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Abstract

Violent victimization among individuals is one of the policy concerns
of the Government of Kenya, because it imposes economic, social
and physical implications on individuals, society and the country.
Establishing a more secure, social and economic living environment is
therefore a key policy challenge in most developing countries. Aware
of this policy concern, this study uses a Probit model to examine factors
that determine violent victimization among individuals using data from
the 2009/2010 Crime Victimization Survey in Kenya. In particular, the
study examines the impact of individual characteristics and household
characteristics on violent victimization risks (robbery, sexual assault
and assault/threat). Using existent criminological theories known
as routine activities/the lifestyle model, each provided explanations
why and how crime and victimization are linked to individual and
environmental factors; however, it is unclear whether each set of
characteristics are a better rationalization for crime, thus victimization.

Analysis of the data shows that individual and household characteristics
influence the risks. As expected, the likelihood of being a robbery victim
increases if a person is a single male with high income, living in urban
areas and with no vehicle. In relation to assault, the victimization
increases considerably if the person is female, single, low income and
home maker. On the other hand, the likelihood of sexual assault decreases
with age and increases when a person is single and participates in
recreational activities less often. Evidence from the model implies that
although there are characteristics that are shared by victims, not all
of them influence one’s chance of becoming a victim seem significant.

The study shows that risks of violent victimization are influenced by
socio-demographic characteristics. Thus, policies concerning persons
at risk should not be treated as homogenous group.
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

NCVS
KIPPRA

NCVS
UNDP
UNODC
USA
SCIC

National Crime Victimization Survey

Kenya Institute for Public Policy Research and
Analysis

National Crime Victimization Survey
United Nations Development Programme
United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
United States of America

Supervisory Criminal Investigator Course
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1. Introduction

1.1 Background

According to the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC),
the term ‘violent crime’ refers to the use of force to harm, injure or abuse
others. It recognizes the incidence of violent crime as a phenomenon that
affects developing and developed world. The most common incidences
of violent crime across the world are rape, murder, assault with intent
of causing grievous bodily harm, and robbery. The United Nations and
other sources imply that there are certain countries that tend to be
more violent than others, hence the study of criminal victimization has
become a central issue in criminology, reflecting the recognition that
the experiences associated with being a victim of property or violent
crime can diminish the quality of people’s lives (UNODC, 2006).
The ever elusive explanation for crime and deviant behaviour has for
so long been the target of investigation among the world’s most elite
criminologists (Eric, 2010). Researchers have toiled and debated over
theories of crime that would move to explain an individual’s actions,
his/her proneness to crime, all the way to an individual’s risk of
personal and property victimization. This study will move to further
this continuing investigation into the causes and explanations, and the
wavering levels of risk for victimization.

Crime victimization is seen as a restriction to social and economic
developments of a region, and as a consequence, formulation of
effective crime prevention policies seems to be a question with high
economic and social returns (Barslund et al., 2005). The problem of
crime is multifaceted. It is political since necessary actions for fighting
crime involve allocation of public resources and active participation of
government; social, because it affects the quality and life expectancy of
population; and economic, because it limits potential development of
economies. The significant increase in crime rates and the importance
of the subject has led to governments facing challenges to formulate
and implement policies to prevent and reduce crime.

According to International Crime Victimization Survey (ICVS)
conducted in Africa in 2001-2006, the rate of violent and property
victimization rate was 30 per cent and 25 per cent, respectively. The
crime justice in many African countries has, for decades, been focusing
on offender oriented process as the victims were totally set aside, while
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on the other hand, the offender and victims are different facets of the
same social reality. That is why in African countries, the Criminal Justice
System is generally perceived by the local communities as a foreign and
indifferent way of solving interpersonal problematic situations because
of the absence of the victim from the scene, leading to high victimization
rates (Ian et al., 2010).

In Kenya, crime and victimization has been on the increase over the
years despite several initiatives and policies implemented to reduce
crime. Kenya was ranked 136" worldwide, with the following statistics
on violent crime: assault, 39.9/100,000 population; rape, 3.5/100,000,
and robbery, 14.2/100,000 population. Itis regarded as having relatively
high levels of crime, including murder, assault, domestic violence
and abuse against women (Barslund et al., 2005). This permeates all
facets of Kenyan society, and the violence-instilled climate appears to
impact on psychological, emotional and physical well being of the entire
population. Hence, Kenyans view exposure to violent crime as one of
the most serious problems they face.

Indeed, the recent upsurge in both property and violent crime has
been reported in the Kenya Police statistics and crime victimization
survey. The general factors that contribute to incidences of violent
crime in Kenya have been attributed to unemployment, socio-economic
inequality, historical marginalization, ethnic-related conflicts, stock
theft, refugees, arms proliferation and ineffective criminal justice
system (Mutua, 2007; Kenya Police, 2010; Gimode, 2001; Catholic
Justice and Peace Commission, 2005). Furthermore, concerns about
crime and insecurity have been widely broadcast in the media, and have
been a subject of discussion in various forums, including parliament.

