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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to examine the impact of individual characterslics a
structural conditions on non-fatal violent victimization risks. Using the crimincdbtheories
known Routine Activities/The Lifestyle Model and Social Disorganization Wheach
provided explanations how and why crime and victimization are linked to individual and
environmental factors; however, it is unclear whether each set of chatactaare a better
rationalization for crime and thus victimization. Using data derived from théS\I2 Cities
survey, the study will analyze whether individual characteristics wetstial characteristics are

better predictors of victimization risks.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Theory and research on violent victimization has been conducted at both the miero- and
macro level. According to Garofalo (1987), early victimization theonigts Hindelang,
Gottfredson and Garofalo, 1978) indicated that lifestyle patterns (i.e., maglkdind leisure
activities) determined the likelihood of personal victimization through the intenyemiriables
of associations and exposure. These lifestyle patterns, according to Hindedar{g®i8), are
determined by individual and group adaptations to structural conditions and role eapgctat
based on age, race and ethnicity, and gender. Lifestyles are patterned, reguirent and
prevalent activities that individuals engage in whether they are obligatoryefgegree of
constraint than choice) or discretionary (greater chance of choice than icoh@Rabinson,
1997; Hindelang, et al. 1978; LeBeau & Corcoran, 1990, 1974). Furthermore, Hindellng et a
(1978) point out that “lifestyle patterns influence the amount of exposure ts plad¢imes
with varying risks of victimization and the prevalence of associations witihsoff® are more
or less likely to commit crimes” ( p.26). Thus, victimization is not randomly diged across
space and time, but there are high-risk areas and high-risk time periodstbase the
likelihood of victimization occurring and links victimization risks to the dativities of
specific individuals (Goldstein, 1994, p. 54; Kennedy and Forde, 1990, p. 208).

Although Hindelang et al.’s (1978) Lifestyle Model focuses on life’s patt&sres
predictor of victimization risk, other theorists use a similar approach— knowoudm&
Activities Theory—to explain crime (and thus victimization) rates (Cohen &0fel1979).
Cohen and Felson (1978) argue that macro-level shifts in individuals’ routinetiestnave

impacted crime rates and thus the likelihood that victimization will ocdwey posit that crime
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results from the convergence in time and space between motivated offendersadnhel suigets
in the absence of capable guardians. What differentiate Routine Activigesy from the
Lifestyle Model approach are their macro-level assumptions. Cohen and B&Z8h &rgue that
this convergence in time and space between motivated offenders and suitalde itatge
absence of capable guardians have impacted crime and victimizatisheatuse of the
changing nature of daily routine activities for the nation. Conversely, Hingelt al. (1978)
focused on related differences in the lifestyles of populations to understéamtean
victimization risks, and focused their attention heavily on personal crimes thatddwitect
contact between the victim and the offender (p.27).

Garofalo (1987) pointed out the similarities between the Lifestyle Model anchRout
Activities approaches. One similarity is that both theories are not codogitieexplaining the
motivation of offenders. Garofalo (1978) stated that “criminal inclination isitakea given, and
attention is shifted to the contexts that allow the inclinations to be transi&eattion” (p.27).
Furthermore, Garofalo also acknowledged that both theories heavily “focus on phtterne
behavior among population aggregates rather than with variability in individual Ehrestics.”
Although Garofalo (1987) acknowledges that the Lifestyle Model and Routinatiesti
approach do not focus heavily on variability in individual characteristics, they dossugge
individual characteristics are predictors of lifestyle patterns or roattiéties which, in turn,
can increase victimization risks.

Moreover, both the Lifestyle Model and Routine Activities Theory note the ianpoet
of structural conditions, particularly those conditions under which people live thatajaa s
their lifestyle patterns and routine activities. However, other thedrdsts focused more

explicitly on these conditions to further explain crime and victimizatiors rifkeories such as
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Social Disorganization Theory have placed these conditions at the foreftbetraxplanation
of crime (and victimization) rates. Social Disorganization Theory postulates conditions
such as persistent poverty, residential instability, and ethnic heterggeseses social
disorganization within urban environments and this, in turn, explains higher crimenrtitese
areas (Shaw & McKay, 1942). Based on Social Disorganization Theory, numeseaschers
have consistently linked various forms of structural disadvantage to high crimey@ortkintly,
victimization rates in urban communities (Rankin & Quane, 2000; Jargowsky, 1997; Wilson,
1987; Jargowsky & Bane, 1991; Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997; Sampson, 1988;
Sampson, & Morenoff, 1997; Sampson & Wilson, 1995). Because Social Disorganization
Theory focuses on the inability of urban communities to achieve shared values duettoadtr
conditions, these environments are more likely to experience higher ratesefiod
victimization.

Both the Lifestyle Model/Routine Activities Theory and Social Disorgeion Theory
contribute to our understanding of victimization risks. For example, the LifestytielRoutine
Activities Theory highlights those individual characteristics such as ageand ethnicity,
marital status, income and gender that may affect lifestyles ande@ativities and therefore
predict victimization risks. Social Disorganization Theory highlights thtvsetsral conditions
such as poverty, unemployed, residential instability, and family disrupiamtay be related to
victimization risks.

Despite the many contributions of the aforementioned works, much of it has focused on
differences across individuals or neighborhoods. Fewer studies have considered baireand m
importantly, these works have ignored variations across cities. City comgxbe just as

important as neighborhood context since those macro processes at the tayelewguably
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determinants of neighborhood location. Moreover, victimization reports show &&tveal
across cities; however, limited research explains why crime occuesimsome cities than in
others. The purpose of this research is to examine the impact of individual clstrestand
structural conditions on non-fatal violent victimization risks. As aforemerdiczech of these
areas of criminological theory provided explanations as to how and why crime amidzaton
are linked to individual and environmental factors. However, it remains unclear wbethset
of factors are better predictors relative to the other set of factanply§out, this research will
examine whether demographic characteristics or the structural condtithescities in which
people live account for victimization risks.

The focus in the present study discusses nonfatal victimization ratheatalan f
victimizations because fatal victimizations are far less common than alovitdimizations.
Although homicides are portrayed via the media as the leading cause of deatigdnomic
accounts for less than 0.5% of all violent crime, and about 1% of all serious violenges{@&h
& Rosenfeld, 1999; Fox & Zawitz, 2000). Homicides rates have been overrepresented due to
media’s sensationalization of violent crime which in turn causes citizeas' Therefore, this
study focuses on nonfatal victimization due to its frequency in occurrence arehtisrg
likelihood compared to homicide. Another rationale for the purpose of the study has to do with
the fact that nonfatal violent victimizations are far less likely to be reghdotagencies and
jurisdictions, and as such, most non-fatal violent victimizations are underrepagede to
homicides.

Thus, it is the intent of this research to analyze the extent of variation in abwuibdent
victimization risk using a sample of individuals drawn from twelve U.S. citiexplore whether

such violent victimization risks are better explained by arguments inhertttd Lifestyle
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Model/Routine Activities Theory or Social Disorganization Theory. Both teeafdfer
explanations for the occurrence of victimization, yet one area proposes thatuatlivi
characteristics explain victimization risks while the other arguesthattural conditions may
matter more. This research will consider both with the goal of understandingewhnetividual
or city conditions are better predictors of victimization risk. By this bthegiltimate goal in the
present study, it will fill in the gap for existing literature that focusaly on crime and
nonfatal violent victimization risks at the individual-and-neighborhood levelrr#thaa focusing
on these issues at the city level. By understanding how the structure of thattessnppolicy
makers can better prevent the occurrence of crime and victimization amorgsnts.

The preceding chapters will be organized as the following: Chapter Two provides a
review of the literature pertaining to the Lifestyle Model/Routinevitaés Theory and Social
Disorganization Theory. This information is important to address because botaghpEmsit the
causal process of victimization by identifying the factors cerdrdtoccurrence. Chapter Three
will discuss the data and methods, and the results from this section arequr@sé&tiapter
Four. Chapter Five provides discussion of the findings, limitations of the studystsoggdor

future research, and policy implications.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Earlier theorists like Garofalo (1987) and Cohen and Felson (1979) indicate that the
composition of cities or demographic characteristics of residents rpéireronfatal violent
victimization risks. Both The Lifestyle Model and Routine Activities Theadfym that
individual characteristics influence lifestyle patterns and daily roaittigities. This chapter
provides the background of individual characteristics. Each of the key variables sigeh esce

and ethnicity, gender, and marital status, will be highlighted.

Compositional Conditions
Age

Ageis a major correlate of violent victimization. Since the 1970s, victimizaéparts
have consistently shown that teenagers and young adults are more likelyrterexgp@olence
compared to persons who are older. Data from the National Crime VictiomZdirvey (NCVS)
reveal that persons between the ages of 12 and 19 are twice as likely as pestimes age of
20 to become a victim of a violent crime (Lauritsen et al., 1991; Finkelhor & Asdigian, 1996;
Wilsem, 2003). Specifically, in 2009, persons between the ages of 12 and 15 experienced the
most violent victimization. For instance, 12 to 15 year olds experienced a tetaf 6.8 per
1000 persons. Following this rate was persons between the ages of 16 and 19 who edperienc
violence at a total rate of 30.3 per 1000 persons. Those 65 or older were least likely to b
victimized, with a rate of 3.2 per 1000 persons (Truman & Rand, 2010).

