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Abstract
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1.htoduction

Th this paper we consider som e relatively unexplored factors relating to the determ mants of
crim e victm isation. The identification of characteristics of individuals or fim s that suffer
disproportionate risks of being victin s of crim e is a long established area of research. One
defect of this literature is that it overw heln igly portrays victin s and offenders as scparate
groups from within the population. How ever, there has recently been a gn all num ber of
studies of violent offenders which have challenged this overly simplistic view Jensen &
Brownfield, 1986;M ayhew & Elliott, 1990; Sam pson & Laurtsen, 1990,1994 ;W itsbrood &
N ieuw beerta, 1999; and Pedersen, 2001), and which have dem onstrated that offenders also
mn a greater risk of behg victim s of violence than non offenders. W hether this finding
generalises to victn s of non violent crin es is an in portant consideration, not Jeast for policy
issues relbting t© both policing and victim support. A dditionally, one group of victim s,
nam ely those who have experienced repeat or mulbple victim isation, have been seen
hcreasingly as a particularly in portant group for polichg (Pease, 1998) and it is of goecial
nterest to consider the victim /offender relationship for such persons.

In addressig these questions, this paper com plam ents the literature In a num ber of
ways. Firstly we have explicitly considered the Influence of individual crim nality on the
probability ofbeing a victm of eitherviolent and fornon violentcrim e. Previously, m odels of
victim isation have included covarates t© capture socio-dem ographic characteristics of the
ndividual and the area in which the ndividual resides (eg. Imer city area), which may or
m ay notactas proxies for crim nality. G ven the nature of our data w e are able t© not only
control for these characteristics, butalso for self-reported crin nal behaviour. To explore the
requltng issues of victm offender reltionships, this paper uses a rich and mfom ative
dataset, the 1998 Y outh Lifestyles Survey, which has hitherto not been used to study the
process of crin e victm isation.

The balance of the paper is as follow s. h the next section w e consider the factors that
are likely t© influence the probability of belng a victin of crin e, as discussed In the ecent
literature. Follow ing this we describe our da@m set and then proceed t© present some
prelin nary analysis. Tn Section 5 we present the results of our main analysis and our
discussion of these results. Section 6 concludes.



2.Victm isation and O ffending Behaviour

There have been at Jeast three reasons advanced n the literature t© explain why one m ght
observe offenders as minning an enhanced risk of becom g a victim of crim e. The firstdue t©
W olfgang and Ferracutd (1967) is related t© the purported existence of violent subcultures in
sockety forwhom retribution for ham done to than as m enbers of this culture is seen as a
legitim ate response. V ictinm s becom e offenders and, in tum, offenders becom e victin s, as
w ithin the group there is a value systam that supports thisw ay of sorting outdisagream ents.

M ore general moutine activity and lifestyle theores due t© H indelang etal. (1978) and
Cohen etal. (1981) are outlned by W ittebrood and N jeuwbeertas (1999) and by Pedersen
2001) to explain observed associations betw een levels of offending and victim isation (ot
necessarily relating to the same persons). Sinply put, routne activity or lifestyle theory
suggests that an association w ill be obsarved if victin s and offenders share sim ilar general
lifestyles. Tt is assum ed that certain lifestyle factors enhance the risk of being an offender.
People who 1ive In the sam e area and have sin ilar social and dem ographic characteristics t©
the offenders they encounteron a day-to-day basisw i1l un a higherrisk of lbecom Ing a victim
of violence than those who do not share these lifestyle features. If this accurately portrays the
situation facing offenders, then, as W ittebrood and N ieuw bearta (1999) suggest, an observed
general positive correlation between wvictm isation rates of violent crine and mates of
offending is essentially a spurious relationship.

A s an exam ple, consider tw o districts in a town that differw ith respect to crin e rates.
D istrict one is a poor Inner city area w ith high crim e rates and district tw o is a relatvely
prosperous suburban area w ith Jow crin e rates. A sam ple of persons from these tw o districts
w ould reveal both a higherproportion of offenders and victim s In those sam pled from district
one com pared w ith district two. The gpparent positve relationship betw een offending and
Vvictn isation is spurious In this case as both are Iinked t© the lifestyle factor ‘district! and
does not mply that an offender is either m ore or Jess lkely t© be a victm once one has
controlled for district.

This theory is t© be distnguished from that which asserts that crim Inal conduct In
itself exerts an extra and direct reason foran observed association . The conductof the violent
offender ncreases the risk of belng a victin of violent crime ‘because of the m otives,
vulherability or culpability of people nvolved in those activites’ Jensen and Brownfield,
1986). O ffenders are seen as putting them selves m ore frequently at risk of violence tow ards



them than non offenderswho otherw ise share the sam e socib-dem ographic profiles. They w i1l
tend t© mect with other offenders or engage in activites w ith other offenders, so m aking

than selves m ore vulnerable to violent crine. Ushg the example above, In this case the

conditional probability of being a victim given a district and being an offenderw ill be higher
than the conditional probability of being a victin just given district. A positive correlation

betw een victim isation and offending should still exist even when ‘district! characteristics are
controlled for. A dditionally, itm ay also be reasonable to think that offenders who are also

victm s m ay be less prepared than non offenders t© report to the police any violent crim inal
acts camded out against them . Such a finding would be indirect evidence In favour of this
theory com pared t© the theory based on moutine activity or lifestyle as outlined above.

