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Chapter 1 

General Introduction 

1.1  Introduction 

The crime victimization survey was discovered more than four decades ago. It 
allowed researchers to measure crime directly from the accounts of citizens 
themselves rather than filtered by the criminal justice system, as it had been 
measured before. Since then, victimization surveys have been set up all over 
the world. With a notable exception (the rotating panel design of the US Na-
tional Crime Victimization Survey) they are all straightforward repeated annual 
surveys. Because of its cross-sectional design, the victimization survey tells us 
little about continuity and change in the victimization experiences of individu-
als over time. We only know that some individuals and some households suffer 
excessively from criminal victimization within a single year (e.g. Pease, 1998). 
Are patterns of victimization characterized by stability or change? Do chronic 
victims exist? Due to the focus on cross-sectional victimization data sources, 
we have very little knowledge about long-term individual patterns of victimiza-
tion. We lose information by just looking at short periods of people’s lives. 
This dissertation makes a case for longitudinal research, or research where in-
dividuals are followed over longer periods of their life. Longitudinal research is 
important for at least two reasons.  

First, longitudinal research on victimization allows us to study whether 
victimization is distributed unequally among individuals. Cross-sectional figures 
tell us that in 2008 in The Netherlands, 25% of citizens were victim of a crime. 
Five percent of citizens were victim of violence, twelve percent of property 
crimes, and twelve percent of vandalism1 (CBS, 2009). But however important 
such cross-sectional figures are, they do not tell us whether it is the same peo-
ple who are victimized again and again, and if this is the case, who they are. Al-
though victimization in any given year is rare, lifetime victimization is not. For 
example, Wittebrood (1997) found in a large retrospective survey that 90% of 
all respondents indicated that they had been victimized at least once during 
their life course. This prompts the conclusion that ‘crime is apparently a phe-
nomenon that almost everyone encounters at a certain moment in their life’ 

                                                   
1 Note that these percentages do not count up to 25% since individuals can be victimized 
by more than one type of crime. 
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(Wittebrood, 1997, p. 25; translation MA). Cross-sectional figures include those 
individuals who are rarely victimized, those who are repeatedly victimized 
within one year, and those who are chronically victimized across different 
years. In order to distinguish these victims, we need longitudinal data2. Such 
data allow us to investigate whether it is the same people who are victimized 
across different years, or whether it is different people. In the former case, vic-
timization becomes a chronic curse suffered by a minority in society; in the lat-
ter case, victimization is an evenly distributed social ill. 

Second, longitudinal research can help us develop and test theories of 
continuity and change in individuals’ victimization patterns. Existing theories 
of victimization focus primarily on differences between individuals. For exam-
ple, classic lifestyle theory has been used to explain variations in victimization 
(Hindelang, Gottfredson, & Garofalo, 1978). Lifestyle theory states that a 
change in lifestyle is an autonomous (age-dependent) process. However, in or-
der to investigate whether individuals do indeed change their lifestyle over time 
and what its consequences are for future victimization, we need longitudinal 
data (see also Hindelang et al. 1978, p. 271). These can help us answer existing 
and new questions in victimology. For example, can stable risk factors explain 
longitudinal patterns in victimization risk? It also introduces questions about 
reactions to crime. For example, do victims decide to undertake precautionary 
measures and behaviors after victimization? And are such measures effective in 
preventing future victimization? Existing theories such as opportunity theory 
and self-control theory can be used to answer such questions. And conceptual 
frameworks on victim decision-making can be developed using economically 
and psychologically oriented theories.  

This dissertation focuses on longitudinal patterns of victimization and ex-
planations for such patterns. The individual chapters that are presented investi-
gate methodological issues associated with longitudinal victimization data, the 
effects of victimization on victims’ precautionary measures and lifestyle 
changes, and the effects of precautionary measures and lifestyle changes on vic-
timization risk. In order to study these issues, this dissertation uses quantitative 
data from American longitudinal databases and qualitative data from interviews 
with victims in the Netherlands.  

In the following sections I first discuss the availability of and methodo-
logical issues associated with longitudinal victimization data. Subsequently, I 

                                                   
2 In this thesis, I use the terms ‘longitudinal data’ and ‘panel data’ interchangeably. Both 
refer to data in which individuals are followed prospectively over longer periods of their 
life.  
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provide an overview of explanations of longitudinal victimization patterns. Fi-
nally, I introduce the research questions of this dissertation.  

1.2 Longitudinal victimization data 

Most of our knowledge on victimization patterns is based upon cross-sectional 
data. In the literature on life-span patterns in offending, it has been vigorously 
debated whether cross-sectional data are suitable to study age-crime patterns. 
This debate is obviously equally important for victimization research. Gottfred-
son and Hirschi (1987; Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1983) argued that cross-
sectional data are suitable to study age-crime patterns and that longitudinal re-
search adds no new knowledge. However, there are methodological problems 
associated with the use of cross-sectional data for studying age-crime patterns 
(Blumstein, Cohen, & Farrington, 1988; Farrington, 1986). Cross-sectional 
studies confound cohort (birth year) and age effects. Age effects refer to differ-
ences in the amount of victimization of the same individual at different ages 
(Hindelang et al., 1978). This can be caused by changes in lifestyle that are as-
sociated with age. Cohort effects are differences between people of different 
birth cohorts when they are measured at the same age. These can be caused by 
demographic differences between cohorts, or historic events experienced by 
cohorts. For example, individuals growing up in times of economic depression 
experience specific historic events at the same age. As a consequence they may, 
as a group, spend their time and resources differently throughout their lives 
than individuals growing up in times of economic prosperity. Their victimiza-
tion rates may consequently also differ when they are measured at the same 
age, leading to problems in cross-sectional designs. For example, when both 
cohorts are plotted in a cross-sectional age-crime curve in 2020, the cohort ef-
fects are confounded with the age effects. Another example of a cohort effect 
occurs when there are differences in the demographic composition of cohorts 
or in their size (leading to increased or decreased competition for resources 
within a cohort) (Farrington, 1986). In cross-sectional designs, we cannot test 
for the existence of age-cohort effects (Miyazaki & Raudenbush, 2000), be-
cause we only have a single data-point (cohort) for each age, and vice versa. 

Moreover, Farrington (1991) argued that only longitudinal data are suit-
able to study continuity and change over time, causal patterns, and within-
individual change. Longitudinal data can give us insight into patterns within the 
same individuals over time, and by doing that they can help us explain differ-
ences in these patterns between individuals. This is interesting for the study of 
victimization studies. Research on repeat victimization has suggested that while 
some individuals are rarely victimized, others may be victimized repeatedly or 
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even chronically (Farrell, Tseloni, Wiersema, & Pease, 2001; Pease, 1998). In 
order to gain more insight in repeat victimization, in particular in patterns of 
repeat victimization that span more than a single year, what is needed is an ex-
ploration of long-term individual victimization patterns. During the last two 
decades researchers studying offenders have followed Blumstein et al. (1988) 
and have used longitudinal data for research on the age-crime curve and crimi-
nal careers (e.g. Blokland, Nagin, & Nieuwbeerta, 2005; Laub & Sampson, 
2003; Liberman, 2008). But what about victimization? What are the current 
possibilities to investigate victimization patterns with longitudinal data? 

 
Lifespan data can be collected retrospectively or prospectively. In retrospective 
designs, interviews are designed to cover long periods of respondents’ lives. 
Wittebrood and Nieuwbeerta (2000) used data in which the reference period 
(the period about which interview questions are asked) was the last 25 years of 
respondents’ lives. Although highly valuable, the retrospective lifespan design 
aggravates memory problems already existent in cross-sectional survey research 
(Biderman & Lynch, 1981; Bradburn, Rips, & Shevell, 1987; Bushery, 1981; 
Penick & Owens, 1976; Skogan, 1975; Turner, 1984). Memory issues become 
less problematic when the reference period is shortened. This is the case in so-
called prospective longitudinal designs in which respondents are interviewed 
annually or more often. Such prospective longitudinal designs usually follow 
respondents from one birth cohort during a number of years. Although pro-
spective designs are generally regarded as promising, they also have problem-
atic features. Expenses for data collection are generally high, individuals drop 
out of the sample (potentially selectively, with the most victim-prone individu-
als being the most likely to leave; Lohr & Sun, 1998), and it has also been sug-
gested that other methodological issues exist. These issues focus on the single-
cohort design. Since prospective designs generally follow a single birth cohort 
over a number of years, they are not capable of distinguishing between age ef-
fects and effects of general time-trends in the larger society. For example, if 
crime rates suddenly increase around age 20 for people who were born in 1990, 
a single-cohort design cannot attribute this finding either to a natural effect of 
age or to the 2010 economic recession, because it cannot disentangle these ef-
fects: Everyone in the cohort has the same age in the same year. 

In order to partially solve these problems, methodologists have proposed 
an alternative design: the accelerated longitudinal design (Bell, 1953). Instead of 
a single birth cohort, this design follows several different birth cohorts over a 
shorter period of time. These data can then be linked to provide a picture of a 
longer period. The essential element of this solution is that the data from the 
birth cohorts partially overlap, so that we can investigate whether the cohorts 
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present the same overall picture at the points of overlap. For example, consider 
that we follow the victimization rates of a birth cohort 12 years of age and a 
birth cohort 14 years of age. We follow both birth cohorts for a period of three 
years. This provides an overall picture of victimization rates from ages 12 
through 16, with overlapping data of the cohorts at age 14. If the victimization 
rates of both cohorts at age 14 are similar, we can be confident that the cohorts 
present the same underlying developmental pathway (Miyazaki & Raudenbush, 
2000; Raudenbush & Chan, 1992).  

In her research on the National Youth Survey, Lauritsen (1998) used this 
methodology to test if victimization (and offending) data of adolescents pre-
sented the same underlying pathway. She concluded that they did not. Results 
showed that for every birth cohort, victimization rates decreased over time and 
that rates at points of overlap showed substantial differences. Lauritsen pro-
vided two explanations for these results. The first explanation focused on fa-
tigue, whereby respondents demonstrate decreased motivation to answer sur-
vey questions, resulting in decreased rates of victimization. The second expla-
nation focused on maturation effects, whereby the interpretation of survey 
questions changes when respondents grow older. This could be particularly 
important among younger respondents.  

Although Lauritsen’s research is framed in the accelerated design, her 
conclusions are much more far-reaching: They challenge the validity of longi-
tudinal data and are therefore important for all longitudinal research. Panel ef-
fects and maturation effects are a danger not only to accelerated designs, but to 
longitudinal designs in general. It is unknown whether these findings are spe-
cific to the National Youth Survey and adolescents, or whether they represent a 
more general problem in survey panel research. Therefore, one of the research 
questions of this dissertation is whether such problems also exist (and if yes, 
how they can be ameliorated) in a more general sample: the major US popula-
tion survey, the National Crime Victimization Survey. 

1.3 Explanations of longitudinal victimization patterns 

The second focus of this thesis is on explanations of longitudinal victimization 
patterns. Longitudinal victimization patterns often focus on the relationship 
between victimization and age. Age was named one of the most important 
demographic predictors of victimization risk by Hindelang et al. (1978). They 
argued that different stages in life are related to different types of activities and 
that these types of activities are related to variation in exposure to crime. These 
different life stages, such as childhood, adolescence, young adulthood, middle 
age, and old age, are created by social and economic conditions and constraints 
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(Furstenberg, Rumbaut, & Settersten, 2005). In early childhood children’s lives 
are structured through the constraints that parents set for them. When children 
go to school, they start to interact with peers and others outside of their family 
so that their social environment changes. Parental control decreases as the child 
grows older. This provides opportunities to develop out-of-home activities and 
to be involved with peers in potentially risky activities. Biological factors and 
role expectations for adolescents spur a need to develop more risky activities. 
In this period, the age-victimization curve is expected to rise. Around age 20 to 
25 other constraining structures emerge. Educational and especially occupa-
tional activities and constraints shape and change lifestyles. Taking on jobs and 
starting families causes lifestyles to become more settled which is generally as-
sociated with a less risky lifestyle and a lower risk of victimization. Conse-
quently, the risk of victimization is expected to decrease. The next major 
change in daily activities occurs when retirement years are reached. Mobility 
and social contacts and hence exposure to potential offenders decrease and 
consequently the risk of victimization decreases further. Over the full life-
course a bell-shaped curve results, similar to the age-crime curve (Hindelang et 
al., 1978).  

The level and shape of the age-victimization curve has been proposed to 
be influenced by two general mechanisms. The first mechanism focuses on the 
influence of stable characteristics of individuals on victimization risk. This is 
also called risk heterogeneity. Risk heterogeneity mechanisms concentrate on 
differences between individuals in the level of the age-victimization curve. The 
second mechanism does not focus on stable characteristics, but rather on the 
effect of changes in life circumstances. This is also called state dependence. 
State dependence mechanisms concentrate on within-individual change, and 
thus on the shape of the age-victimization curve. Often, state dependence con-
centrates on the direct and causal effect of prior victimization on future vic-
timization. Both mechanisms are discussed below.  

1.3.1  Risk heterogeneity 

The mechanism of risk (or population) heterogeneity focuses on rather stable 
inter-individual differences that make some people more ‘victim-prone’ than 
others (Nagin & Paternoster, 2000). According to risk heterogeneity explana-
tions, some victims ‘attract crime’ because of some relatively enduring charac-
teristic. The most victim-prone individuals are also the most victimized ones, 
and those individuals with the highest risk of victimization also have the high-
est risk of repeat victimization. The correlation between prior and subsequent 
victimization incidents is not direct, but spurious, because both are caused by 
the risk profile of the victim.  
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The risk heterogeneity mechanism needs input from criminological theo-
ries to predict which specific characteristics determine victimization risk. Early 
victimologists focused primarily on inter-individual differences in the extent to 
which individuals contribute to their own victimization (Amir, 1971; Fattah, 
1967; Von Hentig, 1948; Mendelsohn, 1956; Schafer, 1986; Wolfgang, 1958), 
but also to some extent on psychological and demographic factors (Von Hen-
tig, 1948). 

In the 1970s, the development of victimization surveys spurred new vic-
timization theories and empirical findings (Biderman, Johnson, McIntyre, & 
Weir, 1967; Dümig & Van Dijk, 1975; Ennis, 1967; Fiselier, 1978; Sparks, 
Genn, & Dodd, 1977; Van Dijk & Steinmetz, 1980). Lifestyle theory was de-
veloped as a grounded theoretical model by Hindelang et al. (1978). Around 
the same time, Cohen and Felson (1979) developed their routine activities the-
ory. In the Netherlands, Van Dijk, and Steinmetz (1980) proposed a compara-
ble theoretical risk analysis. According to lifestyle theory and routine activities 
theory, victimization varies in accordance with opportunity structures. Routine 
activities theory was initially conceived on the macro-level, studying changes in 
societal structures and their impact on crime levels (Cohen & Felson, 1979), 
while lifestyle theory is an individual-level theory (Hindelang et al., 1978). Since 
the current dissertation focuses on the individual level, and since the original 
formulation of lifestyle theory is on the individual level, much of the terminol-
ogy I use refers to lifestyle theory. However, it should be noted that only 
shortly after their formulation, lifestyle theory and routine activities theory were 
regarded as ‘compatible’ and united under a single opportunity framework 
(Cohen, Kluegel, & Land, 1981). Routine activities theory has been conceptual-
ized on an individual level (Cohen et al., 1981; Cohen & Cantor 1980, 1981) 
and in contemporary victimology, the two theories have been integrated (Wit-
tebrood, 2006). Therefore, I will not make a clear distinction between the two 
theories in this thesis, and besides using the overall framework from lifestyle 
theory, I will use terminology from routine activities theory as well. 

In short, lifestyle theory contends that demographic characteristics of in-
dividuals determine role expectations and structural constraints that individuals 
and groups adapt their behavior to. These adaptations result in routine behav-
ioral patterns that are associated with a certain amount of exposure to crime. 
Some lifestyles - or ‘routine daily activities, both vocational activities (work, 
school, keeping house, etc.) and leisure activities’ (Hindelang et al., 1978, p. 
241) - lead to high exposure and thus high victimization risk, while others have 
much lower exposure (Hindelang et al., 1978). Demographic characteristics are 
structurally related to exposure to crime. For example, females spend more 
time at home than males, due to closer parental supervision when they are 
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young and later because they spend more time on housekeeping tasks. Conse-
quently, they spend less time in public spaces, have less interpersonal contacts, 
and are less likely to encounter strangers (Hindelang et al., 1978). This leads to 
an overall lower risk of victimization for females compared to males. Similarly, 
individuals who are married and have children have more responsibilities at 
home, thus routinely spend more time there and consequently have lower ex-
posure to crime. Family income is associated with role expectations and struc-
tural constraints, since family income ‘is closely associated with life chances and 
life experiences because it is reflexive of one’s position in the economic struc-
ture, which is one of the most important constraints on behavioral options’ 
(Hindelang et al., 1978, p. 249). Similarly, ethnicity is associated with options 
and constraints, not least through ethnically segregated housing patterns that 
further influence the ability to protect oneself against victimization. Ethnic mi-
norities and families with low income often live in neighborhoods that are 
characterized by residential mobility, social disorganization, low social capital, 
and low collective efficacy, which have all been associated with high levels of 
neighborhood crime (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; Sampson, 2004; Sampson, 
Raudenbusch, & Earls, 1997; Shaw & McKay, 1969 [1942]; Van Dijk, 2005; 
Van Wilsem, 2003; Wittebrood, 2000).  

Victimization risk is influenced by the proximity to motivated offenders, 
the attractiveness of the target, and the availability of adequate guardianship 
(Cohen & Felson, 1979; Miethe & Meier, 1994). For example, individuals who 
work or spend leisure time in public places that are characterized by decreased 
guardianship and increased proximity to offenders, such as bars at night, run a 
higher risk to be victimized (Fisher, Sloan, Cullen, & Lu, 1998). At the same 
time, while this individual is spending his evenings in a bar, his house is left un-
guarded, thereby increasing the risk of burglary. Likewise, individuals who are 
involved in delinquent behavior run a higher risk of being victimized them-
selves (Berg, 2009; Wittebrood & Nieuwbeerta, 1999; Wittebrood & Van Wil-
sem, 2000), because they are likely to be in close proximity to other offenders, 
because they are attractive targets since they can be targeted with relative im-
punity, and because especially violent offenses also have a risk of victimization 
for the initial offender (Lauritsen, Sampson, & Laub, 1991). Similarly, Schreck, 
Fisher, and Miller (2004) found that having delinquent friends is associated 
with increased victimization risk. They posited that involvement with delin-
quent peers increases exposure to motivated offenders, while at the same time 
delinquent peers are not as likely to act as suitable guardians and while violent 
subcultures in such groups increase target suitability of its members. Alcohol 
and drugs consumption has also been associated with an increased risk of vic-
timization due to provocative behavior or reduced vigilantism on the part of 
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the victim and increased exposure to motivated offenders such as drunken bar 
customers (Felson & Burchfield, 2004; Fisher et al., 1998; Lasley, 1989; Stewart, 
Elifson, & Sterk, 2004). Routine activities, operationalized as remote purchas-
ing, have also been found to influence fraud victimization (Holtfreter, Reisig, & 
Pratt, 2008). 

Although lifestyles and routine activities have been found to be associated 
with victimization risk, opportunity theories pay less attention to the etiological 
sources of behavior. That is, besides referring to demographic characteristics, 
they do not explain why some individuals lead more risky lives than others 
(from the same demographic group). From a more etiological angle, Schreck 
and his colleagues (Schreck, 1999; Schreck, Stewart, & Fisher, 2006; Stewart et 
al., 2004) have applied self-control theory to explain inter-individual differences 
in victimization risk. Individuals with low levels of self-control have a tendency 
to respond to immediate stimuli from their environment, to have a ‘here and 
now’ attitude, to lack diligence, tenacity and persistence, to be adventurous, ac-
tive and physical, to have little interest in long-term commitment, to be self-
centered, indifferent or insensitive to feelings of others, to have minimal toler-
ance for frustration, and to have little ability to respond verbally in conflict 
situations (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). More in general, individuals with low 
self-control have a tendency to move around in relatively risky circumstances 
and environments and are therefore more vulnerable to crime than individuals 
with high self-control (Schreck, 1999). Low self-control is associated with a 
multitude of ‘undesirable experiences’, including traffic accidents, household 
fires, drop-out, teen pregnancies, drug use, inability to keep jobs, unstable mar-
riages and friendships, illness, early deaths, and victimization (Gottfredson & 
Hirschi, 1990). Not only street victimization, but also fraud victimization has 
been found to be associated with low self-control (Holtfreter et al., 2008). 
Piquero, MacDonald, Dobrin, Daigle, and Cullen (2005) found empirical evi-
dence that low self-control predicts homicide victimization.  

1.3.2  State dependence 

While the risk heterogeneity mechanism focuses on the effect of relatively en-
during characteristics of victims, the state dependence mechanism focuses on 
the effects of life events. In this case, the status quo circumstances are trans-
formed in such a profound way that the risk of future victimization is altered 
(Nagin & Paternoster, 2000). Whereas risk heterogeneity emphasizes relatively 
stable inter-individual differences, state dependence focuses on intra-individual 
differences. Although the state dependence mechanism considers the effect of 
any criminal or non-criminal event or behavior on the likelihood of future 
crime (Nagin & Paternoster, 2000), empirical research on victimization has fo-
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cused especially on the direct effect of prior victimization on the risk of future 
victimization. According to the rationale of the state dependence mechanism, 
victimization itself has a causal effect on subsequent victimizations. Two com-
peting perspectives have been posed for the direction of this causal relation-
ship.  

The first perspective contends that criminal victimization can be a very 
unpleasant, even traumatic experience. Therefore, victims are motivated to 
avoid future victimization by undertaking precautionary measures and changing 
risky activities. These measures in turn are expected to decrease future risk vic-
timization risk (Cook, 1986; Hindelang et al., 1978; see also Biderman, 1980). 
This perspective is also called ‘Once bitten twice shy’ and is compatible with a 
psychologically oriented approach, by interpreting victimization as a negatively 
reinforcing learning event that leads victims to adopt precautionary behavior in 
order to prevent future victimization.  

However, empirical research has shown much more support for an alter-
native perspective dubbed ‘Once bitten twice bitten’ (Farrell & Pease, 1993). 
Research has consistently demonstrated that prior victimization is the best pre-
dictor of future victimization (Lauritsen & Davis Quinet, 1995; Ousey, Wilcox, 
& Brummel, 2008; Pease, 1998; Tseloni & Pease, 2003; Tseloni & Pease, 2004; 
Wittebrood & Nieuwbeerta, 2000). This positive and direct relationship be-
tween prior and future victimization has been explained primarily through of-
fender target selection. Offenders have been found to have a tendency to re-
turn to the same victim or target (Ashton, Brown, Senior, & Pease, 1998; Ever-
son, 2003; Palmer, Holmes, & Hollin, 2002; Porter, 1996). For example, it has 
been suggested that burglars are motivated to return to the same target so that 
the second time they can steal goods they neglected or had to leave behind the 
first time, did not have clients for before, or have been reinstated by new ones 
(Kleemans, 2001; Polvi, Looman, Humphries, & Pease, 1991). In addition, 
prior offences enhance burglars’ knowledge of risk factors, lay-out of the 
house, and access and exits (Kleemans, 2001). Colleague-burglars may also visit 
the same target triggered by success-stories of the burglars who went there be-
fore (Ashton et al., 1998; Kleemans, 2001; Polvi et al., 1991). Interview studies 
have largely confirmed these mechanisms (Ashton et al., 1998; Bennett, 1995; 
Ericsson, 1995).3 

Farrell, Phillips, and Pease (1995) provided suggestions for state depend-
ence mechanisms in the case of violent victimization. For domestic violence, a 
first victimization asserts if the victim is ‘suitable’. If the victim is suitable (i.e. 

                                                   
3 For a summary of Ericsson’s results, see Farrell and Pease (2001) or 
http://www.crimereduction.homeoffice.gov.uk/toolkits/rv020203.htm. 
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the victim stays), this means that the offender can re-offend with relative im-
punity, motivated by an assertion for power. Sometimes, specific victim reac-
tions to earlier violence trigger ‘satisfaction’ for the offender, motivating him or 
her to re-offend against the same victim. In addition, Farrell et al. (1995) stated 
that violence against a person previously defeated provides a more or less cer-
tain outcome, which makes re-offending towards that victim more likely for a 
motivated offender. Sometimes an initial event sets off a dispute between vic-
tim and offender, leading to a chain of retaliation efforts. A diffuse offender-
victim pattern is especially apparent here. Ashton et al. (1998) confirmed that 
repeat violence often surrounds troubled relationships. Dugan and Apel (2005) 
proposed that in cases of violent victimization in which an offender employs a 
deliberate instead of an opportunistic targeting strategy (which is often the case 
when the relational distance between victim and offender is small), precaution-
ary behavior from victims increases the risk of retaliatory violence committed 
by family members.  

Lauritsen and Davis Quinet (1995) proposed that a process of victim la-
beling enhances the future risk of victimization. Schwartz, Dodge, and Coie 
(1993) studied victimization in boys’ play groups and found that those boys 
who were chronically victimized by their peers demonstrated nonassertive and 
submissive behavior. This behavior preceded chronic victimization. The au-
thors stated that ‘[t]his early submissiveness may have identified victims as vul-
nerable targets for the aggressive and coercive overtures of their peers. Once 
selected for aggression, victims tended to reward their attackers with submis-
sion. Additionally, the peer group frequently provided positive social rein-
forcers for aggressive behaviors directed toward chronically victimized boys. 
Hence, victims were selected for aggression at an increasingly high rate over 
time’ (Schwartz et al., 1993, p. 1770).  

The contradicting nature of the ‘Once bitten twice shy’ (henceforth 
OBTS) perspective and the ‘Once bitten twice bitten’ (henceforth OBTB) per-
spective presents a theoretical challenge. Although OBTS is logical from a vic-
tim perspective, OBTB is logical from an offender perspective. Why do victims 
have a higher risk of victimization than non-victims? Do victims not change 
their routine activities or precautionary behavior after victimization? Or do they 
change, but is the change not effective in preventing repeat victimization? One 
way to conceptualize both perspectives is to consider a framework of decision-
making. OBTB findings have been primarily explained through offender deci-
sion-making. But so far, a perspective on victim decision-making as a concep-
tual framework for OBTS is largely lacking. Through everyday decision-
making, victims are capable of influencing opportunity structures. This leads to 
an economic model where offender and victim decision-making mutually and 
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constantly influence one another and anticipate each other’s actions, leading to 
equilibrium (Cook, 1986; Philipson & Posner, 1996; Van Dijk, 1994). To enable 
such a view, it is important to develop a view of victim decision-making. It is 
important to note here that I do not assume that ‘decision-making’ equals ‘ra-
tional choice’. Decision-making can be influenced by many different factors, 
including habits, as is discussed in Chapter 5.  

One approach to considering victim decision-making is to investigate 
whether the effect of prior on future victimization differs between certain per-
sonality features (Schreck et al., 2006). For example, it is argued that victims 
with low self-control neglect future risks and rewards and are therefore unlikely 
to change risky activities in order to prevent future victimization from happen-
ing. As a result, victims with low self-control should have an increased risk of 
repeat victimization. On the other hand, victims with high self-control are 
more likely to take into account future risks and rewards and are thus more 
likely to change risky activities. As a result, victims with high self-control 
should have a decreased risk of repeat victimization (Schreck et al., 2006). In 
Chapter 3 I utilize this approach by testing whether the effect of prior victimi-
zation on later victimization decreases when self-control increases.  

Another approach to investigate victim decision-making is to study di-
rectly whether prior victimization decreases risky activities and in turn, whether 
decreasing risky activities reduces the risk of future victimization. I utilize this 
approach in Chapters 4 and 5.  

 
It is argued that longitudinal data and study are particularly important to ad-
vance state dependence explanations and findings because longitudinal data are 
suitable to study the effects of change. Therefore, this thesis focuses primarily 
on effects of state dependence. It considers effects of prior victimization on 
later victimization and also effects of lifestyle changes on victimization. With 
regards to the effects of prior victimization, it has been argued that ‘the black 
box of state dependence remains largely closed and revealing its contents is a 
central challenge that subsequent research needs to take up’ (Ousey et al., 2008, 
p. 331). In order to provide some light in this black box, one of the goals of 
this thesis is to take some first steps in the field of victim decision-making.  

1.3.3  Risk heterogeneity and state dependence 

Three studies have tested the risk heterogeneity and state dependence mecha-
nisms (operationalized as the effect of prior on future victimization) within the 
same model to assess their relative importance in predicting future victimiza-
tion. Lauritsen and Davis Quinet (1995) used longitudinal data spanning five 



 
General Introduction 

21 

years from the National Youth Survey and found that for assault, robbery, lar-
ceny, and vandalism both risk heterogeneity and state dependence contribute to 
future victimization risk. Tseloni and Pease (2004; see also Tseloni & Pease, 
2003) used the US National Crime Victimization Survey across 1.5 year. They 
also concluded that both risk heterogeneity and state dependence effects are 
significantly related to victimization. Wittebrood and Nieuwbeerta (2000) used 
retrospective Dutch victimization data spanning 25 years. They found that al-
though both mechanisms explain victimization, the effect of risk heterogeneity 
is much larger than the effect of state dependence.  

Although the risk heterogeneity and state dependence mechanisms pro-
vide seemingly competing explanations for repeat victimization, the two 
mechanisms are not necessarily incompatible (Lauritsen & Davis Quinet, 1995; 
Nagin & Paternoster, 2000). Victimization events (or other life events) can 
have long-term consequences, thereby significantly altering the status quo. Al-
though the change in status quo is initially a state dependence effect, enduring 
change leads to a new status quo that enforces a new state of risk heterogene-
ity. Or alternatively, while victimization incidents may be initially distributed 
heterogeneously, they can be followed by state dependence effects (Lauritsen & 
Davis Quinet, 1995). The two mechanisms can even be combined in a single 
theoretical approach, as has been done in the offender literature by for example 
Laub and Sampson (2003) and Moffitt (1993) (see also Nagin & Paternoster, 
2000). A similar approach for the study of victimization may be to propose that 
those who are victim-prone also encounter victimization-increasing state de-
pendence effects because they make choices that evoke such effects or because 
offenders single them out, so that more victimization follows. For example, 
victimization and delinquency may be related because of underlying causal 
processes, such as a lack of self-control. At the same time, state dependence 
processes between victimization and delinquency may also occur. For example, 
someone who is involved in delinquent subcultures is likely to have a relatively 
stable high risk of victimization; this would be a risk heterogeneity effect. In 
addition, because (perceived) access to police or other legal institutions is lim-
ited for individuals involved in delinquent subcultures, this may increase the 
likelihood of retaliation when they commit crimes against fellow delinquents; 
this would be a state dependence effect. Risk heterogeneity and state depend-
ence may also counteract each other. For example, individuals in risky 
neighborhoods have a higher stable risk of victimization (risk heterogeneity). 
However, victimization may lead them to employ more precautionary meas-
ures, potentially reducing their risk of future victimization (state dependence).  



 
Chapter 1 

22 

1.4  Research questions and outline 

In this paragraph, I shortly introduce the four research questions of this disser-
tation. They will be treated at much greater length in the chapters to come.  

 
Longitudinal data on victimization are rare. To the best of my knowledge, the 
US National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) is the only national victimiza-
tion study that is administered longitudinally. The sample is designed to be na-
tionally representative for households and non-institutionalized persons of 12 
years and older, which is important if we want to obtain generalizable research 
findings. Therefore, the NCVS is well suited for my first research topic. Fol-
lowing the suggestion by Farrell et al. (2001) the first study of this thesis tests 
whether the NCVS accelerated design can be used to investigate life-span pat-
terns of victimization. In the process, some of the key methodological issues 
involved in the use of accelerated designs and longitudinal (victimization) data 
in general are highlighted. A recommendation to ameliorate these problems is 
proposed, and used in the rest of the thesis. The first research question is as 
follows: Can the accelerated design be used to construct lifespan victimization data? 

The research question is illustrated through estimation of the average age-
victimization curve from age 12 to 92. Notions from lifestyle theory are used to 
theorize the link between age and victimization. 

 
The second research question focuses on the effects of prior victimization on 
later victimization and particularly on the role of self-control in the relationship 
between prior and later victimization. I theorize that victims with high self-
control are more likely than their low self-control counterparts to take precau-
tionary measures after victimization and thus to reduce their future risk of vic-
timization. Thus, I hypothesize that for those with high self-control, prior vic-
timization reduces the risk of future victimization. The second research ques-
tion is as follows: To what extent do the effects of prior victimization on later victimization 
decrease as self-control increases? 

Data that include both longitudinal information on victimization and self-
control measures are rare. The NCVS dataset that was used for the first re-
search question is a rich data source, but does not include information on self-
control. A dataset that does contain information about victimization and self-
control is the Pittsburgh Youth Study (Loeber, Farrington, Stouthamer-Loeber 
& White, 2008). Therefore, I use this particular dataset for the second research 
question. The data include information on boys, and span ten years, from ado-
lescence to adulthood. 
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The third research question investigates directly whether victims change risky 
activities in the aftermath of victimization, and whether this change results in a 
change in victimization risk. As discussed, the ‘Once bitten twice shy’ perspec-
tive hypothesizes that victims change their behavior after victimization and that 
this decreases future victimization risk. However, research has shown that vic-
timization generally increases the risk of future victimization (Pease, 1998). 
Why is this? Do victims not show behavioral change after victimization? Or do 
they change, but is it not effective in reducing future victimization? The third 
research topic develops a conceptual framework behind the ‘Once bitten twice 
shy’ hypothesis and tests it with longitudinal data by focusing on the reciprocal 
relationship between victimization and behavioral change: To what extent do vic-
tims change their behavior after victimization, and to what extent does behavioral change af-
fect victimization risk? 

Since data from the NCVS contain both information on victimization and 
measures for routine activities, these data are used to investigate the third re-
search question.  

 
Although research question three starts an understanding of behavioral change 
after victimization, large victimization surveys are only limitedly capable of as-
sessing micro-level mechanisms due to their standardized questionnaires. They 
therefore remain somewhat superficial. The use of qualitative data enables one 
to assess specific victimization situations and micro-level victim decision-
making. The final part of this thesis tries to develop a deeper understanding of 
whether, how, and why victims do or do not change their behavior after vic-
timization by using qualitative data. The final research question is as follows: 
Do victims change their behavior after victimization and if so, how, and why? 

In order to acquire data from the primary actors of these decision-making 
processes, I have chosen to conduct interviews with 41 victims of a variety of 
crime types. Interviews were semi-structured and were analyzed qualitatively. 
Although findings from interviews cannot be tested statistically, the purpose in 
this final part of the dissertation is not so much to test whether findings hold in 
a statistical model, but instead to gain an understanding of the relationship be-
tween victimization and behavioral reactions.  

 
The research questions will be investigated in the following four chapters. The 
chapters have been or will be submitted as articles to international peer-
reviewed journals. Some degree of overlap is therefore unavoidable. In Chapter 
6, the thesis is concluded with a summary and a discussion section. 
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Chapter 2 

Towards a Life‐Course Victimology. Can We Use the 

NCVS to Reconstruct Victim Careers?4 

2.1  Introduction 

The relevance of a developmental and life course perspective has since long 
been recognized in the study of offending. Accordingly, prospective and longi-
tudinal panel data are the golden standard data in research on offenders (see 
e.g. Blokland et al., 2005; Blumstein et al., 1988; Laub & Sampson, 2003). This 
is in contrast to the state-of-affairs in victimology, where the adoption of a life-
course and developmental perspective and the associated prospective longitu-
dinal lifespan data are rare. As a consequence, we know much less about ‘vic-
tim careers’ than about criminal careers (Farrell et al., 2001).  

A life-course victimology supported by longitudinal panel data can not 
only answer existing questions in victimology, but can also provide inspiration 
to pose new research questions. It can help us understand patterns of (repeat) 
victimization over the individual life-course. Is victimization a random event? 
Is it something that occurs occasionally, for a limited period of time, condi-
tional upon (temporary) situational or environmental determinants? Does the 
life course persistent victim exist? Are life-course patterns in victimization 
characterized by stability or by change? Are life-course patterns of victimization 
generic, or do crime-specific patterns exist? Although a general perspective on 
lifespan changes in victimization risk has been suggested (Hindelang et al., 
1978), many important questions have not been answered. 

One of the major reasons why longitudinal research on victimization has 
not been very frequent is the lack of prospective lifespan data on victimization. 
Following the recommendation by Farrell et al. (2001), this chapter explores 
whether and how existing data and methods can be used to shed light on the 
course of victimization over the lifespan. More specifically, an accelerated lon-
gitudinal design is used in which short-term longitudinal victimization data 

                                                   
4 A revised version of this chapter has been submitted for publication. 
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from multiple age cohorts are used to construct long-term victimization data 
that potentially stretch over the entire lifespan. These data can then be used to 
study lifespan victimization patterns. This design provides the opportunity to 
optimally exploit the use of existing data, notably the major US population sur-
vey National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS). The NCVS incorporates a 
unique rotating panel sampling procedure which provides exactly what is 
needed to implement the accelerated design.  

Although the accelerated design provides unique opportunities to study 
life-course victimization patterns, its implementation is not without challenges. 
In order to apply the design, the data are required to satisfy the condition that 
at the points where cohorts overlap (where those who nearly exit the panel 
have the same age as those who just entered), their average levels of victimiza-
tion should be equal (Raudenbush & Chan, 1992). If this is not the case, indi-
viduals who have participated in the NCVS for a few years are, in terms of their 
reported levels of victimization, systematically different from their same-aged 
peers who are just entering the NCVS for the first time. That would imply that 
the accelerated design cannot be used. 

The current chapter assesses whether the accelerated design can be ap-
plied to the NCVS, i.e. whether the NCVS data can be used to construct and 
analyze victim careers. In the process, I address the natural first question that 
arises in the study of developmental and life-course victimology: the estimation 
of the overall level and shape of the average age-victimization curve.  

This chapter consists of four major sections. The first section provides a 
theoretical account of the age-victimization curve, and a brief review of previ-
ous empirical findings. The second section discusses the methodological issues 
involved in estimation of the age-victimization curve. The third section de-
scribes the NCVS panel data used for this study. The fourth section is a com-
bined methods and results section in which I test whether the accelerated de-
sign can be applied to the NCVS to construct long-term victimization data. The 
paper concludes with a summary of the findings and a discussion on the future 
use of the accelerated design.  

2.2  Theoretical account of long‐term age‐victimization patterns 

If there exists a systematic relationship between age and victimization, what is 
its shape, and why? As noted in Chapter 1, Hindelang et al. (1978) argued that 
different stages in life are related to different types of activities and that these 
types of activities are related to variation in exposure to crime. These different 
life stages, such as childhood, adolescence, young adulthood, middle age, and 
old age, are created by social and economic conditions and constraints 
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(Furstenberg et al., 2005). In early childhood, children’s lives are structured 
through the constraints that parents set for them. They eat what and when their 
parents feed them and they play with whom and where their parents permit 
them to play. Their social environment is highly structured by their parents. 
The extensive control parents have in this stage of their children’s life is func-
tional in the sense that young children cannot yet recognize, avoid, or control 
risky situations. Going to school changes this environment. Children start to 
interact with peers and others outside of their family and parental control 
(Hindelang et al., 1978).  

Parental control decreases as the child grows older. According to Hinde-
lang et al. this is an especially important factor in changing the child’s lifestyle. 
The home environment is usually seen as relatively safe (except in cases of do-
mestic violence). When more autonomy is granted, there is more opportunity 
to develop out-of-home activities and to be involved with peers in potentially 
risky activities and in potentially risky situations. In addition, biological factors 
and role expectations for adolescents and young adults influence the need to 
develop more risky activities. As they mature, children become more autono-
mous and structure their own lives. Since risky lifestyles are generally associated 
with a higher risk of victimization, the age-victimization curve is expected to 
rise during the teenage years. 

The further the child moves into adolescence and early adulthood, the 
more autonomy (s)he has and the less parental control restricts activities. 
Around age 20 to 25 other constraining structures emerge which are mainly 
educational and occupational. Educational and especially occupational activities 
and constraints shape lifestyles. As young people take on jobs and other re-
sponsibilities, start families, and become parents themselves, lifestyles become 
more settled which is generally associated with a less risky lifestyle and a lower 
risk of victimization. Around that age the risk of victimization is expected to 
decrease. 

The next major change in daily activities occurs when retirement years are 
reached. This is when mobility and social contacts and hence exposure to po-
tential offenders decrease. The risk of victimization is expected to decrease fur-
ther. Over the full life-course a bell-shaped curve results, similar to the age-
crime curve.  

Empirical cross-sectional studies have provided evidence that this general 
age-victimization curve is remarkably consistent across different crime types 
(Perkins, 1997; Rennison, 2001; Snyder & Sickmund, 2006), countries (Van Ke-
steren, Mayhew, & Nieuwbeerta, 2000), and data sources (Laub, 1997; 
McCurley & Snyder, 2004; Rand & Catalano, 2007; Sian, Kershaw, & Walker, 
2007). However, we have very little knowledge on whether this general age-
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victimization curve applies to everyone. Does it represent a generic pattern or 
does it mask considerable variation? In fact, research on repeat victimization 
suggests that the general age-victimization curve may not apply to everyone; 
some individuals are victimized repeatedly over a long period of time (Farrell et 
al., 2001; Pease, 1998). Through differences in lifestyles, individuals are known 
to differ in their exposure to crime. In addition, differences in levels of self-
control have been associated with inter-individual differences in risky behavior 
related to victimization (Forde & Kennedy, 1997; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; 
Holtfreter et al., 2008; Piquero et al., 2005; Schreck, 1999; Schreck et al., 2006; 
Schreck, Wright, & Miller, 2002; Stewart et al., 2004). This suggests that differ-
ent age-victimization curves exist that differ in the level of victimization. Stable 
inter-individual differences in risk – also called ‘risk heterogeneity - make some 
people more ‘victim-prone’ than others. For the most victim-prone individuals, 
this may lead to chronic victimization. 