The NCVS includes four types of violent victimization: simple assault, aggava

assault, robbery and rape/sexual assault. Simple assaults are the nmeghdorm of violent
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victimization and 12 to 15 year olds reported the highest rate (25.9 per 1000). Pgesbh6 a
to19 experienced the second highest rate (19.3 per 1000). The age groups 20 to 24 (16.3 per
1000), and 25 to 34 (13.4 per 1000), and 35 to 49 (11.1 per 1000) experienced almost similar
rates of simple assault. The age group that experienced the least amowntoofrtiaf violence
is persons aged 65 and older (2.2 per 1000) (Truman and Rand, 2010).

Aggravated assault is another common form of violent victimization. In 2009, those age
12 to 15 were not the highest group in this category. Instead, persons age 20 to 2doexperie
the highest rate (7.5 per 1000) and were followed by persons age 12 to 15 that had@&9ate of
per 1000. Those ages 16 to 19 and 25 to 34 experienced similar rates per 1000 (5.3 and 4.5,
respectively). Again, like with simple assaults, persons aged 65 or oldethedeast likely to
be victims of aggravated assault (0.3 per 1000).

Furthermore, robbery victimizations varied by age category and pexgeris to19
experienced the highest level of this type of violent victimization (5.2 per 10@@)yiduals
who were 12 to 15 year old and 20 to 24 year old experienced similar rates (3.1 and 3.5,
respectively). The lowest rate of robbery victimization was for persoas@®blder; they
experienced a rate of .04 per 1000.

Rape and sexual assault are the least common form of violent victimization$CWg&
report indicates that rape and sexual assault incidences are at tintesrb&Seor fewer
incidents, making it difficult to calculate adequate rates of such for tyese of crimes. For
example, the categories for rape/sexual assault for 12 to 15 year oldx9veee 1000; for 16
to 19, 0.6 per 1000; for 20 to 24 and 25 to 34, 0.8 per 1000; and for 65 or older, 0.2 per 1000

(Truman, & Rand, 2010).



Patterns for violent victimization have remained consistent throughout tise Fear
example, from 1976 to 2000, persons age 12 to 17 and 18 to 24 have reported higher
victimization rates compared to other age groups. Specifically, from 1979 to 1982|é&me vi
victimization rate for those ages 18 to 24 increased to more than 100 per 1000 persons. The
increase was even higher for 12 to 17 year olds and by 1991 their rate had incré2Seper
1000. Conversely, the rates were notably lower for those 65 and older. Specifically, their
victimization rate was 3 per 1000 in 2000. Although rates for violent victimization halmeediec
dramatically since the early 1990s, younger persons are still moretbkiegyvictims of violence

than any other age group (Klaus & Rennsion, 2002; Klaus, 2005).

Race and Ethnicity

As shown in the NCVS, another correlate of violent victimization is race andigthnic
The NCVS reports generally recognize categories of race whiaildm®Vhite, Black, Asian,
American Indians, and two categories of ethnicity which include Hispanic andHi$panic.
Reports commonly indicate that minorities, specifically Blacks, Araarladians, and
Hispanics, have higher rates of violent victimization than do Whites and Asiansrd@atthé
2009 NCVS report show that Blacks experience rates of violence at 26.6 per 1000aAmeric
Indians and Asians had a combined rate of 9.8 per 1000, and Hispanics experience rates of
violence atl18.1 per 1000. These numbers are compared to Whites who had a rate of 15.8 per
1000. In this particular report, American Indians, Alaska Natives, Asian, Natiwaitans, and
other Pacific Islanders are grouped together into one category becapepulaions for these
groups are low. However, a special NCVS report on American Indians shioatelis group

was more likely to report being violently victimized than are other groups (§enr2001).
8



According to Rennison (2001), American Indians experienced dramatically hegieés of

violent victimization (147.4 per 1000) compared to Blacks and Whites (68.0 per 1000 and 59.1
per 1000, respectively). Similar to findings from traditional NCVS reportign&svere the least
likely to report being violently victimized (27.1 per 1000) (Rennison, 2001).

In addition to these overall differences in violent victimization acrosal goups are
differences across specific crime types. Traditional NCVS reportsoniy show that rates for
simple and aggravated assault, robbery and rape/sexual assault are higlaek&oris 2009,
Blacks experienced a rate of simple assault at 13.0 per 1000 compared to Whites who
experienced 11.0 per 1000. For the categories of “two or more races”, they exqueaeate of
27.5 per 1000. For “other race” which consists includes American Indians, Alaskad\at
Asians, Native Hawaiians, and other Pacific Islanders, they experiematdda 7.4 per 1000
For aggravated assault, Blacks had a rate of 6.8 per 1000 compared to Whites who had a rate of
2.7 per 1000. For the categories of “two or more races”, they had a rate of 9.3 pdrat000.
“other race”, they experienced a rate of 1.9 per 1000. For robbery, Blacks ezpédrike
highest rate of 5.6 per 1000 compared to Whites who experienced a rate of 1.6 per 1000. “Two
or more races” experienced a rate of 5.2 per 1000. For “other race”, they experieatecof a
0.5 per 1000. Rape/sexual assault were the lowest category for all raa@s.gBlacks
experienced 1.2 per 1000 compared to Whites who had a rate of 0.4 per 1000. The “two or more
races” category experienced the least amount of rape/sexual assaalise they had a rate less
than 0.05 violent victimizations per 1000 persons. For “other race”, they experiencedeagat
than0.05 per 1000 (Truman & Rand, 2010).

In regards to ethnicity, surveys have indicated that Hispanic persons reportraigher

of violent victimization overall than do non-Hispanic persons. Particularly, 20085N€ports
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show that Hispanics experienced an overall rate of 18.1 per 1000 for violent vitbmiza
compared to non-Hispanic persons who experienced an overall rate of 17.0 per 1000. While
these rates reveal that Hispanics persons experienced slightly lsitgseoverall, that typically
does not apply to all categories of violent victimization. For example, for siagslult non-
Hispanics experienced a rate of 11.3 per 1000 relative to Hispanic persons wienergdea
rate of 11.0 per 1000. Furthermore, for aggravated assault non-Hispanic personaaegearie
rate of 3.3 per 1000 compared to Hispanics whose rate was slightly lower at 3.2 per 1000.
Conversely, robbery was the only category in which Hispanics rates exicéned of non-
Hispanics (3.4 versus 1.9 per 1000, respectively). For the categories of rapelssaul, both
Hispanic and Non-Hispanics persons shared a rate of 0.5 per 1000 (Truman & Rand, 2010).

Overall, differences in violent victimization for these racial ammhietgroups have
remained consistent throughout the years. Victimization surveys have shoahhbagh rates
dramatically decreased from 1993 to 2005, Blacks and American Indians still egpdriegher
rates of violent victimization compared to Whites and to Asians. For exam@dl@98, Blacks
experienced a rate of violent victimization at 67.4 per 1000 compared to Whites thaatedfa
47.9 per 1000 and “other race” that had a race of 39.8 per 1000. Additionally, in 1999, Blacks
experienced a rate 0f41.6 per 1000 compared to Whites who had a rate of 31.9 per 1000 and
“other race” that had a rate 24.5 per 1000. To continue, in 2005, Blacks experienced a rate of
27.0 per 1000 compared to Whites that had a rate of 20.1 per 1000 and “other race” that had a
rate of 13.9 per 1000 (Catalano, 2006).

These patterns over the years have remained consistent. SpecificalGy/&wréport
from 1993 to 1998, reported that in 1993, Non-Hispanic American Indians experienced higher

levels of violent victimization (104.7 per 1000). Following that rate was Non-Hispdaks
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(69.5 per 1000). Hispanics (62.8 per 1000) and Non-Hispanic Whites (52.5 per 1000) had
somewhat similar rates in 1993, and Non-Hispanic Asians had the lowest rate of violent
victimization with a rate of 28.8 per 1000. While the rates for Hispanics and iépastcs
decreased in 1998, they remained consistent with which groups were violently vidtiheze
highest and which groups were violently victimized at the lowest. For examd@98, Non-
Hispanic American Indians experienced the highest violent victimizatioofrats5.1 per 1000.
Following were Non-Hispanic Blacks who had a rate of 43.1 per 1000. Non-Hispanic Whites
(38.2 per 1000) and Hispanics (34.8 per 1000) had similar rates in 1998, and Non-Hispanic

Asians had the lowest rate of violent victimization at 22.1 per 1000 (Rennison, 2001).

