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Abstract
Crime victimisation surveys yield observed count data which can be formed into frequency distributions. Since the counts are generated from representative (i.e. randomly sampled) surveys, they are assumed to reflect an unobserved population frequency distribution. The sampled distribution is characterised by over-dispersion, namely: (1) zero-inflation - crime victimisation is a rare event probabilistically, with a very high proportion of non-victims; and (2) a long right-tail – relatively small proportions of the population experience higher-frequency victimisation.  Driven by policy considerations, recent criminological attention has focussed almost exclusively on accounting for higher-frequency (so-called repeat) victims, assuming that there is a mono-dimensional distribution of crime victimisation risk along which victimisation develops. Alternatively, we hypothesise that the observed frequency distribution consists of an heterogeneous latent mixture of sub-population frequency distributions that together produce the observed single distribution.  We propose a baseline model that consists of two separate probability distributions – one for non-victimisation (to account for the ‘zeros’), the other for victimisation (to account for positive events), with each case having a position on both distributions simultaneously. Heterogeneity will arise across the various parts of the latent distribution as a result of the ‘mixing’ of the two probability distributions.  
Each sampled respondent has an individual matrix of crime victimisation responses, Vn = [type of offence x frequency].  We employ finite mixture modelling (Latent Class Analysis) to estimate the local components of the sample distribution of Vn. We analyse four samples, combined from various sweeps of the British Crime Survey (BCS) (N = 121,946) and the Scottish Crime Victimisation Survey (SCVS) (N= 25,163) for property crime and for personal crime, respectively. The distribution of crime types in all samples display similar characteristics of over-dispersion.
For each of the four samples, the solutions identified a finite mixture of groups, representing local components that together characterise the distribution. While the optimum number and definition of group membership differed between each sample, a general pattern emerged: the distribution is bi-polar, always consisting of a predominantly ‘non-victim’ group at one pole, and a very small ‘chronic’ group at the other. Consistency in the mean level, and the shape of the frequency distribution of membership, in either group, resembles the dual-distribution baseline model.  Support for distributional mixing comes from the intermediate group(s), whose victimisation levels are more heterogeneous, and whose probability of membership is much more normally (Gaussian)-distributed. The ability to identify groups is sensitive to sample size, though this affects refinements in the taxonomy of intermediate groups; in all cases a minimum three-group solution produces differentiation in the distribution between its two polar conditions. In sum, the analysis supports the hypothesis that the latent frequency distribution of crime victimisation results from the mixing of the distribution of non-victimisation with that of victimisation. 

This finding gives further support to the immunity theory of crime victimisation proposed by Hope and Trickett (2008; Hope, 2007). Contrary to the theory of repeat victimisation, results from this analysis suggest that rather than seeking to target the ‘power few’ of chronic victims (who are exceedingly rare), a greater overall return on investment would be gained by delivering crime prevention to the general population as a whole, since even the ‘non-victim’ group produces more than a fifth of crime victimisation, and comprises 80 per cent of the population. Thus, zero-inflation, rather than the long right-tail, most satisfactorily characterises the distribution; hence, the ‘normal condition’ of the general population is one of everyday immunity, punctured by rare, chance events of crime victimisation. Preventive gains seem only likely to be achieved by trying to predict and target membership of ‘intermediate’ risk groups:  approximately a fifth of the population who, at a minimum, suffer over half of all crime victimisation. 
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