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What is comparability and why is it desirable?

830. The accurate comparison of crime statistics aarosatries is difficult and
should always be approached with caution. It isasary to be clear about exactly
what is being compared and why. The reasons wimayt be desirable to compare
results across countries can include:

* Fostering the exchange of information relatingrimme and to the functioning
of criminal justice systems at regional and intéoral levels;

» Transparency and accountability in crime preventiod the operation of law
enforcement and criminal justice systems;

* The development of common benchmarks and indicdtmrsaassessing the
nature, extent and public perception of crime.

831. For the purposes of victimization measures prodingesurveys, it should be
made clear that any comparison of results betwdtareht countries is essentially a
comparison of the (combinedxperienceindattitudeof persons towards crime in
those countries. Such cross-national comparisthese characteristics may serve
useful policy ends, enabling countries to learmfthe experience of others and
possibly to gauge the impact of regional or suberggj crime prevention or criminal
justice programmes.

832. When comparing results cross-nationally, it mustdseembered that
respondents to crime victim surveys perceive (@ntember) that they have been the
victim of a crime The interpretation of what constitutes a crimey/ wary from
country to country. For example, respondents manbee or less used to violent
crime, which may occur in diverse contexts. Juegdngs may be more or less
active and organized, the availability and use edpons may largely differ from
country to country. The same applies to properityer While theft and burglary may
affect citizens in affluent societies by deprivigm of cash, jewellery, hi-tech
equipment, art objects and furniture, the same ¢ffime in developing countries
may entail theft of basic household items suchraskery, cutlery and linen. Even
though the monetary loss may be small, the impac¢he victim is significant. In
many developing countries where cattle are a xésburce, theft of livestock is
perceived by victims as one of the most seriousiwization experiences. The same
may apply to the theft of a bicycle in a contexwinich that is the main means of
transportation. Questions on bribery and corruptwrexample, are very susceptible
to the different interpretation of respondents fraifferent countries as to what
constitutes such events. To some extent, the fdetion of inherent differences in a
target population — such as acceptance of pettyftireexample, and its subsequent
under-reporting in a crime victim survey — is aid@riminological finding of the
survey, and does not prevent comparison with athereysper se Nonetheless, such
differences must always be borne in mind and figsteould never be compared in
isolation from the qualitative context.
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833. If comparisons with results from other countries &r be made, the context in
which the surveys have been carried out must besroledr. Otherwise, results (such
as very low reported levels of minor theft in peutar countries) may be especially
misleading. The blind ‘ranking’ of quantitative us from different countries, with
little or no explanation as to the context or fastihat may affect comparability, is
generally not therefore appropriate. Overall, crinaim surveys may be considered
most ‘comparable’ where the methodology used i asacvey aims to consistently
capture information about equivalent crime evesutsl population perceptions and
cultural practices are recognised and clearly desdr

Comparability challenges of crime victim surveys

834. A key difference between the measurement of crimeugh official police
statistics and through victim surveys is that thgadollection process for victim
surveys is significantly moreontrollable Measurement using administrative data is
reliant on existing processes, information systeand, data-recording protocols (or,
frequently, absence of protocols). Either way,atministrative data collected is
already historic, or past, data. Decisions as tdaraf recording have already been
taken. Where a decision was taken by the policeéamcord a certain event, nothing
can later be done in the data collection proceg¥litence this past decision, or even
to identify the existence of the non-recorded evAstsuch, the comparability
challenge in administrative statistics is to seeknaich information as possible about
the manner and time of police data recording, abpatational definitions used,
about counting rules and the ‘threshold’ that cawsescord to be made, and to
attempt to control for such differences so far @ssgble. In other words, the process
involves trying to correct for earlier, existingydaunavoidable differences in
administrative data recording between countries.

835. When it comes to crime victim surveys on the otrend, data that may
ultimately be compared cross-nationally is notigegxistence before the survey; at
least not in any ‘captured’ form. The crime victiurvey organiser is therefore at an
advantage. He or she, as the primary data gathreagrcontrol the primary data
collection process with a view to introducing prees that standardise data collection
and enhance the potential comparability of reswitis those from other crime victim
surveys, carried out either earlier in time, odiffierent geographical territories.