Gender

Gender is also a major correlate of violent victimization. According to@é RICVS,
males are far more likely to be violently victimized than are femalegpt for the crime of rape
and sexual assault. For example, in 2009 males’ overall rate of violent vi¢ttminas 18.4 per
1000 persons compared to females who had a rate of 15.8 per 1000. As aforementioned, the
patterns of differences between these groups depend on the crime type being cbnsidere
Surprisingly, males and females had similar rates for simple assault in 28l@3. hd a rate of
11.3 per 1000 and females had a rate of 11.2 per 1000. The differences between them are larger
for aggravated assault; males had rate of 4.3 per 1000 compared to 2.3 per 1000 for females. F
robbery, males were also more likely to be victims of with a rate of 2.7 per 1000 ednpar
females who had a rate of 1.6 per 1000. While males generally are more likiehg atviolent
crimes, they are not likely to be victims of rape or sexual assault. Malesesqgeer a rate of 0.2

per 1000 compared to females who had a rate of 0.8. While both numbers are substantively low,
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females are more likely to be victims of sexual assault and or rape thaalase(Truman, &

Rand, 2010). Nonetheless, there has been convergence between male and female tiates over
The gap between groups has narrowed substantially. For example, a NQ&ldalelings

report revealed that in 1973, males were far more likely to be victims of violer@sc(63 per

1000) compared to females (37 per 1000). However, the overall trend for males imditate t
rates steadily decreased for males, while women remained relativ#y atalightly increased

(for full report, see Craven, 1996).

Marital Status

Marital Statushas also been linked to violent victimization. The risks for victimization
tend to vary across the following categories: Never married, married, etj@nd
divorced/separated. According to 2005 NCVS statistics, persons who have never basgh marr
are more likely to experience violent victimization, while persons who atewed are the least
likely to experience violent victimization. Particularly, persons who wevermearried
experienced an annual violent victimization rate of 42.4 per 1000 between 2002 and 2003, and in
2004 and 2005 they experienced being violently victimization at an annual rate of 38.4 per 1000.
Divorced/separated individuals had the second highest rate. Specifically, in 2002 and 2003,
divorced or separated persons experienced a rate of violent victimization at 3B00@eand
from 2004 to 2005 they experienced a rate of 32.3 per 1000. These rates are notably higher than
the respective rates for married persons, 10.4 between 2002 and 2003 and 10.0 between 2004 and
2005. For persons who are widowed, they experienced the least amount of violent viotimizat
during these periods. For example, between 2002 and 2003, widowed persons experienced a rate

of 5.3 per 1000 and between 2004 and 2005 their rate was 5.0 per 1000. The last category is
12



divorced/separated who had the second highest rate for violent victimization. sésdar
violent victimization have declined for each of these groups, the statistezd persons who
were never married experience higher violent victimization rates thaather group (Catalano,
2005).

This pattern remained consistent throughout the years. For example, NCMS fiepor
1993 to 1998 consistently show that persons who were never married for all mawgps,g
experienced higher rates of being violently victimized compared to those athpsgOn the
other hand, persons who are widowed were least likely to experience beimgzédti

(Rennison, 2001).

Income

Incomeis another characteristic that has also been linked to violent victimizHtisn
commonly measured as the annual household income in the NCVS reports and iy typicall
presented across seven categories: less than $7,500, $7,500-$14,999, $15,000-24,999, $25,000-
$34,999, $35,000-$49,999, $50,000-$74,999, and $75,000. For 2005, the NCVS reported the
highest rate of violent victimization for persons who were living below $7,500. Fompéxam
2004 to 2005 persons receiving less than $7,500 had a rate of 38.1 per 1000. This was higher
than the remaining categories. For example, persons in the category of $7,500-$14,9%%had a r
of 32.9 per 1000. For persons in the category of $15,000-$24,999, they had a rate of 27.1 per
1000. Individuals earning $25,000-34,999 (24.1 per 1000), $35,000-49,999 (22.0 per 1000), and
$50,000-$74,999 (21.6 per 1000) had similar rates of violent victimization. The lowest income
category to experience violent victimization was $75,000 or more with a rate of 16.7 per 1000

(Catalano, 2006).
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This pattern remains across crime type. For simple assault, personbdilingthe
poverty level (less than $7,500) experienced a rate of 20.1 per 1000 compared to the highest
annual income group ($75,000 or more) who had the lowest rate of 11.1 per 1000. This was also
the case for aggravated assault. They experienced a rate of 9.7 per 1@0tcethe rate found
for persons who had an annual income of $75,000 or more (2.6 per 1000). For robbery, persons
living below poverty level experienced a rate of 5.6 per 1000 compared to the 2atdaf
persons having a household income of $75,000 or more. Lastly, for rape/sexual assagt pers
living below poverty level had a rate of 2.2 per 1000 compared to persons having a household
income of $75,000 or more with a rate of 0.6 per 1000 (Catalano, 2006).

These patterns and trends were consistent throughout the years. For gxample
victimization surveys from 1993 to 1998 show persons who receive a household income of less
than $7,500 per year had the highest level of victimization rates compareddgmtiring
categories. The lowest rate was found for persons who receive a household income of $75,000 or
more. These findings were consistent regardless of race and ethnicibydéte 2001).

Overall, these statistics for age, race and ethnicity, gender, and rstatitel reveal the
patterns and trends for nonfatal violent victimization risks. This informationpsritant to the
study because demographic characteristics or the composition of @tigssaible predictors of

nonfatal victimization risks.

Theoretical discussion of Lifestyle Model and Routine Activities Theory
Overall, victimization reports have routinely associated the aforeomeati
characteristics with victimization risks. Routine Activities/Lifds Theory suggests that these

characteristics are indicative of activity or lifestyle pattehas predict victimization. Surveys
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pertaining to victimization commonly demonstrate that the most powerful predgeoerally
are age, race/ethnicity, gender, income, and marital status (Cohen et al., 1984¢<a0tt 1984,
1986; Laub, 1990). These characteristics, though, are important only insofar agthety pr
lifestyles and routine activities that are directly related to vieation risks. Researchers have
linked specific routine and lifestyle activities to violent victintiaa risks. Those activities that
have commonly been associated with victimization are evenings spentramalydme,
activities one engages in when away from home and associations with crirharal dihese
lifestyle patterns or routine activities can increase the likelihood tiniation.

Earlier theorists like Cohen and Felson (1979) posited that activities aamayérme are
positively related to victimization. For example, Cohen and Felson (1979) hypethédsat
these activities increase the likelihood of criminal opportunities and thusrekpdaier crime
rates. This is also similar to findings from contemporary research. $pdygifMustaine and
Tewksbury (1999) using a sample of 1,513 college/university students (57.7 % males and 42.3%
females) found that evenings away from home, and drinking in particular, is a@redict
violent victimization among college men and women. Moreover, Miethe, Staffordaangd L
(1987) conducted a study with a sample of 107,678 residents in thirteen U.S. citiesiteexam
with the nature and quantity of routine activities out the home are indicators ofizatton.
They focused on individuals’ patterns of major activities during the day (e.&) ama night
(e.g., night activity) and found that these routine activities/lifestyl@bbas have relatively
strong direct and meditational effects on individuals’ risks of property victtrorgebut not
violent victimization. Overall, these articles suggest that time speay from home may predict
victimization risks and importantly, specific activities such as evenings iokirdy can increase

one’s chance of being victimized.
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Aside from evenings spent away from home being a major indicator for aation,
there are more contemporary works that have attempted to detail tho$ie spéuities that
explain victimization risk. These other activities, like criminabagsion, have been directly
linked to victimization. Beginning with criminal association, researctchasnonly shown that
those who are involved in criminal activity (and thus associated more with criotingais) are at
a heighten risks for victimization. In their study, Lauritsen, Sampson, and 188b)(examined
the effect of delinquent lifestyles on the criminal victimization of tgeraand young adults.
Using the first five waves of the National Youth Survey, the analyses rdwbakeadolescents’
involvement in delinquent lifestyles strongly increases the risk of both personalopedtyr
victimization. The results indicated that victimization patterns amondnyeartnot be
understood apart from criminal and deviant behavior because the risk of victimizatibs res
from greater involvement in lifestyle characteristics of those asedamth others that are
delinquent.

Furthermore, Schreck, Wright, and Miller (2002), in their study of 1,139 high school
students, found that delinquent peer associations and spending time in unstructured/ungupervise
socializing activities with peers was an antecedent of violent victimizdmportantly, these
peer associations were significant predictors after individual sads as low self-control and
environmental factors such as weak ties to family and school were considerezk(SVright,

& Miller, 2002). Likewise, Schreck and Fisher (2004) examined the influence &f pe&iolent
victimization. In their research, they used the routine activities antyldedsamework to reveal
how strong bonds of family attachment can promote more effective guardiarslap w
simultaneously making children less attractive as targets and lirthigexposure to motivated

offenders. They used data from the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescditi Hed found
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that criminal association with family and peers do correspond with higkesfnisolent
victimization among teenagers, net controls for unstructured and unsupervisdtaeind
demographic characteristics. Comparatively, Woodward and Fergusson (2000}edr=duc
longitudinal study of more than 1,000 New Zealand children in their assessmeks ddrris
victimization risks. Specifically, they examined the whether the caméxXifestyle, and
childhood risk factors are associated with young people’s exposure to physadt aslate
adolescence. They found that criminal associations significantly iecr¢ias likelihood of
assault victimization. For example, males in the study were more likedpoot delinquent
involvement in early adolescence and 23% of this group reported being victinssuolt asiring
late adolescence (16 to 18 years of age). However, females werkdls®lbe victims during
adolescence of assault because they were less likely to have crissimabéions (Woodward &
Fergusson, 2000).