This evidence is of particular nterest when repeat or m ultple victim s of crim e are
considerad. The H om e O ffice definition of repeatvictn isation B ridgem an and H obbs, 1997)
is when the sam e person orplace suffers from m ore than one Incidentover a specified period
of tim e’. Repeat victm isations have becom e recognised as in portant because they account
for a digproportionately high num ber of total victim isatbns. Pease (1998, p 3), using evidence
from four Britsh Crin e Surveys, indicates thatbetw een 1982 and 1992, on average 41% of
property victm isations (excluding vehicle offences) were asswociated with the 2% of
respondents who reported 4 or more victim isations. In this sample, 84% of respondents
reported no property offences agamst them . For personal crim e (largely violent crim e), the
corresponding figurew as 59% of total victm isations suffered by just1% of respondents, w ith
92% of respondents reporting no experience of personal crin e. Pease (1998, p3) states that
‘The im portant conclusions justified by the research to date are that victim isation is the best
single predictor of victn isation; thatwhen victm isation recurs it tends t© do o quickly; that
am ajpr reason for repetition is that offenders take later advantage of opportunities which the
first offence throw s up; and that those who repeatedly victm ise the sam e target tend t© be
m ore esablished in crim e careers than those who do not!. Som e evidence in support of these
conclusions is given in Ellingw orth etal. (1995), Ratliffe and M cCullagh (1998) and O utlaw
etal. 1999).

The conclusions of Outlaw etal. (1999) are of particular interest, as they suggest that
single, r=peat (the person suffers a repeat of the sam e crim e 1 a given period) and m ultple
(the person suffers from m ore than one type of crime n a given period) victm isation are
distinct phenom ena that should be considered sepamately. Repeat property victim isation
relates o the comm only held in pression that a property w hich has been burgled m ay well be
burgled again f(orobably by the sam e burglar) once goods have been replaced or where



nform ation about the property (eg. the existence of som e unusual possessions) has been
handed on to other crim nally interested partes. M ultple victm isation was found t© be a
finction of ndvidual lifestyle factors (such as belng young m ales taking part 1 dangerous
activites) and did not reflect neighbourhood-level varation. The hatter was found to be
particularty im portant for repeat property victm isation how ever, along w ith Individual Jevel
predictors (such as ethnicity, sex, and lncom e).

A s the research above ndicates, victn isation and repeat victm isation studies have
both concentrated on the Individual and local area socio-dem ographic factors to explain
outcom es. C Jearly, such factors m ustbe allow ed for if one w ishes t© isolate a scparate effect
for the offending nature or otherw ise of victim s. The range and variety of such factors thathas
been considered I the victim isation literature is extram ely Jarge, and is prin arily constraned
by the particular features of the dam set availbble. Ressarch 1 this area has tended t©
an phasise the wle of arma characteristics (seen as ndicators of social deprivation) upon
property crim e victn isation (forexam ple see O Soom etal., 1992 ; Trickettetal., 1993, 1995).
hdividual or housshold characteristics have usually been found to be of Jess inportance in
‘explaining’ the incidence of property crim e, although O soom etal. (1992) and Outlaw etal.
(1999) suggest that repeat victm isation is associated with key characteristics at the m icro
level. A common finding in these studies is that less affluent areas are m ost lkely t© be
targeted by burghrs, although itm ay be w ealthierpeople in these areas thatlbecom e victin s.

3.The Data

Previous an pirical analysis of property crin e victn isation in the UK has tended t© focus on
a single year of the Britich Crime Survey Budd, 1999), or in som e cases the Brticsh Crine
Survey supplan ented w ith area characteristics taken from m atthed Census data O soom et
al., 1992 and Trickett etal., 1995). O ther papers have either used specific housshold surveys
(Fishman et al., 1998), or in one study, the General H ouschold Surwvey M acDonald and
Pudney, 2000). In this paperourdata are from the 1998 Y outh L ifestyles Survey (Y L.S).This
is a rich source of nform ation, as it contains nfom ation on victm isation and crim mal
behaviour. The Y LS is conducted by the N ational C entre for Social R esearch on behalf of the
Hom e O ffice, and is based on a nationally representative sam ple of 4,848 12-30 year olds
living In private housecholds in England and W ales. The core sample for the YLS was
achieved by revisiting eligible households who w ere nterview ed for the 1998 British Crim e



Survey . This provided a sam ple of 3,643 young people. Th addition to this core sam ple a ‘top-
up’ sample was achieved through focused enum eration and screening of neighbouring
addresses. The top-up sam ple resulted in an additional 1,205 mterview s, giving a com plete
sam ple of 4,848 obsarvations. For m ore details of the survey and the sampling fram e see
Stratford and Roth (1999).