In addition to differences in the level of victimization, there are also rea-
sons to believe that different age-victimization curves differ in shape. That is, 
curves may vary between individuals since victims adapt to individual-specific 
conditions. For example, similar to the literature in offending, we could hy-
pothesize the existence of a group of individuals for whom the risk of victimi-
zation starts to increase late in life. This would be due to low-risk environments 
or lifestyles early in life, but possession of an increasing amount of attractive 
goods later in life. Similarly, we could hypothesize the existence of a group of 
people with an early peak and an early downturn in victimization risk. For these 
individuals, victimization is limited to periods of risky behavior in adolescence.  

As discussed, lifestyle theory provides us with an idea of the general age-
victimization curve and implicitly suggests which factors could cause variation 
in those curves. For example, an early downturn in victimization risk may be 
associated with early marriage, or having children at a young age. But many 
questions about individual lifespan patterns of victimization have not been 
asked or answered. In order to gain more insight in repeat victimization, what 
is needed is an exploration of long-term individual victimization patterns. In 
1986, Farrington concluded that ‘the study of age-victimization curves is rela-
tively undeveloped’ (p. 191) and this conclusion still seems true. In large part, 
this is due to the lack of lifespan data on victimization. Farrington (1991) and 
Blumstein et al. (1988) argued that only longitudinal data are suitable to study 
continuity and change over time, causal inferences, and within-individual 
change. Longitudinal data can give us insight into patterns within individuals, 
and by doing that can help us explain differences in these patterns between in-
dividuals. In the last two decades longitudinal data have become the standard 
design in the study of the age-crime curve and criminal careers (e.g. Blokland et 
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al., 2005; Laub & Sampson, 2003; Liberman, 2008). But what about victimiza-
tion? What are the current possibilities to investigate the age-victimization 
curve empirically with longitudinal data? 

2.3  Longitudinal data and the accelerated design 

Lifespan data can be both retrospective and prospective. In the retrospective 
longitudinal design respondents are asked questions on events in a certain pe-
riod of their life (see e.g. Wittebrood & Nieuwbeerta, 2000). Although highly 
valuable, the retrospective lifespan design may aggravate memory problems al-
ready existing in retrospective survey research (Biderman & Lynch, 1981; 
Bradburn et al., 1987; Bushery, 1981; Penick & Owens, 1976; Skogan, 1975; 
Turner, 1984). Memory issues are less problematic in prospective panel designs 
where respondents are interviewed on a year-to-year basis or more often. But 
the use of such prospective panel data is not without challenges either. Collect-
ing such data comes with substantial practical and financial burdens. In addi-
tion, individuals drop out of the sample over time due to refusal or moving, 
leading to attrition (Farrington, 1991). Attrition is often selective, with the indi-
viduals most prone to victimization also being most prone to attrition, leading 
to increasing bias over subsequent panel waves.  

In addition to attrition, traditional longitudinal designs, where one birth 
cohort is followed over time, confound age effects with so-called period effects, 
effects of the specific conditions of a historic period that affect individuals of 
all ages and all cohorts. When a single birth cohort is followed through time, all 
individuals have the same age in the same calendar year, so that differences be-
tween ages are indistinguishable from differences between calendar years. In 
that case, age effects on victimization cannot be separated from the effects of 
historical events.  

The practical, financial, and methodological challenges associated with 
traditional longitudinal and retrospective designs have prompted methodolo-
gists to propose an alternative method for organizing and analyzing longitudi-
nal data: the accelerated longitudinal design (Bell, 1953). Farrell et al. (2001) 
proposed that this method be used to investigate long-term victimization pat-
terns. In the accelerated design, multiple age cohorts are selected and followed 
for a limited period of time. Their data are then linked to provide a picture of a 
longer period. For example, in 2010 we select two age cohorts, 14 year olds and 
17 year olds. We follow both cohorts for five annual waves. In 2015, the 14 
year olds are 19, and the 17 year olds are 22 and we have collected data from 
each cohort at six measurements. We can now combine the data of the two co-
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horts and show an age-victimization curve that stretches from age 14 to age 22. 
Short-term data can thus be extended to longer time periods.  

In addition, Raudenbush and Chan (1992) argued that there is an inferen-
tial advantage to the accelerated design, since period and age effects are not 
completely confounded in the accelerated design as they are in the traditional 
longitudinal design. For example, in the setup sketched above, we have obser-
vations at a single age in multiple years, e.g. at age 17 in the years 2010 and 
2013, and observations at multiple ages in a single year, e.g. at ages 14 and 17 in 
the year 2010. If a specific period is associated with specific conditions that af-
fect victimization (for example domestic turmoil), this effect can be separated 
from age effects because we observe individuals of varying ages in that period 
(Raudenbush & Chan, 1992). 

A potential inferential drawback in the accelerated design is the existence 
of age-cohort interaction effects. Cohort (birth year) and age effects get con-
founded since individuals of different ages may be different (Farrington, 1986). 
Age effects refer to changes within the individual or effects of the natural de-
velopment of victimization within a person (Farrington, 1991; Menard, 1992). 
Cohort effects are effects that are due to membership of a specific birth cohort 
that ‘remain with the cohort for life’ (Fabio, Loeber, Balasubramani, Roth, Fu, 
& Farrington, 2006, p. 152), such as demographic characteristics or effects of 
history that are specific for a cohort. For example, individuals growing up in 
times of economic depression experience specific historic events at the same 
age. As a consequence they may, as a group, spend their time and resources dif-
ferently throughout their lives than individuals growing up in times of eco-
nomic prosperity. Their victimization rates may consequently also differ, lead-
ing to problems in cross-sectional designs. For example, when both cohorts are 
plotted in a cross-sectional age-crime curve in 2020, the cohort effects are con-
founded with the age effects. Another example of a cohort effect occurs when 
there are differences in the demographic composition of cohorts, or in their 
size (leading to increased or decreased competition for resources within a co-
hort) (Farrington, 1986). Because the accelerated design has multiple measure-
ments of victimization for each age (because cohorts overlap), the existence of 
age-cohort effects can be tested. This is not possible in the cross-sectional de-
sign where only a single data-point (cohort) is available for each age so that age 
and cohort are perfectly correlated (Miyazaki & Raudenbush, 2000). 

A test of the age-cohort effect in accelerated designs has been proposed 
by Raudenbush and Chan (1992; see also Miyazaki & Raudenbush, 2000). In 
short, this test consists of estimating the age-victimization curve on different 
age cohorts separately and investigating whether these age cohorts are charac-
terized by a similar age-victimization curve. This is investigated by comparing 
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the curves of different cohorts at ‘the points of overlap’, i.e. at the points where 
the cohorts have the same age. If the curves are similar between cohorts, they 
represent the same age-victimization curve and the accelerated design can be 
used.  

Lauritsen (1998; see also Lauritsen, 1999) used this strategy to test 
whether the accelerated design can be applied to the study of age-patterns in 
both offending and victimization in the National Youth Survey (NYS). She 
concluded that it cannot. Her analysis revealed that respondents of ages 12 to 
17 were inclined to report less victimization and less delinquency over subse-
quent measurements. This led to cohort differences at the overlapping points 
(ages at which multiple observations from different cohorts are available) and 
consequently, the cohorts could not be linked. Lauritsen provided two explana-
tions for the declining rates over time. First, she concluded that panel-effects, 
where repeated measurement over time lead to ‘fatigue’ in victimization report-
ing, caused this pattern. As a second explanation, Lauritsen suggested that in-
terpretation of survey questions on offending and victimization could be sub-
ject to maturation effects, such that the meaning of survey questions changes as 
respondents grow older. This would be especially problematic among adoles-
cents. It is unknown whether this is specific to the NYS and adolescents or if it 
is a more general problem in survey panel research. Therefore, following the 
suggestion by Farrell et al. (2001) this chapter tests whether the NCVS acceler-
ated data can be used to estimate the age-victimization curve. If this is the case, 
we could go ahead and estimate the age-victimization curve with the acceler-
ated data. In addition, it would pave the way for future work in the field of life-
course victimology. 

2.4  Data 

The National Crime Victimization Survey data are gathered by the Census Bu-
reau and funded by the Bureau of Justice Statistics. The NCVS started in 1972 
(then as the NCS: National Crime Survey) and has since been an ongoing sur-
vey, investigating personal and household victimization. The sample consists of 
a nationally representative selection of residential addresses and is designed to 
be nationally representative for households and non-institutionalized persons 
of 12 years and older. The questionnaire focuses on victimization within the 
last six months prior to the first day of the month of the interview, and also in-
cludes questions on demographics (United States Department of Justice, 2006). 
Unlike other victimization surveys, the NCVS uses a unique rotating panel de-
sign in which all age-eligible members of a selected household become part of 
the panel and are interviewed every 6 months for a total period of three years. 
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After seven interviews (with the first one used for bounding purposes only, 
minimizing the effects of telescoping) the household and its members leave the 
panel and a new household is selected. This rotating panel design makes the 
NCVS the only national victimization survey that is potentially suitable for the 
application of the accelerated design.  

A longitudinal NCVS file for the years 1995-1998 was developed and pro-
vided in special arrangement by the Inter-university Consortium for Political 
and Social Research (ICPSR). The years 1995-1998 indicate the years in which 
the respondents rotated into the sample. In principle, respondents stay in the 
sample for six measurements, or three years, so that the last person rotated out 
of the sample in 2000. The original data file contained 154,294 respondents. 
After removing the persons who did not have a bounding interview5 (replace-
ment households, new households, persons who moved into the household, 
and respondents who turned 12 during the panel) 108,208 cases remained. 

The dataset was constructed as a person-period file in which each row 
represents a measurement period (nested within respondents) with six rows per 
respondent. The six time points of measurement are coded T1-T6, where T1 is 
the first interview after the bounding interview. In order to exclude problem-
atic telescoping effects, persons who did not have a bounding interview (re-
placement households, new households, persons who moved into the house-
hold, and respondents who turned 12 during the panel) were removed from the 
dataset. In addition, only respondents who participated in at least two inter-
views were analyzed. Since victimization is expected to change most during 
adolescence and young adulthood, the test of the accelerated design is per-
formed on respondents aged 12 to 29 at T1.  

The NCVS sampling strategy is based on addresses and thus households 
that move are not re-interviewed. Although individuals who move are kept in 

                                                   
5 The first interview is also called the ‘bounding interview’. This interview is typically only 
used to ‘bound’ the second interview, which means that victimization incidents reported in 
the second interview are compared to victimizations that were reported in the bounding 
interview. Duplicate victimization incidents are removed in the second interview. Thus, 
only victimization that occurred in the last six months are recorded by interviewers. This 
bounding procedure is necessary because individuals have been shown to have a tendency 
to misspecify the time period in which victimization occurred, leading them to report vic-
timization incidents that occurred before the six-month reference period (this is also called 
‘telescoping’). This leads to an overestimation of victimization. In general, this bounding 
procedure is an adequate technique against telescoping. However, not all respondents par-
ticipate in the bounding interview, for example because they just moved into the household 
or because they reached the eligible age for participation in the NCVS after the bounding 
interview. Hence, we must correct for any unbounded interviews. This was achieved by 
removing all individuals who did not have a bounding interview. 
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the analysis for as long as they remain in the panel, they cannot be analyzed 
once they move. This is important since moving has been found to be related 
to victimization experiences (Dugan, 1999; Xie & McDowall, 2008a). Addi-
tional analyses show that those who move out of the NCVS are more likely to 
be victimized. Thus, moving contributes to selective attrition, which will be 
analyzed later on in this chapter. 

The analyses in this chapter have only one dependent variable (number of 
victimizations) and one independent variable (age). The dependent variable for 
this analysis is personal victimization. Personal victimization includes rape, sex-
ual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, simple assault, verbal threats of rape 
and (sexual) assault, purse snatching, and pocket picking. Property crimes were 
excluded since these are often collected on the household level (e.g. burglary, 
household theft). The NCVS questionnaire focuses on victimization within the 
last six months prior to the first day of the month of the interview. Across all 
waves, 9% of respondents aged 12 to 29 at T1 were victims of personal vic-
timization at least once. 

Count variables were constructed representing the number of times the 
respondent was victimized during the preceding six months. Because count 
variables tend to violate the assumptions of ordinary least squares regression 
models (Long, 1997; Osgood, 2000), three types of models were estimated: 
Poisson models, linear models with a logarithmically transformed dependent 
variable, and logit models with a binary dependent variable (victimized/not vic-
timized). All three models produced the same substantive outcome. In the fol-
lowing, similar to Raudenbush and Chan (1992), Lauritsen (1998), and Miyazaki 
and Raudenbush (2000), the results for the linear models with logarithmically 
transformed dependent variables are shown.  

The main predictor variable is age. Since the rotating panel design of the 
NCVS involves six consecutive measurements set apart six months, respon-
dents typically stay in the panel for a period of three years. To correct for the 
fact that age is measured in discrete years (not months), age was recoded so 
that a respondent’s age at T1 was incremented by a half year each next meas-
urement. For example, a respondent entering the panel at age 12 at T1 is aged 
12.5 at T2, aged 13 at T3, aged 13.5 at T4, and so on. This means that the ages 
used in the study will vary for about half the cases from those in the dataset. 
Although I expect that this discrepancy has little or no effect on the study out-
comes, the discrepancy between the measurement of age and the real age is on 
average .25 year. 
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2.5  Method and results of the test 

This combined method and results section is organized into three parts. First, a 
short overview of the method is given. This is followed by a more elaborate 
explanation of the first step of the analysis and the first results. Subsequently, 
the second step of the method is discussed, followed by the second part of the 
results.  

2.5.1  Short overview of the method 

The purpose of this chapter is to assess whether the short-term panel data on 
victimization provided by the NCVS can be transformed into long-term panel 
data through the use of an accelerated design. If so, we can use the data to in-
vestigate long-term victimization patterns. This test involves two sequential 
steps. First, growth curve analysis is used to estimate a separate age-
victimization curve for each age cohort. This is a descriptive and diagnostic 
analysis to prepare for the second step. In the second step, the overlap of the 
age-victimization curves of adjacent cohorts is formally tested. If they overlap, 
the accelerated design of the NCVS can be used to estimate the age-
victimization curve.  

Note that age-cohorts are defined in terms of respondents’ age at T1. A 
cohort is NOT a group of people of the same age who were born in the same 
year, but a group of people who entered (different waves of) the NCVS at the 
same age (but often in different calendar years). For example, a person who is 
12 years of age at T1 belongs to cohort 12, regardless of whether (s)he entered 
at T1 in 1995 or 1998. Respondents in cohort 12 can be born at the earliest in 
1983 (1995 minus 12) and at the latest in 1986 (1998 minus 12).  

 
To test whether the victimization rates of two adjacent cohorts overlap, we 
have to first estimate an average age-victimization curve for each cohort. A 
common procedure for assessing the developmental path of a group over time 
is to estimate a growth curve model. Contrary to what the name suggests, 
growth curve models of victimization do not necessarily assume that victimiza-
tion increases over time. Growth curve models estimate the change in victimi-
zation over time, whether that change is growth, decline, stability or some mix-
ture of curvatures.  

The most parsimonious growth models estimate a baseline or average 
level of victimization, and a linear rate of change (so that the estimated curve is 
either an upward or downward sloping straight line). More complex models 
add quadratic or even cubic terms, allowing more complex curvatures to be es-



 
Towards a Life‐Course Victimology. Can We Use the NCVS to Reconstruct Victim Careers? 

35 

timated. The estimated curve is often called a trajectory. For each age cohort, a 
separate short-term growth curve model of victimization is estimated across six 
measurements. These separate growth curves are used to determine whether 
adjacent cohorts coincide. For example, the average level of victimization and 
the rate at which victimization changes across six waves (with measurements 
six months apart) for 16-year olds coincides at the overlapping points with the 
average level and rate of change for 17-year olds. In that case, ‘it would be hard 
to avoid the inference that the trajectories of the two cohorts coincide and that 
a single trajectory is typical of development from ages [16] to [20]’ (Rauden-
bush & Chan, 1992, 391). The average trajectory for 16 to 20 year olds can then 
be represented by one trajectory and the cohorts can be linked to form an ac-
celerated design. Raudenbush and Chan (1992; see also Tonry, Ohlin & Far-
rington, 1991) suggested that accelerated longitudinal designs are most credible 
when large overlaps between adjacent cohorts are used.  

Figures 2.1 and 2.2 represent fictitious examples of an excellent versus a 
poor fit in accelerated designs. In Figure 2.1, both the mean (intercept) and the 
rate of change (slope) of the three cohorts are similar at the overlapping points. 
The curves of cohort 16 and cohort 17 overlap in the age period 17-18.5, and 
the curves of cohort 17 and cohort 18 overlap at age 18-19.5. In Figure 2.2 
however, both the mean and the rate of change show substantial differences 
between the cohorts. Based on these graphs, it may be expected that the data 
from Figure 2.1 can be used to represent a single underlying developmental tra-
jectory and that thus the accelerated design can be successfully applied. The 
data from Figure 2.2 however, do not represent the same underlying trajectory 
due to large and unexplained differences between the cohorts. Thus, it may be 
expected that the accelerated design cannot be applied to these data. While 
these conclusions are straightforward in these fictitious examples, they require a 
formal statistical test in real life applications, which is done in step two of the 
analysis. 

2.5.2  Step 1: Estimating separate growth curve models 

The first step is thus to estimate a separate growth curve model for each co-
hort. These separate analyses are essential for the ‘linkage’ analyses in the sec-
ond step since they help to reveal features of each cohort’s data and possible 
explanations for failure to link the data (Raudenbush & Chan, 1992). 

Individual growth models consist of two hierarchically nested levels. At 
the first level, they estimate change within each respondent of a cohort. At the 
second level, parameters vary between respondents in the same cohort due to 
(demographic, psychological, etc.) differences between people (Raudenbush & 
Chan, 1992). Both levels are important for our analysis. Based on 
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Figure 2.1  Fictitious  example  of  excellent  fit  in  accelerated  longitudinal  de‐
sign 
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Figure 2.2  Fictitious example of poor fit in accelerated longitudinal design 
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Hindelang et al. (1978) it is expected that victimization changes within persons 
over time: that is, victimization changes with age of the respondent. But it is 
also known from previous research that there are differences between people in 
levels of victimization.  

For the first level (time level, within individuals) for each cohort, the fol-
lowing regression equation can be specified (Miyazaki & Raudenbush, 2000, p. 
49): 

itiitiiitiiit eaaaay +−+−+= 2
210 )()( πππ  (2.1) 

where π0i represents the intercept of subject i; π1i represents the rate of change, 
and π2i the rate of acceleration, of the predictor age for subject i. The age vari-
able is centered within cohort. The idiosyncratic error term eit varies over per-
sons and time.  

Besides changes in victimization as individuals grow older, victimization is 
also expected to vary between individuals. Hence, in the Level two model (per-
son level, between individuals) we let patterns in age and victimization vary 
across individuals. This Level two model is defined as (Miyazaki & Rauden-
bush, 2000, p. 50): 
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where dij = 1 if respondent i belongs to cohort (j+1) for j = 12 through 28; and 
dij = 0 if not (cohort 12 is the reference category). Further, β00 represents the 
expected log-victimization for cohort 12 at age 13.25 (median age over six 
waves in cohort 12); β10 is the expected rate of change, and β20 the expected 
rate of acceleration, in log-victimization for persons in cohort 12; β0j is the 
mean difference in log-victimization between respondents in cohort (j+1) and 
persons in cohort 12; β1j is the mean difference in rate of change, and β2j the 
mean difference in rate of acceleration, between respondents of cohort (j+1) 
and respondents in cohort 12. The error terms u0i, u1i and u2i represent the ran-
dom effect of respondent i on log-victimization, on the rate of change in log-
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victimization and on the rate of acceleration respectively, all after controlling 
for cohort differences (Miyazaki & Raudenbush, 2000). 

In order to estimate age-victimization curves for each age-cohort of 12 to 
29 year olds, separate growth curves were estimated for all cohorts. Observed 
rates and predicted rates are plotted graphically in Figures 2.3 and 2.4. For 
those who are interested, tables with the predicted results for each cohort are 
presented in Appendix 2A at the end of this chapter. Models were initially es-
timated with quadratic terms, but they were insignificant for most cohorts and 
were therefore removed. Thus, the monotonic decreases are not forced by the 
model, but a result from the data, as illustrated by the observed rates in Figure 
2.3.  

Disturbingly, but similar to results obtained by Lauritsen (1998), Figures 
2.3 and 2.4 show that victimization reporting decreases when time in sample 
advances. As Figure 2.4 shows, the victimization rate has a negative slope for 
all age cohorts, even for the younger cohorts for whom lifestyle theory would 
predict an upward slope.  

 

Figure 2.3  Observed average rates of personal victimization per cohort over 
six waves 

 
where marker label ‘12’ stands for ‘cohort of 12 year olds’, ‘13’ stands for ‘cohort of 
13 year olds’, etcetera 
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In order to assess whether results are different when different subsamples 

and crime types are selected, the growth curve analysis was replicated for the 
following crime types and subgroups: simple assault, threats, males, females, 
Caucasians and African Americans. Results (not shown) are similar to the ones 
presented in Figure 2.4. Due to small n, the analysis could not be replicated for 
serious assault. Analyses were also repeated for series crimes6. Again, results 
(not shown) are similar. 

The T1-victimization rates (i.e. the first bullet in every trajectory) in Figure 
2.4 illustrate the general age-crime curve that would result from a cross-
sectional analysis of the data. Up till age 19 T1 levels of victimization fluctuate 
but are relatively high. The fluctuation is likely due to the relatively small num-
ber of respondents in each cohort. After age 19, victimization rates decrease 
substantially. 

                                                   
6 In the original analyses, series crimes (series of at least six victimizations that are similar in 
nature and therefore barely distinguishable to the victim) are counted as 1. Analyses were 
repeated with series crimes counted as six crimes. 

Figure 2.4  Predicted growth curves for cohorts 12 to 29 

 
where marker label ‘12’ stands for ‘cohort of 12 year olds’, ‘13’ stands for ‘cohort of 
13 year olds’, etcetera 
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Figures 2.3 and 2.4 show that within cohorts, the level of victimization 
decreases over time. As mentioned, Lauritsen (1998) found the same declining 
victimization rates over time in the National Youth Survey. This large decline 
over time is also reported in other NCVS-studies. Rennison and Hart (2007) 
reported that ‘for each prior interview, the odds that a respondent will report 
victimization decreases 17%’ (:18). This percentage is for each prior interview, 
so for a total of six interviews, victimization at T6 would be estimated at (1-
.17)5 = .39, compared to 1 for T1. This is a 60% decrease over six waves. In the 
current study, the decrease between waves 1 and 6 is also calculated at 60%. I 
will explore the different causes for this decrease in paragraph 2.5.4. 

2.5.3   Step 2: Linking cohorts 

Whichever factor causes the decrease in victimization reporting, the second 
step is to assess whether we can use the NCVS accelerated design to study the 
age-victimization curve. This step involves comparing the cohorts to see if they 
coincide and represent one trajectory. The results presented in Figure 2.4 sug-
gest that most adjacent cohorts do not overlap much. In this second step, I test 
whether cohorts are significantly different. If cohorts have very similar regres-
sion lines, they can be linked. To take an example from Figure 2.4: cohorts 12 
and 13 coincide if (1) the overlapping points of the trajectories lie at the same 
level (that is point 3 of cohort 12 and point 1 of cohort 13 lie at the same level; 
point 4 of cohort 12 and point 2 of cohort 13 lie at the same level, etc.), ánd if 
(2) the slope of the trajectories of both cohorts are the same at the overlapping 
points. Visual inspection of Figures 2.3 and 2.4 suggests that is not at all the 
case. For all cohorts, I find that having been in the NCVS for one year respon-
dents report much less victimization than their same-aged peers who have just 
entered the NCVS. In theory, these two groups should report the same level of 
victimization.  

Miyazaki and Raudenbush (2000) developed a methodology for formally 
testing whether cohorts overlap. Two models are compared: the full model in 
which cohort effects are included, and the reduced model in which cohort ef-
fects are ignored. The full and reduced models are then compared using a like-
lihood ratio test. If the two models are not significantly different, it is con-
cluded that cohorts do not differ in their estimation of the regression line. 

The full model 

The full model is defined in equations (2.1) and (2.2). Recall that in the first 
step, the data were split into 18 different datasets: one for each cohort. In this 
second step, data from all 18 cohorts are used in one model. The full model 
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implies that there are differences between cohorts in the age-victimization 
curve and that there is no shared underlying curve. 

The reduced model 

The reduced model implies that all cohorts share a mean age-victimization 
curve, but that individuals are allowed to deviate from this mean curve (Miya-
zaki & Raudenbush, 2000). The Level one model is defined as (Miyazaki & 
Raudenbush, 2000, p. 53): 
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where )75.21( −ita and 2)75.21( −ita are centered around the median age of 
the total sample and represent the shared mean age-victimization curve; while 

)( iit aa −  and 2)( iit aa − are centered around the cohort median and represent 
the random effects of individuals, as is clarified in the Level two model. 

The Level two model is defined as (Miyazaki & Raudenbush, 2000, p. 53): 

ii v0000 += ζη  (2.4) 
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where ζ00 is the mean log of victimization at age 21.75 (the median age of the 
total sample), ζ10 is the mean rate of increase in the log of victimization at age 
21.75, and ζ20 is the mean rate of acceleration in the log of victimization. Fur-
thermore, v0i represents the random effect of person i on the mean log of vic-
timization at age 21.75; v3i is the random rate of increase, and v4i the random 
rate of acceleration, of person i on the log of victimization at the age 21.75. 

Note that in the Level two model, the random effects for )75.21( −ita  

and 2)75.21( −ita  are constrained to zero, but that random effects for 

)( iit aa −  and 2)( iit aa −  are included. This means that the random effects and 
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covariance structure for the reduced model and the full model are identical. 
The reduced model is nested within the full model (for proof of this, see Miya-
zaki & Raudenbush, 2000, Appendix A). 

When the reduced model provides a better fit to the data than the full 
model, this means that all cohort differences in the age-victimization curve re-
sult from chance (Miyazaki & Raudenbush, 2000). 

Both the full and reduced model is estimated. Results are shown in Ap-
pendix 2B at the end of this chapter. A likelihood ratio test is performed in or-
der to test whether the cohort differences are significant departures from a sin-
gle underlying age-victimization curve. The highly significant result of the test 
(Chi2(51) = 215.00, p < .001) indicates that the age-victimization curve differ-
ences between cohorts do not fall within the boundaries of random variation. 
Thus, there is insufficient support for linking data from different cohorts to 
form a single lifespan victimization curve. This confirms the earlier suspicion 
based on visual inspection of the estimated separate curves in Figure 2.4, that 
the trajectories of the cohorts are too different to be successfully linked. Hence, 
it seems that the accelerated longitudinal design of the NCVS cannot be used 
to construct lifespan victimization data.  

2.5.4  Why does the link‐test fail? 

There are various alternative explanations for the failure of the link test. As the 
nature of a valid explanation may provide an idea of how to resolve the failure 
of the link test, the remainder of this section discusses at some length four pos-
sible explanations: cohort effects, attrition, American crime drop, and fatigue. 

Cohort effects 

The first potential explanation for the failure of the linkage analysis is the exis-
tence of cohort effects, in which case differences between cohorts lead to dif-
ferences in victimization rates. Differences between the age cohorts can occur 
because cohorts differ in background characteristics, for example demograph-
ics. Given the make-up of the NCVS, this is not very likely. The NCVS pro-
vides a representative sample of non-institutionalized US citizens. In addition, 
in the current sample, individuals in the same age cohorts are not necessarily 
born in the same year (see the data section).  

 
Given the unlikely differences between cohorts, other potential explanations 
for the failure of the link-test must be considered. This brings us back to the 
consistently declining victimization rates within all cohorts visualized in Figure 
2.4. Given our expectation of a bell-shaped age-victimization curve, how likely 



 
Towards a Life‐Course Victimology. Can We Use the NCVS to Reconstruct Victim Careers? 

43 

is it that respondents experience less victimization over time? According to life-
style theory, this is likely for older cohorts, but not for the younger ones. Vic-
timization should increase during the time of adolescence. How can the de-
creasing pattern of victimization shown in Figure 2.4 be explained? In the fol-
lowing, I discuss attrition, the American crime drop, and fatigue. 

Attrition 

The second explanation for the decrease in victimization over time focuses on 
selective attrition. When those respondents who are most often victimized are 
most likely to drop out of the sample, attrition becomes selective and average 
victimization rates decrease every following measurement. Prior empirical re-
search has provided evidence for selective attrition in the NCVS (Lohr & Sun, 
1998). I used two methods to assess whether there is an effect of selective attri-
tion. First, differences are calculated between the number of victimizations re-
ported by people who leave the panel after one interview, and those who stay 
longer. Results show that the average number of reported victimizations in the 
first interview is 2.59 for those who drop out after the first interview, 2.50 for 
those who participate in the sample for two interviews, 2.35 for those who par-
ticipate three times, 1.96 for those who participate four times, 2.08 for those 
who participate five times, and 1.45 for those who participate all six times. 
Hence, those who stay in sample six waves report (2.59-1.45)/2.59 = 44% less 
victimization in their first interview than those who dropped out after the first 
interview. Half of the decrease can be contributed to the decrease between 
those who stay in the sample for five waves, and those that stay for six waves. 
The difference in T1 victimization reporting between those who drop out after 
the first interview and those who drop out after the fifth interview is 20%.  

Second, growth curve analyses were performed on only those people who 
stayed in the sample six times. Results (not shown) indicate that the decrease in 
curves remains.  

In sum, both assessments reveal that while the NCVS does suffer from se-
lective attrition because victims are more likely to prematurely leave the panel 
than non-victims, attrition alone does not account for the monotone decrease 
of victimization over time. 

Period effect 

A third possible explanation for the negative slope relates to the specific period 
in which the data were collected and addresses a potential period effect. The 
data stem from the period in which the great American crime drop occurred 
(Blumstein & Wallman, 2006; Zimring, 2007). For violent crime counts, the 
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data reveal that T1 reporting rates in the dataset fell about 16% between 1995 
and 1998 for the age groups studied in this chapter. These rates closely follow 
figures published by BJS (2006a). According to other figures released by BJS 
(2006b), victimization rates fell relatively evenly among the age groups studied 
in this chapter. Therefore, it is likely that the American crime drop contributes 
to the declining rates in victimization reporting within cohorts.  

Fatigue 

Fourth, the negative slopes could be due to panel or testing-effects. For every 
reported victimization, the NCVS includes a range of follow-up questions, 
leading to increased time and energy spent on the survey and thereby to in-
creased respondent fatigue. This ‘testing effect’ leads to less victimization re-
porting in subsequent waves (Lehnen & Reiss, 1978). In addition to testing ef-
fects, panel effects more generally result from being interviewed repeatedly. 
Lauritsen’s (1998) and Thornberry’s (1989) research on the NYS showed that 
the decline in reporting also occurs when no follow-up questions are added. 
This suggests that the observed decline in reporting is due to a panel effect 
rather than to a testing effect.  

It is not entirely clear why panel effects occur. Biderman and Cantor 
(1984, p. 709) contended that panel effects occur due to ‘respondent motiva-
tional decline – “respondent fatigue,” loss of interest, wearing out of welcome, 
accumulation of burden, decay of novelty’. This explanation is not entirely sat-
isfactory. After all, the same does not occur when survey-questions are asked 
about attitudes (Raudenbush & Chan, 1992). 

 
Since age, period, attrition, and fatigue are all perfectly multicollinear, it is im-
possible to distinguish the specific effects each of the three have on the report-
ing of victimization. In order to cancel out the period effect, the differences be-
tween reporting rates within a wave were calculated. Results show that among 
those who participate for the first time, the number of people who report vic-
timization is almost double compared to those who participate for the sixth 
time.  

This decrease in victimization reporting is still a combined effect of time 
in sample and attrition. After all, those who report most victimization leave the 
panel after a few waves and thus the victimization rate decreases too. However, 
the percent decrease remains when only selected on persons who stay in the 
sample for all six waves.  

The results in Figure 2.4 show that the decrease in victimization is espe-
cially large for younger age groups. Although these groups also start at higher 
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rates, thereby making larger slope coefficients more likely, the difference in de-
crease could also be explained by differences in the strength of panel effects 
between age groups. However, to my knowledge there is no documentation on 
whether panel effects are stronger for younger respondents. Hart, Rennison, 
and Gibson (2005) found that younger respondents who participated in a sur-
vey in the first wave were more likely to refuse participation in the second wave 
than older people. Although not necessarily, this could suggest a panel effect.  

Lauritsen (1998) argued that the interpretation of survey questions (that 
remain the same over successive measurements) may change when children 
mature. For example, a 12 year old child may experience a slap in the face 
strongly, and report it as victimization, while three years later the same person 
might simply ignore the same event and not report it, just because he or she 
during the last three years has become less sensitive to this form of interper-
sonal violence.  

Finally, it is possible that individuals who are repeatedly surveyed about 
their victimization experiences change their behavior and start to employ more 
preventive measures, which would lead to lower victimization rates. 

 
All three major explanations – attrition, the American crime drop, and fatigue 
effects– are likely causes for the decreasing reported victimization rates over 
time and may work together in concert. Given the unlikely background differ-
ences between cohorts, it is most probable that the combined time effect of at-
trition, crime drop, and fatigue causes the failure of the link test.  

One way to correct for this combined time effect is to add a time effect to 
the estimation of the age-victimization curve so that the remaining curve is 
modeled net of the combined time effect of fatigue, attrition, and the American 
crime drop. The time variable would then be an overall measure for fatigue, at-
trition, and crime drop that is measured within individuals. This is illustrated in 
Appendix 2C at the end of this chapter. However, although this approach 
seems to be the best available solution, it is not perfect because such an ap-
proach assumes that the time effect is the same for each cohort, which we can-
not be certain of. Hence, it remains unclear whether this provides an adequate 
solution to the problem at hand. There may also be interactions between age 
and time variables that the model does not take into account. In addition, we 
cannot test whether a model that includes time is sufficient to solve the prob-
lem of decreasing age-victimization curves. This is the case since including an 
effect for time in the age-victimization curves for each cohort is not possible 
because within each cohort, time and age are perfectly collinear. 
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2.6  Discussion 

Not much research has been done on lifespan patterns in victimization, in large 
part because of the lack of lifespan panel data. The aim of this chapter was to 
provide a first step in this field by investigating the shape of the general age-
victimization curve. Due to the general lack of available lifespan victimization 
data, the unique accelerated panel-design of the NCVS was explored. The ac-
celerated design has practical, financial, and methodological advantages over 
traditional longitudinal and cross-sectional designs. Hence, when the design can 
be applied to criminological data, substantial profits can be gained.  

In order to assess whether the accelerated data at hand are suitable to 
study the age-victimization curve, they have to be tested first. To this end, the 
test for accelerated data designed by Raudenbush and Chan (1992; see also Mi-
yazaki & Raudenbush, 2000) was used. First, growth curve models were ana-
lyzed for each individual cohort. It was found, for each and every cohort stud-
ied, that victimization decreased over consecutive measurements. Thus, sub-
jects consistently reported more victimizations in the first interview than in 
later interviews. A number of different explanations were offered, especially at-
trition, the American crime drop, and fatigue effects. Due to identification 
problems, these effects cannot be disentangled. This study therefore under-
scores the importance of the debate surrounding the disentangling of age, pe-
riod, and cohort effects in the measurement of lambda, or individual frequency 
of victimization or offending over time (Francis, Liu, & Soothill, 2008; Menard, 
1992). Moreover, in the case of self-report studies it adds fatigue to this debate.  

In the second step of the test, I investigated whether cohorts show the 
same underlying age-victimization curve so that the accelerated design can ac-
tually be used to study the age-victimization curve. This is a formal statistical 
test of the claim that the separate short-term curves in Figure 2.4 have enough 
overlap to be viewed as part of one general long-term curve. The analysis 
shows that cohorts cannot be linked. This result is similar to results by Laurit-
sen (1998). The failure to link the cohorts can be explained by the combined 
time effect of attrition, fatigue, and crime drop.  

 
Summing up, this chapter has shown that (1) for each and every cohort studied, 
reported victimization rates decrease over time, (2) that this can be attributed 
to a combined time effect of attrition, fatigue, and American crime drop, (3) 
that differences between cohorts are too large for them to be successfully 
linked and hence do not show an underlying general age-victimization curve, 
and (4) that this is due to the combined time effect. These findings indicate that 
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methodological issues are involved in the use of accelerated designs. These is-
sues apply equally to traditional longitudinal designs. Longitudinal designs 
where one cohort is followed over time are also affected by attrition, fatigue 
effects, and age-period effects leading to inherent difficulties in the use of the 
traditional longitudinal design for the study of age-victimization patterns. Thus, 
it is important for longitudinal research, including this dissertation, to acknowl-
edge these issues and to deal with them as best as possible. 

A way to correct for the combined time effect in the accelerated design is 
to include time as a variable in the estimation of the age-victimization. This is 
shown in Appendix 2C. Note that this approach only works for the accelerated 
longitudinal design, and not for the single-cohort longitudinal design (because 
the combined time-effect and age are confounded in single-cohort designs). 
This approach seems to be the best available solution at hand, but it is certainly 
not perfect. Such an approach assumes that the effects are similar for all age 
cohorts. In addition, we cannot test whether such a correction is sufficient due 
to the perfect collinearity of age and time within cohort. In the following two 
chapters I will correct for the combined time effects as best as possible by in-
cluding a time effect, but I acknowledge that this solution is not perfect and 
that future work remains to be done to shed further light on the methodologi-
cal issues highlighted in this chapter. 
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Appendix 2A 

Table 2A.1  Results of  linear growth  curve models on  log of personal  crime, 
ages 12‐29 (each column represents a different age cohort) 

  Cohort 
  12  13  14  15  16  17 
Fixed effects             
For base rate, 
π0i 

           

Intercept, β00  ‐2.230** 
(.006) 

‐2.230** 
(.006) 

‐2.241** 
(.005) 

‐2.235** 
(.005) 

‐2.230** 
(.006) 

‐2.237** 
(.006) 

             
For linear 
change, π1i 

           

Intercept, β10  ‐.021** 
(.007) 

‐.025** 
(.006) 

‐.032** 
(.006) 

‐.028** 
(.006) 

‐.029** 
(.007) 

‐.028** 
(.007) 

             
Variance com‐
ponents 

           

Parameter             
u0  .015 

(.002) 
.018 
(.002) 

.013 
(.001) 

.012 
(.001) 

.020 
(.002) 

.011 
(.002) 

u1  .019 
(.003) 

.012 
(.002) 

.014 
(.002) 

.013 
(.002) 

.007 
(.001) 

.014 
(.002) 

e  .145 
(.003) 

.153 
(.003) 

.125 
(.002) 

.142 
(.003) 

.154 
(.003) 

.145 
(.003) 

             
N interviews  6744  7022  6833  6955  6104  5093 
N individuals  1471  1432  1391  1455  1364  1246 
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Table 2A.1  (continued) 
  Cohort 
  18  19  20  21  22  23 
Fixed effects             
For base rate, 
π0i 

           

Intercept, β00  ‐2.243** 
(.007) 

‐2.245** 
(.007) 

‐2.249** 
(.007) 

‐2.254** 
(.007) 

‐2.255** 
(.007) 

‐2.259** 
(.006) 

             
For linear 
change, π1i 

           

Intercept, β10  ‐.024** 
(.009) 

‐.045** 
(.010) 

‐.026** 
(.009) 

‐.022** 
(.008) 

‐.009 
(.008) 

‐.009 
(.007) 

             
Variance com‐
ponents 

           

Parameter             
u0  .008 

(.002) 
.010 
(.002) 

.007 
(.001) 

.007 
(.002) 

.007 
(.002) 

.006 
(.002) 

u1  .020 
(.003) 

.030 
(.004) 

.029 
(.004) 

.008 
(.002) 

.006 
(.002) 

.005 
(.002) 

e  .131 
(.003) 

.120 
(.002) 

.107 
(.003) 

.107 
(.003) 

.101 
(.003) 

.097 
(.003) 

             
N interviews  3839  3333  3279  2769  2998  3094 
N individuals  984  853  862  753  789  841 
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Table 2A.1  (continued) 
  Cohort 
  24  25  26  27  28  29 
Fixed effects             
For base rate, 
π0i 

           

Intercept, β00  ‐2.273** 
(.005) 

‐2.263** 
(.005) 

‐2.263** 
(.005) 

‐2.261** 
(.005) 

‐2.267** 
(.005) 

‐2.280** 
(.004) 

             
For linear 
change, π1i 

           

Intercept, β10  ‐.013* 
(.006) 

‐.011 
(.006) 

‐.019** 
(.006) 

‐.011 
(.005) 

‐.016** 
(.005) 

‐.009* 
(.004) 

             
Variance com‐
ponents 

           

Parameter             
u0  .004 

(.001) 
.004 
(.001) 

.006 
(.001) 

.010 
(.001) 

.004 
(.001) 

.003 
(.001) 

u1  .007 
(.001) 

.002 
(.001) 

.010 
(.002) 

.001 
(.000) 

.004 
(.001) 

.003 
(.001) 

e  .063 
(.002) 

.087 
(.002) 

.083 
(.002) 

.087 
(.002) 

.080 
(.002) 

.050 
(.001) 

             
N interviews  3794  3945  4510  4700  4838  4744 
N individuals  967  1003  1102  1135  1162  1132 
**p < .01 *p < .05 
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Appendix 2B 

Table 2B.1  Results of link analysis (full model) 
Full model  Victimization 
Fixed effects   
For base rate, π0i   
Intercept, β00  ‐2.244 (.007) 
Cohort 13  .008 (.009) 
Cohort 14  ‐.013 (.009) 
Cohort 15  .007 (.009) 
Cohort 16  .011 (.010) 
Cohort 17  .007 (.010) 
Cohort 18  ‐.017 (.011) 
Cohort 19  ‐.020 (.012) 
Cohort 20  ‐.016 (.012) 
Cohort 21  ‐.013 (.012) 
Cohort 22  ‐.020 (.012) 
Cohort 23  ‐.016 (.012) 
Cohort 24  ‐.033 (.011) 
Cohort 25  ‐.013 (.011) 
Cohort 26  ‐.026 (.011) 
Cohort 27  ‐.017 (.010) 
Cohort 28  ‐.022 (.010) 
Cohort 29  ‐.037 (.010) 
   
For linear change, π1i   
Intercept, β10  ‐.021 (.006) 
Cohort 13  ‐.025 (.005) 
Cohort 14  ‐.031 (.006) 
Cohort 15  ‐.028 (.006) 
Cohort 16  ‐.028 (.006) 
Cohort 17  ‐.027 (.007) 
Cohort 18  ‐.020 (.007) 
Cohort 19  ‐.041 (.008) 
Cohort 20  ‐.024 (.008) 
Cohort 21  ‐.022 (.009) 
Cohort 22  ‐.007 (.009) 
Cohort 23  ‐.008 (.008) 
Cohort 24  ‐.013 (.008) 
Cohort 25  ‐.012 (.007) 
Cohort 26  ‐.018 (.007) 



 
Chapter 2 

52 

Table 2B.1  (continued) 
Full model  Victimization 
Cohort 27  ‐.012 (.007) 
Cohort 28  ‐.016 (.007) 
Cohort 29  ‐.010 (.007) 
   
For linear change, π2i   
Intercept, β20   .022 (.007) 
Cohort 13  .008 (.007) 
Cohort 14  .021 (.007) 
Cohort 15  .003 (.007) 
Cohort 16  .004 (.008) 
Cohort 17  .000 (.008) 
Cohort 18  .027 (.010) 
Cohort 19  .030 (.010) 
Cohort 20  .020 (.010) 
Cohort 21  .004 (.011) 
Cohort 22  .012 (.011) 
Cohort 23  .002 (.011) 
Cohort 24  .005 (.010) 
Cohort 25  ‐.010 (.009) 
Cohort 26  .010 (.009) 
Cohort 27  ‐.001 (.009) 
Cohort 28  ‐.002 (.008) 
Cohort29  .001 (.009) 
   
Variance components   
Parameter   
u0  .009 
u1  .010 
u2  .008 
e  .112 
   
N interviews  84594 
N individuals  19942 
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Table 2B.2  Results of link analysis (reduced model) 
Reduced model  Victimization 
Fixed effects   
For base rate, η0i   
Intercept, ζ00  ‐2.254 (.002) 
   
For linear change, η1i   
Intercept, ζ10  ‐.003 (.000) 
   
For linear change, η2i   
Intercept, ζ20  .000 (.000) 
   
Variance components   
Parameter   
v0  .009 
v1  .010 
v2  .008 
r  .112 
   
N interviews  84594 
N individuals  19942 

 
Likelihood-ratio test                                LR Chi2(51)  =    215.00 
Prob > Chi2  =    0.000 
 
The likelihood-ratio test is significant which means that the full model fits the 
data better than the reduced model. 
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Appendix 2C 

In this appendix, I add the time effects to the age-victimization curve estima-
tion to control for the combined time effect of fatigue, attrition, and the 
American crime drop. While the diagnostic tests were done only on the ages 12 
to 29, the analysis is now extended to all ages, ranging from 12 to 90 (T1 ages). 
This allows us to plot the more or less full life-course.  

