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ABSTRACT
This paper examines aggregate crime trends andtieriaround them from 1988 to
2004 for 26 countries and five volume crime types@g data from the International
Crime Victims Survey. Multilevel statistical anailysis used to identify the main
trends. Major drops in crime were experienced imyneountries from the early to
mid-1990s onwards. Between 1995 and 2004, the adrmmean international crime
incidence reductions were: 77.1 percent in thefinficars, 60.3 percent in theft from
person, 26 percent in burglary, 20.6 percent imw@§sand 16.8 percent in car theft.
Repeat thefts from car and thefts from person Igll 28.1 and 13.2 percent,

respectively, over the same period.
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INTRODUCTION
For a decade from the early to mid-1990s many cmswvitnessed the most major
and widespread drops in street crimes they hadexymarienced. Yet the global
picture of these crime trends remains somewhatartexth while those trends which
have been examined remain largely unexplained.cbhsequence is that potential
lessons for policy and practice may have been ogkéed. Major falls in crime were
observed first in the United States, where viotgimhe including homicide fell 40
percent over the 1990s and attracted much mediaesedrch attention. Most
research to date has focused on the US and a eépesminent reviews have
emerged (e.g. LaFree 1999; Blumstein and Wallm&0 2P006; Levitt 2004;
Blumstein and Rosenfeld 2008). Major crime fallgdnalso been identified in
countries including Australia, Canada, and Japee ésg. Zimring 2007; Rosenfeld
2009; Rosenfeld and Messner, forthcoming). In tke 1dr example, the British
Crime Survey finds that between 1995 and 2007 ewntotrime fell 49 percent,

burglary 59 percent and car theft 65 percent (H2a69: 21).

There is little consensus over explanations forfalie in crime. Consequently, in the
hope of providing some fresh impetus, the preseitystakes a step back from
explanation. It seeks to contribute to the knowéebgse by identifying the main
international trends and patterns. This, it is lippeay lead to research questions that
will further explore both explanations of the trerahd possible lessons for crime

reduction policy and practice.

The present study builds on, and is viewed by thkas as complementary to, the

work of van Dijket al. (2005, 2006a, 2006b, 2007) by using the Internati€rime
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Victims Survey (ICVS). One difference is that vaigkizand colleagues focused on
Europe whereas a wider geographical set of cosnBiacluded here. The present
analysis also uses trend estimates derived frontilawdl statistical modelling, and
seeks to identify the role of repeat victimizatiorthe crime falls. The reason for
using the statistical modelling is that it produossre reliable trends than descriptive
analysis. An effort is made to report statistizatlings in ways that are accessible to

readers unfamiliar with the approach taken here.

Four main substantive issues are addressed. Btésfio identify the main
‘international’ crime trends drawing on countries Which data are available. We do
not refer to these as ‘global trends’ because @btrer-representation of
industrialized countries in the dataset, althoughamalysis suggests the downturns in
crime during the 1990s did appear to be fairly gldb the extent that this can be
determined from the present analysis. The secotdigentify the extent of country-
level variation from those trends. The third iglegermine whether any significant
changes in crime are due to changes in the nunilvéctaoms or in repeat

victimization of the same victims. Each of thesegéhissues is explored with respect
to five main crime types: residential burglary, teeft, theft from cars, personal theft,
and assaults (which include threats). The fourtisgntive issue is therefore to
compare the findings between crime types to idgsiiilarities, differences, and
potentially informative relationships. Suggestidmsfurther research are outlined in

the concluding part of the paper.

The next section presents an overview of the datahwthe study employs with

detailed presentations in Appendix A, followed bgescription of the analysis and
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findings. Conclusions and future research suggesemd the paper. More specific
details of the statistical methodology are avaéati request from the corresponding

author.

THE ICVS DATA
The five ICVS sweeps available at the time of #nalysis (1989, 1992, 1996, 2000
and 2005) are used herein. Detailed descriptiadheofCVS methodology is available
elsewhere (Mayhew and Van Dijk 1997; Van Dijk andyflew 1992; Van Dijlet al
1990; Van Kestereat al. 2000; Van Dijket al 2007) but some key issues are worth
rehearsing for readers unfamiliar with the datasetissues specific to the present

paper need to be presented.

The ICVS samples adults who are 16 years old arold countries where a national
sample cannot be drawn the survey may be undertakare of the main cities (see
Van Dijk et al 2007; Van Kestereet al 2000). The participation of countries in the
ICVS is optional and until 2005 individual indusiized countries tended to fund
their own part of the survey, while the United ias Crime and Justice Research
Institute (UNICRI) supported the survey in devetgpcountries (Van Dijlet al

1990; Van Kestereat al. 2000). In 2005, EU funding was secured for EUntoes
wishing to participate (Van Dijkt al 2007). Over the years many efforts have been

made to widen the participation of countries argiaes.

The survey is administered using Computer Assistddphone Interviewing (CATI)
in industrialized countries and face-to-face int&ms in developing countries. This

means the sample is limited to households witmd-lae telephone in industrialized
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countries. Northern Ireland and Spain moved frocefio—face interviews in 2000 to
CATI in 2005 but, while lower crime rates had baaticipated the opposite was
found (Van Dijket al 2007: 28). If some upward bias in incidence wakiced by

this change in method its overall effect would b&h in the present study because of
the large number of countries involved. As with tsgveys of its ilk, the ICVS also
suffers from the memory biases of respondents whget crimes or when they

occurred (see Schneider 1981).

The ICVS has relatively low response rates in sommtries. This was largely true
for the European Union’s 2005 International Crimevey with the exception of
Poland (Van Dijket al 2007: 32-33). A low response rate could indudewanward
bias in crime rates if it resulted in further undepresentation of hard-to-reach
populations who experience more crime. Howeves, did not appear to occur in this

instance (Van Dijlet al 2007: 34-35).