I the survey, nform ation on offending behaviour @nd other sensitive sibojcts) is
collected via self-com pletion questionnaires, and In m ost cases through C om puter-A ssisted-
Selfmterview ng (CASI). To allow a com parison between CA ST and the traditional paper-
based survey (PAPI), a anall num ber of random Iy selected nterview s were based on the
latter. For our analysis, because CA ST regponses have been found t© be m ore accurate (see
Flood-Page et al., 2000), we have chosen to exclude those based on PA PI. D ropping these
obsarvations and any w ith m issing values yvields a final sam ple of 3,956 cbsarvations.

4 .Prelin lnary analysis

To address the questions posed earlier, w e golit our sam ple nto those who have offended In
the past and those who have notusing a H am e O ffice derived variable that indicates w hether
a regpondent has adm itted to ever having comm itted any one of 27 core offences covered.
These offences relate to crim nal dam age (tw o), property offences (fifteen), fraud (four) and
violent offences (six), but exclude ‘low level’ or trivial offences. Q uestons w ere w orded t©
resam ble the Jegal definition of offences as far as possible and were ntended t© rlate t©
hcidents where the resoondent intended hamm or dam age. Theft, outside of shoplifting,
rehted only to ncidents where the worth of stolen item s was In excess of £5. Two of the six
questions pertaining to violentoffences related to ncidents w here the victin required m edical
attention. D rug and sexual offences w ere not covered. Based on these classifications, In our
sam ple 1,798 ndividuals can be broadly defined as offenders and 2,158 as non-offenders.

W ith respect to victim s of crin e, there are three victim isation questions in the YLS,

butw e concentrate on the follow Ing two ¢

! The third m ain victm isation question concems robbery, but the num bers reporting t© being a victm of this
offence are oo gn all for our analysis. Th addition, regpondents under the age of 16 are asked w hether they have
been a victm of sex crim e, utw e exclude this from our analysis, as there are obvious questions about the
reliability of responses to this question.



e Tn the last12 m onths when you w ere out (hotathom e), has anyone STOLEN anything
of yours that you had left som ewhere (g. from school, a cloakroom , an office, a car

or anyw here else you left i)?

e T the last 12 months when you were out @way from your home), has anyone
deliberately done any of the follow Ing: kicked you, hit you w ith thet fists orwith a
w egpon of any sort, slapped or scratched you, orused force orviolence againstyou in

any otherw ay?

R egpondents answ ering ves to question 1 are defined as being a ‘victin of theft from the
person’, whilst ndividuals regponding ves t© question 2 are defned as being ‘a victm of
assault’.

O f the 1,798 respondents defined as offenders, 592 (32 9% ) have been a victm of
either assault or theft or both, whersas 415 (19 2% ) of the 2,158 nonroffenders have been
victm s. This significant difference in victim isation (t= 9 .84) suggests a strong association
being offending behaviour and victin isation. Tn Table 1 w e break these figures down further.
Here we report the num bers of offenders and non-offenders who have been victim s of only
assault, of only theft, and ofboth assaultand theft.

Tablel.Geneml victm Isation mates for offendershon-offenders & )$

NeverO ffended O ffended Ever
V ictin of only assault 70 135
(0 551) (0 805)
V ictin of only theft 100 142
(0 645) 0823)
V ictin ofassaultand theft 22 53
(0318) (0528)
O beervations 2158 1798

* Note: Stendard ernors In parenthesis



Table 1 illustrates that those In the sam ple who adm itted to having ever com m itted one
of the nam ed crim nal acts w ere disproportionately m ore likely t© also be a victim of assault,
theft or both. Th each case, the difference 1 the proportion of the sam ple victn ised betw een
offenders and nonoffenders is s@atistcally significant at the conventional 5% Jlevel of
significance. Forassaultonly, the tvalue is 6 7, for theftonly the tvalue is4 1 and forassault
and theft the tvalue is51.

This pattern of victim isation in relation t© offending behaviour is one that appears t©
be esablished relattvely early In life. The Y LS sam ple can be furtheranalysed to include only
those In the sam ple currently at school (ncluding sixth form students). Table 2 reports the
findings for assault, theft and both assault and theft for this group . Th each case victim isation
rates for schoolchildren are satstically significantly greater for those adm itting t© crin nal
offences than for those who did not. The tvalues here are 3.0 forassaultonly, 2 3 for theft
only and 2 3 forassaultand theft. Taken together, 201 outof 757 non-offenders w ere victim s
of thenamed crimnes 26 5% ) whereas 173 out of 429 offenders (40 3% ) were also victin s.
The overall tvalue for the difference In these proportions is4 9.

Table 2.V ictin isation mtes for school children & )°

NeverO ffended O ffended Ever

V ictim of only assault 92 14 9

1.054) 1.:722)
Victin of only theft 133 184

1 237) 1 874)
Victin of assaultand theft 40 70

(0.710) 1 233)
O bsarvations 757 429

° N ote: Standard errors In parenthesis

Section 2 reported on som e of the published w ork thathad identified an increased risk
of being a victim of violent crim e w ith being an offender of violent crim e. Tt seam s usefull],
therefore, to exam Ine the evidence In the YLS relating explicitly t© those In the sample who



self reported violent offences. Prelim nary analysis of the YL.S data for those who adm itted
being offenders of assault adds support for these earlier findings relating to violentcrim e. For
mnstance, G ottfredson (1984) w orking w ith an early sw esp of the British C rim e Survey, found
that of those In the sam ple who had comm itted at Jeast one violent crim e, 42% were alo
victm s of violent crines. This could be contasted wih those people who had never
comm itted a violentcrim e of whom only 6% had been victin s of violentcrim e.