First, the general age-victimization curve is defined, uncontrolled for the 
effect of time. Since we expect that the full age-victimization curve from 12 to 
92 resembles a polynomial, we add a cubic function of age to the model earlier 
defined in equation (2.1). This leads to Model 1, defined as: 
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Age is centered on the median age of the total sample and divided by ten. 
The Level two model is defined as: 

ii v0000 += ζη  (2C.2) 

101 ζη =i  

202 ζη =i  

303 ζη =i  

where 00ζ , 10ζ , 20ζ , and 30ζ represent the fixed effects for the grand mean 
victimization score at age 52, the rate of change, the rate of acceleration, and 
the cubic function of age respectively. The term iv 0  is the random effect for 
individual i.  

We now adapt the equation to include a variable for the combined time 
effect of fatigue, attrition, and crime drop. This leads to Model 2, defined as: 
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The time variable is an overall measure for fatigue, attrition, and crime 
drop that is measured within individuals. The Level two model is defined as:  
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ii v 0000 += ζη  (2C.4) 

101 ζη =i  

202 ζη =i  

303 ζη =i  

404 ζη =i  

where the fixed effects 00ζ , 10ζ , 20ζ , and 30ζ  represent the grand mean vic-
timization score at age 52, the grand mean rate of change, the rate of accelera-
tion, and the cubic function of age respectively. The term 40ζ  is the fixed ef-
fect for the combined time effect of fatigue, attrition, and crime drop. The term 

iv 0  models the random effects for individual i. 
 

Results of the growth curve analysis are shown in Table 2C.1. In Model 1, no 
combined time effect is included. Consequently, the combined time effect of 
attrition, fatigue, and crime drop is absorbed by the age variable and the inter-
cept. In Model 2, a separate variable for the time-effect is introduced, and thus 
the age variable represents the effects of age and the constant controlled for 
the combined time effect.  

The results in Model 2 show that the time effect is highly significant and 
the effect size is relatively large compared to the effect of age. Comparing the 
results of Model 1 to Model 2, we see that adding the time effect leads to a 
change in the intercept. This is graphically shown in Figure 2C.1, which shows 
the relationship between age and victimization. The dashed line represents the 
age-victimization curve uncontrolled for the effect of time (i.e. Model 1), while 
the solid curve represents the age-victimization curve controlled for the effect 
of time (i.e. Model 2). The controlled curve has a higher level and a slightly dif-
ferent slope than the uncontrolled curve. In general, the shape of the curves 
reflects the prediction from lifestyle theory, as was laid out earlier. 
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Table 2C.1  Results of growth curve analysis of  the average age‐victimization 
curve 

  Model 1  Model 2 
  Victimization, excl. time  Victimization, incl. time 
Fixed effects     
For base rate, η0i     
Intercept  ‐2.284** (.001)  ‐2.274** (.001) 
     
For linear change, η1i     
Age  ‐.006** (.001)  ‐.006** (.001) 
     
For linear change, η2i     
Age2  .001** (.000)  .001** (.000) 
     
For linear change, η3i     
Age3  .000** (.000)  .000** (.000) 
     
For linear change, η4i     
Time    ‐.004** (.000) 
     
Variance components     
Parameter     
v1  .006 (.000)  .006 (.000) 
r  .063 (.000)  .063 (.000) 
     
N interviews  360660  360660 
N individuals  75431  75431 

**p < .01 *p < .05 
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Figure 2C.1  Age‐victimization curve for ages 12‐92, corrected and uncorrected 
for time 
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Chapter 3 

The Role of Self‐Control in the Link Between Prior 

and Future Victimization: An Indirect Test7 

3.1  Introduction 

We know from previous research that prior victimization has a direct and posi-
tive effect on future victimization (Lauritsen & Davis Quinet, 1995; Ousey et 
al., 2008; Schreck et al., 2006; Tseloni & Pease, 2004; Wittebrood & 
Nieuwbeerta, 2000). In other words: when one of two completely identical per-
sons in identical circumstances is victimized while the other is not, the former 
has a higher likelihood of future victimization than the latter. This mechanism 
is also called ‘Once bitten twice bitten’ (OBTB; Farrell & Pease, 1993). The ex-
planations for the direct and positive relationship between prior and future vic-
timization are clouded. In fact, we should expect the reverse: We should expect 
that victimization increases individuals’ efforts to prevent future crimes, and 
that these prevention efforts are successful. Thus, we should expect a negative 
relationship between prior and future victimization. Such a negative relation-
ship is also called ‘Once bitten twice shy’ (OBTS).  

In this chapter, it is argued that a potential reason for the lack of evidence 
for the OBTS mechanism is that this mechanism only applies to some victims 
but not to others. More specifically, in line with Schreck et al. (2006) it is ar-
gued that the taking of precautionary measures after victimization depends on 
levels of self-control. Because individuals with high self-control are likely to be 
oriented towards the future, to be diligent and risk-avoidant, they are more 
likely to take precautionary measures after victimization than individuals with 
low self-control. Consequently, if these measures are effective, the risk of re-
peat victimization should be decreased for individuals with higher levels of self-
control compared to individuals with lower levels of self-control. Hence, while 
the relationship between prior and future victimization may be positive across 
                                                   
7 A revised version of this chapter is to be submitted for publication (co-authored by Prof. 
dr. Rolf Loeber, University of Pittsburgh). 
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all individuals (OBTB), the relationship should be negative for individuals with 
high levels of self-control (OBTS). Recent research has suggested support for 
this hypothesis. Schreck et al. (2006) found that those with high self-control are 
more likely to change their lifestyles after victimization than those with low 
self-control. In this chapter, I build on the research by Schreck et al. (2006) by 
investigating whether the link between prior and future victimization depends 
on the victim’s level of self-control.  

3.2  Self‐control theory and its application to victimization 

According to lifestyle theory and routine activities theory, victimization varies 
in accordance with opportunity structures (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Hindelang 
et al., 1978). As described in Chapter 1, lifestyle theory contends that demo-
graphic characteristics of individuals determine role expectations and structural 
constraints that individuals and groups adapt their behavior to. These adapta-
tions result in routine behavioral patterns – or lifestyles – that are associated 
with a certain amount of exposure to crime. Some lifestyles lead to high expo-
sure to crime and thus to high victimization risk, while other lifestyles lead to 
much lower exposure and thus to lower victimization risk (Hindelang et al., 
1978). Although lifestyles and routine activities are important in the prediction 
of victimization risk, opportunity theories pay less attention to the etiological 
sources of behavior. That is, apart from demographic characteristics, they do 
not explain why some individuals lead more risky lives than others. A useful 
explanation for inter-individual differences in risky lifestyles is provided by self-
control theory (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). 

Self-control theory was developed to explain the committing of criminal 
acts and ‘analogous behaviors’ including traffic accidents, household fires, high 
school drop-out, teen pregnancies, drug and alcohol use, inability to keep jobs, 
illness, early death, and victimization. The developers of self-control theory, 
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), regarded all distinctions between types of 
crimes and analogous behaviors as irrelevant and their theory has been de-
signed to explain a wide range of ‘undesirable outcomes’, including both crimi-
nal acts and analogous behaviors. According to Gottfredson and Hirschi 
(1990), the committing of criminal acts and analogous behaviors, like all human 
conduct, can be understood as ‘the self-interested pursuit of pleasure or the 
avoidance of pain’ (p. 5). The objects of criminal acts (such as money or desir-
able goods) and analogous behaviors are considered pleasurable for anyone in 
the population, but it is especially the pains (e.g. physical injury, judicial conse-
quences, disapproval of parents) of these acts and behaviors that are not dis-
tributed equally. Thus, self-control influences the way in and the extent to 
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which the consequences of behavior are calculated, with individuals with low 
self-control choosing short-term pleasures over longer-term consequences. Ac-
cording to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), individuals with low levels of self-
control have a tendency to respond to immediate stimuli from their environ-
ment, to have a ‘here and now’ attitude, to lack diligence, tenacity and persis-
tence, to be adventurous, active, and physical, to have little interest in long-
term commitment, to be self-centered, indifferent or insensitive to feelings of 
others, to have minimal tolerance for frustration, and to have little ability to re-
spond verbally in conflict situations. In-effective child-rearing is seen as the 
major cause for low self-control. The extent to which individuals exert self-
control is thus determined in childhood, and differences between individuals in 
self-control after childhood are hypothesized to be stable (although empirical 
studies have shown somewhat mixed support for such stability, see Arneklev, 
Cochran, & Gainey, 1998; Turner & Piquero, 2002). In their meta-analysis on 
existing empirical studies on self-control theory, Pratt and Cullen (2000) found 
that self-control is an important predictor for crime and analogous behaviors.  

 
Although studies on self-control have traditionally focused on delinquency and 
related behaviors, self-control theory has recently also been applied to the study 
of victimization. Schreck (1999) was the first to systematically formulate princi-
ples for the relationship between self-control theory and victimization. He ar-
gued that low self-control is associated with risky behaviors, which in turn lead 
to increased vulnerability to victimization. Gottfredson and Hischi developed 
six elements of low self-control, which Schreck (1999; see also Piquero et al., 
2005; Stewart et al., 2004) applied to victimization. I briefly discuss all six ele-
ments here. First, individuals with low self-control are generally characterized 
by a lack of future orientation. This leads to a general ignorance of the conse-
quences of one’s risky behavior. Individuals with low self-control are conse-
quently not interested in or not aware of possibilities to take precautions 
against victimization, which should lead to relatively high levels of victimiza-
tion. Second, individuals with low self-control are self-centered and not sensitive 
to the feelings of others. This can lead to reduced levels of social support so 
that individuals with low levels of self-control can count on less protection 
from others in violent situations. Similarly, they may not be able to count on 
high levels of guardianship from neighbors or friends so that their risk of bur-
glary and theft victimization may be higher. Third, low frustration tolerance may 
lead those with low self-control to be easily provoked by others, so that they 
are at higher risk of getting involved in fights. Similarly, due to their lower tol-
erance levels, they may also be relatively likely to provoke violent acts from 
others. Fourth, a lack of persistence and tenacity leads to less motivation to use po-
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tentially complicated precaution measures. Fifth, individuals with low self-
control have a preference for physical activity (compared to mental activity). As a re-
sult, they are relatively likely to get physical in risky situations, which leads to 
increased risk of getting into fights. Sixth, the preference for thrill-seeking activi-
ties increases the likelihood of encountering dangerous environments or indi-
viduals. As a result, individuals with low self-control may be more likely to 
come into close proximity to potential offenders, which leads to a higher risk 
of victimization. Thus, because individuals with low levels of self-control are 
more likely to get into fights and are less likely to be willing to take precautions 
against victimization, they have an increased vulnerability to become victim-
ized. Individuals with low self-control do not intentionally bring themselves 
into high-risk situations, but rather ‘the lack of self-control precludes an aware-
ness of the potential deleterious outcomes of their own risky behaviors and in-
cludes a particularly strong taste for action and danger’ (Kerly, Hochstetler, & 
Copes, 2009, p. 555). The link between low self-control and victimization may 
also be mediated through intelligence. Loeber, DeLamatre, Tita, Cohen, 
Stouthamer-Loeber, and Farrington (1999) found that victims of serious gun 
injuries and gun mortality did poorly in school. Academic achievement and in-
telligence, in turn, have been related to (components of) self-control (Lynam, 
Moffitt, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1993; Newsome, Day, & Catano, 2000) 

Several studies have tested the relationship between low self-control and 
victimization. They provide evidence for a link between low self-control and 
victimization across different crime types and different samples. Forde and 
Kennedy (1997) found that elements of low self-control were associated with 
victimization, both directly and indirectly, through imprudent behaviors and 
risky routine activities. Schreck (1999) used data from undergraduate college 
students from Arizona and found that low self-control increased the odds of 
victimization for both property and violent crime, also when delinquency was 
controlled for. Stewart, Elifson, and Sterk (2004) investigated the relationship 
between self-control and personal victimization in a sample of drug-using fe-
male offenders from Atlanta. Their results showed that net of demographics 
and risky lifestyles, low self-control had a significant effect on personal victimi-
zation. Schreck et al. (2002; see also Nofziger, 2009) used a sample of high 
school students from Arkansas and found that low self-control was related to 
personal victimization. Piquero et al. (2005) used data from male youth parol-
ees from California and found that low self-control predicts homicide victimi-
zation. Using data from the Gang Resistance Education and Training program 
across several American cities, Schreck et al. (2006) found that low self-control 
significantly predicted victimization. Holtfreter et al. (2008) conducted research 
among a representative sample of adults in Florida and found that fraud vic-
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timization was related to low self-control net of demographics. Archer and 
Southall (2009) investigated the relationship between self-control and bullying 
behavior and victimization among English male prisoners. They reported sig-
nificant and positive zero-order correlation between low self-control and bully-
ing victimization. Finally, Kerly et al. (2009) used data from prison inmates 
about prison victimization. Their results showed that risk seeking was associ-
ated with prison victimization (property and violent) and that temper was re-
lated to prison infractions.  

3.2.1  Self‐control and the link between prior and future victimization 

Victimization can have several unpleasant consequences for victims. Victimiza-
tions such as burglary and theft can lead to considerable financial loss. They 
may also cause smaller inconveniences, such as having to call insurance com-
panies for reimbursements, and having to invest time in going to the police. 
Victimization can also cause extensive psychological stress, particularly in the 
case of violence. Psychological research has shown that victimization can cause 
Post Traumatic Stress Disorder, with victims experiencing long-term psycho-
logical problems (Winkel, 2007). Thus, victimization generally leads to unpleas-
ant consequences for victims. As a result, we would expect victimization to be 
followed by precautionary measures to prevent future victimization. Such pre-
cautionary measures may include installing locks on doors and windows, re-
stricting risky activities, bringing along company when going out, etc. However, 
as mentioned, prior research has not found much support for such an OBTS 
mechanism. In this chapter, it is argued that a potential reason for this is that 
the OBTS mechanism only applies to some individuals. Undertaking preven-
tion measures is not necessarily enjoyable. It may require victims to drastically 
change lifestyles, or to learn how to use complicated technical devices. In addi-
tion, since most individuals are not victimized very often, the potential rewards 
of taking precautionary measures may only lie in the distant future (Ouellette & 
Wood, 1998). Changing behavior requires effort since one cannot resort to al-
ready established habits. Thus, it requires diligence, persistence, and apprecia-
tion of future outcomes to adapt one’s lifestyle and stick to this adaptation for 
an extended period of time. These are characteristics that are associated with 
high levels of self-control.  

Individuals with high self-control are relatively likely to take into account 
future outcomes, to have relatively high levels of social support, frustration tol-
erance, and diligence, to make more use of their mental abilities than of their 
physical abilities, and to have limited interest in thrill-seeking activities. As a re-
sult, they should be relatively likely to take precautions against repeat victimiza-
tion. Thus, given prior victimization, higher self-control should be predictive of 
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lower likelihood of future victimization. At the same time, individuals with 
lower self-control are less oriented towards the consequences of their actions 
for their vulnerability to crime victimization, they perceive low frustration tol-
erance and low levels of tenacity and persistence, and they are interested in 
risk-seeking activities. As a result, they are relatively unlikely to take precaution-
ary measures after victimization, which would lead to a relatively high risk of 
repeat victimization. In sum, we should expect that the OBTS mechanism is 
relatively more likely to occur among victims with high self-control, while the 
OBTB mechanism is relatively more likely to occur among victims with low 
self-control. Furthermore, we should expect this to be true across crime types 
since Gottfredson and Hirschi have posited their theory as a general theory of 
crime that should explain criminal outcomes across crime types. 

Schreck et al. (2006) investigated whether high self-control is indeed asso-
ciated with precautionary behavior and consequently lower victimization risk. 
Their results indicate that for 6th to 8th graders with low self-control, victimiza-
tion at T1 was positively associated with risky activities at T2, namely delin-
quency and peer delinquency. For those with high self-control however, the as-
sociation between victimization at T1 and delinquency at T2 was insignificant, 
which suggests that victims with high self-control change risky lifestyles in the 
aftermath of victimization. In addition, the direct effect of victimization at T1 
on victimization at T3 was higher for individuals with low self-control that for 
individuals with high self-control. 

In order to built on Schreck et al.’s (2006) analysis, in this chapter I test 
whether the relationship between prior and future victimization differs for lev-
els of self-control. Based on the review of prior literature and theory, the hy-
potheses to be tested in this chapter are: 
1. Prior victimization increases the risk of future victimization; 
2. The effect of prior victimization on future victimization decreases as self-

control increases; 
3. Hypotheses (1) and (2) hold across crime types. 

3.3  Data 

The Pittsburgh Youth Study (henceforth PYS) is a longitudinal study of boys 
that started in 1987. Participants were collected through primary schools. Half 
of the sample consists of boys who scored high on anti-social measures at 
screening. In total 58% of boys are of African-American, Hispanic, American 
Indian, or mixed descent. The initial dataset consists of three cohorts: the 
youngest, middle and oldest cohort. The current study uses data from the old-
est cohort Initial participation rates for boys and their parents were high at 



 
The Role of Self‐Control in the Link Between Prior and Future Victimization: An Indirect Test 

65 

83.9% and remained high throughout the collection period, averaging at 89.5% 
over 15 follow-ups (Loeber et al., 2008). The current study uses those nine 
waves of the data in which victimization questions were administered. The av-
erage age of the respondents ranges from 16 in the first relevant wave (Wave 
G) to 25 in the last relevant wave (Wave Z). 

3.3.1  Dependent variables 

The key dependent variables for the current chapter are count variables for vio-
lent victimization and theft victimization. In the PYS, respondents are asked 
about incidents of forcible theft (robbery), intentional injury (assault), and theft 
over the past year. Items on minor assault are not included in the question-
naires. The literal question for robbery victimization is: ‘How many times in the 
past year has anyone used a weapon, force, or strong-arm method to try to get 
money or things from you?’ The literal question for intentional injury is: ‘How 
many times in the past year has anyone seriously injured or hurt you on pur-
pose?’ The literal question for theft is: ‘How often in the past year has anything 
been stolen from you?’ Due to their rarity, the current chapter combines inci-
dents of assault and robbery into one overall variable of violent victimization. 
In one of the included waves (Wave O) the victimization questions were not 
administered. As a result, the victimization variables are missing for this wave. 
Although I do not expect that this greatly influences the outcomes of this study 
due to the large number of waves included, it should be noted that the effects 
are somewhat underestimated.  

Table 3.1 presents the number of waves in which respondents were vic-
timized. Across crime types, about 6% of respondents were victimized in at 
least six out of nine waves. This suggests a pattern of chronic victimization. 
Note that not all respondents participated in each wave of data collection. 
When the number of waves in which victimization occurred is corrected for 
the number of waves in which respondents participated, a total of 40 respon-
dents (8.8%) were victimized in at least six waves.  

The Lorenz curve in Figure 3.1 shows that the distribution of the number 
of victimization incidents (measured across all waves) is skewed. If the distribu-
tion had not been skewed at all, the curve would have been a straight line with 
an angle of 45 degrees (as illustrated in the graph). The distribution is most 
skewed for violence. Note that I capped outliers in this table. Using the raw 
counts of victimization results in an even more skewed distribution.  

Table 3.2 reports percentages based on transition probabilities of victimi-
zation. Transition probabilities demonstrate the change in a variable over time. 
The results show that for all respondents, the likelihood of being a non-victim 
in the next year is higher than the likelihood of being a victim. However, the 
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extent to which this is the case differs markedly between respondents. For ex-
ample, for non-victims at time T, the percentage not being the victim of theft 
in the following year is 87%. In contrast, of those who were the victim of theft 
at least twice in a given year, 68% is not victimized in the following year. This 
indicates a positive relationship between prior and future victimization. 

Table 3.1  Number of waves in which respondents were victimized 
Number  of waves  in which  individual was 
victimized 

Theft 
(# respondents) 

Violence 

0  151 (30%)  277 (55%) 
1  145 (29%)  122 (24%) 
2  86 (17%)  59 (12%) 
3  51 (10%)  21 (4%) 
4  31 (6%)  13 (3%) 
5  22 (4%)  3 (1%) 
6  10 (2%)  2 (0%) 
7  1 (0%)  ‐ 
8  ‐  ‐ 
Missing  9 (1.8%)  9 (1.8%) 
Total  506 (100%)  506 (100%) 

Figure 3.1  Lorenz  curve  illustrating  the  inequality of victimization across  re‐
spondents 
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Victimization within waves and within individuals ranges from 0 to 367 

incidents. The number of individuals who report more than 5 incidents of theft 
or violent victimization per wave is very small and these cases are effectively 
outliers. Although outliers are not necessarily a problem, and can be interesting 
because they challenge theories and may identify limiting conditions, in this 
case they appear to represent a small number of ‘victimization series’ where 
victims suffer a series of related crimes on a daily or weekly basis (e.g. domestic 
violence). To prevent that these cases would disproportionately influence the 
regression results, a decision was made to cap the victimization incidents at five 
incidents for the regression analyses. I use linear regression models (see below). 
Since the dependent variables are skewed to the left (zero), and since logarith-
mic transformations better approach a normal distribution, they are logarithmi-
cally transformed (after zeros were replaced with .1). 

3.3.2  Main predictors of interest 

As the main interest of this chapter, an effect for prior victimization for both theft 
and violence is included.  

As explained in the theoretical framework, I expect that the effect of prior 
victimization differs between levels of self-control. Self-control measures were 
derived from Wave G. Parents and teachers were asked about their sons’ fre-
quency of impulsivity, talking out of turn, wanting something right away, being 
impatient, and being inattentive (Cronbach’s α = .76). A sum measure of the 
frequency of occurrence of these five behaviors (with 0 ‘for ‘never’ and 1 for 
‘sometimes or often’) was composed to indicate the level of self-control. Self-
control ranges from 0 (low self-control) to 5 (high self-control) between indi-

Table 3.2  Transition percentages of victimization 
Time T  Time T+1 
Theft victimiza‐
tion 

0 incidents  1 incident  2+ incidents  Total 

0 incidents  87.29%  8.81%  3.91%  100.00% 
1 incidents  65.86%  19.35%  14.78%  100.00% 
2+ incidents  67.70%  11.95%  20.35%  100.00% 
         
Violent victimi‐
zation 

       

0 incidents  93.65%  4.73%  1.63%  100.00% 
1 incidents  73.98%  17.35%  8.67%  100.00% 
2+ incidents  63.53%  15.29%  21.18%  100.00% 
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viduals, with a mean of 2.34 and standard deviation of 1.75. The measure for 
self-control used is akin to frequently used measures of impulsivity (see White, 
Moffitt, Caspi, Bartusch, Needles, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1994 for an extensive 
discussion). It should be noted that 54 individuals have missing values on the 
self-control variable. These individuals also have disproportionate numbers of 
missings on the victimization variables.  

In order to see if our measure of self-control is related to the total number 
of victimizations across all waves, I computed zero-order correlations. The cor-
relation between (the natural log of) theft victimization and self-control is -.14 
(p < .01) and the correlation between (the natural log of) violent victimization 
and self-control is -.13 (p < .01). Thus, higher levels of self-control are associ-
ated with lower levels of both theft and violent victimization.  

There has been discussion about whether attitudinal measures or behav-
ioral measures should be used to best measure self-control. First, Marcus 
(2004) argued that questionnaire responses on abstract attitudes require cogni-
tive effort, which reduces the likelihood that undistorted answers are given. 
Second, he argued that respondents with low self-control are more likely to 
provide distorted answers because they are less likely to have the skills to pro-
vide the introspection and assessment of the self that is required for answering 
attitudinal self-control questions. The advantage of the PYS measures of self-
control is that they are derived from teacher and parent reports and not from 
children themselves which should ameliorate this second problem. On the 
other hand, it should be noted that parents’ and children’s levels of self-control 
are related (Boutwell & Beaver, 2010). As a potential solution to overcome the 
measurement issues associated with attitudinal measures of self-control, it has 
been proposed to use behavioral measures (Marcus, 2004). However, Evans, 
Cullen, Burton, and Dunaway (1997) noted that the use of behavioral measures 
may be problematic: ‘It is not clear whether self-control is predicting crime or 
whether behaviors similar in nature (analogous and criminal) are merely pre-
dicting themselves’ (p. 495). As mentioned earlier, Pratt and Cullen (2000) con-
ducted a meta-analysis on the relationship between self-control and crime and 
analogous behaviors. They found that ‘effect size was not significantly affected 
by whether self-control was measured by an attitudinal or behavioral measure 
or whether it was measured by Grasmick et al.’s (1993) scale or by scales devel-
oped by other scholars’ (Pratt & Cullen, 2000, p. 952). Although the measure 
of self-control that I use is based on a limited number of items, given that it is 
significantly related to victimization, I feel that it is the best measure available. 
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3.3.3  Control variables: Lifestyle changes 

Besides prior victimization, several other lifestyle changes can also influence 
victimization risk. Thus, it is important to control for them. Moreover, some 
may even mediate the role of self-control in the link between prior and future 
victimization. That is, prior victimization can lead victims to change risky ac-
tivities and proximity to crime. In the following, I discuss which control vari-
ables for lifestyles change and proximity to crime are included in the regression 
analyses. 

As discussed, lifestyle theory suggests that demographic characteristics de-
termine role expectations and structural constraints and ultimately exposure to 
crime (Hindelang et al., 1978). Socio-economic status (henceforth SES) is a 
powerful demographic characteristic that influences exposure to crime because 
it ‘is closely associated with life chances and life experiences because it is reflex-
ive of one’s position in the economic structure, which is one of the most im-
portant constraints on behavioral options’ (Hindelang et al., 1978, p. 249). SES 
is measured through the Hollingshead index (Hollingshead, 1975; Loeber et al., 
2008) and based on the higher score of male or female caretaker’s education 
and occupation. Starting wave K, the questions assess SES of the respondent 
himself, instead of the caretaker’s. 

Several studies have found that indicators for risky behavior are related to 
increased victimization risk. One of the most risky activities has been shown to 
be delinquency: Individuals who are involved in delinquent behavior run a 
higher risk of being victimized themselves (Berg, 2009; Lauritsen et al., 1991; 
Wittebrood & Nieuwbeerta, 1999; Wittebrood & Van Wilsem, 2000). Our 
measure of delinquency is based on the total frequency of self-reported delin-
quency (which includes carrying hidden weapons, vandalism, fire setting, avoid-
ing paying for things, breaking and entering, theft, shoplifting, picking pockets, 
theft of or from car, dealing in stolen goods, joyriding, check fraud, credit card 
fraud, cheating someone with fraudulent sale, attacking with intent to hurt, 
forcible robbery, gang fighting, forced or coerced sex, marijuana selling, and 
hard drug selling). Delinquency was capped at 25 incidents. 

Alcohol and drugs consumption is also associated with an increased risk 
of victimization due to provocative behavior or reduced vigilantism on the part 
of the victim and increased exposure to motivated offenders (Dümig & Van 
Dijk, 1975; Felson & Burchfield, 2004; Fisher, Sloan, Cullen, & Lu, 1998; 
Lasley, 1989; Stewart, Elifson, & Sterk, 2004). Substance use is operationalized as 
a sum measure of the youth’s use of alcohol, marijuana, and hard drugs. 

Another risk factor for victimization is carrying a gun. Loeber et al. (1999) 
investigated background differences between homicide and gunshot victims 
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and a group of control respondents, and found that the group of victims was 
more likely to carry a hidden weapon, to own a gun, and to bring a gun for 
other purposes than hunting. I include a dichotomous variable for gun carrying. 

But not only ‘deviant’ activities increase the risk of victimization. Cohen 
and Felson (1979) proposed that the spatial and temporal structures of every-
day legitimate activities are inherently linked to crime exposure. They proposed 
that out-of-home activities decrease guardianship capabilities and therefore in-
crease the risk of predatory victimization. Guardianship is potentially low in 
out-of-home environments – such as in out-of-home jobs and on student cam-
puses. Student measures whether the respondent is a high school student, col-
lege student or other student who is not working full-time. Fulltime job indicates 
whether the respondent works full-time, regardless of student-status. 

Increased probability of victimization is also a function of one’s proximity 
to individuals who engage in risky activities. There are at least three ways in 
which proximity to such individuals can be operationalized. First, Schreck et al. 
(2004; see also Lauritsen & Davis Quinet, 1995) found that having delinquent 
friends is associated with increased victimization risk. They posited that in-
volvement with delinquent peers increases exposure to motivated offenders, 
while at the same time delinquent peers are not as likely to act as suitable 
guardians. In addition, violent subcultures in such delinquent peer groups in-
crease the extent to which members of such groups are accessible for other 
members. Peer delinquency, measured indirectly through the respondent himself, 
combines nine delinquent behaviors of peers on a five point scale. 

Second, proximity to potential offenders is high when individuals join 
gangs. Peterson, Taylor, and Esbensen (2004) argued that gang members are at 
a higher risk of victimization because they have to participate in violent initia-
tion rituals, because they are subjected to harsh discipline rules by fellow gang 
members, and because they and their fellow gang members can be targets for 
rivaling gangs. Gang membership assesses whether the youth has been a member 
of a youth or street gang. 

Third, living in a disadvantaged neighborhood increases victimization risk 
(Van Dijk, 2005; Van Wilsem, 2003; Wittebrood, 2000). Neighborhoods that 
are characterized by social disorganization, low social capital, and low collective 
efficacy are ineffective in deterring crime and supervising youth (Bernasco & 
Luykx, 2003; Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; Sampson, 2004; Sampson, Rauden-
busch, & Earls, 1997; Shaw & McKay, 1969 [1942]). As a consequence indi-
viduals living in such neighborhoods have an increased risk of victimization. 
Disadvantaged neighborhood is a construct based on 17 items that assesses the 
prevalence of abandoned buildings, unemployment, racial tension, and a range 
of criminal activities. In waves G and I, the neighborhood questionnaire was 
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completed by the caretaker; starting wave K it was completed by the respon-
dent himself (Loeber et al., 2008). 

Some of these control variables may be mediators for the link between 
prior and future victimization. For example, Dugan (1999) found that property 
victimization – but not violent victimization – was significantly related to deci-
sion to move. Furthermore, and as noted, Schreck et al. (2006) found that indi-
viduals with high self-control change their lifestyles (delinquency and associa-
tions with delinquent peers) after victimization. Thus, changes in risky activities 
and proximity to crime may mediate the relationship between prior victimiza-
tion and future victimization. Not all lifestyle variables are expected to be me-
diating the link between prior and future victimization. However, I include 
them because lifestyle variables have been shown to be important predictors 
for victimization risk (see e.g. Wittebrood & Nieuwbeerta, 2000). Moreover, it 
has been argued that changes in several different lifestyles may be related to 
one another because they are part of broader lifestyle choices. For example, a 
decision to stop delinquent activities may not stand on its own, but may reflect 
one’s decision that it is “time to grow up” (Bjerk, 2009, p. 393), to start college, 
get a job, and to stop hanging out with delinquent friends. All of these lifestyle 
choices may as a whole affect victimization. Thus, in order to be sure that the 
effect of a variable can be ascribed to that variable itself, and not to such 
‘blocks’ of lifestyle choices, it is important to control for other lifestyle vari-
ables as well (Bjerk, 2009).  

Summary statistics of the control variables are shown in Table 3.3. In or-
der to gain an idea of how the predictors are related to victimization risk, Table 
3.4 shows bivariate correlations between the mean levels of the predictor vari-
ables over all waves and both types of victimization. 

 
In all analyses, I furthermore include a control variable that indicates the se-
quence of the year of measurement (Wave). The reason for this was indicated in 
Chapter 2, where it was found that victimization reporting decreases with age. 
As noted, in order to include a correction for such effects, one can include a 
time effect (indicating wave of measurement) in the analysis. This was done in 
the current chapter. However, in single-cohort studies the correlation between 
age and wave is perfect and therefore the two become indistinguishable. This 
was also the case for the current data. Although the PYS oldest cohort includes 
several different age cohorts, with most of the respondents being of age 15, 16 
or 17 at wave G, the correlation between age and wave is 
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.968. Therefore, I could not include both age and wave in the analyses. In the 
current analysis, this is not problematic. Age is in the current analysis not con-
sidered a central factor. In addition, while age can be used as an approximation 
for changing lifestyles over time, the PYS includes more direct measures for 
changes in lifestyles, such as indicators for delinquency, gang membership, de-
linquent friends, etc. Thus, since age was not considered one of the key inter-
                                                   
8 The correlation is not 1 because the PYS oldest cohort includes different age cohorts 
(with starting ages being mostly 15, 16 and 17). 

Table 3. 3  Characteristics of the sample 
  Minimum  Maximum  Mean  Std. 

Devia‐
tion 

Metric 

SES  7.20  63.00  30.01  8.09   
Delinquency  0.00  20.00  4.52  5.03   
Substance use  0.00  100.00  45.75  29.61   
Gun carrying  0.00  1.00  0.11  0.19  1 if true, 

0 if not 
Student  0.00  1.00  0.22  0.23  1 if true, 

0 if not 
Fulltime job  0.00  1.00  0.61  0.26  1 if true, 

0 if not 
Peer delinquency  0.00  15.00  3.18  3.06   
Gang membership  0.00  1.00  0.04  0.12  1 if true, 

0 if not 
Disadvantaged 
neighborhood  

17.00  49.50  26.47  6.45   

Table 3.4  Correlations between mean  levels of predictors and  total victimi‐
zation across all waves 

   ln(Violence)  ln(Theft) 
Mean SES  ‐.117**  .088* 
Mean delinquency  .412**  .212** 
Mean substance use  .179**  .172** 
Mean gun carrying  .404**  .148** 
Mean student  ‐.113*  ‐.018 
Mean fulltime job  ‐.159**  .003 
Mean peer delinquency  .279**  .156** 
Mean gang membership  .308**  .043 
Mean disadvantaged neighborhood  .233**  .022 
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ests for this study, I include wave as a predictor. However, readers should note 
that this effect includes both a time effect and an age effect.  

 
For nine individuals, we do not have data available across all waves. In addi-
tion, self-control data are unavailable for 54 individuals. This brings the total 
sample size for this analysis to 449 individuals. Sample size is further deter-
mined by missings on predictors. Total sample size for each analysis is shown 
in the result tables. 

3.4  Method 

Different methods for analyzing panel data exist. Unlike most other victimiza-
tion studies using panel models, this study uses a dynamic panel model (for a 
rare application, see Ousey et al., 2008). This model is related to Fixed Effects 
methods which allow one to cancel out differences between individuals (hetero-
geneity) and focus on differences within individuals. For example, using this 
method, effects of prior victimization on future victimization can be attributed 
to the victimization event itself, and not to unobserved pre-existing differences 
or risk heterogeneity between people (for example due to differences in place, 
upbringing, psychological factors etc.) (Halaby, 2004).  

The Fixed Effects method eliminates unobserved heterogeneity. Consider 
a typical panel regression model of the form: 

itiitit xy εγβ ++=  (3.1) 

where the outcome variable yit and predictor xit vary over both individuals and 
time. Variable γi represents time-invariant unobserved individual effects, while 
εit is an idiosyncratic disturbance.  

In order to cancel out the individual effects γi, the mean scores of time-
varying variables for each i (equation (3.2)) are subtracted from equation (3.1), 
resulting in equation (3.3):  

iiii xy εγβ ++=  (3.2) 

iitiitiit xxyy εεβ −+−=− )()(  (3.3) 

The individual effects (γi) become zero, and hence time-invariant unobserved 
heterogeneity is eliminated. 

There has been some discussion on the tradeoff between Random Effects 
(RE) and Fixed Effects (FE) models (Halaby, 2004; Bushway, Brame, & Pater-
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noster, 1999). RE models allow for the inclusion of time-invariant predictors 
and are more efficient than FE models, provided that they meet the assump-
tion that time-invariant unobserved heterogeneity is random and uncorrelated 
with the regressors (Halaby, 2004). This assumption however is hardly ever 
met. Hausman tests were performed to investigate whether the data met the 
random effects assumption. Highly significant outcomes indicated that the as-
sumption was not met. Therefore, Fixed Effects regression models were pre-
ferred. 

 
To assess the effects of prior victimization on future victimization, one would 
want to include the lagged value of the dependent variable in the equation. This 
leads to a so-called autoregressive model of the form: 

itiittiit xyy εγβα +++= −1,  (3.4) 

However, including the lagged dependent variable as a predictor in the re-
gression equation is problematic since it is not exogenous or uncorrelated with 
the error term (Arellano & Bond, 1991). The resulting bias can be substantial 
and can lead to a negative effect of the lagged dependent variable when in fact 
it should be positive (Bond, 2002; Ousey et al, 2008). In order to correct for 
this a number of dynamic panel models have been developed that typically first 
transform the model to eliminate heterogeneity and then use instruments for 
the lagged y to correct for endogeneity (Halaby, 2004). The Anderson and 
Hsiao (1982) 2SLS estimator with instrumental variables for AR(1) panel data 
provides such a model. Anderson and Hsiao first eliminate the individual ef-
fects by applying first-differences: 

itittiit xyy εβα Δ+Δ+Δ=Δ −1,  (3.5) 

Because this equation violates the exogeneity assumption, since the en-
dogenous variable term Δyi,t-1 (or yi,t-1 - yi,t-2) is correlated with the error term 
Δεi,t-1 (or εi,t-1 - εi,t-2), the Anderson-Hsiao method uses yi,t-2 or Δyi,t-2 as an in-
strument for Δyi,t-1 (Bond, 2002; Hsiao, 2003; Roodman, 2006). 

However, the Anderson and Hsiao estimator has been argued to lack in 
statistical efficiency (see Ousey et al. 2008). Therefore, a second and more effi-
cient type of dynamic panel model was developed by Arellano and Bond 
(1991). As an alternative procedure, they developed a first-difference procedure 
based on the Generalized Method of Moments (GMM). Instead of using Δyi,t-2 
as an instrument, this method uses all available lags to instrument the lagged y. 
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In this chapter, models are therefore estimated with the Arellano-Bond proce-
dure. The two-step generalized method-of-moments (GMM) estimator with 
Windmeijer corrected standard errors is used.9 

Note that although types of FE estimators are very useful and arguably a 
superior alternative over RE models in case of unobserved heterogeneity, they 
cannot automatically be assumed to estimate true causal effects. As noted, 
Bjerk (2009) argued that in the case where a life event is the product of an indi-
vidual’s choice and where this choice is also related to the outcome variable, we 
may not assume that the life event is causally related to the outcome. Although 
this limitation is difficult to solve, and can perhaps only be overcome in natural 
experiments, the author notes that including an array of time-varying attributes 
‘can potentially mitigate much of the dynamic selection bias’ (Bjerk, 2009, p. 
414). Hence, and as noted, I will use models in which several different time-
varying characteristics are included. 