836. Despite such potential advantages, however, itldhmt be a foregone
conclusion that results from crime victim surveys automatically comparable
between countries. Indeed, the use of victim swgyvemilst eliminating certain
problems associated with administrative statisatshe same time introduce a large
number of new obstacles to effective comparabélityoss countries and over time.

837. Whilst the crime victim survey organiser is at s@rhat of an advantage, he
or she also faces many challenges. The range wir§aihat may affect the
comparability of results is great. From the metbedd to collect data, whether in-
person interviews or telephone interviews, to tleeding of survey questions, to
sample composition and size, to the content ofjtlestionnaire, it is no easy task to
ensure that cross-national differences between &@chs small as possible. Finally,
the surveyor is interacting with a largely unpréalite entity; the individual person.
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Quantitative data gathered from a crime victim syrenly arises as a result of the
(prompted) subjective recall of an individual per$o particular events that they have
experienced. The challenge is to ensure that teetepersons are asked to recall are
of close equivalence across cultures and counares;ecalled with equivalent
accuracy, and that the persons asked are equplgsentative of the cultures and
countries of which they are a part.

838. It should also be remembered that whilst crosssnaticomparison of surveys
does present particular challenges, national ssrilegmselves may also have to deal
with different languages, ethnic groups, socialgs) and degrees of education
within a single country. Surveys are commonly regglito produce results for
heterogeneous populations and comparability witimd between population sub-
groups should be a basic design component of ang\gu

839. This part of the Manual addresses particular isthatsmay affect
comparability. It examines why anomalies may abseveen different surveys and
steps that can be taken to enhance comparability.

Factors that affect comparability

840. Problems of comparability arise from two principleurces:

0] Methodological differences in the conduct of thevey itself, such as
sample selection and method of interviewing (thsg be controlled for
as far as possible); and

(i) Inherent differences between target populationgluging different
perceptions of crime or widespread cultural acaeggaof criminal
practices (difficult to control for).

841. Methods to increase the cross-national companabifisurveys can be
divided into two types:dutput harmonisatiorand ‘input harmonisation Input
harmonisation involves action taken to enhance @waiplity by considering aspects
of the questionnaire design and survey implementgirocess itselfOutput
harmonisation involves selecting particular vamasifior comparison or making
adjustments to the estimates after the data haam dimlected (such as performing
age- and gender standardization, or using adjusthseich as purchasing power
parity). Choosing only survey results from courdtrileat share common
characteristics, such as geographic location, ksirizcture and culture, or degree of
human development for comparison is a form of outyaumonisation.

842. Output harmonisation may be a valuable methodaggesing comparability
between victim surveys. However, its applicatiohighly dependent upon the
individual variables and characteristics of eaatvesyl

843. In the following sections, specific issues thaeaffcomparability are

discussed. As a result of their inter-related rggttive problems of methodological
design and population differences are dealt wilfitippunder each issue.
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(i) Data collection methods

844. As set out in Section [ ] crime victim surveys mese a number of survey
modes, including face to face interviews, telephioterviews, self-administered
interviews, internet based questionnaires and mmede interviewing. Survey
modes may also use a variety of methods for agtuatiording information supplied
by respondents, including paper and pencil, comm@asgsisted personal (CAPI) or
computer assisted telephone (CATI) interviewingstRbsurveys and computer
assisted self administered surveys are also groivinge. The use of different survey
modes and information recording methods raisessthee whether this may
compromise the comparability of results.

845. There are many theoretical reasons why differentesumodes may do so.
Conversation and prompting during a face to faterunew, for example, may lead to
better overall recall of events than during complebdf a self-administered survey.
Survey non-response rates — and resultant biasiglst introduce — may also differ
between survey modes. Persons may be harder tactdintace to face interviews are
the only survey mode than if telephone interviesisg landlines and mobiles are
also used.