According to UN Habitat et al. (2002), Kenya’s crime profile
resembles that of South Africa and Tanzania, with robbery, burglary,
theft and assault being particularly prevalent. The crime data of the
Kenya police service indicates that although the rate of crimes reported
have been increasing progressively from 2003-2010, these rates are
generally alarming. The police statistics show that crime rates against
persons, that is, assault/threat, personal theft, robbery and sexual
assault are still alarming despite the measures implemented. Thus,
there is objective evidence that Kenyan citizens are vulnerable to violent
crime, although incidences vary across the country and population.
Further, given concerns about under reporting in relation to some
offences, official crime statistics may under-represent or give minimal
information about the victims of violent crime.
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While officially reported criminal statistics do exist in Kenya, they
are not representative of the ‘true’ criminal situation. Alternative
sources of data have to be relied on in careful policy relevant research
efforts. A nationally representative household survey was conducted in
Kenya during 2009 and February 2010, which included a novel section
on victimization on which the empirical section of this study is built.
Relying on a nationally representative survey (rather than officially
reported criminal statistics), where information is available at the level
of individuals and households, is a potentially very rewarding research
avenue to improve our understanding of victimization in developing
countries.

Data issues are even more serious for other types of crime and
violence, where under-reporting is more prevalent. Consequently,
statistics based on official police records often have little meaning, and
victimization data from population-based surveys are needed to give
a more accurate picture of real levels of crime among the population.
Only one national victimization survey was conducted in Kenya in
2009, where a small module of national household survey asked about
victimization. Figure 1.2 summarizes data from victimization survey
conducted in Kenya.

Figure 1.1: Kenya police crime statistics
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Figure 1.2: Crime victimization statistics in Kenya
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Summary findings from crime victimization survey conducted
by KIPPRA in 2010 show that 1 out of every 3 (33%) respondents in
2009 had experienced some type of crime in the 12 months preceding
the survey. Of all crime types, 52 per cent of respondents experienced
property crime while 48 per cent experienced personal crime. Similar
to crime data of Kenya police, the NCVS show crime victimization level,
while statistics show an increase in victimization rates for different
types of crime for the period 2005-2010. The most prevalent rate of
violent crime is sexual assault, robbery and assault. The survey found
that, on average, 11 per cent of respondents were victims of robbery,
sexual assault (4.4%) and assault/threat victimization (18%).

Even with the new policies in place and the recently renewed
commitment to provide a safe and secure environment for all Kenyans,
the intended objectives have not been met. For instance, the economic
recovery strategy aims at achieving broad outcomes to improve
personal security, reduce crime, and eliminate domestic violence and
sexual abuse. The goal was to ensure that institutions and agents of the
government such as police, prisons and courts observe human rights
and security for all citizens. The extent to which Vision 2030, UN’s
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and the highly progressive
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provisions spelt by the new constitution will be actualized depend on a
large measure of government’s ability to create and sustain a stable and
secure country.

Although there exists a great deal of discussion about the subject of
victimization, there are few studies on victimization, and in this case
violent victimization at the individual level. Majority of the studies
analyze crimeunderthe perspective ofthe criminal, but this studyseeks to
analyze the side of victims, verifying which characteristics an individual
possesses that influence victimization. The trends in victimization in
Kenya are unknown across important social demographic groups.
Therefore, to respond to these gaps in our knowledge, the study uses
crime victimization survey to produce national trends in incidences
of violence for these demographic groups. The sub-groups were
determined by social, demographic and economic variables explained
by the lifestyle and routine theories of victimization.

1.2 Problem Statement

The study on crime victimization in Kenya is relevant from a national
and international perspective. Within Kenya, basic elements of human
rights such as freedom of movement, the preservation of personal
dignity, personal security, and right to life, have been continually
jeopardized by the effects of violent crime and have created a sense
of fear within a majority of the population. The new constitution
dispensation could also lead to potential human security challenges,
which the country may be ill prepared to manage (Supervisory Criminal
Investigator Course, 2011). To prevent the prospects of crime escalation,
especially now that the government is preparing for the next general
election in 2013, the study will focus on the vulnerable groups and areas
that need to be targeted as potential problem areas as well as provide
crime victim profiling and their socio-demographic characteristics that
increase risks of violence.