 
In line with the approach by Schreck et al. (2006), models are estimated sepa-
rately for respondents with lower levels of self-control (levels 0, 1, or 2, in total 
56% of respondents) and respondents with higher levels of self-control (levels 
3, 4, or 5, in total 44% of the respondents) to assess whether the effect of prior 
victimization depends on levels of self-control of respondents. Furthermore, to 
assess whether the effects of prior victimization are crime type specific, models 
are estimated separately for theft victimization and violent victimization.  

3.5  Results 

The results of the analyses are shown in Tables 3.5 (for theft victimization) and 
3.6 (for violent victimization). Results are reported for three groups of respon-
dents; the first pair of columns presents results for all respondents, the second 
pair of columns for those with lower levels of self-control, and the third pair of 
columns for those with higher levels of self-control.  

I start with the results for theft victimization. In the first two columns (the 
models that include all respondents), the effect of prior victimization is not sig-
nificant, regardless of whether control variables are introduced. The same is the 
case when I perform the analyses only on individuals with lower levels of self-
control (the second two columns). In the models that include only those indi-
viduals with higher self-control (the third two columns), I find that the effect 
of prior victimization is negative, which is as hypothesized, but only in the 
                                                   
9 In finite samples, estimated asymptotic standard errors of the two-step GMM estimation 
procedure can be biased downwardly. The robust estimator of Windmeijer corrects for this 
(as shown by Windmeijer, 2005).  



 
Chapter 3 

76 

M
od

el
 2
 

‐.1
92

**
 

‐.0
02
 

.0
11
 

.0
00
 

‐.1
21
 

.0
59
 

.11
5 

.0
12
 

.0
26
 

.0
05
 

.0
29
 

‐2
.8
10
**
 

 

58
7 

18
4   

H
ig
he

r s
el
f‐c

on
tr
ol
 

M
od

el
 1 

‐.0
04
 

                 

.0
00
 

‐2
.0
57

**
 

 

82
2 

18
8   

M
od

el
 2
 

.0
07
 

‐.0
04
 

.0
02
 

.0
01
 

‐.1
24
 

.0
87
 

‐.0
55
 

.0
16
 

.11
6 

.0
10
 

‐.0
35
 

‐1.
89

9*
* 

 

73
8 

22
5   

Lo
w
er
 s
el
f‐c

on
tr
ol
 

M
od

el
 1 

.0
59
 

                 

‐.0
40

* 

‐1.
54

5*
* 

 

10
61
 

24
1   

M
od

el
 2
 

‐.0
26
 

‐.0
03
 

.0
07
 

.0
01
 

‐.1
32
 

.0
82
 

.0
29
 

.0
14
 

.11
6 

.0
08
 

‐.0
10
 

‐2
.18

3*
* 

 

13
25
 

40
9   

A
ll 
gr
ou

ps
 

M
od

el
 1 

.0
52
 

                 

‐.0
15
 

‐1.
75

4*
* 

 

18
83
 

42
9   

Ta
bl
e 
3.
5 

Re
su

lts
 o
f r

eg
re
ss
io
n 
an

al
ys
es
 fo

r t
he

ft
 v
ic
tim

iz
at
io
n 
(ln

) 

    La
g 
ln
 v
ic
tim

iz
at
io
n 

SE
S 

D
el
in
qu

en
cy
 

Su
bs

ta
nc

e 
us

e 

G
un
 c
ar
ry
in
g 

St
ud

en
t 

Fu
llt
im

e 
jo
b 

Pe
er
 d
el
in
qu

en
cy
 

G
an

g 
m
em

be
rs
hi
p 

D
is
ad

va
nt
ag

ed
 n
ei
gh

bo
rh
oo

d 
 

W
av

e 

Co
ns

ta
nt
 

  N
um

be
r o

f p
er
so

n‐
ye

ar
s 

N
um

be
r o

f p
er
so

ns
 

**
p 
< 
.0
1 *

p 
< 
.0
5 
(o
ne
‐t
ai
le
d)
 



 
The Role of Self‐Control in the Link Between Prior and Future Victimization: An Indirect Test 

77 

M
od

el
 2
 

.12
5*
 

‐.0
01
 

.0
08
 

.0
01
 

‐.0
23
 

‐.0
06
 

.0
17
 

.0
04
 

‐.5
03
 

.0
04

* 

.0
05
 

‐2
.12

8*
* 

 

58
7 

18
4   

H
ig
he

r s
el
f‐c

on
tr
ol
 

M
od

el
 1 

.0
68
 

                 

‐.0
09
 

‐1.
98

9*
* 

 

82
2 

18
8   

M
od

el
 2
 

‐.0
19
 

.0
02
 

.0
01
 

.0
00
 

.3
20

* 

.0
68
 

‐.0
08
 

.0
00
 

.12
6 

.0
01
 

.0
02
 

‐2
.3
38

**
 

 

73
8 

22
5   

Lo
w
er
 s
el
f‐c

on
tr
ol
 

M
od

el
 1 

.0
50
 

                 

‐.0
16
 

‐1.
91
4*

* 

 

10
61
 

24
1   

M
od

el
 2
 

.0
45
 

.0
00
 

.0
04
 

.0
01
 

.17
9 

.0
23
 

‐.0
05
 

‐.0
02
 

‐.0
18
 

.0
01
 

‐.0
01
 

‐2
.16

2*
* 

 

13
25
 

40
9   

A
ll 
gr
ou

ps
 

M
od

el
 1 

.0
58
 

                 

‐.0
05
 

‐1.
99

6*
* 

 

18
83
 

42
9   

Ta
bl
e 
3.
6 

Re
su

lts
 o
f r

eg
re
ss
io
n 
an

al
ys
es
 fo

r v
io
le
nc

e 
vi
ct
im

iz
at
io
n 
(ln

) 

    La
g 
ln
 v
ic
tim

iz
at
io
n 

SE
S 

D
el
in
qu

en
cy
 

Su
bs

ta
nc

e 
us

e 

G
un
 c
ar
ry
in
g 

St
ud

en
t 

Fu
llt
im

e 
jo
b 

Pe
er
 d
el
in
qu

en
cy
 

G
an

g 
m
em

be
rs
hi
p 

D
is
ad

va
nt
ag

ed
 n
ei
gh

bo
rh
oo

d 
 

W
av

e 

Co
ns

ta
nt
 

  N
um

be
r o

f p
er
so

n‐
ye

ar
s 

N
um

be
r o

f p
er
so

ns
 

**
p 
< 
.0
1 *

p 
< 
.0
5 
(o
ne
‐t
ai
le
d)
 



 
Chapter 3 

78 

model with control variables included. Thus, even though almost none of the 
control variables are significant themselves, they influence the relationship be-
tween prior and future victimization for those with higher levels of self-control. 
Apparently, one, some, or all of them act as suppressor variables. By removing 
and adding (blocks of) variables from the regressions, it was checked which 
variables are responsible for the suppression of the effect of prior victimization 
in Model 1. It appears that especially changes in residential neighborhood, stu-
dent status, and having a fulltime job are important suppressor variables. The 
difference between the two self-control groups is significant (z = 2.60, p < 
.01).10 

With regards to violent victimization (Table 3.6), I find that in the models 
that include all respondents (first two columns), the effect of prior victimiza-
tion is not significant, again regardless of whether control variables are in-
cluded. The same is found for the models that include only respondents with 
lower levels of self-control (second two columns). For respondents with higher 
levels of self-control (third two columns), I find that prior victimization is re-
lated to higher levels of later victimization, which is contrary to hypothesized. 
This is only the case when control variables are included. Again, it was checked 
which variables are responsible for the suppression of the effect of prior vic-
timization in Model 1. It appears that especially delinquency, substance use, and 
gang membership are important suppressor variables. It should be noted that 
the models were tested with one-tailed p-values. The effect of prior victimiza-
tion would not be significant with two-tailed p-values. Moreover, when a statis-
tical test is computed for the difference between the two self-control groups, 
the results shows that the difference is not significant (z = 1.57, p > .05).11 In 
sum, for violent victimization, the effect of prior victimization on future vic-
timization seems to be similar for victims with high and low self-control.  

Besides the effect of prior victimization, I also included a number of life-
style changes. Few of them are significant. For theft victimization, no signifi-
cant results were obtained. For violent victimization, the findings show that 
more gun carrying is associated with increased victimization risk for those with 
lower levels of self-control. This is line with findings by Loeber et al. (1999) 
who found that homicide victimization was significantly associated with gun 
carrying. That the same finding does not appear for victims with higher levels 

                                                   
10 Formula derived from Paternoster, Brame, Mazerolle, and Piquero (1998):  

2
2

2
1

21

SEbSEb

bbz
+

−
=  

11 See footnote 10. 
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of self-control may be due to the higher prevalence of gun carrying among 
those with low self-control.  

Furthermore, for those with higher self-control, results show that higher 
scores on the disadvantaged neighborhood scale are associated with increased 
victimization risk. It is not entirely clear why this finding does not appear for 
individuals with lower self-control. In a study on offending, Wikström and 
Loeber (2000) found that living in disadvantaged neighborhoods only affected 
offending rates in juveniles with low scores on individual risk factors. For juve-
niles with high scores of individual risk factors, offending rates were similar 
across neighborhoods. Similarly, it could be speculated that for those with low 
levels of self-control, engagement in risky activities is relatively high, regardless 
of neighborhood of residence. As a consequence, levels of victimization risk 
would be relatively high, regardless of neighborhood of residence.  

3.6  Conclusion 

The aim of this chapter was to investigate whether self-control mediates the 
link between prior and future victimization. The first hypothesis to be tested in 
this chapter was that prior victimization increases the risk of future victimiza-
tion. Results show that prior victimization is generally not significantly predic-
tive of future victimization. This is not in line with prior research that has 
found a strong relationship between the two. There are two potential explana-
tions. First, since Arellano-Bond models do not take into account stable differ-
ences between individuals, the effect of prior victimization on future victimiza-
tion is lower than in random effects models, which have often been used in 
prior research on repeat victimization. For example, Ousey et al. (2008) found 
that prior victimization had a lower impact on future victimization in Arellano-
Bond models than in random effects models. Still, they found a significant ef-
fect. Second, I investigated a limited amount of crime types. Especially for vio-
lent crimes, victimizations were quite serious (only related to incidents that 
caused injury). Prevalence and incidence of victimization is therefore relatively 
low, especially across adjacent waves. Thus, the lack of a significant relationship 
between prior and future victimization could be related to the relatively low 
prevalence and incidence of victimization. 

The second hypothesis to be tested in this chapter was that the effect of 
prior victimization on future victimization decreases as self-control increases, 
while the third hypothesis was that hypothesis two would be true across crime 
types. For victims with high self-control, results show that prior theft victimiza-
tion was related to decreased risk of later theft victimization (but only when 
control variables were included), which is in support of the hypothesis. For vio-
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lent victimization however, results indicate that the difference between the two 
self-control groups was not statistically significant.  

Why would the effect of prior violent victimization on future violent vic-
timization not differ between self-control groups? There are two potential ex-
planations. First, Dugan and Apel (2005) hypothesized that in some cases, pre-
cautionary efforts after violent victimization increase the risk of retaliation and 
consequently future violent victimization. This is especially likely in those cases 
where victim and offender are intimates compared to strangers. Second, in 
some cases, the effective prevention of repeat violent victimization may involve 
verbally and/or physically defending one-self. Having high self-control could 
prevent one from doing this, because individuals with high self-control are rela-
tively likely to think of the consequences of their actions to others, and they are 
relatively unlikely to act impulsively or to be self-centered. For example, re-
search in the field of romantic relationships suggests that in situations where 
one’s partner engages in a potentially ‘destructive’ act (e.g. yelling, inconsiderate 
behavior), those with low self-control are more likely to retaliate than those 
with high self-control (Finkel & Campbell, 2001). Although in intimate rela-
tionships, not retaliating may be constructive in the sense that it promotes en-
hanced relationship functioning (Finkel & Campbell, 2001), it may not be pre-
ventive of repeat violent victimization. When a victim of violence is not likely 
to become verbally or physically violent himself, he may become an attractive 
target to offenders. Tark and Kleck (2004) found that self-protection during 
victimization incidents, both forceful and non-forceful, may reduce property 
loss and injury. As mentioned in the introduction, Farrell et al. (1995) proposed 
that violence against a person previously defeated provides a more or less cer-
tain outcome for the offender, which makes re-offending towards that victim 
attractive. In addition, Schwartz et al. (1993) showed that a label of being an 
‘easy target’ increases the risk of future bullying victimization. Finally, Ander-
son (1994) argued that in poor inner-city communities, in which some of the 
PYS youth live, individuals have to retaliate if they are victimized in order to 
gain respect and to prevent them from being victimized again. In sum, low self-
control may in some cases protect one against repeat victimization because vic-
tims with low self-control are more likely to retaliate and less likely to be la-
beled ‘an easy target’ than victims with high self-control.  

The significant results of prior victimization only appeared after control 
variables were included. In the results section, I briefly indicated which vari-
ables acted as suppressor variables. For theft, the variables that acted as sup-
pressors were changes in neighborhood residence, student status, and having a 
fulltime job. These variables seem related to opportunity structures. As indi-
cated in the method section, guardianship may be low in out-of-home envi-
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ronments such as in out-of-home jobs and on student campuses, while taking 
on a full-time job or starting classes also reduces guardianship at home. Disad-
vantaged neighborhoods are also likely to be characterized by low levels of so-
cial control, as noted earlier. It may be argued that in environments with low 
levels of guardianship, such as student campuses and disadvantaged neighbor-
hoods, taking precautionary measures that are effective in preventing victimiza-
tion is much more difficult than in environments with higher levels of guardi-
anship. For example, Rountree, Land, and Miethe (1994) found that the effects 
of prevention strategies are smaller in disadvantaged areas compared to advan-
taged areas: ‘residents in more disadvantaged areas must “try harder” to obtain 
the same results as in less disadvantaged areas’ (p. 411).  

For violence, the variables that acted as suppressors were delinquency, 
substance use, and gang membership. These variables are related to ‘delinquent 
subcultures’. It may proposed that while those in delinquent subcultures retali-
ate after violent victimization, thereby potentially reducing the risk of being vic-
timized again, those who are not delinquent do not retaliate and thereby risk 
being labeled as easy targets, especially when they move around in risky envi-
ronments. These explanations are speculations and should be tested in future 
research. Moreover, note that the final test of differences between the two self-
control groups was not significant for violent victimization.  

The results from this chapter are partially in line with the findings of 
Schreck et al. (2006), in the sense that for theft victimization it was found that 
prior victimization is associated with less future victimization. However, the re-
sults for violent victimization differ in the sense that victims with higher self-
control did not have decreased risk of future victimization. The results of this 
chapter thus suggest some support for the ‘Once bitten twice shy’ perspective 
that prior victimization leads victims to take precautionary measures which in 
turn leads to decreased victimization risk. This support arises from the finding 
that for those with higher self-control, prior theft victimization is associated 
with less future theft victimization. Thus, the results of this chapter suggest 
that the OBTS mechanism applies only to some individuals (those with high 
self-control) and to some crime types (theft). Moreover, the results of this 
chapter suggest that although in general low self-control may be associated 
with a range of ‘undesirable outcomes’, including victimization, this may not be 
the case for all individuals and all types of victimizations. After violent victimi-
zation, ‘effective’ precautionary measures may in some cases include verbally 
and/or physically striking back, which individuals with lower self-control would 
be less likely to do.  

For respondents with high levels of self-control, the difference in future 
victimization outcomes between victims of theft and victims of violence may 
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not so much lie in the extent to which they take precautionary measures, but 
more in the type of precautions they take and how offenders react to these. 
Victims of theft (with high self-control) make sure that they guard their valu-
ables after victimization. Since theft is often (but not always) a crime of oppor-
tunity, victims are easily ‘replaceable’. An offender simply resorts to other vic-
tims whose valuables are on display and are easier to steal from. Incidents of 
violence on the other hand, are probably not only related to opportunity. Vic-
tims of violence are not only targeted because they are available (opportunity 
targeting), but also because the offender is specifically interested in a particular 
victim (deliberate targeting) (Dugan & Apel, 2005). To prevent future violent 
victimization, victims with high self-control may try to avoid the offender, or 
try to be ‘nice’. However, by avoiding the offender, the offender can become 
even more determined to revictimize the victim (Dugan & Apel, 2005). By be-
ing ‘nice’, the victim may be labeled as an easy target. Thus, in cases of violent 
victimization, the type of precautionary measure is important in predicting the 
offender’s reaction.  

Future research should investigate whether the findings from this chapter 
can be replicated. Since I used data from a partly high risk sample, the findings 
could be reflective of high risk environments that influence the risk of victimi-
zation. Furthermore, the data relate to a particular period in life (the period 
from adolescence to adulthood). It is unclear whether the same results would 
be obtained if additional age cohorts would be taken into account. In addition, 
the results obtained were only significant after control variables were intro-
duced. This suggests that the role of self-control in the link between prior and 
future victimization is more complex than I assumed in the introductory part 
of this chapter. Given the nature of the control variables that acted as suppres-
sors in the analyses of this chapter, opportunity structures and delinquent sub-
cultures that victims move around in provide important additional explanatory 
mechanisms. In addition, future research should investigate if different meas-
ures of self-control influence the findings. Although prior research has not 
found significant differences between studies using different self-control meas-
ures (Pratt & Cullen, 2000), the measure I used covers some elements of self-
control better than others. For example, while it is well tuned to impulsiveness, 
it is less tuned to preferences for physical rather than mental tasks.  

Moreover, the results of this chapter were based on an indirect test. Al-
though I theorized that those with high self-control are more likely to take pre-
cautionary measures after victimization than those with low self-control, I only 
indirectly tested this link. More in general, there is much unclarity regarding 
victims’ behavioral reactions after victimization. Do they decide to take precau-
tionary measures? If yes, what kind of measures? In the following chapter I in-
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vestigate whether victimization leads to changes in routine activities and 
whether these changes are successful. Although self-control appeared to be an 
important factor in these decision-making processes, self-control measures are 
unfortunately not available in the dataset considered for the next chapter. 



 

 



 

85 

Chapter 4 

Reciprocal Effects of Victimization and Routine Ac‐

tivities12 

4.1  Introduction 

A considerable amount of criminological literature suggests that people who 
adhere to risky lifestyles and engage in risky routine activities are more likely to 
become the victim of a crime (e.g. Cohen & Cantor, 1980; Cohen & Felson, 
1979; Gottfredson, 1984; Hindelang et al., 1978; Lynch, 1991). The leisure ac-
tivities one undertakes, the type of job one has, and the environments in which 
one moves around are all related to one’s risk of victimization. However, we 
should expect causality in the opposite direction as well: we should expect vic-
timization to influence routine activities. Victimization can be a very unpleas-
ant, even traumatizing, experience. We should expect victims to be motivated 
to avoid victimization in the future, to undertake precautionary measures, and 
to transform risky lifestyles and routine activities into safer ones where possi-
ble. Furthermore, due to changes in lifestyle and routine activities, we should 
expect victims to have reduced their risk of victimization. These expectations 
are captured in the saying ‘Once bitten twice shy’ (Hindelang et al., 1978).  

However, empirical research consistently demonstrates that victims have a 
higher risk of victimization than non-victims, and that previous victimization is 
one of the best predictors of future victimization (Pease, 1998). Why is this? 
Do victims not change their routine activities after victimization? Or do they 
change, but is the change not effective in preventing future victimization? Life-
style theory implies that daily activities are influenced by structural factors such 
as demographics, role expectations, and structural constraints (Hindelang, 
1978). Hence, maybe victimization cannot be expected to have too large an in-
fluence on daily activities.  

To date, the mechanisms articulated in the ‘Once bitten twice shy’ per-
spective are still poorly understood. Most research has relied on cross-sectional 

                                                   
12 A revised version of this chapter has been submitted for publication. 
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data. Although cross-sectional research is very valuable, longitudinal data are 
indispensable to study changes in routine activities and change in victimization 
over time. As Hindelang et al. (1978) argued, ‘many of the important linkages 
in the model, however, can only be tested adequately with longitudinal data’ (p. 
271). Therefore, to study the mutual effects of victimization and routine activi-
ties over time, the current chapter uses panel-data from the National Crime 
Victimization Survey (NCVS), the major population survey on criminal victimi-
zation in the United States. Variables focusing on how often respondents go 
shopping, how often they go out at night, and whether they have household 
devices are used as indicators for routine activities.  

This chapter aims to advance current knowledge about the relationship 
between victimization and routine activities by investigating two questions. 
First, I examine whether victims restrict their involvement in risky routine ac-
tivities after victimization. Second, I investigate the effect of routine activities 
on the risk of victimization.  

4.2  Theory and prior research 

This section addresses the two relationships currently under investigation. First, 
the impact of victimization on routine activities is explored. The second part 
highlights how routine activities affect victimization risk.  

4.2.1  The impact of victimization on victims’ routine activities 

Criminal victimization can have various consequences. Not only does it inform 
victims on how unpleasant criminal victimization can be, but it also updates 
them on their risk of becoming victimized. Consequences of victimization can 
be classified into three types: emotional, practical, and cognitive consequences.  

First, emotional consequences are among the most extensively investi-
gated consequences of crime (Lamet & Wittebrood, 2009; Shapland & Hall, 
2007). Results from Dutch victimization surveys showed that 9% of victims 
report serious emotional problems after victimization (Lamet & Wittebrood, 
2009). Among the most likely emotional reactions to victimization are anger, 
fear, shock, and insecurity (Mayhew, 1993). A wide range of distressing symp-
toms has also been reported (Lurigio, 1987). Much research investigated the 
difference in fear levels between victims and non-victims, and although there is 
debate on the conclusiveness of the victimization-fear link, findings indicated 
that victims show higher levels of fear of crime than non-victims (Garofalo, 
1979; Heiskanen, Lättilä, & Seppänen, 1991; Hindelang et al., 1978; Lurigio, 
1987; Quann & Hung, 2002: Skogan & Maxfield, 1981; Skogan, 1987; Tseloni 
& Zarafonitou, 2008). 
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Different crime types yield different emotional consequences. Victims of 
serious violent crimes report extensive emotional reactions (Gale & Coupe, 
2005; Lejeune & Alex, 1973; Shapland & Hall, 2007) but there is also evidence 
that property crimes, especially burglary, have emotional consequences (Lamet 
& Wittebrood, 2009; Mawby, 2001; Mayhew, 1993; Maguire, 1980; Shapland & 
Hall, 2007; Paap, 1981). In a panel-study, Norris, Kaniasty, and Thompson 
(1997) found that victims of both violence and property crime were distressed, 
with violence victims being the most severely distressed. In another panel 
study, Finkelhor, Ormrod, and Turner (2007) found that experience with a 
range of different crime types was highly predictive of trauma symptoms 
among children. Among the most serious psychological reactions to crime are 
Post Traumatic Stress Disorders (PTSDs). Various studies have shown that 
PTSDs can have serious and long-term consequences on (psychological) func-
tioning, particularly among victims of (sexual) violence (see for example Birmes 
et al., 2003; Brewin, Andres, & Rose, 2003; Dunmore, Clark, & Ehlers, 1999; 
Winkel, 2007; Wohlfarth, Winkel, & Van den Brink, 2008; Wolfe, Sas, & 
Wekerle, 1994; Zoellner, Goodwin, & Foa, 2000).  

The second type of consequences is of a more practical nature. These 
consequences include the inability to use stolen items, the trouble and mone-
tary expense of replacing stolen items and the inability to work because of inju-
ries. Among Dutch victims, Lamet and Wittebrood (2009) found that injuries 
occur in 5% of sexual crimes and in 47% of assaults. In 15% of assault victimi-
zation was medical attention required. Furthermore, half of victims, especially 
of theft and vandalism, report financial damages. Mayhew (1993) reported that 
overall ‘inconvenience, nuisance and other practical problems’ (p. 193) were 
perceived to be the worst problems of victimization by victims, especially in 
cases of property crimes that did not include burglary. 

Third, victimization can have cognitive consequences in the sense that 
victimization can lead to higher levels of awareness regarding one’s victimiza-
tion risk. Rountree and Land (1996) found that previous burglary victimization 
was positively related to crime risk perception while Ditton and Chadee (2006) 
and Lurigio (1987) suggested this conclusion to extend to a wider array of 
crime types. In addition, Lejeune and Alex (1973) found that mugging victims 
displayed ‘a new sense of vulnerability [and] an awareness of the self as a po-
tential target’ (p. 273). Tyler (1980) supported this evidence by reporting that 
victims experience elevated judgments of personal vulnerability.  

 
Whether consequences of victimization are emotional, practical, or cognitive in 
nature, all are generally unpleasant – ranging from mildly unpleasant to trau-
matic – and therefore the ‘Once bitten twice shy’ (henceforth OBTS) perspec-
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tive predicts that victims will reduce risky behavior in order to prevent future 
victimization. This rationale can be based on a psychologically oriented ap-
proach, by interpreting victimization as a learning event that leads victims to 
display preventive behavior. Moreover, Cook (1986) has argued that risk per-
ception influences the extent to which individuals engage in self-protection ef-
forts. According to Kahneman and Tversky’s (1979) prospect theory, individu-
als do not always act fully rational in the face of rare risks. Risks with small 
probabilities (such as criminal victimization) are often overweighed. In general 
it is found that ‘losses loom larger than gains’ (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979, p. 
279) and that people tend to prefer a small loss over a small probability of a 
large loss. It appears that in the face of a small probability of being victimized, 
people prefer a restriction of risky routine activities over the potentially large 
loss that victimization may cause.  

 
Although intuitively it makes sense to say that victimization results in unpleas-
ant consequences and that therefore victims will try to prevent future victimiza-
tion, the relationship is not that clear-cut. There are several arguments to be 
made that victimization does not necessarily lead to behavioral change (see also 
Skogan, 1981). 

First, not all crimes are perceived as serious and therefore costs of crimi-
nal victimization may not always be evident. Consequently, there may not be 
many benefits to preventing re-victimization. Generally, surveys have found 
that people only report small numbers of serious crimes and many more minor 
incidents (Zedner, 2002). Many crimes are seen as relatively minor experiences 
without serious consequences and long-lasting effects (Fattah, 1997; Mayhew, 
1993; Skogan & Maxfield, 1981). Therefore, victimization cannot be expected 
to automatically induce (lasting) behavioral change.  

Second, as Skogan (1981) pointed out, ‘there is no such thing as cost-free 
crime avoidance’ (p. 37), and ‘it may be rational to choose to do nothing’ (p. 
19). Taking measures for crime prevention can be a costly enterprise and it may 
disrupt the structure of daily routines which revolve around much more com-
plicated matters than crime prevention. As Skogan and Maxfield (1981) pointed 
out: ‘The expectations of others based upon social role, the structures of race 
and class, the discipline of the time clock, the demands of family life, and 
neighborhood customs and physical design all shape what we can and cannot 
do about crime’ (p. 188).  

Third, and related to this, some people are better capable of undertaking 
preventive activities than others due to differences in opportunity structures 
(Skogan & Maxfield, 1981; Skogan, 1981). These opportunity structures are de-
termined by social structures and stratification, but also by psychological and 
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environmental factors. Schreck et al. (2006) for example, proposed that the ex-
tent to which victims change risky routine activities depends on levels of self-
control. This was discussed in Chapter 3.  

Overall, it should be noted that lifestyles and routine activities depend on 
role expectations and structural constraints which in turn are influenced by 
demographic characteristics such as age, marital status, and education (Hinde-
lang, 1978). Hence, daily activities are influenced by structural factors that are 
not easily changed. An example of an important structural constraint is the 
neighborhood of residence. Prior research has shown that neighborhood char-
acteristics such as affluence, ethnic heterogeneity, and social disorganization are 
related to victimization of several crime types in the US (Smith & Jarjoura, 
1989; Lauritsen, 2001; Rountree et al., 1994), Canada (Kennedy & Forde, 
1990), England and Wales (Tseloni, Osborn, Trickett, & Pease, 2002), Sweden 
(Estrada & Nilsson, 2008), and the Netherlands (Van Dijk, 2005; Van Wilsem, 
2003, Wittebrood, 2000). Effects of routine activities and prior victimization on 
later victimization may also be mediated by area characteristics. As noted in 
Chapter 3, Rountree et al. (1994) found that the effects of prevention strategies 
and guardianship are smaller in disadvantaged areas compared to advantaged 
areas: ‘residents in more disadvantaged areas must “try harder” to obtain the 
same results as in less disadvantaged areas’ (Rountree et al., 1994, p. 411). 
Tseloni and Pease (2004) found that the effects of prior victimization depend 
on size of the place of residence, with effects varying more in places that are 
densely populated compared to places that are less densely populated. Fur-
thermore, for those who shop daily, prior non-victimization is less protective 
against subsequent victimization than for those who shop less frequently. In 
addition, for those who shop daily, living in a densely populated area is more 
risky than for those who shop less frequently. Thus, structural constraints may 
play an important role in the extent to which victims can (effectively) change 
daily activities to prevent future victimization.  

Summing up, the likelihood that victims adapt their behavior after a crime 
depends on the seriousness of the crime, the costs of changing behavior and 
the opportunity structures and structural constraints victims are faced with.  

 
In terms of empirical evidence, research has found that victims change their 
routine activities in the aftermath of victimization. For example, based on sur-
vey data from Chicago, Philadelphia, and San Francisco, Skogan and Maxfield 
(1981) found that 62% of robbery victims and 52% of burglary victims 
changed activities in general ‘because of crime’, while 47% of non-victims did.  

Ferraro (1995) reported that out of several preventive behaviors (including 
buying weapons, learning self-defense, buying locks, and avoiding unsafe ar-
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eas), victimization was only positively and significantly related to having a 
watchdog and to changing daily activities in the past year. In a telephone survey 
in Detroit, Lurigio (1987) found that victims were more likely to look out for 
suspicious people, avoid strangers during walks and check behind their front 
door before entering their home than non-victims. Skogan and Maxfield (1981) 
reported that ‘[a]bout 7% more victims than nonvictims reported having spe-
cial protective devices on their windows, and taking certain steps to provide for 
the protection of their homes while absent was slightly more common among 
those who had been victimized’ (p. 218). Lavrakas (1981) found that for renters 
(but not for home owners), burglary experiences were a significant predictor 
for home protection indices. Rountree and Land (1996, p. 174) reported that 
‘previous experience with crime or victimization and subsequent increases in 
perceived risk or feelings of being unsafe, in turn, are significant predictors of 
restricted routine activities in terms of safety precautions’. These safety precau-
tions included locking doors, using extra locks, leaving lights on, being a mem-
ber of a crime prevention program, owning a burglar alarm, owning a dog, hav-
ing neighbors watch the house, and owning a weapon. In a case study, Paap 
(1981) related efforts to protect property such as installing an alarm system to 
burglary victimization.  

In an interview study, Gale and Coupe (2005) found that victims of rob-
bery reported taking precautions and restricting their behavior after victimiza-
tion experiences, including ‘changing social behavior, avoiding risky places or 
people, and modifying their appearance so that they would be less attractive 
targets’ (p. 15). In their interview study with mugging victims, Lejeune and Alex 
(1973) reported examples of precautionary behavior such as avoiding the par-
ticular location where the crime took place, avoiding going out at night and 
considering moving. Lamet and Wittebrood (2009) found that interviewed vic-
tims of various crime types reported changing small routines, being more wary 
of strangers and more alert in public domains.  

 
While these studies form the cornerstone of our knowledge on the influence of 
victimization on routine activities and while they have provided us with much 
knowledge on the relationship, they have two limitations. First, not all of the 
quantitative studies use statistical tests to back up their findings. Second, they 
use cross-sectional data that do not track individuals over time and thus they 
can only compare victims and non-victims. They cannot investigate whether 
the same individuals change their behavior after victimization. This is problem-
atic since the default hypothesis that prevention leads to less victimization 
(negative relationship) coincides with the hypothesis that victimization leads to 
prevention efforts (positive relationship). So both hypotheses, that are both 
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commonsensical, contradict each other. To draw more robust conclusions, 
longitudinal data are indispensable.  

Two exceptions are Skogan (1987) and Dugan (1999). Skogan (1987) con-
structed a two-wave panel study, with pre- and post-test measures for ‘defen-
sive actions against personal crimes’ (going out with others for safety reasons, 
avoiding certain areas, avoiding certain types of people, and staying home be-
cause of crime) and ‘household crime prevention efforts’ (installing special 
locks, lights, timers, etc.). Respondents came from relatively high-crime 
neighborhoods in Newark and Houston. Skogan found that victims reported 
higher levels of defensive behavior and that victims of property but not per-
sonal crime reported higher levels of household protection. 

In another panel study, Dugan (1999) used the NCVS to investigate the 
relationship between victimization and moving. She reported that decisions to 
move were significantly related to recent property (but not violent) victimiza-
tion. Xie and McDowall (2008b) replicated Dugan’s results that property vic-
timization significantly predicted moving, but violent victimization predicted 
moving more strongly than property victimization. These results are interesting 
in light of Hindelang et al.’s (1978) assertion that ‘the behavioral effects of 
crime or the fear of crime appear more as subtle adjustments in behavior than as 
major shifts in what can be called “behavioral policies”’ (p. 224; italics in origi-
nal). Dugan’s and Xie and McDowall’s results suggest that victim reactions 
need not be subtle but can be quite drastic.  

4.2.2  The impact of routine activities on victimization 

The second research question examines how routine activities affect future vic-
timization risk. According to the OBTS perspective, victims experience un-
pleasant consequences and will try to prevent future victimization by adopting 
preventive behavior. It is assumed that this preventive behavior is successful 
and that victims have a decreased risk of victimization after the crime. It is this 
assumption that I focus on now.  

According to routine activities theory and lifestyle theory, people with 
more risky daily activities run a higher risk of being victimized (Cohen & Fel-
son, 1979; Felson, 1994; Hindelang et al., 1978). Consequently, it seems natural 
to think that changes in routine activities also lead to changes in victimization 
risk. More specifically, people who change their routine activities to less risky 
daily activities are expected to have a lower risk of victimization.  

Empirical evidence for the link between routine activities and changes in 
(re-) victimization is scarce. Not many authors have investigated whether indi-
vidual preventive behavior is effective. Although some studies present correla-
tions between preventive behavior and reduced victimization risk, conclusions 
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are often clouded by cross-sectional designs (DuBow et al., 1979). The study by 
Miethe, Stafford, and Sloane (1990) is an exception. They examined whether 
lifestyle changes were related to changes in victimization risk based on a two-
wave panel from the National Crime Survey (the former version of the NCVS). 
They found that the adoption of more risky lifestyles over time was associated 
with a higher risk of victimization. However, an increase in precautionary ac-
tions did not reduce victimization risk. This is contrary to the OBTS assump-
tion that preventive measures are effective in their goal. 

Other empirical literature on the effect of prevention of repeat victimiza-
tion has largely focused on area-based projects initiated by external agencies. 
Especially the prevention of repeat burglary through target hardening has 
gained attention. In their review of prevention initiatives of repeat burglary, 
Farrell and Pease (2006) concluded that ‘There is evidence the repeat burglary 
can be prevented when a locally appropriate prevention effort is properly in-
troduced (…)’ (p. 175). Effects of initiatives to prevent vehicle crimes (Chen-
ery, Holt, & Pease 1997), domestic violence (Lloyd, Farrell, & Pease, 1994) and 
racial victimization (Phillips & Sampson, 1998) have also been promising. 
These initiatives have however been largely area-based, while the current analy-
sis focuses mainly on individual prevention techniques. 

 
In light of the discussed literature on the interaction between victimization and 
routine activities, what is needed is an extension of current research, using lon-
gitudinal data to separate out victimization and routine activities over time. The 
use of such data allows for a more thorough understanding of the mechanisms 
at work. An important source for this examination is the longitudinal compo-
nent of the NCVS which has not been exploited in this way to date. 

4.3  Hypotheses 

The empirical part of this chapter consists of two steps. First, I test the extent 
to which victimization affects routine activities. Second, I test whether routine 
activities affect victimization risk. This leads to the following hypotheses: 
1. Individuals restrict risky routine activities after victimization; 
2. Individuals who experience more serious victimizations are more likely to 

restrict risky routine activities after victimization than individuals who ex-
perience less serious victimization;  

3. Individuals who undertake less risky routine activities reduce their victimi-
zation risk. 
These hypotheses imply a temporal design with measures over multiple 

time points. To test whether victims restrict risky routine activities, we need to 
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measure victimization at time T and routine activities at time T+1. To test the 
impact of routine activities on victimization we need to measure routine activi-
ties at time T and victimization at time T+1.  

4.4  Data and method 

4.4.1  Data 

The temporal design of the current study requires panel-data. In this chapter, I 
again use the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) which contains 
both data on victimization and indicators for routine activities. A description of 
the NCVS data was given in section 2.3.  

4.4.2  Key dependent and independent variables for hypothesis 1 

The research questions require two different sets of dependent variables. For 
the first and second hypothesis routine activities are the dependent variables, 
operationalized through three items indicating how often respondents go shop-
ping13, how often they spend the evening away from home14, and whether they 
have household devices against intruders15. The behavior expressed in the variables 
‘going shopping’ and ‘spending evenings away from home’ can be interpreted 
as routine behavior; these are often recurring activities during daily life. While 
having household devices is not an activity in itself, it is the result of preventive 
activities aimed at safeguarding one’s house.  

Although conceptually different (less shopping and less evenings away 
may be categorized as avoidance behaviors, while installing more household 

                                                   
13 Exact wording of question: V3028: Before we get to the crime questions, I’d like to ask 
you about some of your usual activities. We have found that people with different lifestyles 
may be more or less likely to become victims of crime. On average, during the past 6 
months, that is since (…), how often have you gone shopping? For example at drug, cloth-
ing, grocery, hardware, and convenience stores. Answer categories: 1. Almost every day (or 
more frequently); 2. At least once a week; 3. At least once a month; 4. Less often; 5. Never; 
6. Don’t know; 8. Residue; 9. Out of universe. 
14 Exact wording of question: V3029: (on average, during the last 6 months), how often 
have you spent the evening out away from home for work, school or entertainment? An-
swer categories: 1. Almost every evening (or more frequently); 2. At least once a week; 3. 
At least once a month; 4. Less often; 5. Never; 6. Don’t know; 8. Residue; 9. Out of uni-
verse. 
15 Exact wording of question: V2106: We’re interested in finding out if people we talk to 
do anything in particular to keep thieves or intruders out of their homes. Does your house-
hold have any special devices such as dead bolts, electric timers for lights, or an alarm sys-
tem? Do not include animals. Answer categories: 1. Yes; 2. No. 
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devices is related to protective behavior), the three variables are all related to 
undertaking precautionary behavior. Correlation statistics for the association 
between the dependent variables indicate that although the measures are sig-
nificantly related, they are not inter-changeable (Pearson’s r for shopping and 
evenings away is .28 (p < .01), while the Spearman’s ρ for the relationship be-
tween both devices and shopping, and devices and evenings away is 0.06 (p < 
.01)). Tables 4.1 through 4.3 provide average percentages of change in routine 
activities between two adjacent time points. 

 
Tables 4.1 and 4.2 indicate that most respondents report shopping and going 
away at night ‘at least once a week’ while small percentages report ‘never’ 

 

Table 4.1  Average percentage of change in shopping between two adjacent 
time points (T=1‐6) 

  Shopping at time T+1 (after) 
Shopping at time T 
(before) 

Almost 
every 
day 

At 
least 
once a 
week 

At 
least 
once a 
month 

Less 
often 

Never  Total 

Almost every day  54.0%  42.0%  3.1%  0.7%  0.3%  100.0% 
At least once week  13.9%  76.9%  7.4%  1.3%  0.5%  100.0% 
At least once month  7.0%  50.8%  34.2%  5.8%  2.2%  100.0% 
Less often  6.7%  35.3%  25.3%  22.3%  10.6%  100.0% 
Never  4.1%  20.7%  14.5%  13.2%  47.5%  100.0% 
Total  21.6%  65.1%  9.5%  2.2%  1.5%  100.0% 

Table 4.2  Average percentage of change in evenings away between two ad‐
jacent time points (T=1‐6) 

  Evenings away at time T+1 (after) 
Evenings  away  at 
time T (before) 

Almost 
every 
eve‐
ning 

At 
least 
once a 
week 

At 
least 
once a 
month 

Less 
often 

Never  Total 

Almost  every  eve‐
ning 

51.7%  37.7%  6.1%  2.8%  1.7%  100.0% 

At least once week  13.8%  66.9%  12.7%  4.3%  2.3%  100.0% 
At least once month  6.7%  39.3%  35.8%  12.4%  5.9%  100.0% 
Less often  5.7%  25.3%  23.5%  30.0%  15.5%  100.0% 
Never  4.1%  15.9%  13.2%  18.8%  48.0%  100.0% 
Total  17.8%  49.8%  16.4%  8.7%  7.3%  100.0% 
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engaging in these activities. Most respondents stay within the same category 
over time. There is some tendency to report more shopping and more evenings 
away from home while time in panel advances. This could be due to a panel (or 
testing) effect or a period effect. A time variable is introduced later on in this 
section to control for this effect.  

The same tendency shown in Table 4.2 is less surprising: removing 
household devices is less likely than acquiring them. On average 36% of 
households that do not have devices at time T acquire devices at time T+1. 
This seems much but is due to the percentages representing row percentages. It 
is somewhat surprising to see that 13% of households who did have devices 
report not having them in the subsequent period. This could be due to meas-
urement error, since the survey question is quite broadly formulated. It could 
also be due however, to a change in the usage rather than the installation of the 
devices. For example, when people stop using deadbolt locks, though they are 
still installed on their doors, they may report not having them anymore. Finally, 
it can also be an effect of the devices being destroyed by burglars when they 
enter a dwelling.  