H ow ever, w hat has received very little attention in the literature is the com plim entary
enhanced risk of violent (@nd nonviolent) offenders being victim s of non=violent property
crim e (goecifically theft). Table 3 illustates this point. The YLS sam ple was spolit for self-
reporting offenders betw een those who reported violent offences (som e of whom will also
have reported t© nonrviolent offending) and those who reported only non-violent offences.
Both violent and non-violent offenders w ere significantly m ore Iikely t© be victin s ofviolent
crim e than non-offenders (Iine 1 .n Tabl 3). Ihterestingly, both groups w ere also m ore likely
than non-offenders to be victin s of theft, or of both assaultand theft (lines 2 and 3 in Table
3).

Table 3.V ictm isation mates for violenthon-violentoffenders and non-offenders & )$

Never N on~violent V olent
O ffended O ffender O ffender
V ictin of only assault 70 102 192
(0551) (0893) (1 553)
V ictin ofonly theft 100 135 153
(0 645) (1.001) 1 .420)
V ictin of assaultand theft 22 32 90
(0318) (0519) @127)
O bsarvations 2158 1153 645

* Note: Standard enors n parenthesis

A Iso noted In Section 2 w as the grow Ing Interestshown to the probleam of m ulbple and
repeat victn isations. The YL S survey data is broadly n lne w ith the British C rim e Survey



figures reported In Section 2 for repeat victm isation. For assault, 57% of offences were
suffered by the 2% of respondents who reported 4 orm ore assaults on them In the previous
year. Fortheft, 21% of offenceswere on the 0 8% of regpondents w ho self reported 4 orm ore
property offences In the year. Table 4 Indicates that violent offenders are substantially m ore
Jikely than non-violentornon offenders to be repeatvictn s of both assaultand theft. A swas
the case forTable 3, violent offenders m ay also have adm itted to non-violentoffences.

Table4.Single and R epeatV ictin isation & )

Never N on~violent V olent
O ffended O ffender O ffender

V ictim of only one assault 39 60 95

0 416) 0699) 1 153)
V ictim of only one theft 78 101 99

0578) (0 886) @1178)
V ictim ofm ore than one assault 38 50 138

0 409) (0 644) 1 359)
V ictin ofm ore than one theft 32 51 105

0373) (0 644) 1.186)
O beervations 2158 1153 645

® Note: Stendard ernors In parenthesis

W e have seen In this section that there appears to be an association betw een offending
behaviour and victm isation. These sinple descriptive satistics provide motvaton for
studying the factors that nfluence the probability of being a victim In m ore detail. W hether
this evidence supports either the lifestyle or the crim nal conduct theories of victm isation
above, or neither, needs t© be addressed through a statistical analysis that controls for the
lifestyle factors of victm s explicitly . Th the next section w e consider an em pirical approach to
the cunent sample that provides results from multvariate models that help clrfy this
problan .

10



5.Resuls

51 Univariate Probits

The probability of the discrete event of being a victin of crim e ism ost naturally m odelled as
a probit (or logit) relation. W e denote an individual’s propensity t© be a victam of crin e w ith

the latent varisble v, , which is related © the observed individual and area characteristics
through the stucturalm odel:

v, =X.b,+cd+e, @)

where X . isa vectorof personal, dam ographic and lifestyle attributes for individual 1, ¢; isan
Indicator variable for whether the Individual has engaged 1n crin nal behaviour, b and § are
the param eters to be estin ated, and e ; is a nom ally distributed error term w ith m ean zero and
variance one, that captures the unobserved determ nants of victim isation. The Jatent variable

v, drives the observed outcom e of being a victim , v, , through the m easurem entequation::

V. =

1

1 fv, >0
0 £v, <0

Estim ation of (1) as a probitm odel is straightforw ard, and provides us w ith directm easures of
the in pactof the various explanatory variables on the Iikelihood of being a victim ofcrime.