846. The question as to whether such effects existanotfme has been considered
by a number of researchers. Results are rathendéhesive. On the one hand,
researchers conclude that responses to questionstnisation from telephone
interviews are similar to those obtained face t@faOn the other hand, split sample
tests with a national crime victim survey in theited States have demonstrated
higher victimisation rates in CATI-based interviethian in either face to face or
telephone interviewsA study in Germany showed that face-to-face usvs
recorded less incidents of victimisation as oppdsedritten (postal) survefs.
Reports also document rather unpredictable effé¢ten a switch was made from
face to face interviewing to CATI in the internat&d crime victim survey carried out
in Spain and Northern Ireland in 2005, the resshiswed a substantial decrease of
victimisation rates in Spain and an equally suligthimcrease in Northern Ireland.
There is little way of knowing whether and to wkatent the new interview mode
has affected these changes

847. What is well known, however, is that survey modeas are likely to be
greater with respect to sensitive crime areas asatomestic violence and sexual
assault. Higher victimisation rates for rape, feample, have been reported where the
survey mode is self-completion as opposed to fadade interviewing, due to a
reluctance to share information of a personal eatith the surveyot.It is important

to be aware that the choice of survey mode magaf@mparability with other

surveys in respect of such questions in particular.

848. As this Manual discusses in Section [ ], the choicsurvey mode and
information recording for any particular victim say is dependent upon a number of

1van Dijk, Mayhew, 1992; Lynch 2005; Catalano 2007.
2 Lynch, 2006.

% Kury, 1993.

* Van Dijk, Van Kesteren, Smit; 2008.

5 Johnson, Ollus, Nevala, 2008
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factors, including cost, availability of resourctt® goals of the survey and the
possible sources of survey error. For the purpok#®e future comparability of the
survey with other crime victim surveys, possiblg thost important factor is that the
standard of data collection work is the same, wdweln mode is used. Two surveys
both using face to face interviews but where orelitiée or no training of
interviewers and the other uses well-trained ingavers are likely to be significantly
less comparable than two well organised surveys,using face to face interviewing
and the other telephone interviewing.

(i) Wording

849. The basic principle behind standardised crime micurveys is that they ask
respondents about incidents that by and large dagith legal definitions of common
offences, but using colloquial language. Burgléoy,example, is captured with a
guestion such asOver|[x year(s)]did anyone actually get into your home/residence
without permission and steal or try to steal sonmgf#’. The exact nature of the
event to be captured is further defined by inclugiba clarification such asl am

not including here thefts from garages, sheds okdop$. The interviewer may also
receive additional instructions concerning the ¢imgnof events or how to deal with
attempted crime. In the case of burglary, for exampnclude cellars/basements.
Don’t count burglaries in second houses. Excludeugnessful attempts, ie. Damage
to locks, doors or windowis

850. Such careful wording and tight definition of theeat’to be captured may be
considered the backbone of comparability betwesnecvictim surveys. The
guestion to be asked however, is whether compiéyaisilgreatest where crime victim
surveys use identical wording for questions, oreheording is tailored slightly
according to different national and cultural comtex

851. Certainly, the starting point for comparability nhbe identical wording.
Minor differences, for example, in the handlingattempted burglaries previously
proved to make comparisons between American artBburglary rates derived
from national crime surveys virtually impossiBli.is crucial for comparability of
results from crime victim surveys that questioncommon household crimes, at a
minimum:

1. Userecall time period(s}jhat are either the same or equivalent.
= For example, last calendar year or the 12 montimseidiately prior to
the date of the survey.
2. Contain the sameore elements to the offences described.
= For example, for assault: (i) ‘personally attackedhreatened’, (i) ‘in
a way that really frightened you’, (iii) ‘either kbme or elsewhere’.
3. Managecounting of incidentg a consistent manner.
= For example, if a respondent was a victim of aipaldr crime more
than once in the recall period, the survey wordihguld ensure that
the number of events is accurately recorded butdiails of the crime
are obtained with reference to tlast timethat it happened.

® van Dijk, Van Kesteren, Smit; 2008
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4. Manageattemptgo commit the offence in a consistent manner.
= For example, many crime victim survey questionrgageunt burglary
and attempted burglary as separate crimes butvdéalrobbery and
attempted robbery as one crime.

852. It may be the case that respondents in differembit@s have different
cultural thresholds for defining certain behavioasscrime. Careful control of the
four question wording elements above, however, lshgieatly increase cross-
national comparability through prompting recalkio¢ same, tightly defined, event
wherever it has occurred.