The variables for shopping and evenings away are not continuous vari-
ables, nor are they normally distributed. In order to make the variables better 
suitable for the analyses, the following transformations were made. First, since 
the answer category ‘never’ was very rare, especially for shopping (see Table 
4.1), the categories ‘never’ and ‘less often’ were collapsed. Second, the values of 
the variables were recoded to represent the approximate number of days. ‘Al-
most every day’ was set equal to five out of seven days (5/7 = .714), ‘at least 
once a week’ was set equal to one out of seven days (1/7 = .143), ‘at least once 
a month’ was set equal to twice per 30 days (2/30 = .067) and ‘less of-
ten/never’ was set equal to once per 45 days (1/45 = .022). Subsequently, the 
natural log was taken.  

 
The key predictors for intra-individual differences over time in routine activi-
ties are victimization count variables for violent and household crimes. Violent 

Table 4.3  Average percentage of change  in having devices against  intruders 
between two adjacent time points (T= 1‐6) 

  Devices at time T+1 (after)   
Devices at time T (before)  No  Yes  Total 
No  63.9%  36.1%  100.0% 
Yes  13.1%  86.9%  100.0% 
Total  27.0%  73.0%  100.0% 
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crimes (rape, sexual assault, robbery, and assault) can be particularly unsettling 
and are therefore expected to influence routine activities. Since violence within 
the home is expected to have a different impact on routine activities compared 
to violence outside the home, all analyses are restricted to violence in public 
places. Household crimes (burglary, household property theft, and motor vehi-
cle theft) that occurred in the respondent’s home or lodging are expected to es-
pecially affect the protection of property. In the NCVS, household crimes are 
usually reported by the household respondent. However, since household 
crimes possibly affect everyone in the household, these victimizations were as-
signed to everyone in a household. Series crimes (series of at least six victimiza-
tions that are similar in nature) were counted as one. Additional analyses show 
that counting series crimes as six does not affect results. Table 4.4 shows the 
number of time periods in which victimization occurred.  

Table 4.4  Number of time periods in which victimization occurred  
Number  of  time  periods  in 
which victimization occurred 

Violent crime in public 
places 

(respondents) 

Household crime in 
home 

(households) 
0  106,158 (98.1%)  46,136 (92.0%) 
1  1,925 (1.8%)  3,440 (6.9%) 
2  112 (0.1%)  447 (0.9%) 
3  9 (0.0%)  90 (0.2%) 
4  3 (0.0%)  6 (0.0%) 
5  1 (0.0%)  5 (0.0%) 
6  ‐  1 (0.0%) 
Total  108,208 (100.0%)  50,125 (100.0%) 

 
In order to investigate whether the seriousness of victimization affects 

routine activities, two additional variables are added. Injuries indicate whether 
the victim suffered from injuries after the crime. Injuries included rape injuries, 
attempted rape injuries, sexual assault injuries, knife or stab wounds, gunshot 
or bullet wounds, broken bones or teeth, internal injuries, unconsciousness, 
bruises and cuts, and other injuries. The value of property taken (including recov-
ered property) is also included. The value of property taken was capped at 5 
(which equals 5,000 dollars); capping at higher (e.g. 30 or 10) or lower (e.g. 1) 
values did not change results.  

In order to minimize the amount of temporal ambiguity in terms of im-
pact of victimization on routine activities all victimization variables are lagged, 
meaning that models estimate the influence of victimization at time T on rou-
tine activities at time T+1. 
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4.4.3  Key dependent and independent variables for hypothesis 2 

For the third hypothesis the two victimization variables previously discussed 
are used as dependent variables. Both dependent variables are logarithmically 
transformed after replacing the zero values by 0.10. Replacing zero values by .5 
or by 1 did not change the results. As predictors, the three routine activities 
variables previously discussed are used. Lagged variable for routine activities 
were constructed, which means that models estimate the influence of routine 
activities at time T on victimization at time T+1.  

4.4.4  Control variables for hypotheses 1 and 2 

Since I focus on differences within individuals, time invariant control variables 
(that focus on stable differences between individuals) are not included in the 
analysis (as will be discussed in the Method section). A number of time-variant 
control variables are included.  

Having a job relates to structures of routine activities. For example, em-
ployment status affects time spent on domestic work (Gershuny, Bittman, & 
Brice, 2005) and exercising (Nomaguchi & Bianchi, 2004). Attending college influ-
ences lifestyle and victimization risk (Wittebrood & Nieuwbeerta, 2000). 

Since victimization and potentially routine activities are related to financial 
resources, household income is included (Lauritsen, 2001; Tseloni, 2000). Marital 
status is usually associated with changes in routine activities and victimization 
risk (Lauritsen, 2001; Sampson & Wooldredge, 1987; Wittebrood & 
Nieuwbeerta, 2000, Xie & McDowall, 2008a). For example, marriage negatively 
affects time spent on exercising (Nomaguchi & Bianchi, 2004) and risky activi-
ties such as marijuana, alcohol use, and delinquency (Duncan, Wilkerson, & 
England, 2006). Number of motor vehicles affects mobility which is related to rou-
tine activities, and it affects victimization risk (Tseloni, 2000; Xie & McDowall, 
2008a). Number of household members is related to a higher risk of household vic-
timization arguably because having more children decreases the amount of pa-
rental supervision per child, and because larger population flows into and out 
of a home decrease guardianship (Xie & McDowall, 2008b). In addition, a lar-
ger number of household members, especially adult household members, may 
indicate more valuable goods (Trickett, Osborn, & Ellingworth, 1995). 

As shown in Chapter 2, the longer respondents stay in the NCVS, the less 
victimizations they report. In order to control for this, a variable for time (inter-
view wave) is included. 

Table 4.5 describes the minimum and maximum values, mean, variance 
within and between respondents, and metric of all variables in the analysis.  
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4.4.5  Limitations 

The indicators used for routine activities are obviously only three out of a large 
variety of indicators for routine activities. In addition, they are measured ac-
cording to frequency (how often have you gone shopping). The way in which 
people undertake their routine activities (e.g. what transport do they use, 
whether they are in companionship) is not measured. Especially these may be 
of importance. Furthermore, it should be noted that decreasing the frequency 
of certain types of risky behavior does not necessarily result in overall less risky 
behavior. Since decreasing one type of behavior is related, by definition, to in-
creasing another type of behavior, one type of risky behavior can replace the 
other. It should be noted that the variables used to measure routine activities 
are indirect measures for prevention activities and that such proxy measures are 
known to have limitations (see also Kennedy & Forde, 1990; Maxfield, 1987).  

In terms of missing data, it should be noted that not all respondents par-
ticipated in all waves of data collection, and that non-participation occurred se-
lectively, with more ‘victim-prone’ individuals more likely to drop out of the 
sample than others (see Chapter 2). It is not entirely clear how selective attri-
tion should affect changes in routine activities. On the one hand, the more of-
ten one is victimized (and thus, the more likely one is to drop out of the sam-
ple), the more one could be motivated to prevent future victimization by 
changing routine activities (which we are less likely to know because this indi-
vidual is more likely to drop out of the sample). Thus, by excluding individuals 
who drop out of the sample, we would underestimate the effect of victimiza-
tion on routine activities. On the other hand, prior research by Schreck and 
colleagues has shown that the likelihood of victimization is predicted by low 
self-control (Schreck, 1999), while in turn, those with low self-control are less 
likely to change risky routine activities (Schreck et al, 2006). This may suggest 
that those who are victimized more often (because they have low self-control) 
are also less likely to change routine activities (because they have low self-
control). Since those who are victimized more often are more likely to drop out 
of the sample, we might thus overestimate the effect of victimization on rou-
tine activities.  

 
One of the sources for attrition is moving. The NCVS sampling strategy is 
based on addresses and thus households that move are not re-interviewed. Al-
though individuals who move are kept in the analysis for as long as they remain 
in the panel, they cannot be analyzed once they move. This is important since 
those who move could be most subject to changes in routine activities. For ex-
ample, moving has been found to be related to victimization experiences 
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(Dugan, 1999; Ellingworth & Pease, 1998; Xie & McDowall, 2008a). Additional 
analyses show that those who move out of the NCVS are more likely to be vic-
timized. They are a little more likely to shop every day, more likely to go out 
every evening, and a little less likely to have household devices. Their within-
individual variance in the routine activities variables however is lower than av-
erage. Although it is a weakness for the current analysis that those who move 
disappear from the panel, it should be noted that moving takes time, and so it 
is not unlikely that moving after victimization is preceded by other behavioral 
changes that are included in the analysis. Hence, additional analyses on hy-
pothesis one that include only those who move will be reported in this chapter. 

Finally, the time dimension of reactions to victimization has to be taken 
into account. Literature suggests that the strongest reactions to crime wear off 
as time passes (Maguire, 1980). The fact that reactions to crime are measured 
up to a maximum of six months after the crime may be problematic in the 
sense that reactions may have ceased to exist after six months. In addition, 
when multiple victimizations occur within six months, reactions of the differ-
ent victimizations may become entangled.  

In order to assess the relationship between the routine activities measures 
and the victimization variables, bivariate cross-sectional ordinary least squares 
and logistic regressions were performed (not shown). Analyses yield mostly 
highly significant results when the routine activities and victimization variables 
are regressed on one another. However, no time-order or causal conclusions 
can be derived from these cross-sectional results. Therefore, the analysis now 
continues by making optimal use of the NCVS design which incorporates 
measures of both routine activities and victimization over time and therefore 
enables one to measure the interaction between routine activities and victimiza-
tion. 

4.4.6  Method 

As in Chapter 3, it is important for the analyses in this chapter to reflect a focus 
on differences within individuals instead of difference between individuals. 
Therefore, I again use dynamic panel methods (Arellano-Bond models). Using 
this method, effects of victimization on routine activities can be attributed to 
the victimization event itself, and not to unobserved pre-existing differences or 
risk heterogeneity between people (for example due to differences in place, up-
bringing, psychological factors etc.) (Halaby, 2004). For a description of these 
methods, I refer to Chapter 3.  

Although dynamic panel models work well for linear fixed effects models, 
the case for logit fixed effects regressions is much more problematic (Maddala, 
1987). Since four of the five dependent variables presented in this chapter can 



 
Reciprocal Effects of Victimization and Routine Activities 

101 

be treated as continuous and the remaining dependent variable is binary in na-
ture (household devices), this chapter uses two analytic approaches.  

First, for the four ‘continuous’ dependent variables (shopping, evenings 
out, violent victimization, and household victimization), Arellano-Bond estima-
tion procedures are performed. The two-step generalized method-of-moments 
(GMM) estimator with Windmeijer corrected standard errors is used. These 
four analyses include state dependence effects since the Arellano Bond proce-
dure corrects for endogeneity. As an additional ‘sensitivity’ analysis, Anderson-
Hsiao analyses were performed (results not shown); no substantially different 
results were obtained. It should be noted that although a logarithmic transfor-
mation was applied in order to treat the count victimization variables as con-
tinuous, these variables are not technically continuous. Therefore, additional 
analyses were performed in which the victimization variables are treated as bi-
nary (0 = not victimized, 1 = victimized). Applying non-dynamic logit fixed ef-
fects models without state dependence effects to these binary variables did not 
lead to substantially different results. 

Second, for the binary dependent variable (household devices), a non-
dynamic logit fixed effects model was estimated. State dependence effects 
could not be included, since this would cause endogeneity. This bias in binary 
fixed effects models can currently not be corrected for in the major statistical 
packages. To see whether inclusion of a state dependence effect would have 
influenced the results, two additional analyses were performed. First, a logit 
fixed effect model with state dependence effect was run. As predicted the state 
dependence effect was negative and highly significant, but did not substantially 
influence results on the key predictors. Second, a linear Arellano-Bond model 
was performed on the binary dependent variable. The sign of the state depend-
ence flipped, making it positive and highly significant, but again this did not 
greatly influence the effects of the key predictors.  

It is important to note that the NCVS sampling procedure consists of a 
complex stratified, multi-stage cluster design. At the first stage, Primary Sam-
pling Units (or ‘PSU’s’, which consist of counties, groups of counties or large 
metropolitan areas) are selected. At the second stage, a sample of Enumeration 
Districts (ED’s) is selected from the PSU’s. Finally, the ED’s are divided into 
segments, which are clusters of housing units (United States Department of 
Justice, 2006). In addition, the NCVS data files include weights. To investigate 
whether consideration of the cluster design or weighting would change results, 
I performed additional analyses in which results were corrected for clustering 
within PSU’s and ED’s and in which weights were included. Results were very 
similar. 
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4.5  Results 

4.5.1  Results 1: Impact of victimization on routine activities 

This section presents the results for the first and second hypothesis which state 
that victimization, and especially serious victimization, is related to restriction 
of risky routine activities. Table 4.6 shows the mean values of routine activities 
before and after victimization. 

Table 4.6  Mean values of routine activities before and after victimization 
  Mean Values Routine activities 
  Shopping  Evenings away  Devices 
Before violent victimization  .30  .33  .76 
After violent victimization  .28  .32  .78 
Before household victimization  .27  .25  .71 
After household victimization  .27  .24  .72 

 
The descriptive bivariate results suggest a very limited impact of victimization 
on routine activities. In order to check whether differences are significant, 
whether they hold in a multivariate environment and whether suppressor vari-
ables are at work, regression analyses are performed. Results are shown in Ta-
ble 4.7. Results are presented for all three dependent variables: shopping, eve-
nings away, and household devices. For every dependent variable, three models 
are presented. The first model contains only the state dependence effect and 
the time-variable, the second model adds the victimization variables, while the 
third model adds time-varying control variables. To avoid unnecessary large N, 
the analyses on ‘Devices’ were performed on only household respondents, 
however including victimizations of any household member. The decrease in 
the number of cases across models is largely due to inclusion of the income 
variable which has relatively many missing values. Removing income from the 
analyses does not lead to substantially different results. 

Model 1 shows that state dependence effects for both shopping and eve-
nings away are positive, meaning that earlier shopping behavior and evenings 
away lead to more shopping and evenings away later on. The results for Model 
2 indicate one significant effects of victimization on routine activities. Violent 
victimization in public places is significantly associated with less shopping 
which is according to the hypothesis.  

The full models (Model 3) show that this significant relationship holds. In 
addition, victimizations with injuries are related to spending less evenings away 
from home. The absence of other significant results on the key predictors leads 
to the conclusion that although violent victimization in public places is related 
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to less shopping16 and although victimization with injuries is related to less 
evenings away, in general victimization does not appear to influence routine ac-
tivities. The effect size of violent victimization on shopping shows that for 
every victimization experienced, shopping decreases by .069. Given the range 
of the log of shopping (-.337 to -3.817) the effect size is not very large. The 
same can be said about the effect size of injuries on evenings away, although 
this effect is somewhat larger. Although the effect sizes do not seem very large, 
it is worth noting that not only are effect sizes dependent on measurement and 
design, the practical meaning of statistical effects also needs to be considered 
(McCartney & Rosenthal, 2000). According to Belsky (2001, p. 856), ‘even 
small effects, when experienced by many […], may have broad-scale conse-
quences’.  

It is interesting that violent victimization is associated with less shopping 
but not with spending less evenings away from home. A potential reason for 
this finding could be that entertainment, schooling, and work activities gener-
ally hold more value for individuals than going shopping to the extent that 
shopping is experienced as a household task rather than as a leisure activity. In 
this sense, giving up entertainment activities could lead to lower perceived qual-
ity of life. On the other hand, going shopping, especially for groceries, is much 
more of an activity that is guided by the needs and requirements of everyday 
life, while the activity itself is less related to ‘fun’ and quality of life and might 
even be regarded as a nuisance. Going shopping less often, or buying larger 
quantities of groceries at once instead of smaller quantities more frequently, 
may be a much more feasible adaptation after victimization than giving up 
highly valued entertainment activities. This interpretation is somewhat sup-
ported by the finding that only in cases of injuries are victims willing to give up 
evening activities.  

As discussed in the Limitations section, additional analyses were per-
formed in order to see whether the effects change when only those who move 
are included. No significant effects were obtained. Thus, although I find that in 
general violent victimization is related to less shopping and injuries are related 
to spending less evenings away, these findings are not obtained when only 
those who move are included. A first potential explanation is that the power of 
the analyses on those who move is lower since less individuals and time-
periods can be included. A second potential explanation for this difference may 
be obtained through the characteristics of these individuals. In the Limitations 
section, I reported that those who move are generally more likely to be victim-

                                                   
16 Note that this result only holds for violent victimizations that occurred in public places. I 
did not find the same when other locations were included. 
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ized, to shop every day, to go out every evening and less likely to have house-
hold devices. These characteristics suggest that those who move have a more 
risky lifestyle than those who do not move. Risky lifestyles are linked to per-
sonality characteristics such as low self-control (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; 
Schreck, 1999). Individuals with low self-control tend to be adventurous and to 
have little interest in long-term commitment. Although it is not possible to test 
whether those who move have low self-control, being adventurous and having 
little interest in long-term commitment may correspond with the profile of be-
ing likely to move more often. The results in Chapter 3 and recent research by 
Schreck et al. (2006) suggest that individuals with lower levels of self-control 
may be less likely to change risky behaviors after victimization. Thus, given 
their characteristics, movers may be more likely to have low levels of self-
control and they may thus be less likely to change risky activities after victimi-
zation. These speculations may be problematic in light of findings that moving 
can be reaction to victimization (Dugan, 1999; Xie & McDowall, 2008a). Thus, 
a third potential explanation is that those who move after victimization do also 
change their activities after victimization, but since they drop out of the sample, 
we do not observe these changes. 

Results in Table 4.7 suggest that other life events influence routine activi-
ties more strongly than criminal victimization does. Model 3 reveals that a 
number of control variables (all measured at the same time point as the de-
pendent variables) are significantly related to the dependent variables. Having a 
job is related to more evenings away, which can be due to the higher amount of 
financial resources associated with having a job. Also interesting is that being 
married is associated with more shopping. Attending college is associated with 
spending more evenings away from home, less shopping, and less devices. 
Having motor vehicles means a higher degree of mobility and hence more 
shopping. An increase in the amount of household members is related to less 
shopping and evenings away, which can be due to dividing up tasks between 
household members or to the arrival of newborns. Also interesting is the nega-
tive relationship between the number of household members and household 
devices. Perhaps natural surveillance in the form of household members de-
creases the need for more formal prevention measures.  

As a final analysis, I checked whether results differed by gender and race. 
Such differences would shed more light on how differential opportunity struc-
tures faced by victims influence the extent to which victims take precautions 
after victimization. For example, since ethnic minorities are more likely to live 
in disadvantaged neighborhoods than Caucasian Americans, the structural con-
straints on their behaviors, as explained in the introduction, may limit the ex-
tent to which they can take (effective) precautionary measures against repeat 
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victimization. Similarly, since men traditionally spend less time in the home 
than women (Hindelang et al., 1978), men have more ‘to change’ in terms of 
out-home-activities than women. On the other hand, men might feel they 
should be less affected by victimization than women, and thus be less likely to 
change their activities than women. To explore whether differences exist in 
precautionary measures between genders and races, I constructed interactions 
terms between victimization and gender, and between victimization and race. 
No significant differences in precautionary behaviors were found between gen-
ders and races.  

4.5.2  Results 2: Impact of routine activities on victimization 

In this section, the effectiveness of preventive behavior in reducing victimiza-
tion risk is considered. Results are presented in Table 4.8. Similar to Table 4.7, 
three models are presented for each dependent variable.  

Table 4.8 reveals a positive state dependence effect for household crime, 
meaning that previous victimization has a positive and direct impact on future 
victimization. This is in line with previous literature, and at first sight seems to 
reject the OBTS hypothesis since OBTS predicts that previous victimization 
leads to a lower risk of future victimization. The effect of prior violent victimi-
zation in public places on future violent victimization is not significant, which 
might be due to the rarity of this type of victimization17. Surprisingly, no sig-
nificant results are obtained on the effect of routine activities on violent vic-
timization. The analysis on household property crimes yields one significant re-
sult. Having devices leads to less household crimes, as hypothesized, although 
the effect size is small.  

Model 3 presents interesting results on the control variables (again meas-
ured at the same time point as the dependent variables), especially in light of 
some long standing axioms on the relationship between life circumstances and 
victimization risk. One of the most interesting results is that marriage is associ-
ated with less household victimization. This suggests a routine activities asso-
ciation. Being married is conceptually related to decreasing risky routine activi-
ties, to spending more time with a partner at home, thereby increasing natural 
surveillance. Having a job is related to household crime. This suggests an op-
portunity effect: having a job usually means that one is away from home during 

                                                   
17 Note that the variable for violent victimization as used has very little variance (see Table 
4.5). When a larger category of violent victimization with more variance is used (i.e. not 
limited to violence in public places), the state dependence effect of prior victimization be-
comes significant, as do some of the control variables. However, the results on the key rou-
tine activities variables remain insignificant. 
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the day, which decreases guardianship of the house. In addition, having a job 
increases purchasing power of the occupant in terms of buying attractive goods 
and therefore increases target attractiveness. Finally, the positive relationship 
between the number of household members and household crime is as ex-
pected, as explained in the Data section. 

4.6  Conclusion and discussion 

The current chapter investigated (1) whether victimization restricts risky rou-
tine activities and (2) whether restricting risky routine activities reduces victimi-
zation risk. Panel data from the NCVS were used in conjunction with dynamic 
panel models that cancel out unobserved heterogeneity. 

Regarding the first and second research questions, it was found that vic-
timization affects routine activities to a limited extent. Violent victimization 
was related to less shopping. In addition, victimizations with injuries were re-
lated to spending less evenings away, which indicates that seriousness of vic-
timization is important in the extent to which victims change their routine ac-
tivities after victimization.  

Regarding the third research question, one significant result was found. 
Household devices lead to less household crime, which is as hypothesized. In 
terms of control variables, one of the most interesting findings was that mar-
riage is related to a lower risk of household victimization. It is interesting that 
some of the control variables showed significant effects even though they had 
very little within-individual variation. For example, Table 4.5 showed that the 
variables indicating job, attending college, and married status vary little within 
individuals. Thus, it is all the more surprising that some of these variables in 
fact show significant results. For example, job is significantly related to eve-
nings away and household crime, attending college is significantly related to all 
three routine activities variables, and married status is significantly related to 
household crime. This suggests that changes in these activities are quite power-
fully related to victimization risk. The method that was used effectively rules 
out that these findings can be explained by unobserved heterogeneity. 

 
It is concluded that although some results indicate that victimization is related 
to restricting routine activities, overall the evidence in support of the OBTS 
claim is limited. In the theoretical framework I indicated some of the reasons 
why victimization may not lead to intra-individual differences in routine activi-
ties: most victimizations are not very traumatic, cost-benefit analyses do not 
necessarily favor preventive behavior, and opportunity structures and structural 
constraints determine the extent to which one is capable of changing routine 
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activities. In addition, it has been argued that decisions about preventive behav-
ior are influenced by the perceived effectiveness of measures (Skogan, 1981). 
Respondents may not perceive a lower frequency of shopping and evenings 
away as effective prevention measures. The finding that victimization does not 
decrease risky activities implies a need for further research on why this is the 
case.  

The results also somewhat counter the OBTS assumption that restricting 
risky behavior is successful in its preventive goal. Apparently, restrictive intra-
individual differences are not always associated with a lower risk of victimiza-
tion. More in general, these results point to the difficulty of predicting changes 
over time within individuals (see also Lauritsen, 1998). 

 
Rather than assessing the consequences of the results for OBTS perspective, it 
is appropriate to view them in the larger framework in which the OBTS hy-
pothesis is framed: routine activities theory. What do the results mean for rou-
tine activities theory? 

The results on the first research question indicate that routine activities 
must be seen in a far larger framework than just in terms of victimization. Al-
though routine activities were proposed to be intricately linked with the risk of 
victimization, routine activities are much more than that. They are built 
through the structures of lives, driven by formal obligations such as work and 
school, more informal activities such as sports clubs and going out with 
friends, and personal preferences about how to spend one’s time. Routine ac-
tivities encompass the way one lives one’s life, and seen from that perspective 
victimization can only be expected to influence these structures to a limited ex-
tent. Therefore, routine activities theory may be seen as a general proposition 
on life structure. Results of the current chapter suggest that routine activities 
vary largely due to life circumstances such as having a job, attending college, 
being married, household size, and mobility, and less with victimization. This is 
not surprising when routine activities are viewed in a larger perspective on life 
structure.  

Matters may off course be different when the most injurious and serious 
forms of victimization are considered. This is supported by the finding that vic-
timizations with injuries lead to spending less evenings away. It is sometimes 
argued that the NCVS may undercount these types of victimizations (Koss, 
Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987), although this claim has been countered by Rand 
and Rennison (2005). The OBTS notion that victimization influences routine 
activities may have been set in too general a perspective, and may only be ap-
plicable to these most serious crime types. 
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In this perspective, the proposition cast by Hindelang et al. (1978) that 
changes in routine activities may occur mostly in the form of subtle adjust-
ments could be highly important in studying the effect of victimization on rou-
tine activities. Apart from the most serious and injurious crime types, we can-
not expect victimization to cause drastic changes in routine activities. There-
fore, in order to extend the knowledge about this linkage we would need panel 
data on these subtle aspects of routine activities.  

 
The results for the second research question also provide food for thought. 
Routine activities should influence victimization risk, but most of the results 
remained insignificant. How can this be explained? We cannot just conclude 
that the measures used are not good measures of routine activities. Although 
routine activities did not influence intra-individual differences in victimization risk, 
they do influence inter-individual differences in victimization risk: cross-sectional 
regressions models (not shown) show highly significant results when the rou-
tine activities and victimization variables are regressed on one another.  

Hence, results lead us to believe that the effects of routine activities on 
victimization are much more complicated. Miethe (1991) argues that protected 
targets may increase the thrill of offending, especially juveniles. This balances 
out the decrease in interest from more experienced offenders who may be put 
off by increased safety precautions, thus resulting in a null-finding.  

There are two paths in which future research could proceed. First, to ex-
tend the current research, we would benefit from very detailed descriptions of 
routine activities to improve our understanding of which routine activities are 
best related to victimization risk. A good example is provided by the British 
Crime Survey which includes detailed questions on the presence and use of a 
range of different security measures such as burglar alarms, locks, property 
marking and sensor switches for lights. It also includes questions on carrying 
personal alarms or weapons when going out after dark, vehicle security meas-
ures, frequency of going to a variety of venues in the evening, and detailed 
questions on the specific venue someone visited and transportation used when 
going out (Home Office, 2006; 2007). Such detailed measures combined with a 
rotating panel design would be a large step forward in the study of OBTS and 
the reciprocal effects of routine activities and victimization. Improving the un-
derstanding and measurement of this scale of ‘risky’ activities seems highly im-
portant for understanding the impact of routine activities on victimization.  

Although this path should provide us with more detailed information 
about the link between routine activities and victimization within individuals, a 
second path of future research is also proposed. This follows from the obser-
vation by Lauritsen, Laub, and Sampson (1992) that the effect of direct meas-
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ures of adolescent activities (such as time studying, time in school activities, 
family activities, sports activities, time with (delinquent) peers, partying or dat-
ing, going to movies, watching television, spending time alone) on victimization 
was substantially mediated when a respondent’s delinquency was considered. 
This prompts the authors to conclude: ‘Perhaps if we were able to examine 
other lifestyle factors we might have identified activities that reduce the risk of 
victimization. However, based on our extensive analyses of two national data 
bases on adolescent victimization [National Youth Survey and Monitoring the 
Future, MA], we were unable to identify a set of conventional lifestyle activities 
that are truly “protective” of adolescent victimization. These results cast doubt 
that such a set of activities could even be found’ (Lauritsen et al., p. 102). 
Lauritsen et al. therefore emphasized that research should focus on the rela-
tionship between victimization and truly dangerous activities, or the overlap be-
tween victimization and delinquency. Studying both of these paths would pro-
vide us with a better idea of the link between routine activities and victimiza-
tion within individuals. 
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Chapter 5 

Reactions to Crime. Exploring Victim Decision‐

Making18 

5.1  Introduction 

So far, this dissertation has used quantitative data to investigate the mecha-
nisms behind the relationship between prior victimization and later victimiza-
tion. However, since I have used large quantitative datasets in which only a lim-
ited amount of behaviors can be examined, still little is known about the after-
math of victimization, in particular about the choices victims make after they 
have been burgled, robbed, or assaulted and their motivations for these 
choices. The purpose of this chapter is to investigate whether, how, and why 
victims take precautionary measures after victimization. To what extent do vic-
tims take preventive action after victimization? What kind of measures are 
these? What are victims’ considerations for making such decisions? In which 
situations do they, and in which situations don’t they take preventive action? 
What are the obstacles they encounter when taking precautionary measures? 
There is not much empirical evidence that bears on these questions. In order to 
gain insight into how victims try to influence their own future victimization 
risk, this chapter’s purpose is to investigate victims’ behavioral reactions after 
victimization and especially the decision-making mechanisms that underlie 
these reactions by asking the principal actors of these processes: The victims 
themselves. I use data from in-depth interviews with 41 victims in the Nether-
lands about 148 crimes they were the victim of. I focus on two research ques-
tions. First, do victims decide to take precautionary measures after they are vic-
timized, and if yes, what kinds of precautionary measures do they take? This 
question leads up to the second research question and the main interest of this 
chapter: What are the motivations victims give for (not) taking action? In the 
following, I first discuss theoretical views on victim decision-making and rele-

                                                   
18 A revised version of this chapter has been submitted for publication. 
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vant prior research. Data and results sections follow, concluded by a discussion 
section. 

5.2  Theory and prior research 

Theories on victimization primarily focus on the influence of relatively stable 
characteristics of individuals on their victimization risk. As described in earlier 
chapters, according to lifestyle theory (Hindelang et al., 1978) and routine ac-
tivities theory (Cohen & Felson, 1979), victimization is intimately linked to 
demographic characteristics of potential victims, which in turn determine role 
expectations and structural constraints that individuals and groups adapt their 
behavior to. These adaptations result in routine behavioral patterns that are as-
sociated with a certain amount of exposure to crime.  

Lifestyle and routine activities theories link victimization to relatively sta-
ble characteristics that make them accessible, attractive, or vulnerable for of-
fenders. These stable characteristics are seen as opportunity structures for vic-
timization; that is, these characteristics provide opportunities for offenders and 
thus determine whether a crime will happen given that victim and offender 
converge in time and space. Less attention is given to purposeful action of the 
victim to prevent crime. In this chapter, I consider what victims do to influence 
opportunity structures after they have been victimized, and what their motiva-
tions are for (not) taking precautionary measures. In such a view, stable charac-
teristics are seen as constraints on behavior, but not as deterministic forces that 
drive the risk of victimization. 

This chapter focuses on decision-making after victimization and asks two 
research questions. First, do victims decide to take preventive action after they 
have been victimized, and if yes, what kinds of preventive action do they take? 
Second, what are the motivations they give for (not) taking action? Prior litera-
ture on both questions is discussed below.  

5.2.1  Do victims take precautionary measures after they have been 
victimized, and if yes, what kinds of preventive action do they take? 

In Chapter 4, I gave an overview of prior literature on avoidance and protec-
tion behaviors. In sum, although studies have found that victims take more 
precautionary measures than non-victims, differences are not always statistically 
tested in longitudinal designs. Besides avoidance and protection behaviors, 
other types of victim reactions include reporting to the police, seeking protec-
tion from others, and retaliation. I shortly address some of this literature, with-
out pretending to be complete. 
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One of the most investigated reactions to crime is reporting to the police. 
Prior research suggests that victims report to the police primarily for reasons of 
damage-control or –reduction of past victimization and only to a much lesser 
extent for the prevention of future victimization. For example, Goudriaan 
(2006) stated that victims who reported crimes to the police say they did so be-
cause of insurance requirements, because the offender should be caught, to re-
cover property, because of the feeling that the police should know about a 
crime like this and, finally, to prevent it from happening again. Many victims do 
not report victimization to the police. Reasons given are that ‘the crime was not 
serious enough, the police could not do anything, the police would not do any-
thing, it was not suitable for the police, or it could be solved without help from 
the police’ (Goudriaan, 2006, pp. 11-12). In addition, crimes are not reported 
because of fear of retaliation (Reiss & Roth, 1993) and because of a lack of 
trust in the police or local authorities (Jacobs & Wright, 2006).  

Victims may also seek protection from others as a reaction to victimiza-
tion. Kaukinen (2002) reported that 11% of respondents of the Canadian Gen-
eral Social Survey sought help from friends, while 7% sought help from family. 
Family and friends can be helpful in coping with emotional consequences, in 
providing paths to formal support and in helping with problem solving (Janoff-
Bulman & Hanson Frieze, 1983; Kaukinen, 2002). As another way of seeking 
protection from others, gang research has shown that one of the top reasons 
cited by youth for joining gangs is protection from victimization (Peterson et 
al., 2004).19 

An entirely different reaction to victimization is retaliation. Jacobs and 
Wright (2006) argued that retaliation is much more motivated by quick emo-
tional cues and instincts (a ‘need to get even’) than by pure rationalism. Never-
theless, it may have a preventive function, as was argued in Chapter 3. For ex-
ample, Jacobs and Wright (2006) found that drug offenders often retaliate to 
avoid acquiring a reputation of being weak because such a reputation would in-
crease the risk of repeat victimization.  

The literature gives us an idea of how victims react behaviorally after vic-
timization. However, most of the studies, including those in this dissertation, 
are based on quantitative data in which only a limited amount of prevention 
measures can be examined. Moreover, the motivations of victims for (not) tak-
ing action are unclear. I turn to this topic now.  

                                                   
19 But that ironically gang members run a higher risk of victimization while in the gang (Pe-
terson et al., 2004). Decker and Lauritsen (1996, p. 114; referenced by Peterson et al., 2004, 
p. 813) found that violent victimization was among the top reasons for gang members to 
leave the gang. 
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5.2.2  What are the motivations victims give for (not) taking action? 

Generally, the theoretical linkage between victimization and the taking of pre-
vention measures that has been formulated is that victimization has emotional 
consequences (increased fear and distress) and – to a lesser extent – cognitive 
consequences (increased perceived crime risk) which in turn lead to the taking 
of prevention measures (Gale & Coupe, 2005; Lejeune & Alex, 1973; Lurigio, 
1987; Rountree & Land, 1996; Skogan, 1987). Skogan and Maxfield (1981) 
proposed a comprehensive model for predicting crime-related behaviors, but 
their research was aimed at crime-related behaviors in general, and not at reac-
tions to earlier victimization specifically. They did propose a relationship be-
tween crime-related behaviors and earlier victimization experiences, but this is 
an indirect relationship and only exists because of the intermediary variable 
fear: Victimization influences fear, and fear influences crime-related behaviors. 
Hence, only when crimes elicit fear can they influence behavior. 

A study specifically aimed at investigating victim decision-making after the 
crime is the study by Greenberg and Ruback (1992). Their model focuses spe-
cifically on reporting to the police although ‘private solutions’ (retaliation, seek-
ing compensation from the suspect or from third parties, stealing from others, 
target hardening, or pleasing the harm-doer) are also recognized as alternative 
responses available to victims. According to the model, decision-making by vic-
tims follows three inter-related stages. In the first stage, the victim has to label 
the event as a crime. In the second stage, arousal and distress follow, influ-
enced by the seriousness of the crime. In the third stage, these affective reac-
tions, as well as stored knowledge about the different response alternatives and 
information or advice from others determine which of the different response 
alternatives one will choose. The response alternatives available to victims are 
four-fold: seeking a private solution, cognitively re-evaluating the situation (de-
nying the criminality of the event, re-evaluating its seriousness, blaming one-
self), notifying the police, or doing nothing. The more a victim believes that a 
particular alternative (or combination of alternatives) will produce desired con-
sequences, the higher is the likelihood that he will choose that alternative (or 
combination of alternatives). According to Greenberg and Ruback the ultimate 
decision is not driven by reasoned action, but rather by semi-reasoned action 
‘because of the stressful conditions under which crime victims often have to 
operate’ (Greenberg & Ruback, 1992, p. 195). As in some of the other literature 
mentioned, affective reactions (arousal and distress) are seen as the major link 
between victimization and behavioral reactions.  

In sum, it seems that emotional and – to a lesser extent – cognitive conse-
quences of victimization are seen as the major links between victimization and 



 
Reactions to Crime. Exploring Victim Decision‐Making 

117 

behavioral reactions. It is not entirely clear how exactly these consequences 
play their role. First, how do the emotional consequences motivate the link be-
tween victimization and behavioral reactions? Although Greenberg and Ruback 
(1992) viewed emotions largely as a factor that disturbs reasoned action, they 
are more than that. Emotions have an important function as they feed informa-
tion into the adaptation process. Like the feeling of hunger, they focus atten-
tion to highly urgent needs (Simon, 1983). Emotions are especially relevant for 
the study of victimization, since much prior research has found that victimiza-
tion, especially of serious crime types, can lead to strong emotional reactions 
(see e.g. Resick, 1987; Shapland & Hall, 2007; Finkelhor et al., 2007). As re-
ported in Chapter 4, emotional consequences are among the most extensively 
investigated consequences of crime, and among the most likely emotional con-
sequences are anger, fear, shock, and insecurity (Mayhew, 1993). Emotions, 
such as fear, can function to protect us from future victimization and are thus 
important survival mechanisms. On the other hand, severe emotional conse-
quences of victimization such as Post Traumatic Stress Disorder have been 
found to be a risk factor for repeat victimization, especially sexual revictimiza-
tion, although the mechanisms behind this relationship are not agreed upon 
(Winkel, 2007).  

Besides emotional consequences, the other factor that influences behav-
ioral reactions is cognitive. What exactly is the role of cognitive consequences? 
Victimization updates the victim on his risk of becoming victimized. In this 
perspective, individuals can be seen as ‘Bayesian statisticians’, basing their be-
havior on experiences. Experiencing victimization changes the initial assess-
ment individuals make of their risk of victimization and/or of the conse-
quences of victimization. If the risk of victimization is different than one ini-
tially thought, or the consequences are different than one initially thought, vic-
tims should be motivated to take precautionary measures. 

Health behavior research provides theorizing about the link between cog-
nitive reactions and preventive behaviors. Research on health behavior has par-
allels with research on reactions to victimization since both consider whether 
and why individuals (do not) change their behavior to prevent future negative 
events from happening. Research on health behaviors has developed psycho-
logical models that attempt to predict health-related action. Especially the 
‘health belief model’ is useful for this chapter. The health belief model has been 
formulated and applied both as a framework for general risk reduction, and for 
risk reduction as a response to medically established illnesses (Champion & 
Skinner, 2008). The model predicts that first, in order to act, one has to believe 
that victimization can happen again. Second, one has to believe that the conse-
quences of being victimized are severe enough to act. Third, one has to per-
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ceive potential preventive actions as beneficial. Fourth, the perceived barriers 
for action have to be lower than the possibilities. According to Champion and 
Skinner (2008): ‘A kind of nonconscious, cost-benefit analysis occurs wherein 
individuals weigh the action’s expected benefits with perceived barriers’ (p. 47). 
And fifth, one has to believe in his own ability to successfully prevent future 
victimization.20 Socio-demographic variables and personality variables can act 
as modifying factors. The health belief model is primarily a cognitive model 
that does not take emotions into consideration (Champion & Skinner, 2008). 
That makes it remarkably different from the earlier mentioned studies that all 
take on the assumption that emotions, and especially fear, are a major or even 
the sole predictor for behavioral change after victimization.  

Although emotions and cognitive reactions are sometimes seen as two 
separate concepts, they can be united in a learning approach. For learning to 
occur, the consequences of victimization have to be seen as negative rein-
forcements on behavior. Victims can be alerted to negative consequences of 
victimization through emotions such as arousal and distress, and through cog-
nitive cost-benefit considerations of the costs of victimization and prevention 
measures. One could even argue that emotions also enter the cost-benefits 
equation: not only do they alert the victim to highly urgent needs, but negative 
emotions like fear and distress can also be seen as costs that one wants to avoid 
in the future.  

 
In order to investigate whether and how these considerations come into play 
when it comes to preventive reactions to victimization, this chapter investigates 
how victims make decisions about post-crime behavior. The theoretical frame-
work and prior literature described were used as input for a topic list to guide 
semi-structured interviews with victims. In the following, I provide an over-
view of the data collection.  

5.3  Data and method 

Data were obtained through interviews with 41 victims of crimes. In order to 
select an interview sample that had enough variability, the selection procedure 
was started with a large scale survey. The survey was carried out in March 2009 
using a panel of respondents from TNS-NIPO, a large private Dutch research 
firm that conducts survey research. A representative sample (in terms of gen-
der, age, education, and urbanization) of around 4,000 residents of the province 
                                                   
20 A sixth construct in the Health Belief Model is ‘cues to action’ that can trigger actions. 
However, the construct is somewhat undefined and systematic empirical studies are lacking 
(Champion & Skinner, 2008). 
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of North-Holland, the Netherlands, was selected. This province includes both 
the Dutch national capital Amsterdam as well as smaller cities, towns, and rural 
villages. The survey contained questions about the frequency of victimization 
experiences in the last 12 months. Crime types considered were burglary, van-
dalism, theft, robbery, violence, and sexual violence. These crime types were 
chosen because they cover a large range of victimizations, and are at the same 
time reasonably well defined. Verbal threats were excluded because of their 
multifaceted nature and unclear definition (see e.g. Bieleman, De Haan, Nij-
boer, & Tromp, 2009). The surveys were carried out in CAWI (computed as-
sisted web interviewing, invitation through e-mail). The percentage response 
was 90% leading to a final sample of 3,608. Of these, 1,183 respondents (33%) 
indicated having been victimized in the last year.21 The distribution of crime 
types is shown in Table 5.1.  