The publicly available ICVS data sets result inenedtimates of crime incidence
rates (crimes per capita) and crime concentraatasr(crimes per victim). This is
because these versions of the data cap the nurhimeidents in a series (of crimes of
a type reported by the same victim). This can ntpke a difference to the overall

volume of crime captured (Farrell and Pease 2007).

The sample of countries included in the ICVS hanged somewhat from one sweep
to the next, which makes it slightly unbalanced whirwed as a panel of data for
analyzing trends over time. Most countries appegust one (29) or two (21) sweeps.

Only five countries have taken part in all five IS8weeps to date: Canada, England
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& Wales, Finland, the US and the Netherlands. Thisiportant because the aim of
this study is to examine international trends amds-national variation, where the
ideal situation would be that each country waseaes the survey each time it was
undertaken. Two steps were taken to overcome thislgm. First, since the main
focus was on trends over time from the early to-&880s, only countries that
participated in the 2000 ICVS sweep were includedrder that the relevant trend
around that date could be examined. Second, toipexamination of change over
time, only countries which had participated inestdt three ICVS sweeps were
included. Twenty six countries met these critend aonstitute our sample. Of these,
12 provided information relating to the 1989 IC\M&egp, 19 relating to 1992, 23 for
1996, 26 for 2000, and 19 for 2005. This gave al tunt of 99 country-year
combinations which is the number of cases thatccbalused in our statistical
modelling® The panel of countries is shown in Appendix Tdblén terms of

geography this panel of countries over-representsiNEurope and North America.

The sample size of the ICVS is typically around twousand respondents per
country. This produces country-level crime estimatéh significantly greater

margins of error than those of surveys with mucgdasamples. The result is that
there are sometimes anomalies in the data. Inrésept data set, some of the ICVS
trends for England and Wales, for example, diffent those found by the British
Crime Survey. Some other unexpected findings, ssckome unusually low and zero
crime rates are reviewed in the analysis sectiamwé¥er, this analysis is based on the
expectation that any such limitations will for tm@st part be greatly exceeded by the

advantages of the ICVS data set.
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Overall, although several limitations of the ICV&v/k been identified, it is not
believed that they would unduly affect findingstioé present study. This is because it
is reasonable to assume that most such biasesdraamed relatively consistent over

time, and the focus of the present study is ordgen

The unique contribution of the ICVS is that it as&spondents in different countries
the same questions about their crime experiendes.rieans the survey is vastly
more appropriate for cross-national comparativéyarsathan police recorded crime

or other data which are less comparable.

ANALYSIS
Measuring Crime
Three crime rate measures were generated. Crinmdemee is measured as the
number of crimes per 100 possible victims (indiald) households or car-owning
households depending on the crime type). Crimegbeace is measured as the
percentage of victims in the respective populatidmme concentration is measured
as the number of crimes per victim. Assault andqeal theft are measured relative
to the number of individuals, burglaries relatisenbuseholds, and car crimes relative
to households with car(§)Crime incidence rates are higher than prevaleaies r
because some victims experience more than one ,onitiethe average rate of

repeats shown by the concentration rate.

This analysis uses unweighted data because thétvejgnakes minimal differences

to country-level rate estimates (Van Dékal. 2007)® Summary statistics for each



Suggested running head: International crime drop

crime type and measure are included as AppendileibThe crime rates derived

are the overall mean of the annual rates for ticos@atries with available data.

Some Country Specifics

Specific anomalies in the data were identified nigipreliminary descriptive analysis.
Switzerland reported no thefts from person in 1888 2004 (i.e., in the 2000 and
2005 ICVS, respectively), no car theft in 1988 4889 and no theft from car in
1999. Georgia reported unusually low incidence puestalence rates for assault in
1991, respectively 0.7 and 0.4 per 100 personss& hghly implausible rates are due
to sampling variation and the small country-lexahgle size. Finland reported low
incidence and prevalence rates for burglary in 18&§ectively 0.5 and 0.3 per 100
households, though these may not be surprisinthi®icountry. These minimum
incidence and prevalence rates are listed in Apgerable 2. The highest (incidence
and prevalence) rates for theft of personal prepant burglaries were reported in
Uganda in 1991; for assaults in South Africa in IL99r theft from car in Moscow
(Russia) in 1995; and for theft of car in Johannegl{South Africa) in 2004

(incidence) and 1995 (prevalence).

All 26 counties in the sample have repeat assaelgat thefts of personal property
(except Switzerland as discussed above) and répefes from car (except Georgia
and Switzerland as discussed above). A numberwftdes did not report repeat car
theft and we suspect the infrequency of this ciiype renders few re-occurrences
within a calendar year (the time-to-replacemerd efolen car can also reduce the
time-window in which a repeat can occur — see Haanel Pease 1993: 20). Finland,

France and Northern Ireland were the only countrigsout reported repeat
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burglaries for selected ICVS years. The highesglauy concentration (1.74 per
victimised household) was reported for 1999 by ei§dents. Brazil reported the
most frequent thefts of personal property (1.82) thefts from cars (2.05) in 1995.
Each Georgian victim reported on average nearbetlassaults (2.65) while victim
car owners from Uganda reported the maximum regaahefts (1.67) in 1999.
These concentration rates, as mean averagesagemask the skewed distribution of
victimization which is usually disproportionatelyperienced by a small percentage

of the population (Pease 1998; Hopkins and Tille§1).