T Tables 5 and 6 w e present the results for our estim ated m odels forvictin isation and
repeatvictn isation respectively . Th each case w e estim ate m odels forvictn s of assaultonly,
theft only and assault and theft Mmulbple victim isation). W e control for personal
characteristics (eg. age, gender, ethnicity, having children, marial satus, ett), area
characteristics (ncluding region and m easures of social deprivation), risk factors related to
being outside the home (eg. partcipation In sport and social activites), and offending
behaviour. The base categories are: sihgle, fam ale, ‘other’ ethnic origin, w ith no children, not
bom in UK, n work and having qualifications, living in non ow ner-occupied property I an
Tnner city area of London that is not considered deprived. D escriptive statistics for all the
varables used in this analysis are given in A ppendix Tablke A l.
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Table 5. Probitestin ates of the probalbility of being a victin

AssaultOnly TheftOnly  Assaultand Theft

C ovariate B tvalie B tvale P tvalie

PersonalC haracteristics
Age 0032 370 0012 148 0056 419
M ak 0411 595 0027 044 0219 226
H ave at Jeastone child 0058 061 0.017 021 0347 247
H as currentpartmer 0070 106 0083 132 0077 080
W hite origin 0480 1.73 0077 042 -0410 187
B lack origin 0370 109 0018 008 -0285 098
A sian origin 0312 096 0163 0.6 0395 139
N ative bom 0149 094 0039 032 0370 231
Unem ployed 0018 013 0216 178 0276 155
N o qualifications 0120 093 019 182 0089 054
A tschool 0214 204 0275 273 0095 066
Owneroccupier 0044 066 0041 067 0010 011

A rea C haracteristics
N orth of England 0230 166 0254 187 0117 059
Y orkshire/H um berside 0237 189 0000 000 02144 092
North W estEngland 0260 212 0033 031 0195 112
EastM dlands 0045 032 0178 142 0066 038
W estM dlends 0109 082 0035 031 0224 120
EastAnglia 0220 137 0008 006 0081 038
South EastEngland 0061 050 0042 042 0049 032
South W estEngland 0241 170 0205 152 0998 263
W als 0213 145 0007 005 0072 035
U rban area 0135 174 0080 114 0157 151
Ruralarea 0285 207 0022 016 -0181 080

A com 17 m ostdeprived 0322 219 0190 132 0125 053
Peoplew ish t© Jeave area 0.099 137 0142 214 0014 014
R ik Factors

A ctive n comm unity 0006 007 0078 112 0190 186
Sports participation 0023 033 0180 286 0175 1.70
Socialactivities 0098 100 0044 048 0043 031
Hangouton street 0121 156 0035 047 0096 091
W asbullied at school 0357 594 0089 156 0403 4.72
G oes outalone atnight 0056 0.9 0190 299 0018 018
C arres personal alarm 0281 214 0049 038 0215 085

Thinks judgesoutoftouch 0176 259 0123 195 0103 104
0 ffending behaviour

N on~violentoffender 0145 204 0201 318 0201 188
V olentoffender 0316 380 0212 267 0537 4.74
Persistentoffender 0393 380 0165 145 0260 1901
Ihtercept -1856 491 -1527 537 -0582 145
Log Likelhood -1149 91 -1390.76 528 66
Chisgquared @£ 26521 (36) 102.73 (36) 17301 36)
O beervations 3956 3956 3956
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Table 6 . Probitestin ates of the probability ofbeing a repeatvictm

AssaultOnly TheftOnly Assultand Theft

C ovariate B tvalie B tvale P tvalie

PersonalC haracteristics
Age 0057 505 0025 214 0033 128
M ake 0459 538 0133 157 0277 150
H ave at Jeastone child 0225 187 0184 154 0.736 290
H as cunrentpartner 0142 174 0.069 080 0.012 0.07
W hite origin 0035 014 0256 121 0362 097
B lack origin 0088 026 0111 041 0542 095
A sian origin 0225 070 -0098 038 0234 049
N ative bom 0.010 005 0241 164 0021 0.06
Unem ployed 0.033 020 0280 178 0277 063
N o qualifications 0455 111 0196 139 0494 196
A tschool 0173 140 0347 253 0484 171
Ow neroccupier 0044 054 0.018 021 0231 127

A rea C haracteristics
N orth of England 0287 175 0332 172 0131 043
Y orkshireH um berside 0265 1.77 0054 038 0.025 010
North W estEngland 0435 089 0133 090 0558 1.70
EastM idlands 0158 096 0.048 031 -0031 012
W estM idlands 0014 009 0172 108 0680 189
EastAnglia 0159 081 0.054 029 0192 053
South East England 0.032 022 0005 004 -O0bel 196
South W estEngland 0437 078 0618 260 - -
W aks 0223 127 0235 121 - -
U roan area 0113 122 0052 055 0012 0.07
Ruralarea 0052 027 0241 108 -0.050 011

A com 17 m ostdeprived 0113 057 0293 127 0210 043
Peoplew ish t© Jeave area 0.057 066 0223 261 0314 182
R ik Factors

A ctive n comm unity 0088 093 0090 085 0015 0.08
Sports participation 008 101 0070 080 0005 003
Socialactivities 0054 047 0200 179 0253 092
Hangouton street 0028 031 0019 019 -0lel 080
W asbullied at school 0415 575 0305 402 0396 254
G oes outalone atnight 0lle 136 0109 124 0209 114
C arries personal alarm 0257 155 0032 017 0316 096