853. In light of this approach, variation of questionrdimg in a crime victim
survey designed to be cross-nationally comparableuld probably be seen as the
exception rather than the rule. As always, howeaeymber of exceptions may still
exist. These are likely to relate to questions seak further detail on the core crimes,
rather than the basic screener questions themsdleass used to describe the
perpetrator of a crime, such as ‘spouse/partnietimate partner’,
‘boyfriend/girlfriend’, ‘relative’, or ‘family memler’ may contain slight variation
depending upon the most commonly accepted formparticular cultural context.
Questions concerning corruption may also seleciqodatr officials, whether customs
officers, police officers, judges, building insparst, court officials, or magistrates,
depending upon whether the victim survey wishdsbout about particular groups
of public officials.

854. Where survey questionnaires need to be transldtsdnust be done
particularly carefully in order to preserve the mieg of terms in local languages. As
set out in Section [ ] of the Manual, qualified f@ssional translators should be
engaged in order to ensure that translated versi@nas accurate as possible. An
independent back-translation into the original lzage is also considered necessary to
ensure that the meaning of concepts is unambiguous.

855. In summary, crime victim survey questionnaire wogdshould follow
standard event definitions that include standaddiseall time periods, core offence
elements, and equivalent counting of incidentsteeatment of attempts.

(iif) Sequence of questions

856. As set out in Section [ ] of the Manual, a majonree of error in crime victim
surveys is the problem of non-recall and telesappithe tendency of respondents to
place an event within the recall period when ifaict occurred before the recall period
(forward telescoping) or to mentally place an evbat did occur within the recall
period at an earlier point in time (backward tetgsog). These effects are shown in
the Figure ..":

" Table derived from Schneider, A.Methodological problems in victim surveys and their

implications for research in victimologyournal of Criminal Law and Criminology, Vol 7%p. 2,
1981.
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Figure
True Categorization
Victim in recall period Not a victim in recall period
asiem | Forward telescopin
el in Correct recall , p_ J
recall period Exaggeration or lying
Survey o N I Ivi
Estimate | Not a victim on-recall, lying,
in recall underestimation of situation Correct recall
period Backward telescoping

857. The sequence of questions in a crime victim suplays a key role in
minimising recall error as it is crucial in asgigtirespondents twontextualiseheir
crime experiences. Some surveys begin with scresrestions that ask about
victimisation during the pasive years. Where victimisation is reported, follow-up
guestions typically ask whether the event occudaihg the lastalendar yearor

12 months immediately prior to the survey), folla®y detailed questions about the
last, or most recent, event.

858. In view of obtaining comparable results, it maydesirable to focus on the
one year prevalence rates as the main result sgptram crime victim surveys.
Adhering to this sequence of questions is key twmising recall error, particularly
in the form of backward or forward telescoping. Tive year reference period first
assists the respondent in contextualising the eae yeriod. A 1992 crime victim
survey in Japan, for example, omitted the five-ysgaeening question. When
comparing results with the same survey carriedro®89 with the screening
question it was observed that one-year victimizatites had treblétiThis was most
probably due to the telescoping effect.

859. Completion of all screener questions first, befo@ing on to detailed
guestions, is also important in preventing respatgl@ith many incidents of
victimisation from avoiding positive responses toimitial question about
victimisation in order to prevent further questimgiabout details. Indeed, more
generally, the interviewer must build rapport witle respondent prior to asking
guestions that may be particularly sensitive ospeal. Perhaps the most widely
known error in victimisation surveys is the relasbip between failure to recall
incidents of assault and the relationship of tleéimi to the offender. Whilst it is
known that approximately half of assaults involvenawn offender, victimization
which involved family members, persons who knewheatter, or juveniles is not as
likely to be reported as where the perpetratorssanger. Sensitivity in this respect
may vary from country to country. As a result, sromtional comparison of crimes
such as assault perpetrated by a spouse/partfenidy member is especially
difficult. If such results are desired, a very dethand possibly standardised question
sequence must be rigorously adhered to.

860. Question sequence is one factor that may affecpeoability. Crime victim
surveys almost always begin with the least ematiues, such as auto theft and

8 Oda, 1993.
% Schneider, 1981.
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household crimes before moving to personal crirmesh as assault and sexual
assault. This gives the interviewer time to gameasure of the respondent’s trust,
giving the respondent time to become accustomegéaking about unpleasant
experiences. It can be expected that surveys askingjtive question at the beginning
may capture less incidents than those in whichritegviewer has the time to gain the
confidence of the respondent.