Methodology

Here we tend to present technical aspects of thaehiog in footnotes in order to
focus on the finding8 The main advantages of the statistical modelliagrant brief
delineation. The ICVS data entail sampling and otheasurement errors and the
crime rates should not be taken at face value tirowt consideration of their
respective confidence intervals. Statistical modgltlisentangles thgystematiover-
time changes, namely the trends, of crime rates ttee more erratic changes. The
trend here is centred in 1995 and refers to anchatges rather than differences from
one ICVS sweep to the next. Whether the estimaégditfrom the statistical model is
plausible or largely an artefact of the availaldéadcan also be indicated by measures

of statistical significance which are derived frdme model.

The analytic models seek to account for sampletian that is due to the over-
representation of cities in some national sampled,any issue induced by the
sweeping political changes in former communist ¢oes. That is, the models seek to

account for variation in the nature of the sampég tan occur within countries over

10
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time. This can occur with a change from a natidoa city/capital only sample and
vice versa. In addition, some countries have aitiadd! booster city sample twver-
represencity dwellers. In either case a ‘city booster' ntiéer measures the
percentage (the proportion in the models for theceatration rate) of city booster
samples. This is because cities tend to have higimae rates (Osborn and Tseloni
1998). The ‘city booster’ control variable is tccaant for the over-representation of
city residents in the national sample. During ffeedf the ICVS unique political and
economic changes occurred in Eastern Europe. Tioreaptherwise unexplained
crime differences between countries from this regind the other ICVS participating
countries a dummy variable ‘former communist coyifCC) is included in the

models.

The Technical Section

The reader who is not versed in multilevel modehmay wish to read around this
section somewhat or review it to gain a generahoge of its substance. It is
included for the more statistically specializeddera to allow them to read and
interpret a wider range of results that can beyasmmarized in statistical tables
rather than text, but, we hope, in a fashion thst makes it accessible to a fairly

broad audience.

The estimated trends in incidence, prevalence andentration rates in theft from
car, theft from person, car theft, burglary andhaisare shown in Table 1. Contrary
to common practice of presenting regression ressdtmmary statistics and the
parameters’ estimates are given in the columneeoTaible, while each model is

presented in a different row. Table 1 includes tmaxels for each offence type and

11
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measure. The first model in each case is a linealein The second is the non-linear
trend with controls (the percentage of city boostdhe aggregate data and former

communist country).

<Insert Table 1 about here>

The dependent variables are listed in the firatirmwl of Table 1. The second column
shows the percentage of total explained variancedoh model. The middle four
columns of Table 1 display the trend and the patarsdor the controls. The
estimated linear trend is found in the column uridlerheadingTime, while this in
conjunction with Time” represents non-linear trend, which in this case &n inverse
— U shape. The statistical significance of eacimeged parameter is indicated via
superscripts. The statistical significance for bpdinameters of the non-linear trend is
indicated via subscript§The last two columns of Table 1 present the eséicha

between-countries and within-countries variancehefcrime rates.

Countries face different levels of crime and thagh high rates tend to have high
rates for more than one crime type. That is, ctates tend to co-vary. This study
investigates such tendencies using the multivagatension of the multilevel model
for joint crime rated.The correlation estimates between crime rateacit kvel of
analysis, that is, over time and cross-nationafte¢ controlling for trend, city
booster and FCC) are presented in Table 2 witmdication of their statistical
significance. The respective unadjusted correlatime given in bracketsTable 3

offers the same information for crime concentration

12
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RESULTS
The Main International Trends
This section presents the trend with adjustmentsdalata based on the statistical
modelling?® The mean international crime incidence (crimesl@€r possible
victims) trends which are derived from the modetsshown in Figure 1. The same

data are shown indexed to 1988 in Figure 2.

<Insert Figures 1 and 2 about here>

Personal property theft and theft from cars dropggqubnentially: recent reductions
were sharper than the initial ones. Assault in@dastil 1995, then remained stable
until 1999 and, finally, fell but not back to it988 levels. Car theft and domestic

burglary fell steadily by a respective annual Inél 2.9 percent.

The post-1995 fall in crime is the key item of net&t here as it denotes and confirms
the international crime drop identified by van Dgkd colleagues and in a range of
country-level studies. This is a pronounced ovedrald and, as so often with
fragmented data, the key trend is identifiable dedpnitations of the data (which in
this case are the limited number of years and c@sfor which data were available).
The post-1995 crime fall is the most important iingdhere because it is generally
expected that the trend for many years prior tcb®8s upward, as this was the

overall story of crime in the second half of thettieth century.

<Insert Figure 3 about here>

13
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Between 1995 and 2004, the estimated mean intenaicrime reductions were:
77.1 percent in theft from cars, 60.3 percent @ftthrom person, 26 percent in
burglary, 20.6 percent in assault, and 16.8 pericetdr theft. These figures are

shown alongside the unadjusted means from the 1€ data in Figure 3!

Although these results may appear rather straighi¢hal in substantive terms (crime
fell — no real surprises there), they are imporbsdause of the statistical validation
of the fact that there was no evidence of courarel differences around the main
crime trend’? That is, the slope of over-time changes in criates was roughly
similar across countries. However, on a regionalleour preliminary analysis
suggests that burglary incidence and prevalenté&fger in Latin America, Africa
and Asia (to the extent that these regions areusdely represented in the data) than
in North America, Europe and Australia. These regiovould seem to be a
potentially important area for future crime drogearch, as research to date has

focused mainly on Europe and North America.