Thinks judges outoftouch 0139 167 0148 1.72 0.020 011
O ffending behaviour

N on~violentoffender 0130 145 0287 315 0001 001
V olentoffender 0443 455 0531 523 0456 224
Persistentoffender 0436 378 0062 047 0541 250
Ihtercept 1179 301 1279 353 -2665 344
Log Likelihood 7153 67 -682 92 -151 59
Chisgquared @£ 23653 (36) 158 55 (36) 68 95 (34)
O beervations 3956 3956 3428
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The figures In Table 5 are quite revealing about the association betw een offending
behaviour and victim isation, once other lifestyle factors have been controlled for. R egardless
of how wvictin isation is defined, there appears t© be a positive and statstcally significant
association betw een offending behaviour and the risk of being a victim . W ith respect to
victim s of assault only, it appears that violent or persistent offending are m ore statstically
significant predictors of violent victim isation than non-violent offending. For victim s of theft
only, nonviolent and violent offending appear m ore inportant than persistent offending,
w hereas violent offending is the m ost statdstically significant factor associated w ith the risk of
being am ulbple victin of assaultand theft.

Before we consider the results for repeat victam isation it is w orth m entioning som e of
the other factors that are significantly associated w ith the probability of being a victim .
C onsidering personal characteristics, these only appear In portant n the firstand third m odels

@ssault only or assault and theft). For these two m odels there is a statistically significant
negative association betw een age and victm isation (n the theftonly m odel the coefficienton
age is negative butnot significant), and m ales appearm ore likely than fam ales to be victim s
of assault only or assault and theft. mterestingly, ndividuals at school are less likely than
those not currently at school t© be victin s of assault only, butm ore likely to be victin s of
theft only. W ith respect to factors that ndicate an Individual’s exposure t© risk, those who
were bullied at school appear m ore likely t© be victin s of assault when com pared t© those
who w ere never bullied. Tt also appears that ndividuals who think judges are out of touch
w ith ordinary people tend t© have a higher probability of belng a victin of either theftonly or
assault only (@lthough this variable is potentially endogenous), whilst Individuals who
actively engage In goort or who go out alone at night are m ore Iikely t© be victm s of theft
only. G enerally, regional or area characteristics are not significant. This m ay be due t© the
rehtvely wide measures used In the analysis, which fail o capture the essentially local
effects thatm ay affectbehaviour of the relatively young sam ple under nvestigation .

Tt is Inportant t note thatwhen the offending variables are excluded from all three
models reported n Table 5, not much changes n tEms of the lifestyle and personal
characteristics that are associated w ith victin isation (these results are not reported In detail
here). For the assault only m odel, the exclusion of offending variables results n only one
further lifestyle factor (hanging out n the street) becom Ing satistically significant, whilst for
the theft only m odel being Involved in sport becom es significant, and for the multple
victim isation m odel (@ssault and theft) the estim ated coefficients on sports participation and
hanging ocut n the street;, becom e statdstically significantatthe 103 Jevel or Jess.
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The results for repeat victm isation given In Table 6 also support the strong
association betw een offending behaviour, particularly violent offending, and an increased
Iikelihood of victm isation. Th addition, having at Jeast one child and having been bullied at
school appear as satstcally significant factors determ ning repeat victim isation. W hen
com pared t© nonoffenders, vio lent offenders are m ore likely t© be repeat victm s of assault,
theft, or assault and theft. terestingly, non-violent offending is only significantly associated
w ith being a repeat victm of theft only, whilst persistent offending appears to have a
significant Inpact on the risk of being a rpeat victm of assault only and multple

victm isation.

52 B ivarate Probits

The results presentad above provide a strong case n supportof the theory that there is a direct
Iink betw een offending behaviour ard the risk of victim isation, once lifestyle characteristics
are controlled for. Unforunately, there is a potential bias In the univariate probit estim ates
due to the lkely overlap In uncbserved characteristics that determ ne both offending
behaviour and the likelihood of being a victim . This potential for uncbserved heterogeneity
will result n the enor tem , e; 1 (1), belng conelaed w ih the explnatory variable(s)
capturing offending behaviour. If this is the case, offending w ill not be exogenous, and the
coefficients on the offender variables in the probitm odels w i1l be biased, capturing not only
the tue effect of being an offender but also the effect on victim isation of having this
unobservable characteristic. Previous studies have failed to address this potential bias.

Estim ating the r=lationship betw een victim isation and offending as a bivariate probit
can overcom e thisproblem G reene, 1997) . The em pirical specification of the bivariate m odel
isas follow s,

v, =a,+X.,b +cd+e; c))
c=a,+Xb,+Zx+e, @)
w here the enor term s e1; and e are pntly distrbuted as bivariate nom alw ith m eans zero,
unit variances, and conelation r. The varables v;, ¢ and X; are as before, Z; is a vector of

dentifying restrictions, and by, by, d and x are the param eters of Iterest thatwe wish t©
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estim ate. O ne practical difficulty w e face h tryIng t© estim ate the bivarate probit is finding a
set of dentifying restrictions that are significant determ inants of the endogenocus variable (s)

butalso orthogonal to the residuals of them aln equation (1e.notsignificantly associated w ith
the probability of being a victim ). Th order to estin ate the bivarate probit, w e have ncluded
the ollow ng In Z;: expulsion from school and truancy, pacifign , excessive drinking, drug

use, view s on the courts, contactw ith people in trouble, and having no fatherwhen a teenager
(13 variblks n o))

h @ble 7, In order t©o save goace we present a summ ary of the key results from the
bivariate m odels we have estin ated, alongside the eguivalent univariate estim ates. In this
table we only consider the inpact of estim ating the bivariate m odel on the coefficient for
offending behaviour, plus w e provide the estin ated value for the conelation betw een enror
tem s (). Th Table 8, how ever, w e present the flill set of estim ated coefficients for the first
tw o of these m odels (@ssault only~violent offender and theft only-non-violent offender) . Full
results are availbble from the authors.