(iv) Sample composition and size

861. As set outin Section [ ], sample design consissmumber of elements: the
population used to represent the target populdti@sample frame), the number of
respondents chosen, and the method of selectimspbndents. When it comes to
cross-national comparability, each of these elemplatys an important role.

(v) Sample frame

862. In general, two samples, each from a different tgumay be considered
‘comparable’ if they areeasonably equivalent in the extent to which tregyresent
the target populationWhere this is the case, any differences in resadtween the
two surveys can confidently be attributed to ‘rehfferences between the target
populations as opposed to arising from bias intceduby one sample or the other.

863. One major difficulty in cross-national comparisafisrime victim survey
data is that results are frequently presented giaplquantitative data, with little or
no information about the extent to which the sanfiee used is representative of
the country population as a whole.

864. As discussed earlier in Section [ ], probabilityngde frames are typically
chosen through use of a proxy for the target pajuiaThis may be the population
using landline telephones (sampled through randgrdialling or random selection
from the telephone book), the registered populaampled from a population
register, electoral register, birth register or roalregister), or the population
residing at a known address (sampled from a pastdless file). A further (multi-
stage) technique is the use of a list of known faipn conurbations, from which a
sample is drawn and ‘random walk’ instructions frardefined starting point (such as
the centre of the conurbation) are used to selmetdholds for interview.

865. Whichever method is chosen, the sample frame -hande the sample drawn
from it — is unlikely to be representative of thmuntry population as a whole. When
comparing across countries, the margins of errooine greater, also taking into
account that limits of the sampling method maycftifferent countries in different
ways.

866. It can be seen that thelationship between survegmple frame,

representativenesand comparability is not necessarily straight famv Figure [ ]
shows a number of possible such situations:
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Figure [ ] Sample design and comparability challengs

Country
characteristics

Target Population

Comparability

Significant
population of hard

Defined to include
hard to reach groups

Legitimate comparabilityis-a-visother country
populations but potential comparability difficuliie
due to greater non-response or non-random
sampling

to reach groups
(such as IDPs,
ethnic minorities

Defined to exclude
hard to reach groups

Prima facie‘'methodological’ comparability with
surveys in which the sample frame is similarly
defined, but low comparabilityis-a-visother
country populations

Comparatively
small population
of hard to reach
groups

Defined to exclude
hard to reach groups

Prima facie'methodological’ comparability and
reasonable comparability to other countries with
similar characteristices

867. As noted above, the trap to be avoided is the ptaten of surveys as
representative comparisons of country situationsre/tthe sample frame does not
represent the whole country population. At the \teast, it must be made clear
exactly which sample frames are being compared.uSkeof a postal address file in a
developing country as a proxy for the entire copptspulation for example, would
exclude significant internally displaced and ryapulations. The resultant survey
may be ‘methodologically’ comparable with an ideatisurvey carried out in a
second country, but the serious limitations in carqg results at the country level
must be made clear.

(vi) Sampling method

868.

Having considered the issues of sample design amgarability in a broad

sense, it is also instructive to briefly consides tomparability of different specific

sampling approaches. As noted at the beginningisfsection, two samples may be
considered ‘comparable’ if they are reasonablyejant in the extent to which they
represent the target population.

869.

In respect of samples taken using random digitidgabf telephones or

random selection from a telephone book, the princamparability issue derives

from telephone penetration. In particular, the egimgy trend among specific
population groups to exclusively use mobile phenestably young people — must be
taken into account. In such countries (of whichdd is a good examp} , the use

of fixed telephone lines as a sampling frame inioas$ a serious problem of under
coverage. Where young people are underrepresentedariginal, fixed line, sample,
it may be possible to draw an additional samplpavons owning exclusively mobile
phones. The two samples then require combiningedweeighting for age, gender,

Y source
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geographical area and mobile-only ratio in ordeesiore comparability with (for
instance) a country where mobile-only ownershipasa problem.