Table 5.1  Frequency of victimization in the last year according to crime type 
(only victims are included) 

Crime type  Number of victims 
Burglary  112 (7%) 
Theft  439 (27%) 
Robbery  22 (1%) 
Vandalism  829 (51%) 
Violence  73 (5%) 
Sexual violence  140 (9%) 
Total  1,615 (100%) 

Note:  individuals can be victimized by more  than one crime  type. Hence  the  total 
number of victimizations is higher than 1,183 

Those respondents who indicated that they were victimized received a follow-
up question asking whether they would be willing to consider participation in 
an hour-long face-to-face interview about their experiences with crime. The 
rate of participation was modest at 21% (245 respondents). Logistic regression 
analyses indicate that response was not selective (at the p < .05 level) according 
to sex, age, social class, income, family size, education, urbanization, and work 
status (employed/unemployed). Only ethnicity was significant, with respon-
dents of non-Dutch origin being more often willing to participate than respon-
dents of Dutch origin.22 Response percentages were similar across crime types. 

                                                   
21 According to the Dutch national victimization survey, the percentage of residents victim-
ized in the regions included in the current paper lies, depending on the specific region, be-
tween 23% and 38% (CBS, 2009).  
22 But note that the sample of TNS-NIPO is not representative in terms of ethnicity. 
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Based on the data file I could not measure whether the outcome variable (reac-
tions to crime) was representative for all victims, but the interviews indicate 
that reactions to crime in the selected sample were very varied, ranging from no 
reaction to intense reactions.  

More than representativeness, the goal of this research was to select an in-
terview sample with much variability. A total of 41 respondents were selected 
for the in-depth interviews. Selection was stratified in the sense that the final 
sample was aimed to include both sexes, different ages, different socio-
economic and ethnic backgrounds, urban and rural environments, experiences 
with different crime types, and different frequencies of victimization (i.e., some 
were single and some were repeat victims during the past year). This varied 
sampling was purposive because I wanted to gain a general perspective on reac-
tions to victimization instead of a perspective that would only apply to one 
crime type or one type of victim. The varied sampling allows us to see whether 
there is variability in the extent to and the way in which the mechanisms work.  

Summary statistics of the interview sample are shown in Table 5.2. The 
mean demographic statistics for the initial North-Holland respondents who 
filled in the survey are also shown. The frequencies of victimization are based 
on the initial survey responses. 
 
The interview data collection proceeded as follows. First, respondents were 
sent a letter to convey the purpose of the study and to alert them to the up-
coming interview. They were then contacted by phone to make an appointment 
for the interview. Interviews took place at a location designated by respon-
dents, often their home. Respondents were offered a financial reward of 35 
Euro for participation. Respondents were assured that the content of their in-
terviews would remain confidential. Interviews were semi-structured and 
guided by a topic list, but respondents were encouraged to digress from this 
list. The topic list is included in Appendix 5A at the end of this chapter and 
was based on the theoretical framework and prior literature. The questions on 
emotional and practical consequences were in large part inspired by the work 
of Lamet and Wittebrood (2009). Although each individual interview had a 
unique structure, all ultimately addressed the key topics and research questions 
of the study.  

Interviews were audio-taped (consensually) and transcribed ad verbatim. 
The units of analysis are victimization incidents. Each victimization incident 
was hand-coded to identify relevant variables and categories. Many of the rele-
vant variables and categories were identified in the topic list, and in the process 
of doing the interviews and transcribing them afterwards. In addition, new 
variables and categories were added while reading the transcribed interviews. 
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The account of the findings presents the general patterns that were found in 
the data.  

In total, behavioral reactions to 148 victimizations were discussed in the 
interviews.23 Victimizations included were of different crime types (see Table 
5.2) and happened in different contexts (including the home, work, and school; 
at the hands of both known and unknown offenders). Although interviewees 
were initially selected based on victimization incidents in the past year, inci-
dents that happened longer ago were also discussed. During the interviews, it 
appeared that some of the victimizations that interviewees had reported in the 
questionnaire had actually happened before the reference period. This pheno-
menon is also called ‘forward telescoping’ and is a well-known problem in sur-
vey victimization research (Biderman & Lynch, 1981; Bradburn et al., 1987; 
Bushery, 1981; Penick & Owens, 1976; Skogan, 1975; Turner, 1984). Telesco-
ping is problematic if one wants to estimate the prevalence of victimization in 

                                                   
23 Series incidents such as domestic violence are counted here as one as we did not discuss 
behavioral reactions to each specific incident but rather to domestic violence as a whole. 

Table 5.2  Summary statistics of the sample (n=41) 

  

Minimum  Maximum  Mean of sample 
(Mean of North‐
Holland sample) 

Metric 

Frequency victimization  1  9  2.98   
Frequency burglary  0  3  0.23   
Frequency vandalism  0  4  1.00   
Frequency theft  0  4  0.58   
Frequency robbery  0  1  0.13   
Frequency assault  0  4  0.58   
Frequency sexual crime  0  4  0.48   
Male  0  1  0.44 (0.49)  1 if yes, 0 if no 
Age  17  74  40.63 (46.9)   
Social class  0  3  1.40 (1.46)   
Annual household  
income 

1  26  13.30 (14.47)  13 = € 23,000 to 
28,500 before  
taxes) 

Family size  0  4  1.40 (1.50)   
Education  0  5  2.87 (2.43)  0 if low, 5 if  high 
Degree of urbanization  0  3  0.83 (1.33)  0 if high, 3 if low  
Unemployed  0  1  0.24 (0.36)  1 if yes, 0 if no 
Non‐Dutch origin  0  1  0.19 (0.03)  1 if yes, 0 if no 
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the population, but this is not the aim of the current chapter. I therefore do not 
consider it particularly problematic. Another reason to discuss incidents that 
had happened longer ago is that recent victimization incidents cannot always be 
seen as separate events that bring about unique reactions. Prior victimizations 
also influence perceptions and behavior.  

 
Besides a method for gathering information, interviewing is also an interaction 
between interviewer and respondent. Interviewer and respondent bring their 
respective personalities to the interview situation and the interview situation is 
therefore unavoidably influenced by these personalities and their interaction. 
Also demographic features of both parties - such as race, age, class, and gender 
(Miller, 2010) - influence the interview. Although it is difficult to determine the 
consequences of these demographics, a couple of suggestions can be made. 
First, the interviewer was Caucasian. This may have led to relative comfort-
ableness on the part of many respondents to make racial statements about im-
migrants’ involvement in crime and racial stereotyping after victimization. Sec-
ond, the interviewer was female, which may have led to differences in interview 
responses between male and female respondents. For example, males may be 
less willing than females to admit to interviewers that they were scared after 
victimization due to issues of masculinity. The fact that the interviewer was fe-
male may have contributed to such masculinity issues, with men being even less 
willing to admit to fear. On the other hand, as Miller (2010) shows, male-to-
male interviews may lead to masculinity-fights, which might be less problematic 
in cases of female interviewers and male respondents. Likewise, female respon-
dents are sometimes more willing to speak openly to male interviewers due to 
believes that female interviewers are more likely to judge them (Miller, 2010). 
Although it is difficult to ascertain the extent to and the way in which notions 
of masculinities and gender influenced the results, especially since no compari-
son could be drawn with male interviewers in the same project, both the out-
come variable of behavioral change and emotional consequences such as fear, 
are varied for both male and female respondents.  

The interview situation entailed that the interviewer was a stranger to the 
respondents. This can be difficult in cases of salient victimization events in 
which respondents may not want to disclose their stories to strangers. Never-
theless, some of the victimizations discussed in the interviews were highly sali-
ent crimes that required the interviewee to disclose intimate details, for exam-
ple in cases of incest or male rape. In some cases, respondents indicated that 
they liked the fact that the interviewer was a stranger. In this view, the inter-
viewer is a passer-by who respondents can tell their story to, but are not re-
sponsible to after the interview ends. Telling their story does not have conse-
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quences for their personal environment, since they do not have to see the in-
terviewer again.  

5.3.1  Limitations 

This chapter describes the choices that victims say they made after victimiza-
tion, and the reasons they give for their choices. The assumption in this chapter 
is not that people always know the motivations for their actions (Nisbett & Wil-
son, 1977). Human actions are often not well-thought through or planned, but 
automatic and routine (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). Therefore, the current 
research relies on perceived motivations. 

Methodological research on victimization surveys has shown that memory 
bias exists when citizens are interviewed about their victimization experiences 
(Biderman & Lynch, 1981; Bradburn et al., 1987; Bushery, 1981; Penick & 
Owens, 1976; Skogan, 1975; Turner, 1984). More specifically, it is expected that 
less salient victimization experiences are expected to be more easily forgotten. 
As other research, the current research is equally affected by this bias. In a few 
instances, interviewees had to be reminded during the interview about the inci-
dents they had reported in the survey, that preceded the interview by a maxi-
mum of three months.  

One part of the topic list addressed risk perception. Some interviewees 
appeared to have difficulty answering these questions, especially concerning 
changes over time. Analyses did not reveal a major role for risk perception in 
behavioral change. However, interviewee’s experienced difficulties in answering 
these questions may have contributed to this.  

5.4  Results 

In the following, I investigate whether and how victims decide about taking 
precautionary measures after victimization. During the analysis, it became clear 
that it is not only important to investigate the measures that victims do take in 
response to victimization and their motivations for this, but also the measures 
that they do not take and their motivations for this. In addition, the extent to 
which measures last over time turned out to be an important aspect. Therefore, 
the following sections report first, the types of precautionary measures victims 
did take and their associated motivations; second, the types of measures they 
did not take and their associated motivations; and third, the extent to which 
behavioral reactions last over time. 
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5.4.1  Behavioral reactions and associated motivations  

Victimizations were found to lead to several different behavioral reactions. 
Some of these reactions can be expected to directly affect the likelihood of fu-
ture victimization, some cannot. I first briefly focus on the reactions that can-
not be expected to directly affect future crime. These reactions were mostly 
taken to alleviate the negative consequences of the victimization and less ca-
tered towards preventing future victimization. The four most often mentioned 
examples were the following. First, victims reported taking measures to reduce 
the damage of crimes both before and during the crime. For example, they 
hired an attorney to make the offender pay their financial damages, or fought 
back during a robbery to prevent the robber from taking their money. Second, 
50 of the 148 crimes were reported to the police of which 42 by respondents 
themselves.24 The most often cited reasons to report crimes were that it was 
seen as a moral obligation, for insurance requirements and for reasons of seek-
ing justice. Rarely were crimes reported to the police with the explicit aim of 
preventing future crimes against themselves: in four cases did interviewees say 
they reported the crime to the police for reasons of general prevention, in 
seven cases did they want the offender to stop offending against themselves. In 
five cases did interviewees say they called the police while the crime was going 
on. Third, eight crimes led victims to seek help from a therapist (five times for 
domestic violence and three for robbery)25. Fourth, victims took measures in 
order to re-gain agency or control. For example, a victim of home robbery said 
he re-arranged his living room, took everything of the wall, and re-arranged it, 
in an apparent attempt to undo the presence of the robber and re-gain control 
of his own space.  

 
In this chapter, I focus on reactions that can be expected to have the potential 
to affect the prevention of future crimes, even though this is not always the ac-
tual motivation behind the reaction, as will be shown below. The distinction 
between this type of reaction and the types of reactions mentioned in the pre-
vious paragraph is not always clear-cut. For example, some measures both af-
fect past damage and future crimes. Chantelle discovered that her boyfriend 

                                                   
24 This is similar to findings from the Dutch Safety Monitor (national victimization survey; 
CBS, 2009) that report that around 35% of crimes were reported to the police. Reporting 
here does not require that victims actually signed the police report, but merely that they no-
tified the police. 
25 An additional five crimes were discussed with therapists who victims already were being 
treated by. In these cases, therapy was not specifically sought for the crime. 
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was stealing money and jewelry from her. She confronted him and told him 
that he would ‘have to pay back every cent of it, till the last penny’. She was try-
ing to reduce damage, but her reaction can also be interpreted as a warning to 
her boyfriend not to steal from her again.  

Most of the victimizations analyzed were followed by some kind of be-
havioral adaptation that can be expected to affect the risk of future victimiza-
tion. The most frequently mentioned reactions were target hardening (in 23% 
of victimizations, mostly by installing or improving locks), being alert towards 
certain types of people or environments (21%), being careful with personal be-
longings (18%), avoiding certain places (15%), changing behavior towards the 
offender (12%, for example confronting him, stopping contact with him, or 
satisfying him), and seeking the help of (formal and informal) guardians 
(11%).26 In cases where the offender was known to the victim, victims were 
also asked whether they had resorted to retaliation against the offender. Only 
three respondents admitted to having retaliated. Of course, it is possible that 
respondents did not want to admit incidents of retaliation. When asked why 
they did not retaliate against their offenders, many victims answered that this 
was not ‘in their nature’ or that they did not see the use of retaliating. They did 
often admit that they fantasized about retaliating but in the end did not do it. 
Some found satisfaction in legal ways of seeking revenge, by reporting offend-
ers to the police or speaking in court. One victim relates how he is preparing 
several files of rule-breaking behavior of his offender in order to start legal 
cases against the offender about cases unrelated to the initial crime. 

As one would expect, precautionary measures are catered towards crime 
type. Target hardening and being more careful with one’s belongings are most 
often reported for property crimes. Avoiding certain places, behavioral change 
towards the offender, being alert towards certain (types of) people and envi-
ronments, and making sure guardians are around are most often reported for 
violent crimes. Specific percentages are reported in Table 5.3.  
 
In the following, I outline the reasons victims give for their behavioral reac-
tions. For some prevention measures, interviewees specifically say that they 
took them to prevent future crimes from happening. For example, Rebecca had 
five bikes stolen throughout her life. She said that as a response, she uses three 

                                                   
26 Percentages indicate the percentage of crimes that reported at least one measure within 
each category. One crime can lead to multiple reactions that fall into several different cate-
gories of prevention measures. Note that in the case of ‘being alert towards certain types of 
people or environments’, some individuals reported several incidents that in combination 
led to an increase in alertness. In these cases, each incident is counted as having led to in-
creased alertness. 
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extra locks on her bikes to protect them. In addition, she paints her bikes in 
bright colors because she thinks that this will make her bikes less attractive for 
thieves since they will stand out and be less easy to sell. However, motivations 
for behavioral reactions do certainly not only focus on prevention. In the fol-
lowing, I highlight five other motivations that appeared to be important. First, 
initial reactions to salient crimes are often motivated by emotions such as fear 
of return of the offender or repeat victimization. For example, Jeremy was a 
victim of home robbery at the hands of an acquaintance and reports that as a 
reaction he locked himself in the kitchen and turned down the lights in the rest 
of the apartment whenever he was home so that the robber could not see that 
he was at home. He pulled out the doorbell because he thought ‘o, when the 
bell rings, I will go mental, then it’s him’. Although these reactions were moti-
vated primarily by fear for return of the offender, they also facilitated preven-
tion of future home robberies because the measures made it look like Jeremy 
was not home. Fear in general seems to result from a fear of having to experi-
ence an unpleasant event and its unpleasant consequences again. An important 
facet of the unpleasantness seems to stem from the lack of control victims have 
over the victimization. Victims of both property and violent crimes often re-
ported that they were surprised by victimization, that it caught them off guard 
and that they felt they had no control over it.  

Second, measures are taken to restore victim’s sense of safety and control. 
Robert bought an alarm system after his house was burgled. He said that he did 
not think it would be very effective in preventing burglary: ‘The salesman who 
sold the alarm systems answered ‘no’ to my question whether they had ever 
busted someone. That is very odd. Ehm, I think it is more the feeling of safety 
[why we bought it, MA].’  

Table 5.3  Type of reaction per crime type 
Type of reaction  Property crime  Violent 

crime 
Total 

Target hardening  74%  26%  100% 
Being alert  towards certain  types of peo‐
ple or environments 

9%  91%  100% 

Being careful with belongings  85%  15%  100% 
Avoiding places  18%  82%  100% 
Behavioral reaction towards offender  32%  68%  100% 
Making sure guardians are around  14%  86%  100% 
NB: e.g. of all crimes that led to (at least one) target hardening measure, 74% was a 
property crime. Verbal threats and purse snatching are included in violent crimes. 
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Third, especially in cases of target hardening and being careful with be-
longings, behavioral reactions were motivated by the realization, spurred by the 
victimization, that one could do more to make crimes harder to commit and 
that one felt a responsibility to do so. For example, one victim explained that 
the burglary that occurred in her house made her ‘realize that, if you want to 
prevent it, you can never prevent it, no matter how well you secure your house, 
you can never prevent it, but you can make it as difficult as possible for them. 
(…) So I am making it difficult for them, I am making it difficult for them. 
And that is it really.’ This realization that one can do more to protect his or her 
house or belongings was expressed by many victims, as well as the notion that 
victims above all wanted to make life hard for offenders. The following quote 
comes from Muhammad, who was a victim of robbery six months ago.27 He 
said about his prevention behavior: 

‘I do this at home, before I go to sleep I make my round. Kitchen, door 
of the balcony, downstairs checking if everything is locked. Still. (…) But 
it is just the feeling that you think okay, now I’ve done my best. More 
than this I cannot do. Even later, when it happens, I will think, I will not 
feel guilty, that you made it easy for them. So I think, I locked everything. 
If they come, if they want to, they will come. That is out of the question. 
They can break a window or whatever, they will come inside. But I will 
not have that feeling of guilt, as if I helped them. Therefore, therefore I 
do that, for that feeling. It does not cost me anything, making a round 
through the house, everything is locked, it is two minutes and then it’s 
done. Then I can go yeah, to sleep peacefully.’ 

Although Muhammad links his behavior specifically to feelings of guilt, the 
more general feeling among interviewees, especially of property crime, was of 
responsibility. Property crimes spur in people a feeling that they can or should 
do more to protect their belongings and they take that responsibility. They are 
aware that they can exert some degree of power over the occurrence of a crime 
and they decide to use that power. Several times, victims said that they attrib-
uted at least part of the occurrence of a crime to their own actions. One victim 
said specifically: ‘I chose to blame myself; that is easier to live with than that 
someone else did that’. Blaming oneself for victimization reminds of the term 
‘Blaming the victim’ that is used to express how other people often attribute 
the cause of a crime to the victim. People want to ‘believe in a just world’ and 
                                                   
27 The case of Muhammad is interesting since he has applied prevention measures to a dif-
ferent setting than the one in which the robbery occurred: he was present when the store 
he worked in got robbed, while part of his prevention measures focus on his own house. 
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cannot accept the thought that unpleasant incidents happen to innocent peo-
ple, and thus that they themselves might be next. As a consequence, victims are 
made responsible themselves (Lerner & Simmons, 1966; Van Dijk, 1989; Van 
Dijk, 2006). The findings of the current study suggest that this mechanism not 
only operates when other people judge a victim, but also when victims evaluate 
crimes that were committed against themselves. If one acknowledges that one 
did not have any part in the occurrence of the crime, one also acknowledges 
that repeat victimization becomes a real possibility. In addition, one takes away 
all sense of agency or control if one does not take responsibility for the occur-
rence of the crime.28 This might be more pervasive than accepting responsibil-
ity. 

Finally, two specific psychological and physical motivations for an in-
creased alertness towards (groups of) people should be addressed. An increased 
alertness towards (groups of) people generally follows salient crimes in which 
victims were actually confronted with the offender, such as in cases of robbery 
or (sexual) assault. Although some victims reported a general mistrust of peo-
ple as a consequence of victimization, the mistrust is often focused on groups 
of people that share demographic characteristic with the specific offenders that 
committed violence against them, notably immigrants and men. Thus, victimi-
zation triggers or facilitates stereo-typing. Mark, for example, got robbed by of-
fenders of non-Dutch origin twice and said that ever since ‘in general I’ve had 
it with those people’ and ‘I have really started to discriminate against them’. He 
said he is more alert when he sees men of non-Dutch origin. Similarly, female 
victims of (sexual) violence reported that they lost their trust in men. Although 
some re-gained (some) trust and reported that they would start or had started 
new relationships with men, Gaby reported that she has not had and might 
never have a serious relationship again after having been raped systematically 
by her ex-fiancé. She said: ‘I’m like, I’d rather be alone than that trouble all the 
time. It remains a memory that surfaces sometimes, especially when you think, 
nice guy, and that you think well, I would like to have a relationship with him. 
Then it certainly surfaces. Because you get distrust; I think it will be very hard 
to trust someone again.’  

There seem to be two specific motivations for stereotyping. First, when 
one is confronted with a person who shares recognizable demographic charac-
teristics with the offender, a psychological or physical (or otherwise ‘bodily’; 
Lindegaard & Henriksen, 2005) reaction occurs in which one is reminded of 
unpleasant memories from the victimization. Muhammad’s supermarket was 

                                                   
28 Note that the believe in control and believe in a just world theories have been viewed as 
related but theoretically and empirically distinguishable concepts (Maes, 1994). 
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robbed by two black offenders. He said: ‘So when you see someone black, then 
yeah, I don’t know if that is in my head or just the image of when I saw them 
that comes back. If I look at you29, nothing happens, but if I [look at] a black 
[person], then the image comes back. (…) It’s just, just the moment of seeing. 
And then yeah, after one minute or so it’s gone. That’s why I say, it’s not hate, 
it’s just the image that comes first, then the person that I am facing, you know.’ 
Second, it can be explained through the need to localize the source of evil with 
a small, recognizable group of individuals so that ‘one knows who one has to 
watch out for’ (Van Dijk, 1989). Muhammad said: ‘It’s just that I think, o, it’s 
one of you. You see. There are ehm, they suddenly became ehm ‘them’, and 
‘we’.’ ‘Watching out’ for certain groups of people can become quite literal. For 
example, Mark who as mentioned got robbed by offenders of non-Dutch ori-
gin twice, related a recent example when he was lying on the beach and two 
men of non-Dutch origin came by to sell beach accessories: ‘I don’t trust them. 
I watch them continuously. And then I can’t lie down, I’m just going to watch 
them. I keep an eye on them, as long as they are in my sight. If they steal 
someone else’s bag, I will get dangerous. I think I would sprint after them.’ Al-
though mistrust and wary attitudes translate into a higher state of alertness, 
they generally do not translate into acts that are outright hostile. For example, 
Mark works as a relief worker, and reported that during a recent fatal accident 
he also provided help to ‘Turkish, black people with headscarves, and (…) a 
Moroccan girl. Well, they are also just human beings. (…) And so yeah, then 
you see that they are normal people, and you think, you don’t discriminate 
anymore. Then you just want to help those people. Then you lift them out with 
all your power.’ 

 
It should be noted that behavioral reactions follow not only from victims’ own 
considerations, but also from information and advice they receive from others. 
Others do not only give moral direction in whether victims should do anything 
to prevent future crimes, they also provide ideas for specific behavioral op-
tions. For example, Justin was involuntarily drugged with GHB in a bar when a 
stranger put the drug in his glass. He said that a friend advised him to cover his 
glass with his hand from now on, and he has adopted this prevention technique 
ever since. 

5.4.2  Behavioral reactions that did not occur and associated motivations  

Although many crimes lead victims to take precautionary measures in some 
way, there are also a lot of measures victims do not take. First, in 33 cases 
                                                   
29 Interviewee addresses the interviewer. 



 
Chapter 5 

130 

(22%), crimes reportedly did not lead to any measures.30 Second, the amount of 
measures taken is limited. For example, although many burglaries lead to some 
change in the security measures of the house, victims generally do not go ‘all 
the way’. That is, they do not change the locks, obtain an alarm system, stay 
home and ask the police to walk around all at the same time. This is a general 
finding across all types of prevention measures and all types of crime. For ex-
ample, although many crimes led to the securing of property, other crimes did 
not. Some types of prevention measures were found to be particularly unpopu-
lar. For example, among measures for target hardening, installing burglary or 
car alarms were very unpopular. Respondents generally found alarms bother-
some and did not see their use.  

An especially unpopular measure involves changing the direct context of 
one’s life, even when victimization is directly linked to it: The work environ-
ment, romantic relationship, or location of one’s home. To start with the last: 
Only two victimizations (cases of partner abuse and child sexual abuse) led to 
moving. Victims generally reported that they did not want to move because 
they still liked where they live, still felt safe, and thought that moving would be 
a much too radical reaction. Patrick, who was harassed and violently victimized 
by his neighbor said ‘no-one gets me out of my house, really’. 

Victims are similarly unwilling to change jobs because of crime. Nine vic-
tims reported violent victimizations that happened at work, often repeatedly, 
but none considered changing jobs. For example, Murat, a former drug dealer 
who was robbed twice and was also the victim of theft during his time in the 
drugs scene, said that he did not quit dealing because it was the easiest way to 
get money and drugs for his own addiction. Most victims did employ situ-
ational techniques to reduce the likelihood of future victimization. For exam-
ple, Jim, a long-distance truck driver who was robbed while taking a rest in It-
aly reported that he stopped driving to Italy, and chose Scandinavia instead. 
Janice, a teacher who was violently attacked by a mentally handicapped student 
reported that she changed classes for one month after the incident and got a 
teaching assistant when she returned to her class. She did not leave her job be-
cause she knew she would only be there temporary, and she needed the job for 
her envisioned career track. And Gaby, a nurse who works with sometimes vio-
lent drug addicts reported that she creates physical distance between her and 
her patients. She said she likes her job too much to even want to consider leav-
ing it. 

                                                   
30 This is exclusive of individual incidences of domestic violence that did not lead to behav-
ioral reactions. 
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The reluctance or inability to leave violent households and violent roman-
tic relationships is well reported in other research, and equally expressed by vic-
tims in the current study. Two of the interviewees were victims of child abuse, 
both sexual and violent. Due to their dependency towards the abusers, there 
was very limited possibility to prevent victimization. Five victims of partner 
abuse were interviewed and said that they stayed in abusive relationships be-
cause of love, hope of change and investments made. Although all interviewed 
victims of domestic partner abuse did eventually leave their partners, all experi-
enced repeat violent victimization, sometimes years on end. These findings 
confirm that it takes a lot to change one’s social environment. Although victims 
of partner and child abuse could not or (initially) did not leave the household, 
they did employ situational tactics to reduce the likelihood of victimization. 
Alicia said: ‘I felt I had to always walk on tiptoe, and being as sweet as possible, 
adapting yourself and you know, moving along with everything, and watching 
his mood’.  

To a somewhat lesser extent, victims report that they generally do not 
change their activity patterns with regards to entertainment activities or routine 
activities. Frank was raped by three men he met in a darkroom and went home 
with afterward. He said that he keeps having sex in relatively risky circum-
stances. He keeps visiting parks at night and dark rooms, but he does employ 
situational techniques to ensure his safety. For example, he makes sure he is 
never alone in a darkroom, does not go home with strangers anymore, lets 
someone else know where he is and gets physically aggressive when his 
boundaries are not respected.  

But there were also some cases where activity patterns were changed quite 
drastically. One year ago, Dario was assaulted by a stranger for no specific rea-
son while he was out. His cheekbone was broken in two places, he had to take 
bed rest for six weeks and is still in physical pain. He said that his frequency of 
going out has reduced from twice a month to once every two months maxi-
mum. When he goes out, he travels farther away to reduce the likelihood of en-
countering the offender. In another example, Harriett was robbed ten years ago 
and reported that she did not enter the public area for a year after the crime. 
She then sought help from a therapist and recovered slowly. This indicates that 
the length of time that passes affects reactions. I return to this topic later. 

 
The overall reported motivations for not-taking (certain) measures are multi-
tude. Motivations (including the ones mentioned in the previous paragraphs) 
were categorized and the four most often cited motivations are highlighted 
here.  
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First, measures are not always seen as necessary or as a solution. For ex-
ample, Deirdre said that she had not installed a car alarm after her car had bro-
ken into, because ‘once I get downstairs, everyone is long gone’. Notions that 
measures would not be necessary were found among victims who thought their 
risk of repeat victimization was not high, for example because victimization 
happened in circumstances they would not encounter on a regular basis.  

Second, some measures are considered to be too bothersome, or inter-
viewees said they are too lax to take them. For example, Arnold’s house was 
burglarized. He said he would not consider a burglar alarm because ‘I find it 
more bothersome to, every time I open my door, have to push buttons than 
that there is change of 1 in 100.000 that someone comes again. Then, I would 
rather have the risk, because that [the burglar alarm, MA] makes you absolutely 
crazy. Makes you absolutely crazy’. 

Third, interviewees said that they like the status quo too much to make 
changes. For example, Fanny’s house got burgled and her expensive Swarovski 
collection, worth 5500 Euro, stolen. Although she was initially dismayed and 
said she would never again buy Swarovski, she is now considering buying new 
crystals ‘because I find them beautiful’. Similarly, Jessica, who was bullied and 
threatened by three of her basketball team-mates, said that she did not quit the 
basketball team because ‘I just liked basketball a lot’. 

Fourth, interviewees rebel against the thought of being forced to take 
(certain) measures. This relates to the perceived ´fairness´ of having to take 
measures. For example, Barbara was stalked by her ex-partner over phone and 
internet and was advised by the police to quit her internet profiles. Although 
she did in the beginning quit one of the interview profiles, she started them up 
again after some consideration because ‘then he still influences my life, then he 
still controls me, that is not fair. I refuse that’. Similarly, four victims said they 
did not take measures because of an ethical standard they wished to keep. For 
example, one interviewee often lent money to others, and had lost much be-
cause borrowers did not always return it. Asked whether he had ever consid-
ered not lending money anymore, he answered: ’then I would not be able to 
live with myself anymore. If I know that I am well-off and I let somebody per-
ish, no I can’t do that. Sounds weird. It is something I did consciously. I knew - 
I am stupid but not that stupid -, I knew there is always a risk when you do 
something for a drug user, a risk that it does not turn out well. But then at least 
I have a peaceful, eh peaceful heart that I at least did my best.’ Some victims 
specifically report that they attribute the crime to the offender completely (see 
also Van Dijk, 1989). Therefore, behavioral change becomes undesirable; not 
changing one’s own activities becomes a matter of principle. For example, Pat-
rick was the boss of a building department and was victimized by his subordi-
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nates. He received threat-letters and phone-calls, a bomb package, and was 
threatened with a gun to his head. Although he took some situational measures, 
he refused to change jobs: ‘I’m not going to let them scare me away, by no-one 
at all. I know what I’m doing, I know that I’m honest, I know that I have integ-
rity. I won’t let, I won’t let that type of idiots get me down.’  

For the fourth motivation for not taking action (refusal to change behav-
ior), it can be argued that this is a defensive response of victims to being asked 
by the interviewer why they did not change their behavior. Although the inter-
viewer took much care to ask questions in a non-threatening way and although 
in general interviewees did not seem to feel threatened, it cannot be excluded 
that respondents answered defensively. Nevertheless, there were also inter-
viewees who specifically expressed that they did consider the option of behav-
ioral change after the victimization happened, but then in the end refused to 
(see also the example of Barbara in the previous paragraph). This suggests that 
this motivation was not only induced by the interview situation, but that it also 
had been part of the actual decision-making process.  

 
Note that these factors play at the level of the crime, not necessarily at the level 
of the individual. Although it is likely that individuals differ in the extent to 
which they are likely to take measures (see Chapter 3), it should be noted that 
individuals who are careful taking measures after one crime do not necessarily 
take measures as a response to the other. An example is given in an interview 
with Rebecca, who was repeatedly victimized, among else by bike theft, pick 
pocketing, and sexual harassment. She reported that she increased the number 
of locks on her bike after several incidents of bike theft and has become very 
careful with her wallet, but did not take measures after she was sexually har-
assed in a club twice. She said: 

‘I don’t dress differently, I’m not, I don’t behave differently. I’m not more 
alert, I feel that I don’t have to do that, I feel that way about myself. I’m 
not like I should walk around like some scary mouse. You see, buying an 
extra lock [for your bike, MA] or carrying your bag along your side [in-
stead of on your back, MA] are things that can really prevent it I feel, then 
you can really actively contribute, but I can’t, I find, change something 
about myself so that it would not happen again because I don’t feel that 
it’s my clothes. (…) It’s the man who chooses to do that and I don’t feel 
that I should dress differently or walk around differently because of that. I 
mean how can you stop that (…). No, I’m not going to let myself be af-
fected by that, under no condition. That is conscious, because I really 
don’t want that.’ 
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The data suggest that when victims do not change their behavior directly after 
the crime, there is little chance that they will when the crime becomes a more 
distant memory. Other goals become more prominent and taking measures 
loses its necessity, if that was even ever the case.  

 
Like with motivations for taking action after victimization, motivations for not 
taking action are also influenced by opinions and advice from others. After her 
car had been broken into many times, Michelle considered installing a car 
alarm. When she went to the garage to have it done, the car dealer said ´Yeah, 
and then what? Then what will you do? Are you, once the alarm goes off, 
gonna go outside with a club to beat them up?’ Michelle said she then realized 
that she would not do that, and that hence installing the alarm would be use-
less.  

5.4.3  Duration of behavioral reactions 

The most intense behavioral reactions often fade away over time. By intense 
behavioral reactions I mean reactions that disrupt daily routines, such as staying 
at home, taking leave from work, and frantically checking locks. Directly after 
the crime, preventing future crime and re-gaining control are salient motiva-
tions for action. However, as reality moves on, the salience of the crime fades 
away and other goals re-gain their importance, notably routines of daily life. 
But not only do the most intense reactions fade as a function of the re-
instatement of routines and because memories become less salient, respondents 
reported that they often reprimanded themselves to stop ‘strange’ behavioral 
adaptations. Some reactions were perceived as inconvenient and disruptive by 
victims, even if they could contribute to prevention. For example, Maya related 
that in the period directly after her purse got snatched by two boys on a moped 
while she was biking home, she was very scared whenever she heard a moped 
behind her. She would look over her shoulder, and sometimes get off her bike 
to let them pass. She said that:  

‘I caught myself doing that and noticed that this is a very strange attitude 
that should stop. And so it passed (…) Above all, you have to come back 
to yourself. And I am someone who is very independent and down-to-
earth, so you have to be able to reduce this to normal proportions, namely 
you have been robbed and that is unpleasant, but by annoying stupid 
boys; it happened, and we are continuing the normal order of the day’.  

In most cases, intense reactions last for a maximum of a couple of weeks. Few 
reactions lasted longer. These seem to be linked to crimes that lead to substan-
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tial psychological harm. Two examples were given earlier (of Harriett who did 
not enter the public space for a year after she was robbed; and of Dario who 
was seriously injured by a stranger and has since reduced his frequency of going 
out and changed the entertainment venues he visits). Alicia, who was repeatedly 
sexually abused and physically assaulted in childhood and adolescence, said that 
her experiences led to an intense fear of men and of people in general, feeling 
as if she had to continuously be on her guard and keep her distance from other 
people. Although she is better able to cope with her experiences now (at 31 
years of age), her behavior is still affected by them. For example, she said that 
whenever she is faced with someone who is angry:  

‘I cannot react. (...) the primary reaction of the child then comes along 
which says not to say anything because then you will be beaten. And it is 
very difficult to change that. That is a very primary reaction aimed at 
safety. (…) So yes, those are the survival mechanisms that still occur in 
you, that you actually do not need anymore, you know, as a grown-up you 
should be able to say ‘well I notice that you are angry, what do you feel, 
what do you think’ so then you can open up the situation. Yes, but from 
the child in me it is just protection.’ 

Besides reactions to psychologically disturbing victimizations, some other reac-
tions or measures also stick around, sometimes for years.31 First, a typical ex-
ample of a reaction that lasts for years is stereotyping. Stereotyping can persist 
when stereotypes are confirmed by new experiences, or when there is no evi-
dence of the contrary. A complicating factor is that victims are likely not open 
to evidence of the contrary. Immigrants and men have to proof that they can 
be trusted. It is possible that stereotypes are less likely to be adapted than other 
types of behavioral reactions, for example because they are in part physical re-
actions.  

Second, measures with a relatively low impact on daily lives, such as look-
ing over one’s shoulder in public areas, checking locks, and taking a different 
route to work, become routine and have the capacity to last for years. These 
reactions sometimes follow salient crimes, but are certainly not only a function 
of the saliency of a crime. Even reactions to petty crimes such as pocket pick-
ing or bike theft can be long-lasting. For example, some victims who lost their 
wallet years ago reported that they are still careful, checking whether they have 
                                                   
31 In addition, interviewees who stopped contact with the offender in cases of domestic 
violence were still uninvolved with the offender at the time of the interview. However, this 
should be regarded more as a consequence of a discrete decision made than of lasting be-
havior. 
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their wallet, leaving important documents out of their wallet, and carrying their 
purse across their body to make sure no one can access their purse unnoticed. 
Behavior seems to become ritualized, or routinized. Taking measures against 
crime becomes normal behavior and part of people’s routine activities and 
habit formation. For example, Muhammad said that locking doors and check-
ing the locks had become: 

‘part of a routine, instead of being occupied with it. (…) Just like I close 
my dog’s cage, lights off ... I don’t see it anymore as something that has to 
do with crime, just something like, a ritual that has to happen. I walk my 
dog, come inside, first lock the front door, then lock everything here, then 
upstairs, then yeah it is not more than just a ritual. Yeah, not in the begin-
ning. In the beginning it is like, I’m doing it so that if they come I won’t 
feel guilty. But yeah, at a certain moment it just became something that I 
do every day.’ 

Muhammad articulated that prevention measures become automatic and habit-
ual over time. Taking these measures is informed by notions of staying safe 
that have become routine. Measures are not consciously linked to the crime 
experienced, but to a general underlying sense that one needs to take measures 
against crime. It becomes natural to incorporate thinking about crime into 
one’s everyday routines. This certainly does not mean that people are always 
fully conscious of why they do what they do. A new crime can re-introduce this 
consciousness, such as in the case of Harriett. Harriett was a victim of robbery 
committed by a group of young men ten years ago, was diagnosed with Post-
Traumatic Stress Disorder and reports avoiding groups of young people ever 
since. Last year, when she was biking, she was stopped by a group of young 
men. Although nothing happened, except for joking on the part of the men, 
the situation reminded her of the robbery ten years ago and she reported being 
more conscious of her avoidance behavior since: 

‘Ehm, yes I am somewhat more alert again and ehm yes, I am more alert 
with regards to things. Before that it was like, it was there, but it was 
somewhat more unconscious. And now I do things a little more con-
sciously I think, well, just quicker to take the detour. Or ehm you know, 
when you see in the distance…, before that I did it too, but now I know 
again that I do it. Before that I just did it. It is really more the feeling that 
has become stronger, an unpleasant feeling sometimes. That feeling is dif-
ferent.’ 
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Once behavior becomes routine, it is as hard to abandon as any other type of 
routine. Of course, new events may lead to re-evaluation of routines, but habits 
are quite strong in predicting future human behavior. Not taking routine pre-
vention measures becomes unnatural and is likely to cause feelings of unease 
and an anticipation of feelings of guilt or responsibility in case victimization 
would follow. In order to stop taking routine measures, positive experiences 
with not taking measures have to occur. For example, when an individual for-
gets to put an extra lock on his bike even though he usually does, and the bike 
does not get stolen, the necessity of using an extra lock may be re-evaluated. If 
he forgets a second and third time, and again the bike does not get stolen, the 
likelihood of not using an extra lock becomes larger. But when the bike does 
get stolen, the necessity of using an extra lock is confirmed and should cause 
the bike owner to continue using extra locks.  

5.5  Conclusion and discussion 

The purpose of this chapter was to investigate whether, how, and why victims 
take preventive action after victimization. To that end, 41 victims were inter-
viewed about 148 crimes that they were the victim of. Results show that vic-
tims cannot always do what they would like to do in the aftermath of crime, 
but within the available space they have, they do engage in purposeful action. 
Results indicate that most crimes were followed by behavioral reactions that 
can be expected to decrease the likelihood of future victimization. The six most 
often mentioned reactions were target hardening, being alert towards certain 
people or environments, being careful with personal belongings, avoiding cer-
tain places, changing behavior towards the offender, and seeking the help of 
(formal and informal) guardians. 

Victims indicated that they took these measures to prevent future crimes, 
out of fear that the offender would return, to gain back a sense of safety or 
control, and out of a heightened sense of responsibility. Stereotyping based on 
race and gender was motivated by physical and psychological reactions when 
one is confronted with someone who resembles the offender, and by a need to 
identify a group of ‘dangerous’ individuals that one has to watch out for.  

Although most crimes were followed by some type of prevention-related 
reaction, 33 crimes did not lead to preventive action. In addition, the number 
of precautionary measures taken in response to victimization was generally lim-
ited. Specifically unpopular reactions were to leave one’s home, job, romantic 
relationship, and to some extent to change one’s (entertainment) activity pat-
terns. More in general, the four most often mentioned motivations for not tak-
ing (certain) measures were that measures were not seen as necessary or a solu-
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tion, that measures were too bothersome, that victims liked the status quo too 
much to make changes, and that victims felt they should not have to make 
changes. It is these costs that are weighed against the potential benefit of de-
creased victimization risk.  

Generally, except in cases where victimization leads to extensive emo-
tional difficulties, results indicate that reactions fade away over time. Three 
situations provide exceptions. First, psychologically harmful victimizations can 
have long-lasting consequences. Second, wary attitudes towards certain groups 
of people, notably men and immigrants, prove difficult to change. Third, small 
behavioral changes such as checking locks and looking over one’s shoulder be-
come routine and can last for years on end. It seems that behaviors last over 
time when individuals are able to fit them into daily routines.  

 
By focusing on victim decision-making we can highlight important elements 
not only of victimization in general, but of the mechanisms behind repeat vic-
timization in particular. This chapter shows that many crimes lead to behavioral 
adaptation. Often times these measures are situational. Exceptions are reserved 
for the most salient crimes. For many victims, situational measures can be suf-
ficient to prevent repeat victimization. However, for those whose high victimi-
zation risk is embedded in risky social environments, situational measures are 
not likely to be adequate. In these cases, the social environment has to be 
changed in order to reduce the risk of repeat victimization. The results of this 
chapter show that victims are not very likely to be able or willing to change 
their social environment and that they have a number of reasons for this, as 
outlined before. For these victims, the risk of repeat victimization is particularly 
high. 