The results reported in Table 7 show that the univarate estin ates of the coefficienton
offending behaviour are quantitatively an aller than the bivariate estim ates. Th addition, forall
the m odels estim ated, there appears to be a significant negative conrelation at the 10%
significance Jlevel or Jess betw een the error term s of the tw o equations 3)-@4). This suggests
that the unobsenved heterogeneity nfluencing the probability ofbeing a victim is significantly
and negatively associated w ith the unobserved hnfluences on the likelhood of behg an
offender. That is, there are unobserved factors (possibly personal characteristics) which both
raise the probability of an individual becom ng a victn  End a repeat victm ) w hilst Jow ering
the probability of being an offender, or vice versa. This negative conelation explans the
hcrease In the m agnitude of the coefficient estin ates for offending behaviour n the bivarate
probit m odels com pared w ith those for the univarate probit analysis, and suggests that any
policy recom m endations com ing from this type of w ork should only be based on the bivariate
analysis. LookIng at the figures In Table 8 t© compare the results of the univariate and
bivariate m odels, it is clear that are very few changes In term s of significant coefficients. Th
m any cases there is a slight reduction In the size of the tvalues In the bivariate m odels, such
that for assault only, hanging out in the streetbecom e only m argnally significant (t= 1 .67).

2 1, ikelihood matio testsw ere conducted forall them odels reported In Table 5. n fouroutof six cases therew as

no significantdifference @tthe 5% level) n the log likelihood betw een them odelsw ith and w ithout identifying
restrictions in the victim isation equation . Tn only tw o cases (assaultand theft/any offence, repeattheftonly hon-
violentoffender) w ere the identifying restrictions rejected . Tn all other respects, how ever, the results for these

tw 0 cases are com pletely consistentw ith the other results reported.
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The only other difference is that age becom es significant n the bivariate estim ate of the theft
only m odel, as do being unem ployed and having no qualifications, w hich w ere previously of
m argal significance. A dditionally, one m ay note an all differences betw een the univariate
estim ates In Table 8 and those reported earlier n Table 5 because the m odels reported n the
form er only have one offendervariable, rather than three.

Table7.Sunm ary of univariate and bivariate estin ates’

v; = assaultonly v; = theftonly v; = assaultortheft
¢ = violentoffender  ¢; = nonviolentoffender ¢; = any offence

Unwvarate Bivarate Univarate B variate Univarate B variate

d 0327 0627 0134 0.772 0347 0939
@ 56) 331) @31) B13) (722) ©31)

r -0.189 -0384 -0 427
1.69) @ 45) 6 67)

Vi = repeatassaultonly v; = repeattheftonly Vi = repeatassaultor theft
¢ = violentoffender  ¢; = nonviolentoffender ¢ = any offence

Unvariate Bivarae Univarae B wariate U nivariate B wariate

d 0475 1079 0.088 0874 0411 0.869
G 81) 5 48) @111) 2 96) 6 46) 6 42)

r -0375 -0454 -0329
B13) @55) 3.50)

° Note: Absolute tvalues in parenthesis
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Table 8.Full resuls forunivarate and bivarate estin ates