Lastly, contemporary research has linked multiple aspects of routindesfifestyle
patterns to victimization risks. For example, Mustaine (1997) examinedefamalmale
victimization risks across three domains: home, work, and leisure/public. Shel ploatte
people’s status and lifestyle characteristics as evidenced by thesasloaradifferentially
influence their risks of victimization by altering their amount of exposure &npat offenders.
Her study highlighted the importance of considering gender- and domaifiespetivities in
victimization analyses. Among a sample of 25,238 individuals (13,422 were women and 11,816
were men) her results indicate that the most influential lifestylecteaistics and behaviors on
the use of self-protective measures (and thus victimization risks) arauexpopotential
offenders and neighborhood characteristics. For example, risk for fema@zation in the

home was determined by marital status, unemployment status, home securitgcaraf pl
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residence, while in the work domain, female victimization risk was determinectiedatatatus
only. On the other hand, male victimization risk increased in the workplace, out in public, or
living at home. Moreover, Lauritsen, Laub, and Sampson (1992) conducted a study gulted by
routine activities theories/lifestyle approach to describe theaeship between time spent with
peers, sports activities, and delinquent involvement regarding the risk of assabbery
victimization among adolescents in the United States. They gathered thematibn from two
well known data sources: The National Youth Survey (NYS) and the Monitoring the Future
Study: A Continuing Study of the Lifestyles and Values of Youth (MTF). Not sumgly, given
the aforementioned studies, their findings revealed that youth who engage in delaciviies
(i.e., assault and robbery) have the highest level of victimization. Howeveitseaust al.
(1992) found that very few conventional activities (e.g., how often adolescents go tg, partie
bars, movies, watch television, read, etc.) protect adolescents from vatiiminet of
background factors such as gender, race and structure. Additional reseakehbtgstaine and
Tewksbury (1998) note other activities that could potentially lead to violentwzetiion. Their
study highlighted a wide range of individual demographics (e.g., sex, ga;anarital status,
etc), daily routines (e.g., eats out frequently, leaves home often for stuggesyout walking,
drinks at a bar, goes to the shopping mall, etc) and social community structural axduednt
variables. Using a 95-item self-administered survey for a total of 1,5[E§e@nd university
students in nine postsecondary institutions, theirs findings indicated thabitleaving one’s
home and going out in public that increases risk for victimization, but where indigdesland
does that is important to their victimization risk. For instance, spectiidtas like frequently

eating out, drinking at a bar, or going shopping can increase risk for violentization.

18



Overall, these studies indicated that individual characteristics mattetithey are
associated with the routine activities and lifestyle patterns of indigdBased on the above
studies activities such evenings spent away, involvement in criminal &stignd associations
with criminal others, and particular activities such as eating out frdguennking at a bar, or

attending a shopping mall can increase the risk for violent victimization amonglirals.

Structural Conditions

The relationship between structural conditions and crime has also been anidetye w
analyzed by criminologists. Shaw and McKay’s (1942) Social Disorgamizéheory states that
structural conditions such as persistent poverty, residential instabilitgtiamid heterogeneity
causes social disorganization within urban environments. As a result of this disongerates
in these areas are typically higher. Clearly, these charaiensatter in regards to violent
victimization because high levels of poverty and limited resources can madeeecviiable
alternative if legitimate opportunities for survival and success ar&ddo©verall, it is clear that
structural conditions such poverty , unemployment, family disruption and resldestzdbility

can play a role in how and why victimization risk are increased in certain env&ronments.

Poverty & Unemployment

Poverty and unemployment have long been linked to offending and victimization in
criminology (Wilson, 1987; Crutchfield, 1989; Massey & Eggers, 1990; Massey & Denton,
1993; Wilson, 1996; Jargowsky, 1997; Anderson, 1999). Since the 1970s, poverty has become
more concentrated in urban environments and, in turn, has been associated withveghef le

victimization rates. Many researchers argue that urban areas expdrigher levels of poverty
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due to changes in the inner city that produced a new distinct, and growing phenomenon of “the
underclass” (Kasarda, 1989; Wacquant & Wilson, 1989, Wilson, 1987; Massey & Denton, 1993;
Marks, 1991; Lawson, 1992, Mincy, 1994; Jargowsky & Bane, 1990). In other words, the inner
cities have been deprived from job opportunities and other resources that would establish
financial stability in these particular urban areas. As a result egharture of jobs from the

city, social limitations, and scare resources, poverty levels have becomeancentrated

within the urban core.

Higher levels of poverty have resulted in higher unemployment rates within udzen a
These environments tend to experience higher rates of violent victimizataunskegoeople are
deprived of opportunities and the amount of resources is extremely limited. Titiorsl
structure of urban environments greatly depends to a large extent on economic support, but
sadly, this support is lacking in urban areas. Jargowsky (1997) acknowledgaesrigmoverish
neighborhoods, less than half of the population is unemployed. Additionally, he noteartlygat m
people are unemployed in urban neighborhoods because there are no quality jobsaviayg
that are stable, with good working conditions, and on-the-job training availalib shi
necessary to improve the conditions of the working poor. He also explains that udsahave
a much higher concentration of poor and otherwise disadvantaged residents. Heat dte
economic support for persons residing in penurious conditions is limited. This lacoofaes,
as explained by Rankin and Quane (2000), inadvertently disconnects persons whogaie livi
poor neighborhoods from opportunities and interactions with socially connected persons who
will provide feasible resources. Coincidently, Jargowsky and Bane (1991 edssentlar
arguments in their discussion on poverty in the United States. They posited soatspeting

under the poverty level are becoming more and more isolated from mainstreamaudtiet
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opportunity and their upward mobility is partial. Additionally, they explaineslithpartly
because the rate of labor force participation among the poor has declined (p.236).

Patterson (1991) and others note that people living below the poverty level avedepri
of opportunities, comforts, and self-respect—thus increasing the areaiovamatriminal
activity and victimization risks (p. 756-78). Furthermore, Rankin and Quane (2000)saass
how concentrated poverty disrupts the social organization of urban neighborhoods—therefore
causing more affluent neighborhoods to have better institutional resources than those
neighborhoods that are poverty-stricken. Because there is a high level of poveesyd urban
environments, there is a higher chance that victimization risks are preaderespondingly,
Jargowsky (1997) also assert that because social environments of high-pos@stynay have
an ongoing influence on the life course of those who reside in them, conditions of persons living
below poverty level can cause profoundly harmful environments. As a result kdiveeh
economic structure of urban neighborhoods, people in low-impoverished areas areeat great
risks for violent offending and victimization (Jargowsky, 1997).

Aside from urban environments experiencing high levels of poverty, unemployment rates
are also a major concern for impoverished persons. Jargowsky (1999) poshaatedrt who
live in low-impoverished areas are nearly twice as likely as women totloed the labor force
and do not proceed to search for work. On the other hand, nearly about one-third of adult women
are employed. The disparity of unemployment rates for males and femalbanraneas are
astonishing and contribute too many of the problems these communities are burdened with
Moreover, Jargowsky (2007) explains that even if jobs were available to peapigifivirban
areas, they are part-time, with low-paying wages. He noted that in 1986xmpately 40

percent of males residing in low-impoverished neighborhoods worked part-tinte raytdvork
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at all. In contrast, 15 percent of women living in low-impoverished neighborhoods wanied p
time jobs. Unfortunately, these low-paying jobs were not enough to lift faralbege the

poverty line which was $12, 674 (p. 95-98).

Female Headed Households

Today, many people are living in female headed households like never beforsorPeter
(1992) noted that in 1960, 25 percent of the poor were living in female-headed families, but by
1980, this figure raised to 35 percent, and by 1987, 40 percent of families werenigimegr
parent households (p. 6) By the 1990s, six in ten children lived in female-headed households
(Jargowsky, 1997).

Female-headed households have higher rates of poverty regardless of the neaghbor
type. Urban (and particularly poor) neighborhoods tend to have higher concentrationalef fem
headed households given the limited economic resources available to ondipasehilds.
Unfortunately, urban neighborhoods are not rooted in opportunities which will allow &utoilie
have access to available resources. Because of this barrier, mamsfasaded by females
become strained and are located in disadvantaged environments, placing women and their
children at a greater risks for violent victimization (Lauritsen, 2003). SmdHRlarjoura (1989),
in their study of the relationship between household characteristics, neighboohgaasdion
and victimization risks, found that households occupied by single adults (e.g., fevadkd
households) have higher rates of victimization. These households, explained byatehesse
are disproportionately located in more transient, less affluent aredmtieahigher crime rates.
Again, neighborhoods with higher concentration of female headed households have limited

resources available when there is only one parent supporting the familyhBdithited
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resources and geographic location of these households affect violent vicomizatrerall, the
research presented above has shown those persons living in female-headed hoanseholds i

poverty-stricken neighborhoods have a higher risk of violent victimization.