Prior research on repeat victimization has focused on offender target se-
lection as the mechanism behind the finding that prior victimization directly 
increases the risk of future victimization. As noted in Chapter 1, offenders have 
been found to have a tendency to return to the same victim or target (Ashton 
et al., 1998; Everson, 2003; Palmer et al., 2002; Porter, 1996). For example, it 
has been suggested that burglars are motivated to return to the same target so 
that the second time they can steal goods they neglected or had to leave behind 
the first time, did not have clients for before, or have been reinstated by new 
ones (Kleemans, 2001; Polvi et al., 1991). In another example, Farrell et al. 
(1995) stated that violence against a person previously defeated provides a 
more or less certain outcome, which makes re-offending towards that victim 
more likely for a motivated offender. Although offender target selection pro-
vides a useful angle to explain repeat victimization, offenders’ preference for 
returning to the same target cannot on its own satisfactorily explain why repeat 
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victimization occurs. Only the convergence of both victim and offender actions 
can explain the relationship between prior and future victimization. The results 
of this chapter suggest that victims do use situational techniques to prevent fu-
ture crimes. And in those cases where victims do not use prevention measures, 
they express reasons for not doing so. These reasons help us explain why re-
peat victimization occurs. They can also help us find directions for prevention 
initiatives, a topic I will return to later. The results in this chapter show that vic-
tims’ cost-benefit analyses do not necessarily favor taking prevention measures. 
As a result, not taking measures or taking only situational measures is the out-
come.  

  
The results of this chapter show that although many victims change small be-
havioral routines after victimization, the larger structure of their lives remain 
largely untouched. This shows how powerful current lifestyles and routine ac-
tivities are in determining future lifestyles and routine activities. The original 
developers of lifestyle theory (Hindelang et al., 1978) already expressed this 
when they made relatively stable factors such as demographic characteristics, 
role expectations, and structural constraints the primary determinants of life-
styles. I have not taken macro-level structures into account in this chapter, but 
have mainly focused on micro-level influence on decision-making. Neverthe-
less, the results are quite in line with Hindelang et al.’s assumption that life-
styles are not easily changed. 

The finding that current behaviors are powerful predictors of future be-
haviors is also in line with psychological research. For example, Ouellette and 
Wood (1998) conducted a meta-analysis on the predictive power of past on fu-
ture behavior for a range of behaviors, including nutrition behaviors, seatbelt 
use, and health behaviors. They found that past behavior is an important pre-
dictor of future behavior. Research on health behaviors has shown that even 
among those who are at risk of contracting a disease, existing routines are not 
necessarily likely to be changed (see e.g. Booth, Zhang, & Kwiatkowksi, 1999; 
Hounton, Carabin, & Henderson, 2005). Likewise, existing routines prove dif-
ficult to change for those who express specific intentions to change their be-
haviors such as in New Year’s Resolutions to stop smoking or lose weight 
(Kassirer & Angell, 1998; Norcross, Ratzin, & Payne, 1989). It should be noted 
that in many health behaviors, including smoking and drug use, physical addic-
tion plays a role in the difficulty to change behavior. In these cases, we should 
expect that besides factors as cost benefit analyses, biological factors are also 
important in determining behavioral change. 

One reason why current and future behaviors are related is that many of 
our daily practices and routines are guided by ‘habits’, or automatic processes 
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that require little cognitive effort. The execution of habitual behavior is fast and 
easy, which makes repetition likely (Ouellette & Wood, 1998). In order to 
change habits, victimization must be a strong enough ‘intervention’32 and, in 
addition, victims must have the intention to change routines in the aftermath of 
victimization (Sheeran, 2002). But as shown in this chapter, victimization is not 
always serious, and not all victims expressed an intention to undertake preven-
tion measures. Some victims refuse to change their behavior because they do 
not think they should have to change their lives because of crime. In other 
cases, victims did in principle have the intention to change routines but did not 
actually change them. In comparison with other behavioral alternatives, taking 
prevention measures is not always favorable. A complicating factor is that un-
dertaking prevention measures is not necessarily enjoyable. Changing behavior 
requires effort since one cannot resort to already established habits. In addi-
tion, changing behavioral routines in order to prevent future victimization may 
not lead to clear positive outcomes (Ouellette & Wood, 1998). For many vic-
tims, victimization does not happen often, and thus prevention of victimization 
may be a rewarding goal only in the distant future. Furthermore, it should be 
stressed that opportunity structures can form barriers to implementing ade-
quate prevention measures. For example, as was noted, children who are vic-
tims of (sexual) violence by their parents have very limited if any options to 
leave the household.  

Taking prevention measures is not only brought about by deliberate and 
conscious decision-making, but can also be the result of automatic processes. 
Some have called emotions ‘automatic’ in the sense that individuals do not 
consider alternative reactions when they experience very strong emotional reac-
tions (e.g. Wikström & Treiber, 2009, p. 88). This was shown in the example 
where Alicia describes how she resorts to her childhood protective reactions 
when she is faced with someone who is angry. Another type of ‘automatic’ re-
action is stereotyping. As shown in the example of Muhammad, victims de-
scribe stereotyping of individuals that physically resemble the offender as 
automatic processes that are not necessarily accompanied by changes in belief 
systems about the same individuals (Devine, 1989). Furthermore, even though 
prevention measures may be initially brought about intentionally, small behav-

                                                   
32 Note that it can be argued that to those who are chronically victimized, victimization is 
not an intervention but has become routine itself. The prime example of such a situation is 
domestic violence. Some of the interviewed victims said that victimization had indeed be-
come ‘normal’. However, in most situations, individual victimizations did cause distress, 
and - as shown – victims did employ situational techniques to avoid victimization. In this 
sense, victimization can still be seen as an ‘intervention’ that can lead to re-evaluation or 
adaptation. 
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ioral changes have the ability to become ‘automatic’, or habitual, over time. 
Thus, reactions to crime can bring about new habitual behaviors.  

 
What do the results imply in terms of policy? We have seen that when meas-
ures can be fit into daily routines, they have the potential to last for years. 
Therefore, for prevention measures to be successful, they have to be made as 
accessible and easy-to-use as possible. It might even be argued that completely 
‘use-free’ measures are most effective in preventing future crimes. For example, 
Vollaard (2009) argued that hardened window-sills are effective in reducing 
crime. These are measures that do not require any effort on the part of the 
owner.  

We should not expect victims to take measures that cannot be fit into 
their routine activities. This may pose difficulties for the prevention of violent 
victimization. The contexts and situations that give rise to violent victimization 
shape routine activities and are not easily changed. Perhaps this is one of the 
reasons why the distribution of repeat victimization is even more skewed for 
violent than for property crimes. For example, Pease (1998) estimated that 2% 
of survey respondents suffered 41% of property crimes, while 1% of respon-
dents suffered 59% of violent crimes. For the prevention of repeat violent vic-
timization, the findings of this chapter may imply that we should rely more on 
general preventive efforts from governments or industries than on individual 
victims as they are not necessarily able or willing to take measures that are ef-
fective enough to prevent future crimes. In this respect, the results of broader 
initiatives to prevent repeat victimization such as for domestic violence (Lloyd 
et al., 1994) and racial victimization (Phillips & Sampson, 1998) are promising. 

 
Future research should investigate the interaction between stable victim charac-
teristics and reactions to crime. For example, gender has been found to be re-
lated to general risk-avoidance strategies (not necessarily as a reaction to vic-
timization) (Cobbina, Miller, & Brunson, 2008; Lindegaard & Henriksen, 2005), 
to strategies to stop bullying (Craig, Pepler, & Blais, 2007), to resorting to the 
judicial system in cases of domestic violence (Kingsnorth & MacIntosh, 2004), 
to various forms of help-seeking (Kaukinen, 2002), and also to some extent to 
retaliation (Jacobs & Wright, 2006). We might also expect that there is an inter-
action between age and the extent to which victims take preventive action after 
victimization. In general, adolescents are known to be more likely to be in-
volved in risky activities. Part of their high victimization rates might be ex-
plained by their inability or unwillingness to adapt their behavior. For this 
group of victims, the costs of giving up risky behavior (the status quo) might 
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be higher than the benefits (decreased likelihood of victimization). For exam-
ple, Van Dijk (1986) noted that young men in urban areas have high risks of 
victimization, but at the same time are disinclined to take prevention measures. 
Finally, characteristics of the social environment can influence the ability and 
willingness to take prevention measures. For example, general risk prevention 
techniques (Cobbina et al., 2008) as well as reporting to the police after victimi-
zation (Baumer, 2002; Goudriaan, Wittebrood, & Nieuwbeerta, 2006) have 
been related to neighborhood characteristics. Future research could investigate 
whether neighborhood characteristics or other socio-demographic variables are 
also important for behavioral reactions to victimization. 
 



 
Reactions to Crime. Exploring Victim Decision‐Making 

143 

Appendix 5A    Topic list 

Introduction 

Interviewer-information: Thank you for taking part in this research. To start with, I 
will shortly introduce myself. I work at the Netherlands Institute for the Study 
of Crime and Law Enforcement (which is located at the campus of the VU 
University of Amsterdam) and am conducting research on crime. At the mo-
ment, I am conducting a study about experiences of citizens with crime and the 
consequences of crime for people, in this case for you. So how do people ex-
perience crime, and what are the effects on their behavior, in this case for you. 
I will report the results of the study in a scientific publication. The research is 
done in cooperation with TNS NIPO, which is why you were approached 
through them in first instance.  
 
Global procedure: The global procedure for the interview is as follows. I will first 
ask some general questions. After that, I would like to hear more about what 
happened, such as where and when. After that, I would like to discuss whether 
you experienced any consequences of the crime. For example emotional, finan-
cial, and practical consequences. Subsequently I would like to know whether 
you experienced any consequences in your behavior. 
 
Registration: If you allow me to, I would like to tape-record the interview so that 
I can listen to the interview again afterwards and so that we do not have to 
pause for me making notes.  
 
Confidentiality: It is important that you know that this interview is strictly confi-
dential. That is, no one will be able to see who said what after this interview has 
been completed.  
 
I am going to ask questions about what happened. In case you would rather 
not answer certain questions, then please feel free not to. If you would like a 
time-out or a break then that is possible too. Feel free to say whatever you like.  
 
Time: I estimate that the interview will take about an hour. 
 
Before we start, do you have any questions? 

 
<turn on tape recorder> 
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General questions 

To start, can you tell me something about yourself? 
 

Background information: 
- Do you have a job (what kind of job, where do you work, how many 

hours per week)? 
- Do you study? 
- In what type of housing do you live (buy, rent; family housing, apartment, 

free-standing, etc.)? 
- Who do you live with (single, married, children, etc.)? 
- Are you involved in a relationship? 

Victimization incident 

In the questionnaire, I understood that in the last year you experienced a crime 
incident. Can you tell me more about this? (if necessary, refer back to survey 
questionnaire) 
 
Did you have any other experiences with crime in the past year? 
<for each crime repeat following> 
What happened (when, where, and how)? 
Was it day or night? 
Do you come there often (where it happened)? 
Were you alone when it happened? Were others around? Did they help you? 
Were other victims involved in the crime? 
Did you see the offender? Did you know the offender?  
What was stolen? When did you notice that it was gone? 
What did you do first after you noticed what had happened? 
Who did you tell about the crime/who knows about it? 
 
Did you report the crime to the police? When? Can you tell me why you did 
(not) report the crime? What was the procedure like? Has the offender been 
arrested? Has the offender been taken to court or been convicted? 

Consequences 

Can you tell me whether the crime has had any consequences for you? 
Which? 
What was the most serious consequence of the crime for you? 
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Practical, physical, and emotional consequences 

Can you tell me something about the emotional consequences that you experi-
enced? 
- What kinds of emotions did you experience (e.g. scared, angry, frustrated, 

shame etc.)? 
- How long did they last?  
- Were there others (partner, kids) who suffered from emotional conse-

quences? 
- Has the incident been emotionally processed? Why not, what will it take? 
 
Can you tell me something about the financial and practical consequences of the 
crime? 
- Did the crime have any financial consequences for you? For example: did 

you have to replace stolen or destroyed goods? 
- Did you have to take days off from work? 
- Are there others (partner, children, family) who experienced financial or 

practical consequences? 
 

<in case of physical contact during the incident> 
- Did you have any injuries due to the incident? If yes, which? Were they 

lasting? 
- Did you see a doctor? 
- Did you experience any other physical consequences after the crime, such 

as headaches, other pains, sleeplessness, or something else?  
- Were there others (partner, children) who experienced such conse-

quences? 
 
Help/support:  
- <in case incident was reported to the police:> Did the police refer you to 

Victim Support Services (‘Bureau Slachtofferhulp’)? 
- <In case incident was not reported to the police>: Do you know Victim 

Support Services (‘Bureau Slachtofferhulp’)? 
- Did you have any contact with Victim Support? Why/why not? What was 

this contact like? Was it useful for you? 
- Did you receive help or support from family, neighbors, or acquaintances? 

What kind of help was this? 
- Did you seek professional help, e.g. from a psychologist or social worker? 

How often? Did it help?  
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Do you think different about crime now, as compared to before the incident 
happened? 
Has the way in which you are perceive crime and risks changed? 

Behavioral reactions 

Can you tell me whether the incident has changed your behavior or daily life? If 
yes, how? 
 
Changes in daily life: 
- Are there certain places you avoid since the incident happened? 
- Are there certain people you avoid since the incident happened? 
- Do you take a different route to work/school/city centre, etc.? 
- Do you leave your house as often as before? Do you seek company when 

you leave the house? 
- Are you home alone as often as before? 
- Have your entertainment patterns changed? How? 
Changes in securing or belongings: 
- Has the way in which you secure or handle your belongings changed since 

the incident? How? 
Changes in housing situation: 
- Have you changed things in or around your house after the incident? 

How? 
- Have you considered buying an alarm system, or installing/changing the 

locks? 
- Do you more often leave on the lights at night when you are away?  
- Have you considered moving after the incident? 
 
Why did you (not) do these things? 
Was it because of the incident? 
Have you considered doing things like this? 
- To what extent did you find it annoying/irritating/tedious to change these 

things? 
- What did you think about the costs/energy (that had to be) spent on these 

changes? 
 
In general: 
- Have you experienced change over time in these consequences? 
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<in cases where the offender is known> 
Contact with offender: 
- Did you have any contact with the offender after the incident? Why (not)? 
- What was this contact like? 
- Did you take revenge on the offender? Why (not)? 
- At this moment, are you still in touch with the offender? Why (not)? 
 
Did others give you advice about how you should react after the incident? 

Future 

I would now like to ask some questions about the future: 
- Do you think the incident could happen again? 
- Are you afraid it will happen again? How would you feel if it happened 

again? 
- In general, do you think an incident like this can be prevented? How? 
- Do you think you can prevent a new incident? How? 
 
Were there also positive consequences of the crime? 
 
<In case of more incidents> 
Now we have talked about [summary] 
I would now like to talk about [next crime] 

End of interview 

Is there something you would like to add? 
Have I missed something important? 
 
<offer financial reward (€ 35)> 
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Chapter 6 

General Conclusions and Discussion 

6.1  Introduction 

This dissertation started out with the observation that most available victimiza-
tion data are of cross-sectional design in which the same respondents are inter-
viewed only once. Cross-sectional data have shown that some individuals and 
some households suffer excessively from criminal victimization within a single 
year (e.g. Pease, 1998). But cross-sectional designs cannot tell us whether it is 
the same people who are victimized over different years, or whether it is differ-
ent people. In order to investigate continuity and change in victimization ex-
periences across individuals’ lives, we need longitudinal research.  

To investigate and further develop explanations for longitudinal victimiza-
tion patterns, we need longitudinal data with which we can test such explana-
tions. The thesis therefore first assessed the possibilities of using existing short-
term longitudinal victimological data to describe long-term longitudinal vic-
timization patterns (Chapter 2). It then proceeded by exploring the role of self-
control in the relationship between prior victimization and later victimization 
(Chapter 3). Chapters 4 and 5 further investigated the effects of prior victimiza-
tion on future victimization by investigating whether, how, and why victimiza-
tion leads to precautionary measures. In Chapters 2 to 4, I used quantitative 
data from the US National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) and the Pitts-
burgh Youth Study (PYS), and in Chapter 5 I used qualitative data from my 
own interviews with victims. 

In this final chapter, I start off with a summary of the results of this dis-
sertation followed by a discussion of measurement issues. I continue with a 
general discussion on theoretical implications. I conclude with recommenda-
tions for practice and for future research.  

6.2  Summary of results 

In order to investigate longitudinal victimization patterns across long periods 
of individuals’ life, we need longitudinal data on victimization. Such data 
sources are rare, especially when it comes to long-term longitudinal data. In or-
der to overcome this difficulty, Chapter 2 investigated whether the short-term 
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longitudinal data of the NCVS could be extended into long-term longitudinal 
data. Results indicated that they cannot. It was found that for all age-cohorts 
investigated, victimization reporting decreased over time, unlike the inverse U-
shaped curves that typically result from cross-sectional age-victimization stud-
ies. The main potential explanations for this phenomenon included respondent 
fatigue, selective attrition, and the American crime drop.  

The results from the second chapter painted a somewhat gloomy picture 
for the rest of the thesis. From a pessimistic point of view, the findings of this 
chapter would lead us to infer that the investigation of longitudinal victimiza-
tion patterns is useless because the data are not suitable. Instead, this thesis 
concurs with a more optimistic view in which the difficulties of longitudinal 
self-report data are investigated and recognized and in which measures are 
taken to deal with these problems as best as possible. One particular measure 
was taken: In Chapters 3 and 4, I controlled for time-effects as best as possible 
by including a measure for time. Since the focus of these two chapters was not 
on age, this could be done for both chapters.33 This is not to say that including 
a time effect effectively controls for any problems. As stated in the conclusions 
of Chapter 2, we cannot assume that time effects are similar across age cohorts. 
However, including a time effect is at this point the best measure we can take 
to control for time effects. By including it, I feel that I have controlled for time 
effects as best as possible.  

Chapters 3 to 5 addressed the main theoretical issue of this dissertation. In 
these chapters, I investigated some of the mechanisms behind the finding that 
prior victimization directly increases future victimization. In particular, I inves-
tigated whether, how, and why prior victimization leads (or does not lead) vic-
tims to change behavioral routines and prevention practices. In Chapter 3, I fo-
cused on the role of personality traits, notably self-control, in the link between 
prior and future victimization with data from the PYS. I hypothesized that vic-
tims with high levels of self-control are more likely to change their behavior af-
ter victimization and thus have a lower likelihood of repeat victimization than 
victims with low levels of self-control. This hypothesis was confirmed, but only 
for victims of theft. For victims of violence, I found that those with high self-
control did not have a lower risk of repeat victimization than those with low 
self-control. A potential explanation for this finding is that in some cases vio-
lent victimization, especially by known offenders, may require violent retalia-
tion. Those with higher levels of self-control may be less likely to engage in (re-
taliatory) violence and thus they may in some cases be more likely to be re-

                                                   
33 Note that in Chapter 4 age and time were not confounded because the data source con-
sisted of many different age cohorts from the NCVS. 
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victimized. In the conclusion of Chapter 3, I discussed that I assumed that vic-
tims with high self-control use prevention measures after victimization, which 
in turn decreases their risk of future victimization. However, I did not directly 
test whether victimization indeed leads to behavioral change or prevention 
measures. Therefore, I recommended that this assumption is directly tested 
with measures of routine activities. Chapter 4 proceeded by doing this.  

In Chapter 4, I studied whether victimization leads to changes in three 
specific behavioral routines: going shopping, going away for the evening, and 
having household devices. In addition, I investigated whether changes in these 
behavioral routines lead to changes in the likelihood of victimization. I used 
data from the NCVS. Results showed that victimization leads to limited 
changes in behavioral routines. In addition, changes in behavioral routines lead 
to limited changes in the likelihood of victimization. Results were evaluated 
critically, with an emphasis on the limitations of the data used to indicate rou-
tine activities. 

In order to better understand the mechanisms behind the results from the 
quantitative data used in Chapters 3 and 4, Chapter 5 was based on qualitative 
data from interviews with victims. The main results were that although many 
victims do change some aspects of their behavior after victimization, these 
changes remain limited. Exceptions are reserved for the most salient crimes. 
Although many crimes lead to behavioral adaptation, these measures usually 
remain situational. Although situational measures can be adequate in prevent-
ing future victimization for many victims, this is not likely to be the case for 
those victims whose high victimization risk is embedded in risky social envi-
ronments. In these cases, the social environment has to be changed in order to 
reduce the risk of repeat victimization. Since victims are not very likely to be 
able or willing to change their social environment, the risk of repeat victimiza-
tion is particularly high for these victims. 

Besides the results on the relationship between victimization and behav-
ioral change, results from Chapters 3 and 4 also revealed interesting findings on 
the link between lifestyle changes and victimization risk. It was found that sev-
eral lifestyle changes, including changing student status, marital status, 
neighborhood residence, and possession of a car have an impact on victimiza-
tion.  

6.3  Methodological issues 

In this paragraph I highlight a number of methodological issues associated with 
the data and methods I used in this dissertation.  
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6.3.1  Limitations of victimization surveys 

In this dissertation, I made extensive use of victimization surveys. Besides diffi-
culties in longitudinal measurement (studied in Chapter 2), victimization sur-
veys have other difficulties that I should address here. One of the most often 
cited problems of survey research concerns memory problems or recency bias 
(Biderman & Lynch, 1981; Bradburn et al., 1987; Doerner & Lab, 2005; Elffers 
& Averdijk, 2007; Penick & Owens, 1976; Skogan, 1975). Memory failure oc-
curs when a respondent fails to remember a crime incident altogether, or when 
a respondents fails to remember certain aspects of the crime (Turner, 1984). 
One of the best known examples of this is ‘telescoping’ which occurs when re-
spondents fail to remember when an incident occurred, and therefore report 
incidents that occurred outside the reference period.  

Other response errors include unwillingness to report crimes to the inter-
viewer, for example in case of victimizations by family or friends, in case of 
very sensitive incidents, or in cases where the victim feels partly responsible for 
the occurrence of the crime (Koss et al., 1987; Skogan, 1975; Turner, 1984). 
Another potential source for error is miscommunication between interviewer 
and respondents, for example when the respondent does not understand the 
survey question or misinterprets the question. Finally and more in general, vic-
timization surveys suffer from non-response. Non-response is often selective, 
with the most victim-prone individuals being the least likely to participate in 
surveys (see Chapter 2 of this dissertation; and Ybarra & Lohr, 2000). 

Although these issues remain problematic in any survey research (see 
Chapter 2), it should be noted that the victimization surveys used in this disser-
tation (the NCVS and the PYS) have both taken considerable care to amelio-
rate these problems. The development of the NCVS has given rise to a large 
amount of methodological studies (including but not limited to Addington, 
2005; Bushery, 1981; Cantor & Lynch, 2005; Hart et al., 2005; Lehnen & Reiss, 
1978; Lehnen & Skogan, 1984, 1981; Planty & Strom, 2007; Schneider & Sumi, 
1981; Winters, 1999; Ybarra & Lohr, 2000) that are used for improvement of 
the survey. In the PYS, considerable care has been undertaken to retain high 
participation rates, which the research team has been quite successful at: the 
cooperation rate for the oldest cohort (which was analyzed in Chapter 3) at the 
16th follow-up was 82%, while the average cooperation rate over all waves was 
90% (Loeber et al., 2008). There is no indication in the PYS for selective attri-
tion according to initial risk status, race, substance use, and serious offending.  
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6.3.2  Operationalization of measures 

Most of the measurement issues regarding operationalization have been dis-
cussed in the respective chapters. In order to not unduly repeat these issues, I 
will only touch on them briefly here.  

The types of victimization that I investigated in this dissertation were in 
large part determined by the datasets that I used. Some have argued that sur-
veys, especially the NCVS, are not suitable to collect data on the most serious 
and sensitive crime types. For example, Koss et al. (1987) argued that national 
victimization surveys and other data sources do not adequately capture the ex-
tent of sexual victimization because of the way the questions are framed and 
because sexual victimization is a gradated offense and does not fit a yes/no an-
swer (but see Rand & Rennison, 2005).  

Besides relying on the victimization types measured by the surveys, I also 
relied on the way they measure routine activities. This has lead to difficulties, 
especially in Chapter 4, where I described the limited operationalization of the 
routine activities variables. For more details about these issues, I refer readers 
to the discussion provided in Chapter 4. The conclusion remains that the 
measures are certainly not optimal and leave much space for debate. 

In Chapter 3, I operationalized self-control with attitudinal measures. 
There has been discussion about whether attitudinal measures instead of be-
havioral measures should be used to best measure self-control. Although the 
review by Pratt and Cullen (2000) suggested that ‘effect size was not signifi-
cantly affected by whether self-control was measured by an attitudinal or be-
havioral measure or whether it was measured by Grasmick et al.’s (1993) scale 
or by scales developed by other scholars’ (p. 952), it is important that the analy-
ses of Chapter 3 be replicated in future studies with different (and behavioral) 
operationalizations of self-control.  

6.3.3  Samples from different cultural contexts 

In this dissertation I have made use of several different datasets that contain 
data on different samples. Whereas the NCVS is a national survey designed to 
be representative for US households and non-institutionalized persons of 12 
years and older, the PYS survey contains information on a sample of males of a 
particular age-group (adolescence to young adulthood) that is in part sampled 
among high-risk subjects from Pittsburgh. Although both datasets have their 
strengths, I do not know whether the conclusions that I have drawn based on 
the NCVS would be the same for the PYS and vice versa. In addition, whereas 
both the NCVS and the PYS are US datasets, the data used in Chapter 5 were 
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collected among Dutch victims. Although I suspect that basic principles of 
human behavior are similar across the US and the Netherlands, differences ex-
ist in the contexts in which American and Dutch citizens live. For example, vic-
timization rates differ between the Netherlands and the US. Findings from the 
International Crime Victimization Survey (ICVS) have shown that victimization 
prevalence and incidence rates in the Netherlands are higher than those in the 
US (Bouten, Goudriaan, & Nieuwbeerta, 2002; Mayhew & Van Dijk, 1997; 
Van Dijk, Van Kesteren, & Smit, 2007), although this difference does not seem 
to be significant and seems largely due to higher rates of bicycle theft in the 
Netherlands (Van Dijk, Van Kesteren, & Smit, 2007). In terms of reactions to 
crime, Dutch victims reported a higher percentage of victimizations to the po-
lice than Americans. In terms of target hardening, ICVS results suggested that 
while Dutch homes are more often equipped with special door locks, Ameri-
cans report more burglar alarms (Van Dijk, Van Kesteren, & Smit, 2007; 
Bouten, Goudriaan, & Nieuwbeerta, 2002). American citizens report much 
higher rates of gun ownership than Dutch citizens, although reasons for gun 
ownership are usually related to hunting and sports, and only to a lesser degree 
to protection (Tseloni & Bass, 2002). General fear of crime does not differ 
much between the two countries, although Dutch respondents report slightly 
higher rates of feeling unsafe on the street in their own neighborhood after 
dark (Wittebrood, 2002). Thus, results from the ICVS suggested that the Neth-
erlands and the US differ somewhat in terms of the levels and types of victimi-
zation experiences and in terms of precautionary behaviors that are taken. 
Since I did not investigate how reactions to crime might differ between the 
Netherlands and the US I do not know whether my results are generalizable 
across datasets and contexts.  

6.3.4  Causality 

In Chapters 3 and 4, I applied dynamic panel models that control for stable dif-
ferences between the individuals that make up the samples. These methods 
thus concentrate on differences within individuals and not on differences between 
individuals. As a consequence, effects of life events (such as victimization) can 
be attributed to the event itself, and not to unobserved pre-existing differences 
between individuals. In a sense, these methods ‘simulate’ experimental meth-
ods. Nevertheless, they are not experimental designs and they do have disad-
vantages. The methods do not control for omitted variable bias stemming from 
unobserved changes over time. Moreover, they do not control for selective par-
ticipation of individuals in the surveys. In Chapter 2, I showed that more vic-
tim-prone individuals have a higher likelihood of dropping out of the survey 
sample than less victim-prone individuals. Since these individuals disappear 
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from the data, I do not know whether outcomes would have been different if 
they had remained in the sample, or participated to begin with. The same ap-
plies to the interview study described in Chapter 5. Although I did not find 
evidence for selection effects into the sample based on demographics, and al-
though the outcomes of the study are varied, I do not know whether the out-
comes would have been different if more respondents had agreed to be inter-
viewed and thus the final pool of interviewed individuals had been different. In 
order to robustly investigate causality, experiments are often seen as the golden 
standard. However, victimization experiments are not feasible due to ethical 
reasons. And even if they would be, even experiments (at least in the social sci-
ences) incorporate problematic issues, for example selection bias (Sampson, 
2008).  

6.3.5  Interview method 

In Chapter 5, I relied on qualitative data from interviews to investigate whether, 
how, and why victims change their behavior or prevention measures after vic-
timization. Acquiring narrative information directly from victims, instead of 
through databases that quantify more limited information, allowed me to gain 
an additional perspective on victim decision-making. There are however diffi-
culties involved in using interviewing as a method to answer these questions, 
especially when it comes to answering the question ‘why’ victims do (not) 
change their behavior. In Chapter 5, I noted that individuals do not always 
know the motivations for their actions (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). Hence, I have 
relied on perceived motivations. Moreover, interviews are ‘often one-time and 
one-sided interaction[s] between the [interviewee] and researcher’ (Lindegaard, 
2010, p. 110) which limits their scope. Extensive forms of triangulation, for ex-
ample by speaking to multiple actors from one research subjects’ environment, 
conducting interviews with the same research subject in different contexts, and 
direct observation would allow a more comprehensive understanding of moti-
vations (Lindegaard, 2010).  

 
In the previous paragraphs I acknowledged methodological issues associated 
with this dissertation and the conclusions it may draw. Although it is important 
to emphasize these methodological issues, the data used in this thesis also have 
key advantages and strengths. The datasets used in Chapter 2, 3, and 4 (NCVS 
and PYS) are of longitudinal design and therefore enabled me to investigate 
changes within individuals, instead of differences between individuals. Both 
datasets are highly valuable because they gain insight in longitudinal patterns in 
victimization, for which relatively little other resources exist. The NCVS is, to 
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the best of my knowledge, the only national victimization survey of longitudi-
nal design. The PYS provides longitudinal measures of victimization in a 
unique high-risk sample. Both datasets are renowned because of the care that 
has been taken by its developers to ensure high data quality. The high participa-
tion rates of both surveys are remarkable, and rare in the social sciences. Com-
bining quantitative analyses in Chapters 2 through 4 with qualitative analysis in 
Chapter 5 enabled me to gain different but complementary views on victimiza-
tion and behavioral reactions. I used quantitative analyses for testing hypothe-
ses, while I used qualitative analysis for understanding the mechanisms behind 
victims’ behavioral reactions. I believe this led to interesting results and insights 
that may not have surfaced if only one methodological approach (quantitative 
or qualitative) had been taken. In sum, notwithstanding their methodological 
challenges, the NCVS, the PYS, and the interview data were simply the best 
available data to answer the questions that I wanted to answer in this thesis. 

6.4  Discussion 

In this paragraph I attempt to relate this dissertation to victimological literature 
and opportunity literature. Subsequently, I discuss how the theoretical frame-
works on self-control and opportunity theory as used in this dissertation can be 
integrated. 

6.4.1  Victimological literature 

Traditional victimological literature has been characterized by two major waves 
of literature (Van Dijk, 1997, 2006). As noted in Chapter 1, the first wave of 
victimological research focused primarily on ‘victim-precipitation’, or inter-
individual differences in the extent to which individuals contribute to their own 
victimization (Amir, 1971; Fattah, 1967; Von Hentig, 1948; Mendelsohn, 1956; 
Schafer, 1986; Wolfgang, 1958). Early victimology expressed an interest in the 
victim as an actor, but did this with a strong emphasis on victim blaming. This 
approach, especially Amir’s (1971), met with harsh criticism from academics, 
feminists and victims advocates (Doerner & Lab, 2005; Rock, 2007). By focus-
ing on victim decision-making, this dissertation also focuses on the victim as an 
actor, but throughout my goal has been to explore the causes and conse-
quences of behavior without judging this behavior in moral terms. Thus, I at-
tempted to investigate whether, how, and why (not) victims try to influence 
victimization risk after the crime.  

The second major wave of victimological literature focused on psycho-
logical consequences of victimization. Victimology traditionally has a strong fo-
cus on the psychological coping of victims with their traumatic experiences. 
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The discovery of and research on Post Traumatic Stress Disorders (PTSD) has 
played a major role in this tradition (Van Dijk, 1997; Van Dijk, Winkel, & Let-
schert, 2008). The interest in PTSD has not only brought about a large amount 
of research on the origins of PTSD but has also helped in designing effective 
treatment (for an extensive overview, see Winkel, 2007). This dissertation has 
taken a somewhat different approach to consequences of victimization by not 
so much looking at psychological consequences, but at behavioral conse-
quences of victimization. Psychological consequences were considered primar-
ily in their role as a potential influential factor on behavioral consequences. 
More recently, victimologists have expressed a growing interest in the active 
roles victims take after victimization, for example by helping in setting up re-
search programs for crime prevention (Van Dijk, 2006, 2009). This dissertation 
is compatible with such a view through its focus on the victim as an agent who 
is capable of active decision-making.  

6.4.2  Opportunity literature 

In this dissertation, I focused on victimization as an occurrence that can lead to 
behavioral reactions, specifically prevention measures. I considered whether 
and how victimization is capable of changing existing routines so that individu-
als evaluate their behavioral patterns and consider whether and how they 
should be changed. The results showed that although many victims change 
some of their behavioral practices, most are not able or willing to change the 
larger structure of their lives. Exceptions occur in cases of very serious victimi-
zations that have strong emotional impact. These findings are in line with other 
research that has shown individuals’ reluctance or refusal to change lifestyles, as 
noted in Chapter 5. 

The finding that lifestyles are powerful behavioral structures and that vic-
timization often does not change them confirms the assumptions of lifestyle 
theory that lifestyles are not easily changed. Lifestyle theory as proposed by 
Hindelang et al. (1978) suggested that lifestyles are influenced by structural fac-
tors such as demographics, role expectations, and structural constraints. In 
their framework, role expectations derive from cultural norms that are attached 
to factors as age, sex, race, income, marital status, education, and occupation. 
For example, traditional cultural roles for men differ from those for women, 
which leads men and women to adapt to cultural roles. Likewise, institutional 
orders, such as economic and familial orders, impose structural constraints on 
individuals’ behavior. For example, financial resources influence choices re-
garding area of residence and entertainment venues, while family responsibili-
ties influence where and how time is spent. The outcome of role expectations 
and structural constraints is a certain lifestyle constellation. In sum, the original 
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formulation of lifestyle theory implies that lifestyles are determined by factors 
that are rather stable and not easy to change. Hence, lifestyles themselves are 
not easily changed.  

While the results of this dissertation are in line with lifestyle theory’s as-
sumptions that lifestyles are not easily changed, my approach has been some-
what different from the approach of Hindelang et al. (1978). Where lifestyle 
theory sees structural factors as the main determinants of individual behavior, 
this dissertation has primarily focused on micro-level decision-making and its 
micro-level considerations. Although micro-level decision-making may well be 
influenced by macro-level structures, this was not the focus of the dissertation. 
Rather, I was interested in how individual experiences, notably victimization, 
can change lifestyles and, as a consequence, the likelihood of subsequent vic-
timization. The mechanisms influencing micro-level decision-making focused 
on individuals’ personality characteristics and cost-benefit analyses. In this way, 
I hope that this research extends lifestyle theory to include individual experi-
ences and decision-making.  

 
Besides the reciprocal effects of victimization and routine activities, this disser-
tation also included findings on the effects of lifestyle changes on victimization. 
Results in Chapters 3 and 4 showed that some, although not all, lifestyle 
changes affect the likelihood of victimization. It thereby lends support to some 
of the linkages in the lifestyle model (Hindelang et al., 1978). Hindelang et al. 
(1978) stated that ‘many of the important linkages in the [lifestyle, MA] model, 
however, can only be tested adequately with longitudinal data. As role expecta-
tions change according to the increasing age of the individual, do changing ad-
aptations in fact result in lifestyle shifts that affect exposure and hence the 
probability of victimizations? Similar questions could be posed with respect to 
changes in marital status and income’ (p. 271). The results in Chapters 3 and 4 
showed that changes in lifestyle may indeed influence victimization risk. How-
ever, since the lifestyle indicators were not the focal point of these chapters, I 
have not given much attention to how exactly these mechanisms work. I hope 
that the results of this dissertation add to the pool of knowledge on the rela-
tionship between lifestyle changes and victimization, and that future work will 
be done to unravel the precise theoretical mechanisms. 

 
The main focus of this dissertation has been on victim decision-making. Op-
portunity theory has traditionally also had a strong focus on decision-making, 
although mostly on offender decision-making (Clarke & Cornish, 1985; Cor-
nish & Clarke, 1986). Offenders make decisions about which targets and vic-
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tims to choose based on (among others) economic principles such as which 
targets and victims would yield the highest rewards and at the same time yield 
the lowest risks for apprehension. Victims themselves however, can also make 
decisions to influence opportunity structure. This leads to a more dynamic role 
of the victim in the occurrence of crime. It should be noted that I focused ex-
clusively on decision-making after victimization, not on decision-making of po-
tential victims regardless of prior victimization experiences. Although I focused 
on decision-making, I did not use the term ‘rational choice’ to describe the be-
havioral decisions of victims. The findings from this dissertation showed that 
decision-making can be influenced by many different factors, including cost-
benefit considerations, emotions, and habit. Whether these can be character-
ized as ‘rational’ or not, these factors converge into purposeful behavior.  

6.4.3  Self‐control and decision‐making 

In Chapter 3 I focused on the role of self-control in the relationship between 
prior and future victimization. I hypothesized that victims with higher levels of 
self-control are likely to have a decreased risk of future victimization. The pro-
posed mechanism to explain this relationship was that those with higher levels 
of self-control are more likely to undertake preventive measures after victimiza-
tion than those with lower levels of self-control, resulting in a lower risk of re-
peat victimization for victims with higher self-control. In Chapter 5, I investi-
gated victims’ considerations for (not) taking preventive measures after victimi-
zations. Because the data collection procedure for Chapter 5 pre-ceded the 
analysis of Chapter 3, I did not incorporate measures of self-control in the in-
terviews for Chapter 5. How can the theoretical framework of Chapter 3 on 
self-control be integrated with the findings on decision-making for Chapter 5? 

It is proposed that self-control is relevant for the relationship between vic-
timization and prevention measures only when an individual (consciously) per-
ceives undertaking precautionary measures as an alternative for action (Wik-
ström & Treiber, 2006). This is not always the case. First, findings from Chap-
ter 5 show that some victims feel that they should not have to make changes in 
order to prevent future victimization, and that the offender carries the full re-
sponsibility for the crime.  

Second, self-control is not considered relevant in cases where behavioral 
reactions are the results of more or less ‘automatic’ or habitual processes that 
require little cognitive effort. A typical example of a habitual process is stereo-
typing (Devine, 1989, 2001). Findings from Chapter 5 illustrated that victims 
described stereotyping as something they did not necessarily have control over, 
at least not in first instance. For example, when confronted with individuals 
who shared demographic characteristics with the offender that victimized 
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them, they experienced a physical or psychological reaction in which they were 
reminded of the crime. Stereotyping can, but need not mean that these victims 
changed their belief systems or attitudes towards individuals who resemble the 
offender in terms of gender or race. Examples of both were given in Chapter 5. 
Recall that one victim said that his attitude towards immigrants had changed as 
a result of victimization, whereas the other said that his discriminatory feelings 
towards immigrants only appeared as a first reaction when confronted with 
immigrants, but that he had not changed his overall attitude towards them. Vic-
tims repeatedly mentioned that they thought it was wrong of them to stereo-
type, and that it was against their moral values. However, the psychological re-
action was too strong and quick for them to control. This is in line with psy-
chological research that has shown that stereotyping and changes in belief sys-
tems need not happen simultaneously (Devine, 1989, 2001).  

As discussed in Chapter 5, very strong emotions have been argued to play 
an important role in habitual action since strong emotions may lead victims to 
ignore alternative reactions (e.g. Wikström & Treiber, 2009, p. 88). In this 
sense, strong emotional reactions to victimization that spur certain behavioral 
reactions may be seen as habitual processes that are not under the influence of 
conscious and deliberate decision-making. The function of such emotional re-
actions is to direct our activities to enhance survival (Gifford, 2002) as they are 
‘responses to recurrent situations of adaptive significance in our evolutionary 
past’ (Loewenstein & O’Donaghue, 2007, p. 8). Thus, even though behavioral 
reactions (e.g. direct retaliation efforts) that are spurred by strong emotional re-
actions may not be part of the conscious and deliberate decision-making proc-
ess, they are goal-directed and depending on the reaction, they may be seen as 
precautionary measures. Although strong emotional reactions may be charac-
terized as habitual action, self-control can be argued to play a role in the con-
trol of emotions. That is, it takes a certain amount of self-control to ease down 
the intensity of emotions (Loewenstein & O’Donoghue, 2007). For example, 
strong retaliatory desires can be lessened by self-control. That self-control and 
emotions interact is supported by neurological research that has shown that 
brain parts that are involved in conscious choice are neurally connected with 
emotional subsystems (Gifford, 2002; Loewenstein & O’Donoghue, 2007).  