870. Itis important in any registration-, telephone-address file-based method to
understand the coverage of the sample frame wsibet to the target population. In
principle, a telephone-based sample frame coultbbgparable with a registration-
based sample frame if both represent equivalerdrege of the target population: ie.
if the population of persons appearing on the cegjister can be expected to be
broadly equivalent to the population of personsiogm landline telephonevis-a-

vis experience of and attitude towards crime. Indesdjiscussed earlier, evidence
from a comparison of CAPI and CATI surveys suggtss samples drawn in these
two ways can be compared cross-nationally with senteess, at least in developed
countries. Comparison of samples from developingntries may be more
problematic. Greater numbers of persons are liteelye missing from civil
registration lists. Postal address files are alecertikely to be incomplete,
particularly in rural areas or unregulated munitgéurbs with informal, self-
constructed housing. In order for surveys in dgw@lg countries to be comparable
with other countries, it is likely that a method:Buas random-walk from a defined
starting point must be employed to select housetedgondents. Such a method
stands a better chance of producing a represeatsdiviple of the target population
than reliance upon existing administrative lists.

871. Sampling designs may also make use of clusteridgsaatification. The aim
of cluster sampling is usually to make data colteceasier through the selection of a
reduced number of data collection points (‘clusjesiere the population is expected
to be relatively homogenous. The aim of stratiBadhpling is to increase the
precision of estimates by dividing the sample frante categories that are expected
to show some similarity (such as urban/rural).driag as stratified sampling aims to
improve the overall precision of the sample, it wdually have no effeqier seon

the comparability of the survey. For example, arstratified random telephone
survey in one country could be compared with difitrd random telephone survey in
another country (given the same degree of teleppenetration in each). The
confidence limits attached to results from each diffgr. However, this only affects
survey comparability in so far as such limits mhestaken into account when
considering the results side by side.

(vii) Sample size

872. As set out in Section [ ], crime victim surveysui@g a certain sample size in
order to obtain an adequate level of accuracy. Whermes to comparability, the
sample size is important primarily insofar as esuwntvey compared must have used a
sample of sufficient size to achieve statisticidvance (at least in respect of
probability samples).

873. An important point that is frequently forgottenwever, is that the rule of
‘statistical relevance’ must remain true in respecll variables that are to be
compared. Two surveys may be able to generatststatly relevant figures for
overall victimization. However, experience of atmardar low-prevalence crime may
not have achieved statistical significance. Inipalar, when it comes to specific
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victim groups — such as women, or ethnic minoriiesis possible that both sample
designs do not have the necessary statistical pma@oduce significant resulisr
these groupsWhere this is the case, comparison of resultsines meaningless.

874. An important further point is that sample size bamne a significant effect on
confidence limits. In general, the larger the sanisle greater the accuracy of the
estimate and the smaller the confidence limits.fidence intervals are an important
factor to be taken into account in the interpretatf comparisons. Overlapping
confidence intervals for example, indicates thdifference in estimates between two
countries is not statistically significant.

875. In summary, sample design is crucial to the cr@mnal comparability of
crime victim surveys. Broadly speaking, two sampiesy be considered
‘comparable’ if they are reasonably equivalentia éxtent to which they represent
their target populations. Where a sample is naesmtative of the whole country
population, this must be made very clear in argraftt to carry out cross-national
comparisons.

(viii) Non-response

876. Closely related to the issue of sample designeigptioblem of survey non-
response. Survey non-response is a problem die todreased potential for bias that
it introduces. Low response rates raise the issue how far respondents who are
successfully interviewed differ from those who mafuo co-operate, or who cannot be
reached.

877. The issue is not straightforward. Although the gubty that low response
rates introduce bias in victimisation counts id,rtfee effect could operate in either of
two directions. Where low response is due to haghg of non-contact, people may be
omitted who are more liable to victimisation beaatisey are residentially more
unstable or simply away from home more. Victimsldaherefore be under-
represented in the sample, with the effect thatmisation rates in countries where
non-contact is high are underestimated. Non-comtegt be a particular problem in
developing countries where socially marginalisealigs, especially those residing in
informal housing may be difficult to contact foctato face interviews. This factor
may contribute to underestimation of victimisatiates in developing countrié.

878. On the other hand, the concern is often raisedréfiasals to cooperate give
rise to the selection of respondents who ‘have nmseay’, with the result that
victimisation rates are said to be overestimatezbimtries with low response rates
due to non-cooperation. At least one study has sttbat there is no statistical
relationship in developed countries between thebarmof attempts needed to reach a
respondent and overall victimisation raté3his suggests — at least in so far as initial
refusal may be taken as a proxy for eventual réfudiaat this effect may not have a
serious impact on cross-national comparability.