Residential Instability

Residential stability is a major feature of social organization withimithan core.
Persistent high levels of poverty, unemployment and family disruption in urban engirtsnm
work in conjunction with and can cause residential instability in these areadl{Shaw &
McKay, 1942; Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; Elliott et al., 1996; Sampson, 1997; Sampson, 1988;
Taylor, 1997). According to Social Disorganization theory, residential iniggahiurban
neighborhoods can cause crime and thus victimization. This is because resideabigityns
impedes social cohesion among residents—thus creating disorganization among ¢gmmuni
residents which, in turn, increases crime rates in the neighborhood. Therefane, urba
environments are plagued by negative social conditions such as poverty, unemploydent, a
family disruption which cause these areas to become less attractive tanthresgpwardly
mobile residents (i.e., those with more resources and income). However, trsuses path
limited resources are trapped in these deplorable conditions which places therategory of
the less fortunate or ‘truly disadvantaged’ (Wilson, 1987; Rankin & Quane, 2000).

In sum, these works have indicated that structural conditions such as poverty and
residential stability, unemployment and female-headed households underminendrsiecial
organization in urban environments and thus increase victimization risks.

Despite the large body of work on individual or structural characteristics, hhge been

fewer studies conducted which examined both individual characteristictractdisl conditions
23



in order to have a better understanding of victimization risks. For example, &spEngzinga,
and Menard (1999) conducted a study of families in Denver to investigate the infldiézace yp
factors in predicting adolescent victimization. Using both Routine Actiuiifestyle Theory

and Social Disorganization Theory, they assessed whether the followingrstrabiaracteristics
of the family were predictors of victimization risk: individual and familgieedemographic
characteristics, family vulnerability to victimization, parental invateat in violence and
substance use, parental discipline and monitoring practices and the clinmiéeaation in the
family. The results revealed that the family contexts (i.e., familyarakility, parental
involvement, parental discipline and monitoring characteristics) are seymifpredictors of
adolescent victimization versus individual characteristics. Furthermargsea (1987) notes
that tests of Routine Activities/Lifestyle theories typicallydson individual-level
characteristics and ignore the fact that the environment should also be conslusned w
addressing victimization risks. Sampson (1987) addressed this oversiglainbyni@g the causes
and consequences of property and violent victimization. Based on a sample of nearly 11,000
residents of England and Wales in 1982 drawn from the British Crime Survey, (BES
findings indicated that individual and structural factors predicted property aletvi
victimization. Individual characteristics such as age, marital stadigender were significantly
related to property and violent victimization risks. However, he found that evespagsaway
from home are only significantly related to property victimization. Morgavdy one measure
of structural characteristics — family disruption — was a sigmfipaedictor of property and
violent victimization. On the other hand, residential instability signifiggordicted violent but
not property victimization. Finally, Mustaine and Tewksbury (1998) also condtiaiyathat

directly examines the predictive value of individual and structural chasidgon
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victimization risks. They consider the impact of individual-level factoxs (seex, race, age,
marital status, employment status, etc) and neighborhood conditions (e.g., livieg near
convenience store, living near gang graffiti, living near homeless peoplenlitteighborhood,
living near abandoned buildings, unsupervised youth in the neighborhood, etc.) on larceny
victimization. Using a sample of 1,513 college and university students in nine postsgconda
institutions, they found that individual and community characteristics are medidtlarceny
victimization. For example, Mustaine and Tewksbury (1998) found that college studajutis
theft victimization risks are strongly influenced by their participation ewillegal activities
(i.e., smoking marijuana, threatening another with a gun or with no weapon) thef squeal
activities they were involved in (eating out frequently, playing basketbatingilg to too many
clubs/organizations, etc.), the unpleasant conditions of their neighborhoods (i.e. too mach crim
and noise) and their demographic characteristics (i.e., social class aograeml status).

Overall, these studies are informative in the sense that the findings deateotisdt both
individual and structural characteristics matter to victimization riBkspite the vast
contributions from past studies, many have examined individual charactearsdics
neighborhood conditions. However, few studies have considered city variations ©t tespe
victimization risks. City characteristics are important to examicause cities have been
designed in such a way to separate the social classes (e.g., upper, middlgidwegolely
develop certain area of the cities. As a result of urban planning and desigrpétsuses that
cannot benefit from how the city is structured and developed are confined to areas tha
limited in resources, unconducive to safe environments. The Routine Actifastille model
and Social Disorganization Theory suggest that individual characteristictraictural

characteristics are predictors of violent victimization at the miedonaacro level, respectively.
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However, this study will further examine these arguments by examiningnpfogtance of
individual characteristics relative to the city conditions under which people liveptbusliing a
deeper understanding of the factors relevant to victimization risks.

Although there is limited research that explains violent victimization atitjrevel,
some researchers acknowledged that it is important to address how and vigwetiariation
can further explain victimization. These variations are commonly tied taahffes in offending
and victimization patterns across individuals (i.e., minority groups) and placem(es cities).
For example, Short (1997) in his boélqverty, Ethnicity, and Violent Crime, states:

Compared to Whites, the ecological niches in which poor blacks live are disadvantagsd i
that defy easy measurement, such as job quality, marriage opportunitiesk thfeebgoosure to
conventional role models, and social isolation from networks that might link themeojbbt
and other opportunities in mainstream society (p. 51).

Further, Sampson and Wilson (1995) state that because of macro-structuratftheesty-
level, urban minorities are particularly “vulnerable to structural econoh@oges related to the
deindustrialization of central cities, like the shift from goods-producing ticseproducing
industries; increasing polarization of the labor market into low-wage and higg-seators; and
relocation of manufacturing out of the inner city” (p.2). Past and present tesearshown that
victimization risks vary at both the individual and neighborhood level; however, whakiisgac
in the broader literature is the importance of city characteristicdweic impact those
individual and neighborhood characteristics commonly linked to victimization.

The present study will analyze whether individual characteristisguctural
characteristics are better predictors of victimization risk usitey adizrived from the NCVS 12

Cities survey. This study will contribute to the existing literature onmmvization and broaden
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our understanding of the relationship between individual characteristics, ractiviées, city
conditions and victimization risks.

The goal of this study is to examine the importance of individual charactersative
to the structural conditions under which people live in order to provide a broader understanding
of factors relevant to victimization risks at the city level. Based onnaseartaining to the
Lifestyle Model/Routine Activities Theory and Social Disorganizationofpdt can be
hypothesized that demographic characteristics when taken into account rotnitiesaand the
structural conditions are predictors of nonfatal violent victimizations ahtbe-and-macro
level. Therefore, when applying these variables to the city-level chastice nonfatal violent
victimizations at the individual level and structural level matter. The fotigwhapter discusses

the collection of the data and methods for the NCVS 12 Cities.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
The current research examines whether individual characteristics tnuittersl
characteristics under which people live account for victimization risks attthkevel. Using
theoretical explanations inherent to the Lifestyle Model/Routine A@svitiheory and Social
Disorganization Theory, this information will be drawn from twelve U.S. citiesxplore
whether such characteristics can explain violent victimization. Agistaidier, one theory
argues that individual characteristics are more important, while thetbdwey argues that
structural conditions are better predictors of victimization risk. This chegpbeganized with the
data and methods of the NCVS 12 Cities study, followed by the specific varihbtewill be
used in the current research and lastly, the analytic strategy. Thiszatganwill allow for

more understanding of the NCVS 12 Cities data that was used for the presented study

Data

The NCVS 12 Cities survey data are used in the present study. This was/ey
sponsored by the Office of Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) aBdrdeau of
Justice Statistics to supplement the National Crime Victimization SYN@YS) with questions
related to community policing. The goal of this project is to develop an instrument and
methodology that may be used by law enforcement agencies to collect informatranioalc
victimizations, citizens’ attitudes toward the police, and the impact of eiffeommunity
policing strategies and tactics on crime and neighborhood conditions. The data includes
measures of individual characteristics, perceptions of neighborhood conditions,ipescept

community policing, and criminal victimization. The 12 cities that are indwdere selected
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because each had police departments at various stages of implementing cgrareunied
policing strategies. The cities include: Chicago, IL; Kansas City, Kt@xville, TN; Los
Angeles, CA; Madison, WI; New York, NY; San Diego, CA; Savannah, GA; Spokane, WA,
Springfield, MA; Tucson, AZ; and Washington, DC. The NCVS 12 Cdlimgey sample was
drawn from a simple random sample design of city residents with teleplbsmg the
GENESYS Random-Digit Dialing (RDD) Sampling System (for further dsonsof the
methods involved in the survey see Smith et al., 1998).

The data collection took place over a four month period beginning in February of 1998.
A total of 19,200 persons were targeted for inclusion in the study, with 13,918 persaifly actu
participating in the study. The targeted and actual response rate fortgastsicown below in
Table 1. The data collection was done using Computer Assisted Telephone Intey¢@aTl).
Since 1992 the CATI method had been used in NCVS data collections and was implemented to
reduce potential errors by interviewers and to improve the quality of the dia¢aegh(see

Cantar & Lynch, 2000 for a full discussion of the effects of CATI on NCVS data).
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Tablel
Response Rate for NCVS 12-Cities Sample

City Target Actual

Total 19,200 13,918
Chicago, IL 1,600 1,124
Kansas City, MO 1,600 1,162
Knoxville, TN 1,600 1,198
Los Angeles, CA 1,600 1,121
Madison, WI 1,600 1,162
New York, NY 1,600 1,059
San Diego, CA 1,600 1,131
Savannah, GA 1,600 1,245
Spokane, WA 1,600 1,239
Springfield, MA 1,600 1,231
Tucson, AZ 1,600 1,233
Washington, DC 1,600 1,013
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Additionally, the NCVS 12 Cities data is supplemented with data on city chastics
obtained from the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau. These city characteristics inciadst [pang
below poverty level, percent unemployed and percent female headed-household. These
characteristics were incorporated as measures of structural disahsaatahe city level which,

as discussed in the previous chapter, may be predictors of victimization risks.