For this dissertation, the notion of habitual processes in behavior is also 
important in another dimension. Although prevention measures that are taken 
after victimization may be deliberate, once they are in place they have the po-
tential to become habitual. This was shown in Chapter 5. Once prevention be-
havior has become habitual, self-control does not exert influence. Psychological 
research has shown that habitual behavior in a given situation is automatically 
activated (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2000). Aarts, Verplanken, and Van Knippen-
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berg (1998) suggested that habitual choices follow cognitive shortcuts: ‘when 
behavior has been performed many times in the past, subsequent behavior be-
comes more and more under control of an automated cognitive process, 
whereas behaviors executed less frequently are (still) guided by evaluative inter-
pretations and considerations’ (Aarts et al., 1998, p. 1362-1362). Ouellette and 
Wood (1998) conducted a meta-analysis on the predictive power of past on fu-
ture behavior for a range of behaviors, including nutrition behaviors, seatbelt 
use, and health behaviors. They stated that well-practiced behaviors in familiar 
contexts are guided by automatic cognitive processes, while behaviors that are 
not well-practiced are guided by conscious decision-making. Thus, changing 
habits requires conscious decision-making (Ouellette & Wood, 1998). 

In sum, self-control is not relevant to decision-making when behavior is 
habitual, and when individuals do not consciously perceive undertaking precau-
tionary measures to be an alternative because victims feel it would not be ‘right’ 
if they would have to change their lives in response to victimization. Only in 
cases where taking precautionary measures is consciously considered to be an 
alternative for action is self-control relevant (Wikström & Treiber, 2006). When 
taking precautionary measures is considered to be an alternative for action, self-
control influences whether an individual is successful at undertaking precau-
tionary measures. Since for most individuals, victimization does not happen 
very frequently, taking prevention measures has long-term rather than short-
term use rewards. In addition, changing routines takes effort, and taking pre-
vention measures is not necessarily pleasurable (Ouellette & Wood, 1998). 
Thus many victims will not choose to undertake prevention measures so that 
the likelihood of these measures becoming routine is small (Ouellette & Wood, 
1998). The data from Chapter 5 suggest that although victimization leads vic-
tims to realize that they can do more to prevent crime, the temptations of re-
sorting to easier ways of life in which prevention measures are not taken often 
take over. It is likely that this is especially the case for victims with low self-
control. 

 
So far, this discussion has focused only on the influence of self-control on de-
cision-making without considering the outcome – its influence on the likeli-
hood of victimization. In the original formulation of self-control theory, low 
self-control has been associated with a range of ‘undesirable’ consequences, in-
cluding victimization. However, results from Chapter 3 suggested that condi-
tional on prior violent victimization, those with high self-control did not have a 
lower risk of repeat victimization than those with low self-control. Explana-
tions that were raised in Chapter 3 were that those who are violently victimized, 
especially if the offender was known to the victim, may have to stand up for 
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themselves in order to avoid being labeled as ‘an easy target’. Thus, victims may 
have to fight back to gain respect from offenders. It was proposed that those 
with higher levels of self-control are less likely to do this, and thus in turn 
might have an increased risk of repeat victimization. This suggests that the out-
comes of victim decision-making not only depend on victims’ own reactions to 
victimization, but also to the responses of offenders to victims’ reactions. In 
this dissertation, I have not been able to focus on the interaction of victim and 
offender behavior. Hence, these explanations remain speculative and should be 
tested in future research. 

6.5  Implications for policy and practice 

The findings reported in Chapters 3 and 4 indicated that changes in life circum-
stances affect victimization. Extending this finding to public policy would im-
ply that in order to change victimization risk, one can aim at changing an indi-
vidual’s life circumstances. However, the findings in Chapter 5 indicate that 
this is not necessarily desirable. Victims themselves say that they do not always 
want to change their lifestyle in order to prevent future victimization. It is 
therefore questionable whether a general recommendation to change life cir-
cumstances would be desirable, let alone effective. Instead, an alternative rec-
ommendation can be made. 

Chapters 4 and 5 showed that although most victims are not willing or ca-
pable of changing the larger structures of their lives, many of them do use 
smaller situational measures of crime prevention to prevent future victimiza-
tion. These measures are more likely to be taken if they are easy to incorporate 
in daily lives. This implies first, that prevention measures should be able to be 
built into people’s routines. This is most likely when measures are as simple 
and least burdensome as possible. As an example for property crimes, anti-
burglary measures such as hardened window sills (Vollaard, 2009) are likely to 
be more effective than burglar alarms. The first are automatic, while Chapter 5 
indicated that the second are often found too burdensome. As an example for 
violent crimes, victims might be more willing to take simple measures such as 
taking along guardians to risky places, than taking more drastic measures such 
as avoiding risky places altogether. Thus, in terms of prevention techniques, 
policies that aim at implementing measures that require minimal adaptation 
from the (potential) victim are more likely to be successful than policies that 
aim at changing individual’s broader life conditions.  

One way of limiting the efforts of victims themselves in preventing repeat 
victimization is by having a third party initiate or carry out (part of the) preven-
tion measures. For example, in the Huddersfield project, external agencies of-
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fered and installed alarm systems in houses of victims of burglary (Chenery et 
al., 1997). Although this does not ensure that alarms are actively used by vic-
tims, the process of obtaining and installing an alarm is made much less bur-
densome. Several evaluation studies have been conducted on area-based or 
person-based projects specifically targeted at preventing repeat victimization 
initiated by external agencies. Effects of such initiatives to prevent repeat bur-
glary (Farrell & Pease, 2006), vehicle crimes (Chenery et al., 1997), domestic 
violence (Lloyd et al., 1994), and racial victimization (Phillips & Sampson, 
1998) have been promising. This suggests that prevention measures that are 
promoted and in part carried out by external agencies have the ability to change 
opportunity structures. Although such prevention programs do require partici-
pation of victims, the prevention measures themselves are in large part initiated 
and/or implemented by the program developers. This decreases effort and ini-
tiative on the part of the victim and may therefore provide a successful preven-
tion strategy. However, not all of these prevention programs have been suc-
cessful in preventing repeat victimization. Recently, Kunst, Van Dijk, 
Pemberton, and Bruinsma (2008) completed a research synthesis of the effects 
of 39 such prevention initiatives on repeat victimization. Projects that increased 
target hardening of residential houses and Neighborhood Watch schemes were 
evaluated as effective. Merely providing information about prevention was not 
effective. Results of projects that used police interventions after incidents of 
domestic violence were mixed, with some reporting positive and others report-
ing negative results. Providing information to female college students about 
sexual violence was not qualified as effective. The researchers note that many 
studies lacked the required methodological quality to be adequately evaluated. 
For example, a number of studies on burglaries in small entrepreneurial estab-
lishments and domestic violence could not be evaluated due to methodological 
inadequacy. It therefore deserves recommendation to design prevention pro-
grams for repeat victimization that enable adequate effect studies. In addition, 
Bruinsma, Van Haaf, De Muijnk, and Kunst (2008) conducted an evaluation 
study of a Dutch project aimed at reducing repeat victimization. Victims re-
ceived prevention advice after victimization. Findings include that victims 
evaluate prevention advice positively and that they report being more alert after 
receiving prevention advice. Although the authors note that these findings are 
based on a small subsample of those victims who were willing to complete an 
evaluation form after receiving prevention advice, these findings may suggest 
that prevention advice by third parties targeted at preventing repeat victimiza-
tion may be a fruitful approach.  
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6.6  Future research 

The findings of this thesis lead to a number of recommendations for future re-
search. They are divided in recommendations for methodological research and 
recommendations for substantive research.  

In terms of recommendations for methodological research, the results of 
Chapter 2 lead to interesting questions about the methodological quality of 
longitudinal self-report research. Findings revealed a monotonic decrease in 
victimization reporting across six measurements. Three main explanations were 
offered: Crime trends in the larger society, selective attrition, and fatigue. 
Whereas it is relatively easy to understand that the American crime drop and 
selective attrition affect victimization reporting, this is less the case for the ef-
fects of fatigue. It is difficult to comprehend why the motivation of a survey 
respondent who agreed to participate in a particular measurement wave would 
be less motivated to report victimization (or offending) incidents than in the 
previous measurement wave. When a participant learns from prior participation 
that reporting an incident to the interviewer leads to follow-up questions about 
the specific incident, it is likely that motivation to report an incident decreases. 
However, research by Lauritsen (1998) showed that fatigue also occurs in sur-
veys where follow-up questions are lacking. It would be interesting for future 
research to further investigate what exactly drives fatigue. 

Besides the three main explanations of crime trends, selective attrition, 
and fatigue, Chapter 2 also briefly mentioned that the monotonic decrease in 
victimization reporting over time may be due to effects of maturation (where 
the interpretation of survey questions changes over time) or even to preventive 
changes in respondents’ behavior that could result from repeatedly being sur-
veyed about victimization experiences. Future research should investigate 
whether these explanations are important.  

 
In terms of recommendations for substantive research, the following points 
can be made. First, future research could investigate how victims’ decisions 
about behavioral change are influenced by their micro-, meso-, and macro-level 
environment. In terms of the micro-level environment, family and friends of 
victims often offer advice about how victims should react to victimization. 
When victims report crimes to the police, police officers may give their opinion 
on how they should prevent future victimization. The extent to which and how 
victims integrate these types of advice with their own considerations has not 
been considered in this dissertation. In terms of the meso-level environment, it 
would be interesting to investigate how geographical factors, such as neighbor-
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hoods, influence decision-making. For example, Cobbina et al. (2008) showed 
how adolescents’ risk perceptions and risk-management techniques are influ-
enced by neighborhood conditions. Neighborhoods constitute the direct physi-
cal environment in which one lives, and victimization levels, social cohesion, 
and safety techniques may influence whether and how individuals are willing 
and capable of applying prevention measures. In terms of the macro-level envi-
ronment, lifestyle theory argues that larger societal structures such as demo-
graphics, role expectations, and structural constraints determine lifestyles. To 
what extent do these larger structures determine whether and how victims 
change their behavior after victimization? For example, do men and women 
react differently to crime, and are there different in prevention techniques be-
tween income groups? And how do victims’ reactions differ between cultural 
contexts? Due to differences in levels of crime and notions about prevention 
practices between different contexts, future research should investigate whether 
and how victimization yields different responses across contexts. While this 
dissertation primarily focused on micro-level influences on decision-making, 
future work should integrate micro-, meso-, and macro-level influences on de-
cision-making.  

A particular example of how social environments can exert influence on 
victim decision-making is given by Van Dijk (2006, 2009). He showed that the 
larger social environment has quite specific ideas about how victims in general 
should react to victimization. He showed that it is often expected that victims 
are passive, helpless, and forgiving. Victims themselves often do not agree with 
this view, and may present themselves as angry, out for revenge, or more in 
general as agents who are focused on action instead of as helpless subjects. Fu-
ture research could investigate to what extent victims incorporate these notions 
of passivity and helplessness in their post-crime behavior, or whether in con-
trast they rebel against these notions.  

Another interesting finding that should spur further research is that vic-
timization experiences in an individual’s micro-level environment (e.g. victimi-
zation of neighbors or friends, also called ‘vicarious victimization) may cause 
one to take precautionary measures against potential future victimization one-
self (Skogan & Maxfield, 1981). For example, Gilchrist, Bannister, Ditton, and 
Farrall (1998) found that vicarious victimization can increase levels of fear, 
which may in turn influence precautionary behavior. Runyan, Casteel, Moracco, 
and Coyne-Beasley (2007) – in a cross-sectional survey – found that women 
who knew female victims of (sexual) violence or burglary reported more 
weapon ownership and carrying and household protection devices than women 
who did not know such victims. Xie and McDowall (2008b) found that prop-
erty but not violent victimizations experienced by neighbors affected respon-
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dents’ decisions to move. Future research should investigate to what extent, 
how, and why vicarious victimization leads to precautionary measures. 

Contextual factors are not only important in influencing victims’ decisions 
to take precautionary measures, but they also influence the extent to which 
precautionary measures will be effective in preventing future victimization. In 
Chapter 3, it was suggested that the effects of precautionary measures against 
theft victimization may vary between environments with varying levels of 
guardianship. In addition, (delinquent) subcultures that victims move around in 
may influence the extent to which precautionary measures are effective. This in 
turn may influence victims’ decisions about whether and which precautionary 
measures they take after victimization.  

Second, future research could test the mechanisms proposed in this. For 
example, the qualitative findings in Chapter 5 could be tested in a quantitative 
study. Quantitative studies could also test whether situational and subtle behav-
ioral adaptations in response to victimization are effective in preventing future 
victimization. In addition, future research could build on the finding that a sta-
ble characteristic such as self-control influences victim decision-making (Chap-
ter 3). Chapter 3 has assumed that victims with high self-control change risky ac-
tivities in the aftermath of victimization. Future research should test this as-
sumption directly. The results of Chapter 3 that victim decision-making is in-
fluenced by victims’ levels of self-control furthermore suggests that theories on 
victim reactions to crime need to move beyond a situational approach towards 
an approach that also includes stable characteristics of individuals, for example 
through the creation of interaction terms between stable and time-varying vari-
ables. This opens up new and interesting avenues to include psychologically 
oriented theories.  

Third, although this thesis has discussed longitudinal victimization pat-
terns across different crime types, differentiation across crime types has re-
mained broad and superficial. Future research could investigate whether longi-
tudinal patterns of victimization are different for specific crime types, and 
whether there are ‘spill-over’ effects across different crime types. For example, 
Hope, Bryan, Trickett, and Osborn (2001) found that after controlling for 
common risk factors for victimization, prior property crime significantly in-
creased the likelihood of experiencing personal crime and vice versa. The 
mechanisms behind such spill-over effects of one victimization to the other 
across crime types are largely unclear. Furthermore, findings from Chapter 3 
indicate that the outcome of victims’ behavioral reactions may differ between 
crime types. Future research should replicate these findings to see if they are 
specific for the sample studied. Qualitative research could explore whether in 
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delinquent subcultures victims with high self-control are indeed likely to be re-
victimized and if labeling or other processes play a role.  

Fourth, research on the reciprocal effects of victimization and routine ac-
tivities (Chapter 4) would benefit from detailed measures of routine activities. 
An example is provided in the Peterborough Youth Study (Wikström & But-
terworth, 2006). In this study, so called ‘space-time budgets’ are used in which 
information is collected on youth’s activities, the presence of others while 
youth carry out these activities and geographical mobility connected to these 
activities during a time span of four days. In this study, victimization experi-
ences have also been measured. Future research on whether and how these 
budgets may advance our current explanations of repeat victimization will be 
highly interesting. Prior research, however, suggests that the value of lifestyle 
predictors may be limited. Lauritsen et al. (1992) found that the effect of direct 
measures of adolescent activities (such as time studying, time in school activi-
ties, family activities, sports activities, time with (delinquent) peers, partying or 
dating, going to movies, watching television, spending time alone) on victimiza-
tion was substantially mediated when a respondent’s delinquency was consid-
ered. This prompts the authors to conclude: ‘Perhaps if we were able to exam-
ine other lifestyle factors we might have identified activities that reduce the risk 
of victimization. However, based on our extensive analyses of two national 
data bases on adolescent victimization [National Youth Survey and Monitoring 
the Future, MA], we were unable to identify a set of conventional lifestyle ac-
tivities that are truly “protective” of adolescent victimization. These results cast 
doubt that such a set of activities could even be found’ (Lauritsen et al., p. 102). 
The results of Chapter 4 suggest that the longitudinal measurement of routine 
activities pose additional difficulties. Lauritsen et al. (1992) emphasized that re-
search should therefore focus on the relationship between victimization and 
truly dangerous activities, or the overlap between victimization and delin-
quency. Although the victim-offender overlap has been well established, its 
theoretical underpinnings are largely unclear (Lauritsen & Laub, 2007). One of 
the ways in which the two have been linked is through low self-control. Since 
low self-control predicts risky behavior, and since risky behavior predicts vic-
timization, victimization and offending could both be explained through low 
self-control. Since the application of self-control to victimization is still quite 
young, future research should develop a more comprehensive understanding of 
how exactly the two are linked.  

Finally, it seems that there are now two different explanations for the link 
between prior and future victimization. The first has been proposed in earlier 
research and focuses on offender target selection. Offenders have been found 
to have a preference for returning to the same victim or target. The second was 
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proposed in this thesis and focuses on victim decision-making. Findings sug-
gested that although many victims employ prevention measures after victimiza-
tion to prevent repeat victimization, others do not. Moreover, measures are of-
ten limited in their scope. Those who do not use prevention measures after vic-
timization or use very limited measures may be the victims who are at highest 
risk for repeat victimization. In addition, the results from Chapter 3 suggest 
that the type of precautionary measure and offenders’ reactions to precaution-
ary measures are important in predicting victimization outcomes. A complete 
model of repeat victimization should consider both offender target selection 
and victim decision-making. Combining both explanations into one theoretical 
approach leads to a model that takes into account decisions by both offenders 
and victims that mutually and constantly influence one another, each anticipat-
ing the possible acts of the other (Cook, 1986; Philipson & Posner, 1996; Van 
Dijk, 1994). Future research should unravel how offender and victim decisions 
interact and influence one another.  
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Samenvatting 

‘Slachtofferschapspatronen van individuen over de 

tijd’ 

Meer dan vier decennia geleden werd de slachtofferenquête uitgevonden. Dit 
instrument stelde onderzoekers in staat om criminaliteit te meten aan de hand 
van opgaven van slachtoffers zelf, in plaats van gefilterd door het 
rechtssysteem zoals voorheen was gedaan. Sindsdien zijn slachtofferenquêtes in 
veel landen geïmplementeerd. Met uitzondering van de Amerikaanse nationale 
slachtofferenquête (National Crime Victimization Survey, hierna te noemen 
NCVS) zijn slachtofferenquêtes doorgaans jaarlijkse bevragingen waarbij 
dezelfde respondent slechts eenmaal wordt benaderd. Dit wordt ook wel een 
cross-sectionele opzet genoemd. Vanwege deze cross-sectionele opzet vertelt 
de slachtofferenquête ons weinig over continuïteit en verandering in de 
slachtofferervaringen van individuen over de tijd heen. We weten weliswaar dat 
sommige individuen en sommige huishoudens binnen één jaar meerdere malen 
slachtoffer worden van criminaliteit, maar werden zij dat ook daarvoor en 
zullen zij dat daarna weer worden? Worden slachtofferschapspatronen over de 
jaren heen gekarakteriseerd door stabiliteit of verandering? Bestaat het 
‘chronisch slachtoffer’? Door de nadruk op cross-sectionele 
slachtofferenquêtes weten we weinig over lange termijn patronen in de 
slachtofferschapservaringen van individuen. Deze dissertatie richt zich op 
‘longitudinaal’ onderzoek naar slachtofferschap, ofwel onderzoek waarbij 
individuen over een langere tijd in hun leven worden gevolgd. Longitudinaal 
onderzoek naar slachtofferschap kan ons niet alleen vertellen welke personen 
elk jaar weer slachtoffer worden van criminaliteit en welke personen nooit of 
zelden, maar stelt ons ook in staat om theorieën te ontwikkelen en te testen die 
continuïteit en verandering in slachtofferschapspatronen over de tijd heen 
kunnen verklaren.  

Hoofdstuk 1 behandelt verklaringen voor slachtofferschapspatronen van 
individuen over de tijd. Longitudinaal onderzoek naar slachtofferschap richt 
zich vaak op de relatie tussen slachtofferschap en leeftijd, ofwel de ‘leeftijd-
slachtofferschapscurve’. Binnen de levensstijl-theorie wordt leeftijd als een van 
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de belangrijkste demografische voorspellers van slachtofferschap gezien. 
Verschillende levensfasen gaan met verschillende levensstijlen gepaard en deze 
levensstijlen zijn op hun beurt gerelateerd aan een bepaalde mate van 
blootstelling aan criminaliteit. Deze verschillende levensfasen worden 
gekenmerkt door specifieke sociale en economische mogelijkheden en 
beperkingen. In de vroege kindheid wordt het leven van kinderen 
gestructureerd door de beperkingen die ouders voor hen stellen. Wanneer 
kinderen naar school gaan beginnen zij om te gaan met leeftijdsgenoten en 
anderen buiten hun familie, zodat hun sociale omgeving verandert. Ouderlijke 
controle vermindert naarmate het kind ouder wordt. Dit verschaft kinderen de 
gelegenheid om activiteiten buiten het ouderlijk huis te ontplooien en met 
leeftijdsgenoten potentieel riskante activiteiten te ondernemen. In deze 
levensfase stijgt de leeftijd-slachtofferschapscurve. Tussen leeftijd 20 en 25 
verschijnen er nieuwe beperkende structuren. Onderwijs- en vooral 
werkgerelateerde activiteiten en verplichtingen vormen en veranderen 
levensstijlen. Het beginnen met een baan en het krijgen van een eigen familie 
zorgen ervoor dat het dagelijks leven meer gesetteld raakt, wat over het 
algemeen gepaard gaat met een minder riskante levensstijl en een daling van het 
slachtofferschapsrisico. De volgende grote verandering in dagelijkse activiteiten 
doet zich voor nadat de pensioengerechtigde leeftijd is bereikt. Mobiliteit en 
sociale contacten en daarmee ook de blootstelling aan potentiële daders daalt, 
met als gevolg een verder dalend slachtofferschapsrisico.  

De vorm en het niveau van de leeftijd-slachtofferschapscurve worden 
beïnvloed door twee algemene mechanismen: ‘risico heterogeniteit’ en ‘state 
dependence’. Het eerste mechanisme, risico heterogeniteit, heeft betrekking op 
de invloed van stabiele verschillen tussen individuen waardoor sommige 
individuen een hoger stabiel slachtofferschapsrisico hebben dan anderen. 
Risico heterogeniteit concentreert zich daarmee op verschillen tussen individuen 
in het niveau van de leeftijd-slachtofferschapscurve. Degenen met het hoogste 
slachtofferschaprisico zijn ook degenen die het vaakst slachtoffer worden en 
het hoogste risico hebben op herhaald slachtofferschap. De relatie tussen 
eerder en later slachtofferschap is daarmee niet direct, maar spurieus, omdat 
beide worden veroorzaakt door het risicoprofiel van het slachtoffer. Dit 
risicoprofiel wordt gevoed door bijvoorbeeld de levensstijl van individuen, of 
hun niveau van zelfcontrole. Individuen met weinig zelfcontrole bewegen zich 
relatief vaak in riskante omstandigheden en omgevingen en hebben daardoor 
voortdurend een groter risico om slachtoffer te worden van criminaliteit.  

Het tweede mechanisme, state dependence, heeft geen betrekking op 
stabiele kenmerken, maar op het effect van veranderingen in 
levensomstandigheden die ook het slachtofferschapsriciso veranderen. Het 
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state dependence mechanisme concentreert zich op veranderingen binnen 
individuen, en daarmee op de vorm van de leeftijd-slachtofferschapscurve. 
Hoewel het state dependence mechanisme zich in principe richt op het effect 
van elke criminele of niet-criminele gebeurtenis, concentreert empirisch 
slachtofferonderzoek zich met name op het directe effect van eerder 
slachtofferschap op later slachtofferschap. Volgens het idee achter het state 
dependence mechanisme heeft slachtofferschap zelf een causaal effect op later 
slachtofferschap. Twee tegengestelde hypothesen zijn voorgesteld voor de 
richting die dit causale effect aanneemt. Volgens de eerste hypothese – de 
zogenaamde ‘Once bitten twice shy’ hypothese (hierna te noemen OBTS) – is 
slachtofferschap een onplezierige, soms zelfs traumatische ervaring. Daarom 
willen slachtoffers toekomstig slachtofferschap voorkomen door preventieve 
maatregelen te nemen, en riskant gedrag te veranderen naar minder riskant 
gedrag. Deze maatregelen verminderen vervolgens het risico op toekomstig 
slachtofferschap.  

In empirisch onderzoek is echter vooral ondersteuning gevonden voor 
een alternatieve hypothese die ook wel ‘Once bitten twice bitten’ (hierna te 
noemen OBTB) wordt genoemd. Onderzoek heeft consistent aangetoond dat 
eerder slachtofferschap de beste voorspeller is van later slachtofferschap. 
Hiervoor zijn verschillende verklaringen voorgesteld, die als 
gemeenschappelijke noemer hebben dat zij betrekking hebben op de cognities 
en het gedrag van daders van misdrijven en niet primair op de slachtoffers. 
Inbrekers zijn bijvoorbeeld gemotiveerd om naar hetzelfde doelwit terug te 
keren. Redenen daarvoor kunnen zijn dat ze de tweede keer goederen kunnen 
stelen die ze de eerste keer achter hebben moeten laten, waar ze geen cliënten 
voor hadden of die door nieuwe goederen zijn vervangen. Bovendien kent de 
inbreker het doelwit, de vluchtwegen, en de risicofactoren door de eerdere 
inbraak. Geweld tegen een persoon die eerder is ‘verslagen’, biedt verder een 
min of meer zekere uitkomst voor de dader, wat een nieuw geweldsmisdrijf 
tegen dezelfde persoon aantrekkelijk maakt. Geweldsslachtoffers kunnen 
bovendien het ‘etiket’ van een gemakkelijk doelwit opgeplakt krijgen onder 
bijvoorbeeld groepen leeftijdsgenoten, wat anderen tot geweld tegen het 
slachtoffer kan motiveren.  

De tegenstrijdige voorspellingen van OBTS en OBTB leveren een 
theoretische uitdaging op. Waarom hebben slachtoffers na slachtofferschap een 
hoger slachtofferschapsrisico dan niet-slachtoffers? Nemen slachtoffers geen 
preventiemaatregelen na slachtofferschap? Of zijn deze maatregelen niet 
effectief? Deze vragen staan centraal in deze dissertatie. Om dergelijke vragen 
adequaat te kunnen beantwoorden zijn longitudinale data nodig. Deze zijn 
echter schaars. 
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In Hoofdstuk 2 wordt derhalve bestudeerd in hoeverre een deel van deze 
vragen beantwoord kan worden door gebruik te maken van een ‘accelerated 
design’. Dit is een specifieke combinatie van onderzoeksopzet en 
analysemethode die het mogelijk maakt om, als aan bepaalde criteria is voldaan, 
op basis van relatief kortdurend longitudinaal onderzoek onder personen 
afkomstig uit meerdere geboortecohorten, uitspraken te doen over langere 
periodes van de levensloop. In dit hoofdstuk wordt eerst uiteengezet welke 
bronnen beschikbaar zijn en wat hun voor- en nadelen zijn. Bij het verzamelen 
van longitudinale data wordt doorgaans een selectie uit één geboortecohort 
over meerdere jaren gevolgd. Dit heet ook wel het ‘single-cohort-design’. Het 
verzamelen van longitudinale data is echter duur in termen van tijd, geld, en 
energie. Bovendien brengt het een aantal methodologische complicaties met 
zich mee. Ten eerste is men met dit soort longitudinale data niet in staat 
zogenaamde periode- en leeftijdseffecten te scheiden. Wanneer individuen 
bijvoorbeeld worden gevolgd in een periode van stijgende criminaliteitscijfers is 
het waarschijnlijk dat het slachtofferschap binnen het cohort ook stijgt. De 
stijging van slachtofferschap is dan niet (alleen) een functie van leeftijd, maar 
wordt ook beïnvloed door de oplopende criminaliteitscijfers in de periode 
waarin de data worden verzameld. Ten tweede wordt dit ‘single-cohort-design’ 
bemoeilijkt door effecten van onderzoeksmoeheid van de respondenten. 
Onderzoeksmoeheid doet zich voor wanneer respondenten in de loop der tijd 
verminderde motivatie vertonen om slachtofferschapsincidenten in enquêtes 
correct te melden. Ten derde vallen respondenten uit gedurende de looptijd 
van het onderzoek. Zij willen niet meer participeren, ze verhuizen, of ze 
kunnen door onderzoekers niet meer worden bereikt. Dit verschijnsel heet ook 
wel ‘attritie’ en doet zich doorgaans selectief voor, zodat de individuen die het 
vaakst slachtoffer worden ook het vaakst uitvallen. Al deze effecten zijn 
empirisch niet te ontwarren aangezien de effecten van leeftijd, periode, 
onderzoeksmoeheid, en attritie perfect lineair gerelateerd zijn.  

Om deze problemen het hoofd te bieden, is in de literatuur het 
zogenoemde ‘accelerated design’ voorgesteld. In het ‘accelerated design’ 
worden individuen van verschillende geboortecohorten gevolgd gedurende een 
bepaalde periode van hun leven. Data van verschillende geboortecohorten 
kunnen vervolgens worden samengevoegd zodat slechts korte perioden van 
data per cohort hoeven te worden verzameld om data over lange perioden te 
creëren. Om bijvoorbeeld longitudinale slachtofferschapsdata te verzamelen 
van individuen in de leeftijd van 14 tot en met 20 jaar hoeven we met het 
‘accelerated design’ geen zeven jaar data te verzamelen. Als we data verzamelen 
van een geboortecohort dat 14 jaar oud is tijdens de eerste meting, en een 
cohort dat 17 jaar oud is tijdens de eerste meting, dan hebben we na vier jaar 
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data verzameld van leeftijd 14 tot en met 20. Het ‘accelerated design’ kost 
derhalve minder tijd en geld dan het ‘single-cohort-design’. Om het ‘accelerated 
design’ te gebruiken moet een methodologische test worden uitgevoerd. Bij 
deze test wordt bekeken of de slachtofferschapsfrequentie van aangrenzende 
cohorten hetzelfde is op de punten van overlap. Bijvoorbeeld: na vier jaar data 
verzameling hebben we data van beide genoemde cohorten op leeftijd 17 (van 
de laatste meting van de 14-jarigen, en van het eerste jaar van de 17-jarigen). 
Dit stelt ons in staat om de slachtofferschapsfrequentie van beide cohorten op 
leeftijd 17 te vergelijken. In eerder onderzoek is met groeicurveanalyse een 
methode ontwikkeld om dit te doen. In Hoofdstuk 2 wordt deze test toegepast 
op de Amerikaanse nationale slachtofferenquête (de NCVS). 

De resultaten van deze test laten zien dat voor elk geboortecohort de 
slachtofferschapsfrequentie daalt waardoor de slachtofferschapsfrequenties van 
aangrenzende cohorten op de overlappende leeftijden van elkaar verschillen. 
Dit verschijnsel is het resultaat van een combinatie van dalende 
criminaliteitscijfers, attritie, en onderzoeksmoeheid. Deze bevinding duidt op 
moeilijkheden in het gebruik van longitudinale data, in het bijzonder voor 
‘single-cohort-designs’, omdat in deze designs niet voor dergelijke 
verschijnselen kan worden gecorrigeerd. In ‘accelerated designs’ kan tot op 
zekere hoogte een correctie in analyses worden aangebracht door een tijdseffect 
in de analyse op te nemen. Deze correctie is toegepast in de analyses in de 
Hoofdstukken 3 en 4. 

Hoofdstuk 3 keert terug naar het state dependence mechanisme: De 
directe relatie tussen eerder en later slachtofferschap. In dit hoofdstuk wordt 
beargumenteerd dat een potentiële reden voor het gebrek aan ondersteuning 
voor OBTS is, dat OBTS alleen voor sommige slachtoffers geldt, en niet voor 
anderen. Gesteld wordt dat het nemen van preventiemaatregelen na 
slachtofferschap afhangt van de zelfcontrole van een individu. Omdat 
individuen met hoge zelfcontrole toekomstgericht zijn en risico’s mijden, is het 
waarschijnlijker dat zij preventiemaatregelen nemen na slachtofferschap dan 
individuen met lage zelfcontrole. Als deze maatregelen effectief zijn is het risico 
op herhaald slachtofferschap voor individuen met hoge zelfcontrole lager dan 
voor individuen met lage zelfcontrole. Hoewel de relatie tussen eerder en later 
slachtofferschap derhalve positief is voor alle individuen samen, is de relatie 
negatief voor individuen met een hoge zelfcontrole. Aangezien de zelfcontrole 
theorie bovendien een algemene theorie is voor alle soorten criminaliteit, geldt 
deze hypothese voor zowel gewelds- als vermogenscriminaliteit. De hypothesen 
worden getest met slachtofferdata uit de Pittsburgh Youth Study. Resultaten 
laten zien dat voor alle individuen samen, eerder slachtofferschap geen 
significante relatie heeft met later slachtofferschap. Dit wordt toegeschreven 
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aan de gebruikte analysemethode, die zich in tegenstelling tot eerder onderzoek 
richt op verandering binnen individuen en risico heterogeniteit uitsluit. 
Bovendien is slachtofferschapsprevalentie in de dataset relatief laag. Voor 
individuen met hoge zelfcontrole wijzen resultaten uit dat eerder 
slachtofferschap van diefstal leidt tot minder later slachtofferschap. Dit is in 
overeenstemming met de hypothese. Echter, voor geweld is er geen significant 
verschil tussen de groep met hoge zelfcontrole en de groep met lage 
zelfcontrole. Twee verklaringen worden gegeven. Ten eerste kunnen in 
sommige gevallen preventiemaatregelen leiden tot een verhoogd risico op 
gewelddadige vergelding. Ten tweede kan in sommige gevallen effectieve 
preventie van herhaald slachtofferschap van geweld inhouden dat men zich 
verbaal en/of fysiek moet verdedigen. Personen met een hoge zelfcontrole 
zullen dit minder snel doen dan personen met lage zelfcontrole. De significante 
resultaten treden slechts op na opname van controlevariabelen. Dit duidt erop 
dat de relaties met name in bepaalde omstandigheden van belang zijn. In dit 
hoofdstuk wordt aangenomen dat slachtoffers met hoge zelfcontrole 
preventieve maatregelen nemen na slachtofferschap, hetgeen vervolgens het 
risico van slachtofferschap zou doen dalen. In het volgende hoofdstuk, 
Hoofdstuk 4, worden deze aannamen direct getest met maten van routine 
activiteiten.  

Hoofdstuk 4 test of slachtoffers preventieve maatregelen nemen na 
slachtofferschap en of deze maatregelen succesvol zijn. Hiervoor worden de 
data van de Amerikaanse nationale slachtofferenquête (NCVS) gebruikt. 
Routine activiteiten worden gemeten door respondenten te vragen naar de 
frequentie van winkelen en ’s avonds uitgaan, en naar de aanwezigheid van 
technische maatregelen tegen inbraak in en rond de woning. De 
analysemethode richt zich opnieuw op verandering binnen individuen en sluit 
uit dat resultaten kunnen worden toegeschreven aan stabiele verschillen tussen 
individuen (risico heterogeniteit). Resultaten laten zien dat slachtofferschap tot 
minder winkelen leidt, en dat slachtofferschap met letsel tot minder avonden 
uit leidt. Verder leiden inbraakmaatregelen tot minder huishoudenscriminaliteit. 
In de conclusie van het hoofdstuk wordt aandacht besteed aan het ontbreken 
van andere significante resultaten. Verklaringen daarvoor zijn onder meer dat 
het wellicht niet rationeel is voor slachtoffers om toekomstig slachtofferschap 
tegen te willen gaan, omdat dit kostbaar kan zijn. Verder zijn de maten 
waarmee routine activiteiten worden gemeten niet optimaal. De resultaten van 
dit hoofdstuk leiden tot de vraag hoe slachtoffers reageren op slachtofferschap. 
Passen ze hun gedrag aan en nemen ze preventiemaatregelen? Hoe? En 
waarom? Deze vragen komen aan de orde in Hoofdstuk 5. 
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In Hoofdstuk 5 wordt verslag gedaan van een kwalitatieve analyse van 
interviews met 41 Nederlandse slachtoffers van verschillende misdrijven. 
Resultaten laten zien dat veel slachtoffers preventieve maatregelen nemen na 
slachtofferschap, zoals technische maatregelen, alertheid op bepaalde personen 
en in bepaalde omgevingen, voorzichtigheid met eigendommen, vermijden van 
bepaalde plekken, verandering in gedrag ten opzichte van de dader, en zoeken 
van hulp bij (formele en informele) toezichthouders. Deze maatregelen worden 
niet altijd genomen met de reden toekomstig slachtofferschap te willen 
voorkomen. Andere redenen zijn emotionele behoeften, de behoefte om 
controle te hervinden, en gevoelde verantwoordelijkheid voor de gebeurtenis. 
Verder wordt toegenomen alertheid (of ‘stereotyperen’) gemotiveerd door 
fysieke reacties en door de behoefte om het kwaad bij een kleine, herkenbare 
groep individuen te plaatsen. Tegelijkertijd zijn er ook veel potentiële 
maatregelen die niet worden genomen. Specifiek zijn slachtoffers niet bereid 
hun leven ingrijpend te veranderen. Ingrijpende veranderingen zoals het 
verbreken van liefdesrelaties, verhuizing naar een andere woonomgeving, en 
verandering van werkkring zijn zeldzaam. Maar ook andere, minder ingrijpende 
maatregelen worden vaak niet genomen. Redenen die slachtoffers hiervoor 
geven zijn dat maatregelen te lastig zijn, dat maatregelen niet nodig zijn of geen 
oplossing zijn, dat ze de huidige situatie te zeer op prijs stellen om 
veranderingen door te voeren, of dat ze vinden dat ze niets zouden moeten 
hoeven te veranderen. De meeste maatregelen die wel genomen worden 
vervagen daarnaast over de tijd heen. Drie uitzonderingen kunnen worden 
gemaakt. Ten eerste kunnen delicten met grote emotionele gevolgen lange 
termijn consequenties hebben. Ten tweede zijn stereotyperingen van potentiële 
daders moeilijk aan te passen. Ten derde kunnen kleine gedragsaanpassingen 
voortduren wanneer ze onderdeel worden van de dagelijkse routine.  

In het algemeen zijn veel van de genomen maatregelen situationeel. Dat 
wil zeggen dat slachtoffers hun leven over het algemeen niet ingrijpend 
veranderen, maar wel vaak maatregelen nemen die weinig ingrijpend zijn en 
alleen in bepaalde situaties worden toegepast. Voor sommige slachtoffers kan 
dit genoeg zijn om toekomstig slachtofferschap te voorkomen. Maar voor 
individuen voor wie het hoge slachtofferschapsrisico ingebed is in een riskante 
sociale omgeving is het niet waarschijnlijk dat situationele maatregelen 
afdoende zijn. In deze gevallen moet de sociale omgeving worden aangepast 
om het slachtofferschapsriciso te doen dalen. De resultaten laten echter zien 
dat slachtoffers hiertoe doorgaans niet in staat of bereid zijn. Dit benadrukt 
hoe krachtig de invloed van huidige levensstijlen en routine activiteiten op 
toekomstige levensstijlen en routine activiteiten is.  
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Hoofdstuk 6 bevat de conclusies en discussie. Verschillende 
methodologische kanttekeningen bij het onderzoek worden besproken. Deze 
richten zich op de beperkingen van slachtofferenquêtes, de operationalisatie 
van begrippen, de culturele verschillen tussen de landen waaruit de data 
afkomstig zijn (Verenigde Staten en Nederland), het vaststellen van causaliteit, 
en de gebruikte interviewmethode. Vervolgens wordt de inhoud van de 
dissertatie gerelateerd aan victimologische literatuur en gelegenheidsliteratuur 
(waarvan de levensstijltheorie onderdeel is). Binnen de victimologische 
literatuur is veel aandacht voor psychische gevolgen van slachtofferschap. Deze 
dissertatie heeft een andere benadering genomen, waarbij de aandacht vooral is 
uitgegaan naar gedragsmatige gevolgen van slachtofferschap, en waarbij 
psychische gevolgen vooral zijn beschouwd als potentiële invloed op 
gedragsmatige gevolgen. Het slachtoffer is daarbij benaderd als actor die in 
staat is tot actieve besluitvorming. Deze focus op besluitvorming sluit aan bij 
de gelegenheidsliteratuur, waarin traditioneel veel aandacht is voor 
besluitvorming, hoewel overwegend voor de besluitvorming van daders. Wat 
betreft de levensstijltheorie sluiten de bevindingen van deze dissertatie aan bij 
de gedachte dat levensstijlen niet gemakkelijk beïnvloedbaar zijn. Volgens de 
levensstijltheorie worden levensstijlen beïnvloed door demografische factoren. 
Aangezien deze relatief stabiel zijn, zijn binnen een bepaalde levensfase 
levensstijlen ook relatief stabiel. Deze dissertatie heeft zich niet zozeer gericht 
op demografische factoren op macroniveau, maar meer op besluitvorming op 
het microniveau (het niveau van het individu en de omstandigheid) en de 
mechanismen die daarbij een rol spelen. Op die wijze kunnen de bevindingen 
van deze dissertatie aansluiten bij een uitbreiding van de levensstijltheorie met 
een focus op individuele ervaringen en besluitvorming. Ook wordt aandacht 
besteed aan de relatie tussen zelfcontrole en besluitvorming. Gesteld wordt dat 
zelfcontrole niet altijd relevant is voor besluitvorming. Hoofdstuk 5 liet zien 
dat slachtoffers soms vinden dat zij geen aanpassingen zouden hoeven te doen 
na slachtofferschap. Bovendien is zelfcontrole minder van belang in gevallen 
waarbij gedragsreacties het gevolg zijn van ‘automatische’ of habituele 
processen, zoals bij stereotyperen. 

Tot slot worden aanbevelingen gedaan voor beleid en verder onderzoek. 
Wat betreft beleid wordt gesteld dat preventiemaatregelen die minimale 
adaptatie van individuen vergen meer kans op succes hebben dan 
preventiemaatregelen die ingrijpende verandering van levensstijl vergen. Een 
manier om inspanningen van individuen te minimaliseren is een derde partij te 
mobiliseren die de preventiemaatregelen initieert en/of (deels) uitvoert. 
Aanbevelingen voor toekomstig onderzoek concentreren zich op 
methodologische complicaties van longitudinale (slachtoffer-)enquêtes, invloed 
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van omgevingsfactoren op besluitvorming van slachtoffers, verdere 
kwantitatieve tests van de in de dissertatie voorgestelde mechanismen, 
differentiatie naar delicttype, tests van gedetailleerde maten van routine 
activiteiten, en integratie van besluitvormingsmechanismen van daders en 
slachtoffers om een meer compleet model van herhaald slachtofferschap te 
ontwikkelen.
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