41 40.23*** 29.05 41.01*** 34.80 42.02*** 30.92 41.00*** 32.48 
Prob >Chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
N 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 101 
* if p<0.05, ** if  p<0.01, *** if  p<0.001 
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Tabla 3. Results Summary. 

 
Homocides Violent Robberies 

2sls Gmm 2sls Gmm 

CS Trust on the Police - *** - *** -  -  
CS Participation in 

elections -  -  +  +  
CS Participation in 

Social Organizations +  +  -  +  
CS Joint Action of 

Neighbors - ** - *** -  +  

CS Knowledge of 
means - *** - *** -  - ** 

Population Density + * + *** + **** + **** 
Critical Overcrowding +  + ** ±  ±  
Share of male population 
between 30 and 44 or 
between 14 and 29. 

+  + ** +  + *** 

Floating Population ±  ±  + **** + **** 
* Significant at 10%,  ** significant at 5%, Significant at 5%, *** Significant at 1%, **** Significant at 0.1% 
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APPENDIX 

 

Table A.1 
Data Description 

Concept 
being 

measured 
Variable Average Standar 

Deviation Min. Max. 
 

Source 

Violent 
Offences 
 

Homicides per 100 
thousands 
inhabitants. 

3.772277 3.248573 0 15.3 
Police reports 2009. Ministry of  
Interior 

Adjusted Homes’ 
victimization rate for 
robberies.  

0,5430 0,049554 0,000 0,390 
National Urban Survey of Public 
Safety (2009). INE - Ministry of  
Interior 

Social Capital 
 Trust on the Police 0.4609517 0.1014533 0.262301 0.7636786 

National Urban Survey of Public 
Safety (2009). INE - Ministry of 
Interior 

Participation in 
elections 88.19594 4.016685 74.1057 99.04185 

 
2009 Election Results. Electoral 
Service. 

Participation in Social 
Organizations 

0.1765227 0.0573925 0.0847732 0.3182321 
 

Socioeconomic Characterization 
Survey (2009). Ministry of Social 
Development 

Joint Action of 
Neighbors to feel 
safer 

0.4561552 0.1337914 0.2309685 0.7577214 
 

National Urban Survey of Public 
Safety (2009). INE - Ministry of 
Interior 

knowledge of means 
to get communicated 
with the authority 

0.4786577 0.1316466 0.2017605 0.7900424 

Socioeconomic Characterization 
Survey (2009). Ministry of Social 
Development 

Control 
Variables 
 

Population Density 2.604934 3.85464 0.0008252 14.03164 
Population Projections, 2002 
Census. INE.  
Communal area,  IGM 

Critical Overcrowding 0,0125462 0,01504141 0,00000 0,09207 
Population Projections, 2002 
Census. INE.  
Communal area. IGM. 

Share of male 
population between 
14 and 29. 

0.1334383 0.0123728 0.1061069 0.1639854 
Population Projections, 2002 
Census. INE.  

Share of male 
population between 
30 and 44. 

0.09234 0.013132 0.0574004 0.1488975 
Socioeconomic Characterization 
Survey (2009). Ministry of Social 
Development 

Floating population. 1,0167748 0,72349414 0,33170 7,10759 
Socioeconomic Characterization 
Survey (2009). Ministry of Social 
Development 

Instruments 
Residents for more 
than 20 years. 0.4017214 0.1333653 0.0318244 0.7332274 

Socioeconomic Characterization 
Survey (2009). Ministry of Social 
Development 

Single parent homes 0.1505449 0.0341152 0.0749964 0.2361267 
National Urban Survey of Public 
Safety (2009). INE - Ministry of 
Interior 

Schooling 10.63158 1.175052 8.46 15.28 
Socioeconomic Characterization 
Survey (2009). Ministry of Social 
Development 

Population density 2.604934 3.85464 0.0008252 14.03164 
Population Projections, 2002 
Census. INE.  
Communal area. IGM 
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