Dependent Variable

The dependent variable is non-fatal violent victimization. The participartie survey
were asked whether they were victims of robbery, rape, simple assadgravated assault in
the past 12 months. Violent victimization is dichotomized so that those who reporte@being
victim of any of these crimes were coded as 1 while those who did not report lotimized

were coded as 0.

| ndependent Variables

The independent variables considered are individual characteristics, medsorgsme
activities and structural characteristics of the twelve cities. Theyaluded in the subsections
below. The individual characteristics are age, race and ethnicity, geratéa| istatus, and
income. The routine activities are evenings spent away, time spent shoppingesddnt
riding public transportation. The structural conditions are poverty, unemployedefbealed

households, and residential stability.
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Individual Characteristics

Age is a continuous variable ranging from 12 to 90 across the sample. In the suevey, rac
is categorized as the following: White, Black or Negro, American Indiaianfor Pacific
Islander. Ethnicity is categorized as Hispanic and non-Hispanic. Becaeesand ethnicity are
not mutually exclusive categories, the classification of race in therprasely will take into
account individuals’ ethnic origins. As Lauritsen and White (2001) note, Hispanicberaty
any race with most (90%) self-reporting as White and the remainingirgptiréy are Black
(6%) or of another racial category (4%), especially American Indi&e. rdcial and ethnic
groups that will be taken into account for the presented study are non-Hispates,\Wbn-
Hispanic Blacks, Hispanics and non-Hispanics others (includes Americams$rahd Asians).
Gender is a dichotomous variable and is coded 1 for males O for females giveanmales
disproportionately victims of violent crimes. Marital status is divided imdollowing
categories: married (reference group), divorced and separated, widowedyanchaeied
individuals. Finally, income is measured using the following categoeass:than $7,500;
$7,500-14,999; $15,000-24,999; $25,000-34,999; $35,000-49,999; $50,000-74,999; 75,000 or

more.

Routine Activities/Lifestyle

The NCVS 12 Cities participants were also asked three questions thatsaddtianal
indicators of routine activities. The following questions were asked: 1) How oftgoudspend
the evening away from home? 2) How often are you gone shopping? and 3) How often do you
ride public transportation? The participants were given the option to answer aherystight

or day (coded 1) at least once a week (coded 2), at least once a month (coded 3), less often
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(coded 4) or never (coded 5). These codes were reverse-ordered so that an mtireassdue
for these items represented greater frequency of involvement in the respettiiees. The
results of principal component analyses reveal little commonality betlesa items.
Supplemental tests also suggest the same. For example, the reliabifityezdeor Cronbach’s
alpha for the three items is very low (0.15). Therefore, these survey itemstatombined but
considered separately in the analyses and are lalbedaohg Away, Shopping, and Public

Transit in the descriptive tables.

Structural Conditions

Although inclusion of measures of neighborhood conditions would be ideal, the
participants in the NCVS 12 Cities study are selected by their city (rghtbwrhood) location.
Furthermore, the impact of city characteristics on victimizatids s a goal of the present
study so common measures of city-level disadvantage are considered. Tiny ihe
proportion of city residents living below the poverty level and unemployectkhss the
proportion of households within the city that are female-headed.

The descriptive statistics for the dependent variable and independent gaioalbhe
NCVS 12 Cities sample are shown in Table 2. The average age of theppattigs 42 years. Of
the 13, 918 survey participants, 54.6 percent are males, 10.0 percent are Hispanics, and 17.8
percent are non-Hispanic Blacks. The average income for participantangasl from $30,000

to $34,999, and 5.6 percent of participants reported being violently victimized.
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Table2.
Descriptive Statisticson the National Crime Victimization Survey 12 Cities
Sample, 1998 (N=13,918)

Variable Minimum Maximum Mean D %

Individual Char acteristics

Age 12.00 90.00 41.80 18.10

Income* 1.00 14.00 10.38 3.64
Hispanic 10.0
Non-Hispanic Blacks 17.8
Males 54.6
Never Married 33.7

Routine ActivitiedL ifestyle Patterns

Evening Away 1 5 3.70 1.092
Shopping 1 5 4.03 723
Public Transient 1 5 1.95 1.40

Structural Characteristics
Residential Stability 0 82 9.86 11.531

Percent Impoverished 14.30 23.10 18.90 3.06
Percent unemployed  3.50 6.80 4.84 1.03

Percent Female- 21.70 50.00 33.86 8.88
Headed Household

Violence Victims** 5.6%

Source: NCVS 12 Cities study (ICPSR 2743).

The descriptive statistics are based on the weighted sample of NEERes Survey

*Based on the 14 unequal categories of income: 1 = <$,5000; 2=$5,000-7,499; 3=$7,500-9,999;
4=$10,000-$12,4999; 5= $12,500-14,999; 6= $15,000-$17,499; 7=$17,500-19,999; 8=20,000-24,999;
9=$25,000-29,999; 10= $30,000-34,999; 11= $35,000-39,999; 12= $40,000-49,000; 13= $50,000-
75,000; 14= $75,000 or more. Due to the extent of missing cases for this variabief iniduded in

the final analytical models.

**|ncludes all attempted and completed rape/sexual assault, robbery and amti@lggravated

assault victims.
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Analytical Strategy

Logistic regression analyses are used since this method is most aiprofyen the
dependent variable is dichotomous and when various types of independent variables are
“normally distributed, linearly related, or have equal variances within gracip” (Mertler &
Vannatta, 2002, p. 314). Three separate logistic models will be considered to dugress t
research goals of the current study. The first model will consider @teredhip between
individual characteristics, routine activities and violent victimization. Thersemodel will
consider structural conditions and violent victimization, and the third model will inclube bot
individual characteristics and structural conditions. This will allow for améation of the
predictive power of individual and structural conditions on victimization risks and &low
consideration of which conditions better explain violent victimization risks.

The overall implications of this research are to underscore the importantg of ci
structure in relation to violent victimization. Furthermore, this work will gbate to the
broader victimization literature in that predictors at both the micro and mactafeve

considered with the goal of examining whether one better accounts for vattonizisks.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

The purpose and goal of this research was to examine the impact of individual
characteristics and structural conditions on non-fatal violent victimizas&s. By further
analyzing individual characteristics relative to the structural conditindsr which people live,
the research provided a broader understanding of factors relevant to vibtimiisks at both
the individual- and city-level.

In addressing these research goals, three analytical models were edrahgtt
examined. The first model considered the relationship between demographuietstics,
routine activities and violent victimization risk. The second model consideretusailuc
conditions and violent victimization, and the third model included both individual characserist
and structural conditions. By using three models to examine the relationshiprbetdieslual
and structural conditions, this allowed for consideration of which conditions bettemexbpla
violent victimization risks.

In the first set of analyses, the effect of individual characteristitsautine activities on
risk for violent victimization is explored. The findings are presented in Model 1 oé Baflhe
results provide mixed support for Routine Activities Theory/Lifestyle ModglexXpected,
measures of lifestyle/routine activities were significant predaddwiolent victimization. For
example, routine activities such as evenings away from home (b=.073) and theuiskcof
transportation (b=.096) significantly increased individuals’ risks for violentmwizétion. Those
who more often spent evenings away from home and who more frequently rode public
transportation were more likely to report experiencing a violent crimeeThm&Bngs were in

line with theoretical expectations of Routine Activities Theory and thestyiie Model which
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suggest that these activities likely increase exposure to motivated offeimdeontrast,
shopping (b=.093) was not a significant predictor of violent victimization. Tinisng was not
aligned with Routine Activities/Lifestyle Model because researclalsasindicated that
shopping increased the likelihood for nonfatal violent victimizations to occur betesisart
increase exposure to motivated offenders. Contrary to theoretical expestabwever,
demographic characteristics remained significant predictors of viold@mhiaation although
routine activities/lifestyle measures are included in this model. Sgadbifiage has a
significantly negative effect on violent victimization (b=-0.036). In other woraisnger
persons are more likely to be victims of violent crimes than are older persorar 8mdings
were also provided for income (b= -0.034). As income increased, the likelihood of violent
victimization decreased. Moreover, males were significantly more likdbg victims of violent
crimes compared to females. Surprisingly, when compared to other racialgthups, Blacks
were less likely to be victims of violent crimes (b= -0.189). This unexpected firglthgeito the
interaction between age, race and income. In baseline models not shown, Blaitksfaransly
more likely to be victims of violent crimes but once age and income are considedae thien
of this relationship changes. This suggests that this relationship is conditiongel dryca
income, meaning that older Blacks with higher incomes experience less victenization.
This is consistent with the extant literature and thus explains this counterantinding.
Furthermore, those of other racial and ethnic backgrounds, such as Asiaraswere
significantly less likely to be victimized compared to the other racialetmoups (b= -0.408).
These findings were also consistent with existing research in that thossmbpase other
racial groups outside of Whites, Blacks and Hispanics are least likely taibk far violent

victimization. Moreover, single (b=0.438) and divorced/separated (b=0.990) persensaver
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likely to be victimized than married persons. Conversely, persons who were widowed (
0.006) were least likely to be at risk for violent victimization. These findings saanastal
status are also consistent with the extant literature.