The Role of Repeat Victimisation in the Main Crifnends

This section examines the role of repeat victinmsatThat is, did crime rates fall
more because of reductions in the number of viconmsecause the same victims
experienced crime less often? Exploring this dymraran be crucial to determining
the nature of changes in crime trends and hengederstanding what generated such
change (Tilley and Hopkins 1998; Hopkins and Tilg901). It is analogous to
determining whether crime rate falls were due wefeoffenders or due to the same
offenders committing less crime (an issue we dis@lsewhere as warranting

scrutiny in this context — see Farrell et al.,iodming). The potentially critical role

14
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of repeat victimization in the crime drop was rdige Thorpe’s excellent study of

England and Wales. Thorpe (2007) found that:

“The number of singlencidentsof crime has fallen by 16 per cent since the
peak of crime in 1995 but there has been a mudeitairop (51%) in the
number of multiple incidents. This relatively lardecline in multiple
victimisation is a major factor in the overall deelin BCS crime since 1995.”
(Thorpe 2007: 81)
For four of the five main crime types included hesing the ICVS, incidence
dropped faster than prevalence in the 1990-s orsvdite exception was car theft.
That is, for the most part, and with variationschiyne type, the crime falls were
composed of reductions in both targets and repetitnvsation. Specifically, the
concentration rate (the average crimes experiepeesictim) for theft from cars
decreased exponentially, yielding a 28.1 percenp ¢hom 1995 to 2004. That for
theft from person fell gradually and the estimadeab was 13.2 percent over the
same period. However, the concentration rate afaepurglary and repeat assault did

not fall internationally, while car theft concerttoa dropped only until the end of the

1990’s. The international trend of crime concemrats shown in Figure 4.

<Insert Figure 4 about here>

Systematic and Residual Variations in Crime Rates

The overall extent to which trend and the contpoédict individual country crime
rates is denoted by the percentage of explaingdna (see the first numeric column
of Table 1). The main international trend for ea€theft from car and personal theft
is fairly representative for many countries, b thime type for which the respective

trend is least indicative is assaults. Specificahgft from car and personal theft are

15
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predicted by the trend for over 50% and roughly 4@8¢pectively, which, in light of
the nature of the sample can be considered glitgheprediction rate. By contrast,
the majority (over 90%) of over-time and betweenstoy difference in assaults is

not captured by the international trend. For thie fnain crime types considered here,
the international mean trend is generally moredatilve for prevalence and incidence

rates than for concentration rates.

The crime rates of individual countries vary fradme trespective international mean
rates. The nature of this variation can change tres. The remainder of this section
seeks to explore the variations from the meannmiatéynal rate that isot explained

by the trend, ‘city booster’ and FCC. This for firesent study is erratic and entails
two components: The aggregate statistical measuhe @xtent to which crime rates
of individual countries vary around the trend ie bletween-country variatioar
variance and is shown in the penultimate columnadfle 1. The aggregate measure
of the extent to which crime rates of individualiotries vary around the trend over

time is thewithin-country variationand is shown in the final column of Table 1.

The between-country variance suggests that théaege cross-national variation in
the incidence (and to a lesser extent the preva)asfaheft from cars and theft from
the person. The rate of these two crime types\ases substantially over time as
indicated by the within-country variance meastiréhe variation in car theft and
burglary tends to be overwhelmingly between coestrBy contrast, assault rates
differ more over time than cross-nationally (thgtthe within-country variance is
considerably greater than the between-country neeidor both incidence and

prevalence). As might be expected, concentratitas rido not vary to the same extent

16
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as incidence and prevalence. When concentraties vary it tends to be over time

rather than between countriés.

The Relationship between Different Crime Types

Generally speaking, countries with high rates & type of crime tend to have high
rates of other types of crime, and vice versa. H@nesome crime types are more
related than others, and this can be examinedafdr ef the main crime types. Tables
2 and 3 show the correlations between the diffezgnte types for crime incidence
and concentration, respectively. It should be s&dghat the relationships between
crime types discussed here refer to differencéisdrcrime rates that an®t due to

their respective trends.

With respect to personal theft, countries withghhincidence of personal theft are
more likely to have high rates of burglary, theéirh cars, and car theft, and this
relationship is stronger in citié3With respect to car theft, countries with high
incidence rates tend to also have high rates @@y and assault. With respect to
burglary, its incidence tends to correlate witht tfetheft from car and assault, and
more moderately with the two types of car crimee Tiitidence of assault appears

largely independent of theft from car and persdinett.

<Tables 2 and 3 about here>

In general therefore, it appears that acquisitiuaes tend to correlate with each

other cross-nationally in terms of incidence, boit with assaults. Likewise, the cross-

national concentration rates of burglary, perspnaperty theft and theft from car are

17
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highly related but repeat assaults appear largelgpendent. Theft from car and
personal theft rates are associated both overdimdecross-nationally. However, car
theft rates appear to be somewhat independentdtoother crimes over time. We

will not speculate here on the possible causelseade relationships.

Over-Representation of Cities in National Samples$ Bormer Communist Countries
To identify the effect upon the crime rate that wase to trend, the main variables or
‘levels’ for which effects were controlled in theuttilevel model were the effects of
including former communist countries and the efeaxfthaving some national
samples with an over-representation of city redglée have left this discussion
until last in the results section because, whilpartant, the presentation of the
findings needs to be somewhat more technical amdetbults are arguably less

substantive in criminological terms than those uksed above.

The second numeric column of data in Table 1 shtbevsrime rates (incidence,
prevalence, and concentration) estimated by thiststal model for 1995 when
former communist countries and any city-level sangpéffects are excluded (that is,
a national sample is assumed). For example, trndaow of Table 1 shows that in
1995 there were on average 9.3 thefts from cafl@@rcar-owning households but
excluding Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Gemrgiungary, Poland, Russia and
Slovenia. The estimated crime rates for these cmsntan be derived by adding the
value listed under the FCC column for former comistucountries. That is, the
incidence rate for these countries was an averbfjé.4 (calculated as 9.3+5.1 where
5.1 is the FCC value in the same line of the tatblefts from car per 100 car owning

households. This suggests the incidence (andwwoipthe same calculations,

18
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prevalence) of theft from cars was around 50% greatformer communist
countries. With regards to concentration rates &raommunist countries had
significantly less car thefts (78%) than the in&¢ional average. However, these are
exceptions because the average crime rate for fazammunist countries was not

significantly different to the international meaftioe other three crime$.