1 Kury, Obergfell-Fuchs, Wurger, 2001.
2 Gallup, 2005.
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879. Non-response remains however a tricky problem éongaring victim surveys
results. By definition, there is almost no wayelfihg whether non-respondents have
different experiences of and attitudes towards erihan respondents, potentially
introducing bias into the sample. Where sampleoimtries suffer from significant
non-response (particularly non-contact), the pdgyilof bias is increased. As a
result, the confidence with which cross-nationahparisons can be made is
significantly reduced.

880. Where surveys are desired to be internationallypaoable, it is important, as
with survey mode, that the standard of data ctila work is as similar (and high)
as possible. This includes with respect to efforésle to reduce non-contact.
Enhancement of response rates may be achievedheitbugh preparation, careful
selection of interviewers, and consistent use afax forms and call-backs.

(ix) Timing of interview

881. The time of year in which crime victim surveys aralertaken may, have an
effect on comparability due to both its impact ba availability of respondents and
the tendency to telescope events during recaéintigwing during the summer
months for example, may lead to increased non-respdue to persons being away
from home, either on holiday, travelling or stayimigh relatives. Any increase in the
level of non-response will have implications widspect to potential bias in the
survey estimates. When comparing across countieisig of the interview should
also be taken into account. For example, two s@reayried out at the same time in
different hemispheres may not be comparable beazube different season in which
they were conducted in the two countries.

882. With respect to recall and telescoping, interviewim the latter half of a year,
when asking respondents to recall events in theéquecalendaryear, may lead to
greater memory decay and more forward time-telaagopVhere surveys that have
been carried out at different times in the yearcampared, this may lead to reduced
comparability of one year victimisation rates, aligh researchers report, at least in
respect of developed countries, that there is morete evidence of major distortions
due to memory decay and/or forward time telescopit@pmparability may be higher
if surveys ask about incidents which occurred 1B months preceding the survey.
The possibility of bias may nonetheless be minichisg instructing interviewers to
assist respondents in accurately placing the tihevents, such as with reference to
significant times of year, including festivals, talys or relevant personal life events.

(x) Content

883. Crime incidents included in victim surveys are gatlg understood in most
cultures. Wording of questions reflects definitiafidoehaviours related to common
offences, but using colloquial language. A coreugrof offences can be found in
most surveys, typically related to theft and ads&arious definitions may apply (see

13 van Dijk, Van Kesteren, Smit; 2008.
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Ch. lIl.I for a core set of issues). A number oy kesues related to non-crime content
may also be identified.

884. If comparability is desirable, the wording usedddpsubject to limited
exceptions where necessary for cultural or soesons, be formed in very simple
language that does not allow for ambiguity in défe contexts and/or languages.

885. This is not to say that all crime victim survey gtiennaires should be
identical. It is possible to consider a “modulehtaining the issues for which
comparability is sought, while additional questionay easily be added according to
local needs by way of additional modules.

886. It may be desirable for a national victim surveyrtdude all key content
elements, in view of increasing its cross-natiarmahparability. The essence of
comparability of victim surveys is that standardigators may be calculated and
presented. The content of the questionnaire isalrtaensuring that sufficient data
for such indicators is collected and every effodidd be made to ensure that crime
victim surveys contain these standard minimum goiegiements.

Summary — Steps towards enhancing comparability

887. As the preceding discussion has demonstrated\aegi&ull cross-national
comparability between crime victim surveys is neyetask. Crime victim surveys are
usually conceived locally, with national needs oftand somewhat understandably)
prioritised over international comparability. Moveo, as the state of the art develops
and survey questions evolve, the standard whichecwictim surveys must achieve
for comparability amongst each other can sometiseesn like a constantly shifting
goal.

888. Making survey design adjustments for cross-natiopaiparability should not
prevent national goals for a victim survey fromrigemet. Rather, elements of cross-
national comparability should fit with, and indesthance, the effectiveness of a
national crime victim survey.

889. Itis possible to identify a number of key areawvhiich a relatively small
investment has the potential to produce significatirns, both in terms of cross-
national comparability and the technical standdinthe victim survey in its own right.

890. Finally, it should be noted that comparability nego be obtained if
presentation of the results provides adequaterrdtion on the context in which data
were collected, including all details and metadetech may facilitate understanding
by the reader.
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