The relationship between structural characteristics and risks for violéimigzgtion is
shown in Model 2 of the table. Previous research in this area suggested that nggativals
conditions increase the likelihood of violent victimization. However, this contention is not
supported by the current findings. Each measure of city disadvantage — theigmaggdamale-
headed household, persons living below the poverty level, and unemployment — had a null effect
on victimization risk. Moreover, the direction of the relationship betweeneiighH|
unemployment and violent victimization is negative (b=-0.043), indicating that as wyengpit
rates increase, violent victimization decreases. This is unexpected basee@xstthg
literature. Previous research for unemployment has been linked to high rataemaf
victimization within urban areas. As stated in earlier sections, thes@®mants tend to have
higher rates of nonfatal violent victimizations because people are dipfiyab opportunities
and resources are limited.

The final model examined the relationship between all of these factors — intividua
characteristics, routines activities, and structural conditions — and viol&@ntization risk.
Overall, the above findings remained stable. When all conditions and routine actatie
considered, activities such as evenings spent away (b=.073) and public transpdrtatidn) (
remained significant predictors of violent victimization. Similarly, dgnaphic characteristics
were consistent predictors of violent victimization risks. For examplgbege035) did not
significantly change. This is also true for income (b= -.033). Likewise, ndenfis across

gender, race/ethnicity and marital status were largely unchangess Waie still more likely to
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be victims of violent victimization compared to females (b=-.394). Blacks (b=.-a22PPthers
(b=-.426) were significantly less likely to be victims of violence comparatthites and
Hispanics. Lastly, single and divorced or separated individuals were mdyedike violently
victimized compared to those in other marital status categories. Moreovefrtios structural
conditions did not have a significant impact on violent victimization risks. Thioredaip
between the proportion living below the poverty level and female-headed householdshaithin t
city did not exert a significant effect on victimization. On the other hand, unemghbymas a
significant predictor of risks once individual characteristics and routinetes were

considered. Interestingly, it continued to exert a negative effect on violemizgtion risks

(b=-.099) suggesting that as unemployment rates increased, violent vicomtatreased.
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Table3

Logistic Regression M odels Predicting Risk for Nonfatal Violent Victimization Across Individual and

Structural Characteristics

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable b SE b SE b SE
Individual Characteristics
Age -.036* .004 -.033* .004
Income -.034* .011 -.030* .011
Male 379* .082 .391* .084
White ( eference
group)
Black -.189** 116 -.210** 125
Hispanic .076 122 .055 128
Others -.408* .203 -.428* .208
Married ¢eference
group)
Single .438* 111 403* 115
Divorced/Separated .990* 122 .943* 125
Widowed -.006 .359 .081 .361
Routine Activities
Shopping .093 .062 .085 .063
Evenings away .073* .044 .073* .044
Public transportation .096* .028 .110* .029
Structural Characteristics
Female Headed- .003 .005 .000 .006
Household
Poverty .017 .016 .030m@ .018
Unemployed -.038 .041 -.099* .049
Residential Stability -.047 .005 -.009 .006
Log pseudo-likelihood -4805.058 -5892.473 -4664.404
Pseudo R-squared .078 .026 .085

p<.10. p<.05. **p<.01. **p<.001.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this research was to further examine the importance of individual
characteristics relative to the structural conditions under which people lorder to provide a
broader understanding of nonfatal violent victimization risks at the city lerealidas research
indicates that individual characteristics like age, race and ethnicity, gemaldal status, and
income can be predictors of crime. The Lifestyle Model/Routine Actiuviggssts that these
characteristics are indicative of life patterns and routine activitegsnfluence individuals’ risks
for victimization. Structural theories such as Social Disorganization Yliseggest that broader
explanations for crime and victimization be explored. These theories positdtaeatwironment
is a better predictor of such than are individual-level characteristicsfi€ggc urban blight
has been linked to crime and victimization. For example, conditions such as economicand soci
disadvantage (i.e., poverty, unemployment and family disruption), residentaddilitg, and the
racial/ethnic composition of neighborhoods are often blamed on why crime and thus
victimization occurs. These conditions purportedly cause social disorganizatiom withi
neighborhoods—therefore explaining crime, and violent victimization, at the feaalo
Comparatively, there have been fewer studies that have considered both individual
characteristics and structural conditions in relation to violent victinoizatsks.

Overall, Routines Activities Theory suggests that activities away frame can have an
impact on crime rates and thus the likelihood that victimization will occur. Gensisith
Routine Activities Theory, the findings here suggest that as persons frequrgattyean
activities that involve evenings spent away from the home and the use of putspottation,

the likelihood of risks for violent victimization increases. These findingsndiea with past
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studies that address routine activities such as evenings spent away andqnapartation as
significant predictors for violent victimization (Lauritsen, Sampson, &1, d991; Mustaine,
1997; Wright & Miller, 2002). These findings are similar and consistent with prewiotks
because people often engage in activities such as drinking at a bar, sportssaangpending
time with peers outside of the home. Both routine activities increase the likelihoodtatt
with motivated offenders, which thus can increase the risk for violent victimizatiHowever,
shopping was not a significant predicator of violent victimization. This finding ispaoésd
given that past works (e.g., Mustaine &Tewksbury, 1998) suggest that shopping degseincr
the likelihood of victimization. While others have successfully linked this activiproperty
crime in particular, it is unclear why it is not related to violent victinnratisks such as robbery
victimization.

Despite these findings, individual characteristics remain consistentiomsdof violent
victimizations. This is contrary to the expectations of Routine Activitre=oiy/Lifestyle Model.
When demographic characteristics were considered with routine activibesd that younger
persons are more likely to be victimized than older persons. This was also ®mi@ome.

My findings indicated as a person’s income increased, the risk for violemhization
decreased. On the other hand, | found that males are far more likely to be @t viskeht
victimization than their female counterparts. While this finding for mal&s align with past
theories and research, it seems to be less plausible for females givelrsfireportionate
experience with being violently victimized for crimes like rape and sessalult. Also, feminist
scholars and research has pointed out that females are more likely to beettanhthe hands
of non-strangers (Truman, & Rand, 2010). This essentially means that eveningsvsyysinbia

the home and riding public transportation may matter more to male victiomzaan female
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victimization because females are more likely victimized by someonéitioey. Considering
the findings from the present research and theoretical explanations on djffiedences in
violent victimization, it is imperative that future research examing@dhbential differential
impact of routine activities on males and females risk for non-fatal violeirthizations. Future
research must explore males and females separately and not assuheeptetittors of violent
outcomes are the same for these groups. Surprisingly, there was an unkfupeictg for
Blacks. While past research show Blacks are victimized at higher ratgai@hio other racial
and ethnic groups, | found that Blacks in this study were least likely to batlyokectimized
compared to any other racial and ethnic group. However, this finding warxataaaion given
that it is likely due to an interaction between race, class and age. The saropfed/gs slightly
older thus reducing the occurrence of victimization and when combined with incooss Htat
relationship between race and victimization is impacted. The lessereromiof violent
victimization for Blacks is likely attributed to the representation of older ayre affluent
Blacks in the current study. This is highly plausible given that in baseline sneldete only
race is considered, Blacks were more likely to be violently victimizad bther racial/ethnic
groups. However, considering Blacks were more likely violently victimizenl &ng other racial
group, it is questionable whether the same findings emerge if the current dattisaggregated
across race and ethnicity. Past theoretical explanations discussatied Bte more likely
violently victimized, however, is it possible that results may be differergdon group given the
fact that race is likely a determinant of differential routine acisitFor example, we might
expect that those who are less fortunate may be more likely to frequengiyhise
transportation, and thus at increased risks for contact with motivated offenners tii2

income disparities across racial and ethnic groups, this activity may eedetoimental to
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minorities (and Blacks in particular) than to Whites. Considering this notion, fuetbearch
should be conducted to explore whether the factors considered in this study have the same
impact on various racial and ethnic groups.

Overall, the findings demonstrate that the relationship between demographic
characteristics and victimization risks are not simply attributed to roatitnaties or lifestyle
patterns, or at least those considered in the present study. These factoragsespnt away
from home, riding public transportation, and shopping — had minimal impact on their predictive
power. However, it could be that other routine activities play a more centranabkherefore
explain this unexpected finding. For example, association with delinquent peers was not
presented in the study; however, it might nullify the relationship between daphagr
characteristics and victimization risks. Peer association can have mpast bn the daily
routines activities given if the family ties are broken in the home and thereupparsor
guidance coming from any family member. This causes individuals to bectatieeak to their
peers and engage in any activity that their friends are involved in.