The effect of having a national sample consistihgotely a city or boosted by a
larger sample from cities can be quite major. Tifecefor each one percent over-
representation of cities is shown in the fifth nuimeolumn of Table 1. For example,
theft from car incidence rises by 0.11 when thera 1% over-representation of city
dwellers (the second row of Table 1). The consegai&nthat when there is an all-
city sample, the incidence rate of theft from carenthan doubles from 9.3 to 20.3
(calculated as 9.3+(0.110x100)). Including a bewst city residents in the survey

increases the rate of all crime types except asSaul

Repeat victimisation, especially for non-contadgarty crimes (car theft, burglary
and theft from car) is increased by over-represemaf city residents in the sample.
Specifically, if all countries had provided onlyycsamples the 1995 international
repeat car theft would have been 1.18 (calculasetl@5 + 0.087) rather than 1.10
incidents per car-owning household. Similarly, @peefts from car and burglaries
would have been 1.51 and 1.34 instead of 1.29 dfilelvents per victimised
household, respectively. It should be noted thgthas uniform effects across

countries and over timé®

19
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This discussion of the effects of the city boostmples and former communist
countries has a practical value. Most importantighould give the reader an
indication of why the modelled or adjusted inteioiadl crime rates (Figures 2 and 4)
are somewhat lower than the mean rates derivedtheriraw’ data. The unadjusted

data do not account for the factors introducednege variables.

CONCLUSION
This study examined cross—national trends in imzdeprevalence and concentration
rates of five crime types for 1988 to 2004 for #ecountries which participated in at
least three of the five ICVS sweeps to date. Tlhes:national (in reality
predominately North American and North Europeag)drwas estimated using

multilevel modelling.

The International Crime Victims Survey has botlesgths and limitations. The
number of years for which data is available islydimited when the aim is to
examine change in crime over time. There is als@mtran in the sample of countries
available in different years. Yet the ICVS hastingjue strength of being the only
methodologically standardised international vicsanvey. Findings derived from
ICVS analysis should be viewed with caution. Newvelgss, it is the authors’ opinion
that the results of the analysis are generallyrmédive with respect to trends and
patterns. The findings tend to support those ofdgkand colleagues (2007) relating
to Europe and to extend the analysis to a broaelegrgphical set of countries. The
additional array of statistical analyses presehez@ may also provide insight into

crime trends and patterns that in turn provide aagles from which to view the
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international crime drop. This, in turn, may leadésearch from which policy-

relevant lessons can be derived.

Crime rates were found to fall with roughly the satrend across countries from the
1990s. The mean international crime drop appearbeé sharper for theft from car,
theft from person and assaults than for burglad/aar theft which fell in a more
prolonged and linear fashion. The most dramatimerirops occurred in theft from
car and theft from person. The overall declinessaallts seemed to start somewhat
later. Burglary rates appeared to fall more shairplgountries outside North America,
Europe and Australia, and further exploration afi+Vgestern crime rates may be a
fruitful line of enquiry for international crime dp research. There was variation by
crime type and over time in the extent to whichrdogtlevel crime rates varied from

the international mean.

For four of the main crime types studied (the exioepwas car theft), the drop in
crime incidence was greater than that in crime @ence. However, significant
repeat victimisation reductions were only observettheft from car and theft of
personal property. Though this finding is prelintind suggests that, with variation

by crime type, repeat victimisation played some ialthe crime drops.

The natural extension of this study would be teestigate the common factors cross-
nationally which contributed to substantive drapshieft from car and of personal
property as well as the country-specific ones winethuced burglary and theft of car.

These factors may also account for the noted assmts between crime types.

21



Suggested running head: International crime drop

REFERENCES

Blumstein, A. and Wallman, J. (200(5‘,d 2dition 2006)The Crime Drop in America
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Blumstein, A. and Rosenfeld, R. (2008). Factorst@Gloating to U.S. Crime Trends.
Pp 13-43 inUnderstanding Crime Trends: Workshop Repdyational Research
Council Committee on Understanding Crime Trendsn@®ittee on Law and Justice,
Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and E&tioa. Washington, DC: The
National Academies Press.

Farrell, G and Pease, K. (1998)nce Bitten, Twice Bitten: Repeat Victimizaton and
its Implications for Crime Preventioffolice Research Group Crime Prevention Unit
paper 46. London: Home Office.

Farrell, G. and Pease, K. (2007). The sting inBhgsh Crime Survey tail: Multiple
victimizations. In M. Hough and M. Maxfield (edSurveying Crime in the Twenty-
First Century New York: Criminal Justice Press.

Farrell, G., Tilley, N., Tseloni, A., and Mailey, {forthcoming). Explaining and
sustaining the crime drop in industrialised cowsriCrime Prevention and
Community Safety: An International Journal.

Goldstein, H. (1995Multilevel Statistical Mode|s2™ edn. London: Arnold.

Hoare, J. (2009). Extent and Trends. Pp 13-4Zime in England and Wales
2008/09, volume 1: Findings from the British CrirBervey and police recorded
crime, Home Office Statistical Bulletin 11/09pl 1, edited by A. Walker, J. Flatley,
C. Kershaw and D. Moon. London: Home Office.

Hopkins, M. and Tilley, N. (2001). Once a victimlways a victim? A study of how
victimization patterns may change over tinm@ernational Review of Victimologs,
19-35.

LaFree, G. (1999). Declining Violent Crime Ratesha 1990s: Predicting Crime
Booms and Bust#nnual Review of Sociolo@\b,145-68.

Levitt, S. D. (2004). Understanding Why Crime Rilthe 1990s: Four Factors That
Explain the Decline and Six That Do N@te Journal of Economic Perspectiviss
163-190.