AssaultOnly TheftOnly
Univarate B variate Univarate B ivariate
Covariate B H p H B H p H
PersonalC haracteristics
Age 0033 382 0030 343 0012 155 0016 203
M ak 0425 619 0377 510 0002 003 -0001 001
H ave at Jeastone child 0042 044 0052 055 0023 027 0007 009
H as currentparmer 0056 085 0070 105 0091 146 0070 114
W hite origin 0471 172 0461 170 0072 040 -0085 048
B lack origin 0366 110 0334 100 0034 015 0046 020
A sian origin 0269 084 0265 084 0174 081 0180 085
N ative bom 0175 112 04155 099 0050 041 0001 001
Unem ployed 0010 007 0016 011 0208 172 0222 187
N o qualifications 0114 089 0126 099 04197 183 0220 209
A tschool 0248 238 0217 206 0268 266 0277 282
Owneroccupier 0042 064 0029 044 0050 083 -0047 080
A rea C haracteristics
N orth of England 0226 164 0232 169 0263 194 0241 182
Y orkshireH um berside 0232 186 0231 185 0003 002 0002 002
North W estEngland 0254 208 0248 204 0036 033 0042 041
EastM idlands 0058 041 0054 039 0180 144 04180 147
W estM idlends 0120 092 0118 091 0039 034 0025 022
EastAnglia 0212 133 0196 123 0020 014 -0005 003
South EastEngland 0074 061 0070 058 0039 039 0045 047
South W estEngland 0236 168 0245 175 0213 158 0197 149
W ales 0205 142 0219 151 0002 002 0009 007
U 1ban area 0117 152 04123 160 0079 111 009 139
Ruralarea 0246 180 0263 193 0033 023 0025 0418
A com 17 m ostdeprived 0296 203 0291 201 0192 134 0143 101
Peoplewishto leavearma 0102 143 0094 132 0146 222 0134 207
R ik Factors
A ctive In com m unity 0003 004 0007 008 0076 109 0099 144
Sports participation 0023 033 0035 052 0183 293 0183 299
Social activities 0079 081 0080 082 0051 056 0015 016
H angouton street 0173 226 0133 167 0050 069 0005 007
W asbullied atschool 0351 586 0347 581 0093 164 0074 132
G oes outalone atnight 0076 109 0052 074 0205 326 0160 250
C arres personal alam 0272 207 0276 212 0051 040 -0053 042
Thinks judgesoutoftouch 0191 283 0171 251 0132 210 04111 1.79
O ffending behaviour
N on~violentoffender - - - - 0134 231 0772 313
V iolentoffender 0327 456 0627 331 - - - -
Thiercept 1810 484 -1836 494 -1513 532 -1456 520
7 0189 169 0384 245
Log Likelihood -1160 33 2522 87 -1394 59 3606 01
Chisguared @£ 244 36 (34) 86226 80) 9507 (34) 434 65 (80)
O bservations 3956 3956 3956 3956
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6.Concliding Rem arks

In this paper we have used data from the Youth Lifestyles Survey (YLS) to explore the
determ nants of crim e victim isation. W e have considered the relationship betw een offending
behaviour and being a victm of crine, and found that sinple cross-tabulations suggest a
strong association betw een these variables. Tn particular, we found that violent and non-
violent offenders were significantly m ore likely to be victim s of violent crim e than non-
offenders (see Table 3), and that both groups w ere also m ore likely than non-offenders to be
victin s of theft, orofboth assaultand theft.

To explore these associations further we estm ated univarate probit m odels, which
ndicated a range of personal, area and risk characteristics which influence the probability of
being a victin (or repeat victn ) of violence, theft or both. The m odels which also included
self reported offending varables consistently Indicated the enhanced probability of being a
victnm for those who adm itted t© som e type of offending In the past. In o far as lifestyle and
other factors have been controlled forby the othervariables ncluded In these equations, these
results provide strong evidence In favour of there being an additional risk t© offenders of
becom Ing a victm through the conductof the offenders them selves. The observed association
betw een offending and victim isation is not a spurious relationship, therefore. O ne potential
weakness In nterpreting the resulis I this way is that the offending variables m ght
them sehres be endogencusly determ Ined by, 11 patrt, the sam e lifestyle and other factors which
determ Ine victm isation. This w ould bias the coefficient values on all variables, ncluding the
offending variables, n the univariate probit.

I order to address this potential problam , we estim ated bivariate probitm odels for
victm isation and offending. Rather than reduce the estim ated effect of offending behaviour
on victim isation, the bivariate results are even more strongly In favour of there being an
creased probability of being a victim  of ether violent or non violent crin e of an ndividual
w ho has adm ited to offending behaviour n the past through the individual behaviour of those
persons. The ssparation of the young population betw een those w ho are victim s of crin e and
those w ho are offenders is nota sgparation that can be supported by this analysis.
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Appendix

TablAl.Varablemems

PersonalC haracteristics R ik Factors
Age 21191 A ctive In comm unity 0175
M ak 0470 Sports participation 0.609
H ave at Jeast one child 0234 Socialactvites 0.885
H as currentpartmer 0511 H angouton street 0214
W hite origin 0910 W asbullied atschool 0320
B lack origin 0.027 G oes outalone atnight 0555
A sian origin 0.040 C arries personal alarm 0.052
N ative bom 0940 Thinks Judges outof touch 0259
Unem ployed 0.048 A dditionalvariables for offender equation
N o qualifications 0.070 Expelled from school 0.097
A tschool 0278 Persistent truant 0.084
O w ner occupier 0624 N ever tem pted t© hit som eone 04177
A rea C haracteristics Frequentdrinker 0.054
North of England 0072 Started drinking early in life 0254
Y orkshireH um berside 0110 Only taken softdmigs mpastyear 0194
North W estEngland 0119 Taken hard drugs In pastyear 0.038
EastM idlands 0.082 Evertaken any dmig 0167
W estM dlands 0.099 Think courts too Jenient 0511
EastAnglia 0.045 Think courts too tough 0.047
South East England 0196 Fam ily In trouble w ith police 0.019
South W estEngland 0072 Friends In trouble w ith police 0152
W alkes 0061 N o fatherw hen teenager 0190
U rthan area 0567 O ffending behaviour
Rumlarea 0176 Any offence 0454
Acom 17 mostdeprived 0124 N on-violentoffender 0163
Peoplewish to leavearsa 0211 V olentoffender 0291
Persistentoffender 0.062
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