Moreover, the findings provide little, if any support, for structural theories suSlaal
Disorganization Theory. When taking into account city conditions and namely disadvantag
within these areas, the findings here contrasted with Social Disorganizatictufl Theories.
These theories suggest that structural conditions like family disruption, reslidestability,
poverty, and unemployment impact victimization. The results indicated theynwesignificant
predictors of violent victimization. These findings are contradictory to pasarch. As
previously mentioned, Shaw and McKay's (1942) theory of Social Disorganization expkins
structural conditions such as persistent poverty, residential instabilitytlamd leeterogeneity

causes social disorganization within urban environments. As a result of these vgprsenin
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conditions, urban environments have limited resources which can cause persagris liese
conditions to resort to illegitimate means that increases crime and z@&tiom rates in urban
areas. In order to study this phenomenon discussed in Shaw and McKay'’s theory (1942),
contemporary researchers examine conditions like female-headed housetwddsy levels and
unemployment. For example, various researchers note that poverty and unempérentiaked

to violent victimization risks. They explain the reason to be inner cities beiniyeldfnmom job
opportunities and supplementary resources that would establish financialystalithan areas
(Anderson, 1999; Crutchfield, 1989; Jargowsky, 1997; Jargowsky & Bane, 1990; Kasarda, 1989;
Lawson, 1992, Mincy, 1994; Marks, 1991; Massey & Denton, 1993; Massey & Eggers, 1990;
Wacquant & Wilson, 1989, Wilson, 1987 Wilson, 1987, 1996). However, the findings for
unemployment indicated that it was not significant to explaining violent vizaitons. This
finding clearly contradicts the theoretical assumptions of Social Disoejemmzl heory which
explains that unemployment is a predictor as to why individuals are victimizate W
unemployment was tested as a structural level variable, it potentially coalchhter that

should only be tested at the neighborhood level and not at the city-level. Addititerakye-
headed households have higher rates of poverty due to limited economic resoulaele dvai
single-parent households and urban environments are not rooted in opportunities—thus placing
women and their children at greater risks for violent victimization (Lauritsen, Z00i8h &
Jarjoura, 1989). Although research explains that structural conditions are predigioteruf
victimization at the city level, my findings were not in line with Socialotganization theory

that structural conditions matter in relation to crime and violent victimizafitier analyzing

the results for poverty, unemployment, female-headed households and resideabditynst is

clear that these conditions are not proximate causes of violent victimiaakerior individuals.
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While these conditions have been recognized in theoretical explanations asasigpiedictors
of crime and victimization, there could be additional conditions that may maiterespecially
at the city level. For example, other conditions like economic inequality aidéméal
segregation could be more salient than those structural characteristigsrthgienerated in the
research. Social Disorganization Theory and other structural explanations hite@ {has
family disruption, unemployment and poverty are neighborhood predictors of violence but it
could be that these conditions are shaped by more macro-level processedatabvel ci
Sampson and Wilson (1995) propose that racial segregation at the city level @iasdhase
forms of disadvantage in Black communities thus explaining their increasedfratetent
crime. This possibility should be considered in subsequent research.

Another major finding of the current study is that the results are virtuallyamged
when all factors - individual characteristics, structural conditions and radtinties - are
considered simultaneously. My findings for demographic charactengties taking into
account routine activities and structural conditions also remained consistemgenybunger
persons are violently victimized at higher rates than older adults. This isralk 8or income.
People with a higher income are least likely to experience being atrigiolient crimes than
persons who are living below the poverty line. Blacks were still least ligddg victims of
violent crimes even when all of the variables in my presented study were cedsiigain, this
interaction was due to the relationship between age and income. The inclusion ofadtructur
conditions still remained insignificant. | found that female-headed households amty plde
not predict risk for violent victimizations against people living in thesequdati conditions. As
for unemployment, my findings revealed that it was significant, but the idimegas negative.

In other words, the rates of unemployment were high, but the risks for violent zetioni
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remained low.

Overall, the findings of this study emphasize the importance of individual tdastcs
and routine activities. These factors are significant predictors of vietiimiezrisks even after
controlling for environmental conditions such as structural disadvantage withiroctgxt
However, | do caution that the findings here do not suggest that structural theoulestse
abandoned or dismissed in terms of their relevance to victimization risks. Hadikgely that
more immediate environmental conditions such as neighborhood context matter marg/than
level factors. Various studies have shown that some individual-level prediaars (
race/ethnicity) of violent victimization risks are accounted for by neidtdmm disadvantage
(Lauritsen, 2003; Laurtisen & White, 2001). The reason why individual risks may beamore
product of neighborhood environmental factors rather than macro city conditions is because
individual characteristics can shape organization of the neighborhood. Works have shown, for
instance, that minorities are often segregated in impoverished communikigsaities (Massey
& Denton, 1993) resulting in their structural and cultural isolation from maarateghers and
institutions and inadvertently concentrating crime in their communities (Sen&p8Vilson,
1995).

Despite the current study’s contribution to the extant victimization litexatnore work
is clearly needed in this area. First, the NCVS 12 Cities data set \hasgghin 1998. The
traditional NCVS is a national-level survey and is collected annually andefywsed for the
purpose of victimization research. However, there are only special collectindacted at lower
levels of aggregation (i.e., neighborhood and city level). Prior to the 1998 NCVS 12 tQitigs s
the NCVS had not been collected at the city level since the 1970s (see Bureaw®f Justi

Statistics, 1975a, 1975b, 1978; also see Messner & South, 1986). As mentioned in my earlier
47



sections, city structure is critical to our understanding of crime becdiesehave been designed
to separate the social classes (e.g., upper, middle, lower) and to only devel@rébhegsbat will
benefit upper and middle class people and not the lower class. Due to the way in wdsdreit
designed, those persons who are in the lower class are at a disadvantage e faaseial
stability of their areas is limited, if not non-existent. As a result,alwei classes are confined to
those certain areas that are saturated with limited opportunities anccessdturthermore,

given that | found that city context does not matter, it may be irrelevant tmgendt collect
victimization data at the city level without also including more measuresgifbwrhood
characteristics. It is quite possible that city, neighborhood and individual thestacs all play
an important role in the occurrence of victimization. These studies will allosvdetter
understanding of how all three levels impact victimization. Secondly, it is iargdd note that
there are a limited number of routine activities included in the NCVS 12 Citieg. Stliile
research suggests that routines activities such as evenings spent awaggsdag public
transportation can be predictors as to why crime (and thus victimization) becuitgen,
Sampson & Laub, 1991; Schreck, Wright, & Miller, 2002), there are other activities, like
criminal association, that can impact violent victimization (Schreck and Fib@4; Woodward
& Fergusson, 2000 ). These activities and their relation to victimization rigsksba further
explored, and especially in the context of structural conditions at the neighborhood and city
levels. That being said, it is important to note that routine activities suereasgs spent away,
public transportation and shopping may have changed overtime which could havie@dear
future studies. As technological advancements continue to evolve overtime, indiegia to
engage in other daily routine activities that can pose a potential thrhatrteittimization risks.

For example, the abundance of cell phone usage today relative to their use in 1998 vdza this
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was collected could potentially nullify the effects on public transit on vizéition risks.
Individuals have more access to emergency contacts given their access to ptidhes the
police. Given these developments over time, new activities may be mormatexiauses of
victimization risks. Interestingly, these advances may also serve ¢éagacrisks as cell phones,
for example, might also be ‘attractive’ targets to motivated offenders. effuntine, new
advancements, like cell phones, portable computers, and the frequent use of crediitand de
cards may have eased victimization risks—in effect changing the rou¢idietprs of
victimization risk today. Thus, future research on this topic should be explored.

Since this research focused mainly on nonfatal violent victimization risks at the
individual-and city-level, policy makers can better prevent the occurrenceng and
victimization among city residents. Based on my findings, | know that routine &stiplace
individuals at risk for victimization, particularly when individuals frequengigred evenings
away from the home and use public transportation. In order to combat this issuerdf viole
victimization occurring, city residents must be aware of potential dafayd by spending
evenings away from home. For example, individuals who spend evenings away frermisin
be aware of the dangers of locales such as nightclubs, bars, and random gatlkerisigspting
or at a friend’s house. These dangers can be curbed via the use of privatg aedypolice
monitoring.Further, the use of neighborhood watches can decrease the potential dangers of
violent victimization risks occurring. If individuals are spending evenimgsyar using public
transportation, neighborhood watches could provide vital information that can be beteficial
prevent any harmful acts from occurring. Also, neighborhood watches work walhplalce
agencies which can notify these groups of crimes occurring within or infmlosinity of the

neighborhood to better inform individuals/residents of the risks faced when engagitigiirea
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away from home. Broader initiatives such as increased police patrols in mghareas should
also help in victimization prevention. Furthermore, rather than people spendmggsvaway
alone, people should go out in a group setting or in areas that are well protectedrded thws
decreasing their ‘target attractiveness’ and increasing theidignahip. Moreover, in regards to
public transportation, city officials could employ policies that would makedat $ar individuals
that use this service. For example, there should be surveillance camesasentpld, security
guards, and transit police present in order to make public transportation safgr fesidents.
These policy implications can potentially reduce individual risks andest-rates of violent
victimization.

Overall, the presented study is a guide to understanding whether individual etstrest
and structural conditions at the city-level are predictors of nonfatal violeihiaation risks.
Additionally, it is the intent of this study to encourage more research to be cahatuotder to
expand our understanding of victimization by examining both micro- and macigtecesses

that influence its occurrence.
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