Mayhew, P., Van Dijk, J.J.M. (1997 riminal Victimisation in eleven Industrialised
Countries. Key findings from the 1996 Internatior@lime Victims SurveyThe
Hague: Ministry of Justice, WODC.

Pease, K. (1998)Repeat Victimisation: Taking StoclCrime Prevention and
Detection Series paper 90. London: Home Office.

Osborn, D.R. and Tseloni, A. (1998). The distribatof household property crimes.
Journal of Quantitative Criminolog¥4, 307-330.

22



Suggested running head: International crime drop

Rosenfeld, R. (2009). ‘Crime is the problem: Homgi acquisitive crime, and
economic conditionsJournal of Quantitative Criminolog#5, 287-306.

Rosenfeld, R. and Messner, S. F. (forthcoming).e“@nime drop in comparative
perspective: The impact of the economy and imprsemt on American and
European burglary rateBritish Journal of Sociology

Schneider, A. (1981). Methodological problems inctmn surveys and their
implications for research in victimologyThe Journal of Criminal Law and
Criminology72, 818-838.

Snijders, T.A.B. and Bosker, R.J. (1999ultilevel Analysis: An Introduction to
Basic and Advanced Multilevel Modelingondon: SAGE.

Thorpe, K. (2007). ‘Multiple and repeat victimisati in K. Jansson, S. Budd, J.
Lovbakke, S. Moley and K. Thorpe (edajtitudes, Perceptions and Risks of Crime:
Supplementary Volume 1 to Crime in England and 8Va0©6/7 Home Office
Statistical Bulletin 19/07. London: Home Officep(81-98)

Tilley, N. and Hopkins, M. (1998Business as Usual: An Evaluation of the Small
Business and Crime Initiativ@olice Research Series paper 95. London: Home
Office.

Van Dijk, J.J.M. and Mayhew, P. (1998)riminal victimization in the Industrialized
World: Key findings of the 1989 and 1992 InternatibCrime SurveysThe Hague:
Ministry of Justice, Department of Crime Prevention

Van Dijk, J.J.M., Mayhew, P. and Killias, M. (199&xperiences of crime across the
world. Key findings from the 1989 International @e SurveyDeventer: Kluwer
Law and Taxation Publishers.

Van Dijk, J. J.M., Manchin, R., van Kesteren, Jddd, G. and Navala, S. (2005).
The Burden of Crime in the EResearch Report: A Comparative Analysis of the
European Survey of Crime and Safety 2005. Gallupa!

Van Dijk, J.J.M. (2006alnternational Comparisons of Crime: The ICVS and&lo
Presented at the British Crime Survey'Zhniversary Conference at Cumberland
Lodge, England, 16-17 October, 2006.

Van Dijk, J. J.M. (2006b). ‘What goes up, comes dofaxplaining the Falling Crime
Rates’Criminology in EuropeNewsletter of the European Society of Criminology
5(3), 3 and 17-18.

Van Dijk, J. J.M., J. Van Kesteren and P. Smit.2@riminal victimisation in

international perspective: Key findings from theé©22005 ICVS and EU ICS
WODC Report 257. Den Haag: Boom Jurisische uitgever

23



Suggested running head: International crime drop

Van Kesteren J., Mayhew, P. And Nieuwbeerta, POZDXminal Victimisation in
Seventeen Industrialised Countires: Key Findingsifthe 2000 International Crime
Victims SurveyThe Hague: WODC

Zimring, F.E. (2007)The Great American Crime Declindlew York, NY: Oxford
University Press.

24



Suggested running head: International crime drop

Table 1: Cross-National Trend Multilevel Models@fime Incidence, Prevalence and
Concentration

Crime Rates % Ex- Regressors Extra-Variatibn
plained Intercept Time Time City FCC Between Over
Variance Booster . .
Countries Time
Theft from car
Incidence 50.57 7.596 -0.414 - 0.11r 5.80d9 15.037 21.568
53.10 9.292 -0.265, -0.059, 0.110 5.108 16.028 18.707
Prevalence 50.00 6.014 -0.252 - 0.06" 3.42¢ 5015  7.147
52.48 6.947 -0.170, -0.032, 0.060 3.039 522¢  6.303
Concentration  36.72 1.265 -0.0038 - 0222 0.063 0.006 0.013
38.03 1.28¢ -0.0017 -0.0008. 0.220 0.053 0.006 0.013
Theft from person
Incidence 34.16 5.464  -0.196¢ - 0.065 0.585 7.406 13.785
3851 6.546 -0.09% -0.039, 0.064 0.139 6.816 13.000
Prevalence 36.43 4.29%  -0.140 - 0.044 0.716 3.057 5.834
40.71 5.030 -0.075 -0.025, 0.044 0.415 2.866 5.443
Concentration  16.06 1.237" -0.003 - 0.072 0.008 0.004 0.008
18.03 1.243 -0.002  -0.0004 0.073 0.003 0.004 0.008
Car theft
Incidence 20.22 2.393 -0.045 - 0.016¢ -0.730 2.816  1.056
22.03 2529 -0.032% -0.005s 0.01¢  -0.794 2.739  1.049
Prevalence 21.46 2.046  -0.049 - 0.009 -0.533 1.995 0.720
2422 2222 -0.032, -0.007, 0.010 -0.616 1.925  0.68%
Concentration  14.29 1.12¢ 0.002 - 0.082 -0.08% 0.002 0.016
19.05 1.095  -0.00% 0.008. 0.087 -0.074 0.002 0.015
Burglary
Incidence 17.67 3.085  -0.089 - 0.021 0.010 4905  2.093
18.61 3.284 -0.078, -0.008, 0.0271 0.008 4848  2.057
Prevalence 16.43 2.414  -0.065 - 0.014 0.174 2.362  1.097
17.39 2551 -0.053, -0.005, 0.014 0.111 2.337 1.087
Concentration 726 124 0.002 - 0.088 -0.012 0.004 0.018
7.69 1.25 0.002  -0.0002 0.087 -0.014 0.004 0.019
Assault
Incidence 2.73 6.157 0.020 - 0.004 -0.935 2.53¢ 5376
8.48 6.96F 0.0975 -0.02d 0.003 -1.265 2.6908  4.749
Prevalence 431 3.656 0.001 - 0.004 -0.662 0917 1.83¢
9.93 4.137 0.044 -0.0175 0.004 -0.859 098¢ 1.612
Concentration 3.17 1.657 0.007 - -0.035  0.057 0.000  0.061
381 1.680 0.009 -0.001 -0.041  0.048 0.000  0.061

4 FCC = Former Communist Country.

b Residual Variances.

"0.05 < p-values 0.10;%0.005 < p-values 0.05; p-value< 0.005;
Superscripts refer to the p-value (level of staidgtsignificance) of individual parameters and
subscripts«( s or y) to the p-value of Deviance for testing the stiidg significance of non-linear

trend which is chi-square distributed with two degg of freedom. P-values for variances are based on
one-tail critical values of the chi-square statisti
Total number of observations 99. Non-weighted data.
This table presents an abridged version of thésstat! output. A full version is available on rexgh
from the corresponding author.
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Table 2: Estimated correlations of crime inciderates based on multivariate multilevel trend (aagdtine) model.

Burglary Theft from car Car theft Assault Theftbrim
person

Between - Countries Estimated Correlatign () i,s=1,2, ...,5

Burglary 1.00

Theft from car 0.40 (0.53) 1.00

Car theft 0.64 (0.70Y 0.44 (0.59Y 1.00

Assault 0.58 (0.55¥ 0.32 (0.13) 0.85 (0.72) 1.00

Theft from person 0.92 (0.8%) 0.51 (0.74Y 0.51 (0.71 0.38 (0.28Y 1.00
Between - Years Estimated Correlatign,() i,s=1,2,...,5

Burglary 1.00

Theft from car 0.43 (0.55Y 1.00

Car theft 0.30 (0.36) 0.23 (0.31} 1.00

Assault & threat 0.44 (0.40) 0.58 (0.50f 0.03 (0.07) 1.00

Theft from person 0.48 (0.55) 0.60 (0.69Y 0.09 (0.15) 0.45 (0.46Y 1.00

Notes: Non-weighted data.
Estimated correlation from multivariate multilevebdels of crime incidence with linear for burglanyd theft of car and non — linear trend for

the other three crime types.
"0.05 < p-value 0.10

$0.005< p-values 0.05
¥ p-value< 0.005
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Table 3: Estimated correlations of crime conceitratates based on multivariate multilevel trenad(@aseline) model.

Burglary Theft from car Car theft Assault Thefhrm
person

Between - Countries Estimated Correlatign() i,s=1,2, ...,5

Burglary 1.00

Theft from car 0.40 (0.59) 1.00

Car theft 0.14 (0.27) 0.12 (0.21) 1.00

Assault 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 1.00

Theft from person 0.91 (0.92) 0.39 (0.72) -0.04 (0.30) 0.00 (0.00) 1.00
Between - Years Estimated Correlatign,() i,s=1,2,...,5

Burglary 1.00

Theft from car -0.03 (0.02) 1.00

Car theft 0.08 (0.10) -0.09 (-0.06) 1.00

Assault 0.18 (0.18) 0.16 (0.14) 0.01 (-0.03) 1.00

Theft from person 0.14 (0.12) 0.03 (0.04) -0.4¥13) 0.24 (0.22) 1.00

Notes: Non-weighted data.
Estimated correlation from multivariate multilevabdels of crime concentration with non — lineants

"0.05 < p-value 0.10
$0.005< p-values 0.05
¥ p-value< 0.005
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Figure 1: International Trends in Crime Inciden®88-2004 (model estimates)
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Figure 3: International Crime Falls 1995-2004
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Technical Appendix:

Appendix Table 1. Countries meeting criteriafor inclusion in the analysis

ICVS year Total

Country 1989 1992 1996 2000 2005
Argentina 0 1 1 1 1 4
Australia 1 1 0 1 1 4
Belgium 1 1 0 1 1 4
Brazil 0 1 1 1 0 3
Bulgaria 0 0 1 1 1 3
Canada 1 1 1 1 1 5
Czech Republic 0 1 1 1 0 3
England & Wales 1 1 1 1 1 5
Estonia 0 1 1 1 1 4
Finland 1 1 1 1 1 5
France 1 0 1 1 1 4
Georgia 0 1 1 1 0 3
Hungary 0 0 1 1 1 3
Netherlands 1 1 1 1 1 5
Northern Ireland 1 0 1 1 1 4
Philippines 0 1 1 1 0 3
Poland 0 1 1 1 1 4
Russia 0 1 1 1 0 3
Scotland 1 0 1 1 1 4
Slovenia 0 1 1 1 0 3
South Africa 0 1 1 1 1 4
Spain 1 1 0 1 1 4
Sweden 0 1 1 1 1 4
Switzerland 1 0 1 1 1 4
Uganda 0 1 1 1 0 3
USA 1 0 1 1 1 4
Total 12 19 23 26 19 99
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Appendix Table 2: Description of variables acrossriries and ICVS sweeps.

Mean Mirt Max  St. Deviation
Crime Rates
Incidence (crimes per 100 population)
Theft from person 7.44 0.00 33.43 5.55
Car theft 2.43 0.00 10.64 2.22
Theft from car 12.34 0.00 44.05 8.51
Burglary 3.66 0.51 18.16 2.84
Assault 6.10 0.65 14.88 2.85
Prevalence (victims per 100 population)
Theft from person 5.75 0.00 22.71 3.66
Car theft 2.12 0.00 8.06 1.88
Theft from car 8.66 0.00 24.56 4.89
Burglary 2.81 0.34 13.74 1.99
Assault 3.66 0.43 8.40 1.69
Concentration (crimes per victim)
Theft from person 1.25 1.00 1.82 0.12
Car theft 1.13 1.00 1.67 0.14
Theft from car 1.35 1.00 2.05 0.17
Burglary 1.27 1.00 1.74 0.15
Assault 1.67 1.14 2.65 0.25
Controls

Percentage of over-sampling from main city 33.01 0.00 100.00 42.19
Former communist country 26.3 - -

! Zero rates refer to Switzerland and Georgia (e \4an Dijk et al. 2007)
Concentration rates for these countries have beem galue 1, that is, the
assumption that prevalence and incidence are amgathere is no repeat

victimization.

2The rate of theft of car for Bulgaria in 2005 isa@utlier (0.30) in the dataset and was

replaced by the mean rate for the sweep.
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Endnotes

! The 1992 data for the United States are not imzlusecause incidence crime rates were not available
2 Appendix 9 by Van Dijlet al (2007) presents rates per 100 respondents byrgcamd year. Car
ownership is accounted for in their Figures 6 arjde®jes 51 and 55) of national car theft and theft
from car, respectively, in the main text and Tabtef Appendix 9. The calculation of incidence and
prevalence rates in the ICVS report (Van Gdjkal 2007) differs slightly from ours in two respedts:
does not ignore reported incidents outside thendaleyear prior to the interview and weights data b
population size (see Appendix 7, Van Dgkal 2007).

® The ICVS weights are based on population rathesébold representativeness (Van Rifkal 2007:
38-39) and therefore as most of the crimes consitlere relate to property they are not appropriate
* The distribution of these crime rates, especidlfit of car, is skewed except for assault. No data
transformation is however performed as countryaldlity and city booster sample capture the
skewness of aggregate rates.

®> We replaced Bulgaria’s seemingly erroneous outife30 car thefts and victims per 100 car owners in
2004 with the cross-national means for sustairtiegsample size, leaving South Africa as having the
highest car theft in our sample. Models which oexitthis case (Bulgaria 2004) showed similar
estimates as the ones presented here but higheampege of explained variance.

® Multilevel models (see e.g. Goldstein, 1995; Seigdand Bosker, 1999) have been applied to social
research, including longitudinal data analysis. @&heual crime rates per country which in our sample
are three to five can be thought of as repeatedreagons within each country as they are expeited
be correlated over time. The nature of the datametides thereby a two level hierarchy and allows
estimating the trajectories, namely the trendgriofie rates over the period from 1988 to 2004. MLM
techniques are widely used to overcome ecologatkdy when observations are clustered within
groups and associations may vary across unitdfatetit levels of aggregation (Goldstein 1995). A
discussion of the statistical model and it's intetption with reference to international crime sateay
be obtained from the corresponding author. The eogpimodels below were estimated using the
software package MLwiN v.2.0 via IGLS approximation

" The statistical significance of linear trends @&éd on two-tailed Wald tests, that gfelistributed

with one degree of freedony?(1)). The statistical significance of non-lineaertds is based on joint
Wald tests, which ang?(2) distributed. The respective standard errorsiataiven for economy and
they are available upon request.

8 The multivariate multilevel model estimates thewn and within countries (residual) associations
across the five crime types by treating the joepehdent variables as a nested structure at thestow
level of the hierarchy (Goldstein 1995). This sfieation has three levels: the lowest links thefiv
crime types, the second defines the year and tttedbnotes the country. The fixed effects, i.e. th
intercept, trend and controls’ estimates of thglsir- equation multilevel models and the multivieria
multilevel model are effectively identical.

® The unadjusted correlations are derived from #seline model whereby only the (random) intercept
is fitted. For reasons which become evident innévet section the multivariate multilevel trend mbde
assumes linear trend for burglary and theft ofacat non-linear trend for the other three types.

1% The trends based on the statistical models usedhdinear model for theft from car, theft of
personal property and assault but the linear tfenurglary and theft of car. The constant ratéadif

in crime per annum is indicated by the respectigriicant (negative) parameters for Time and non-
significant parameters for Tirhe

' The modelled trends (Figures 1 and 2) are rougjinfjlar to the changes of the raw mean incidence
rates over time. The trends based on the raw datsharper than their predicted counterparts begaus
as mentioned, they entail random sampling variation

12 The respective trends do not show any signifibativeen-countries random variation (the specific
statistical results are available upon request fitwercorresponding author).

1 The persistent (residual) country variability oéthof personal property and theft from car is fyart
due to different ICVS sample types and otherwisaigtically) unexplained differences of crime mate
of the former soviet countries. This is manifedtgdhe large reduction of the relative between-
countries variance of these two crimes when trenttj aspecially, the city and former communist
country identification are incorporated in the msjpve models. The respective baseline models are
available from the corresponding author.

* The zero between-countries variance suggestshatierarchical specification is unnecessary for
modelling assault concentration.
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!> Accounting for city booster reduces the assoaiatibtheft of personal property with the two car
thefts as well as that between burglary and tlmefhfcar.

'8 An interaction between trend and former commurusintry also showed no different trends of
crime rates in these countries than elsewhere.

7 City booster was entered into the incidence aegiglence models in percentage points and the
models of crime concentration as sample proportioresase interpretation of the results.

'8 The respective models with a random city param@tan interaction between city and trend are
available upon request. It is a possibility howeeaek of random country variation of trend and the
other parameters may arise from the marginally adteg(for modeling) number of countries with three
or more data points in the ICVS.
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