There has been an upsurge of crime victimization in recent years,
giving rise to concern of the government and the public. Data from
police statistics and the victimization survey in Kenya indicates an
upsurge in both property and violent crime in Kenya. In fact, the
preliminary results of the victimization survey in Kenya indicate that
33 per cent of Kenyan households have experienced some form of crime
directly. Worldwide statistics also indicate that Kenya ranks highly as
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a high crime area. Crime victims have attained an increased level of
recognition visibility. The renewed interest in the ‘forgotten persons’ of
the criminal justice system is a combined result of several factors. Special
sub-groups of victims, particularly the women and other vulnerable
groups, have drawn attention both politically and socially to problems
of sexual assault, domestic violence, and victim associations have
formed and increased media attention by demanding more effective
justice and protection for victims. This is because for the past two
decades, attention was focused on crime offenders rather than victims.
This social ill has led to a huge amount of research on causes of crime
victimization in different countries conducted by experts, politicians
and other researchers. A majority of these researches attribute it to lack
of social and moral values in the society, adverse effects of the mass
media, impoverished living environment and low economic growth and
high inflation. All this research gives a wider picture and understanding
of causes of crime, and as energy and resources are diverted to one
side of the coin, and the offenders on the other side, the victims are
neglected. This means that the society sees the drastic increase in crime,
but fails to pay the same amount of attention to the remarkable increase
of victimization rate among the population.

Unfortunately, apart from the survey conducted in Kenya on crime
victimization, there is not any other research done on the victimization
topic and little knowledge on the victims in general. It is of necessity
therefore to conduct a study on victims so as to enable us have a more
comprehensive picture of the problem. A number of researches on crime
victimization in Africa, including Kenya, depend on the analysis of data
collected from police official reports and the offender who committed
the crime, hence drawbacks in understanding the phenomenon. In
sum, while officially reported criminal statistics do exist in Kenya,
they are not representative of the ‘true’ criminal situation. Alternative
sources of data have to be relied on in careful policy relevant research
efforts. A nationally representative household survey conducted in
Kenya during 2009 and 2010 included a novel section on victimization
on which the empirical section of this study is built. Relying on a
nationally representative survey (rather than officially reported criminal
statistics) where information is available at the level of individuals and
households, is a potentially very rewarding research avenue, to improve
our understanding of victimization in developing countries.
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1.3 Objectives of the Study

The main objective of this research is to explain the concept of violent
victimization in Kenya. Specifically, the research seeks to:

(i) Identify and assess the determinants of violent victimization in
Kenya;

(ii) Investigate the association between violent victimization and
socio-demographic characteristics; and

(iii) Identify suitable policy measures to prevent crime or changing
behaviour to reduce the risk of victimization.

1.4 Justification of the Problem

This study aims to address the need for information about individual
victimization that cannot be obtained from officially reported data. The
research also seeks to provide additional measures of incidences of
violent victimization by identifying risk factors that contribute towards
the probability of becoming a victim. Thus, using data from the NVSC,
the research will examine the relationships between theoretically
derived indicators of the respondents’ lifestyle/routine activities
and demographic characteristics and between these lifestyle/routine
activities and the likelihood of personal victimization. Generally, the
research will assess the applicability of the most significant theoretical
perspectives on crime victimization and determine the extent through
which these characteristics aid in understanding personal crime
victimization. It will also explore the patterns of lifestyles where the
research considers demographic characteristics considered in previous
research: age, education, gender, income, employment and marital
status. The study will go beyond a basic reading of the National Crime
Victimization Survey (NCVS) results in Kenya to identify statistically
what characteristics influence victimization, the relative importance of
different factors, and whether they increase or decrease the likelihood
of experiencing different types of violent crime.

The issue of violent crime has received little empirical analysis in
Kenya. Existing studies by, for instance, Gimode (2007) and Supervisory
Criminal Investigator Course-SCIC (2011) on crime victimization in
Nairobi did not explicitly examine the issue of violent crime in Kenya.
This study attempts to fill this gap by using an econometric technique
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to examine the significance and magnitude of social, economic and
demographic variables that have been identified in the literature review
as possible determinants of violent crime in Kenya, so that correct
policies can be developed to address specific needs of potential and
actual victims.




2. Literature Review

2.1 Theoretical Literature

The lifestyle/exposure model of personal victimization developed
by Hindelang, Gottfredson and Garofalo (1978) concentrated on the
relations between lifestyle of the victims and the exposure to danger
of being victimized. It is argued that the inclusion of certain personal
and lifestyle activities increases or decreases an individual’s risk of
victimization. Demographic factors (age, marital status, income,
education, employment and gender) affect lifestyle, that is people’s
routine activities such as home life, work and recreation. Lifestyle in
turn affects people’s exposure to dangerous places, people and times.
The model and survey data shed light on the links between personal
characteristics and chances that one will become a victim. Based on
research focusing on victims characteristics, victims lifestyle have been
identified as the greatest contributor to victimization risks. Therefore,
lifestyle theory is applied to facilitate understanding and explanation
of personal victimization (Meier and Miethe, 1993; Meridith, 1999;
Tseloni, 2004; Fortenberry, 2009; Mustaine and Tewksbury, 1997).

Many criminologists believe that crime victim lifestyle increases a
person’s exposure to offenders and criminal activities (Jairam, 1998;
Meredith, 1999; Tseloni, 2004). The lifestyle theory implies that people
are targeted based on their lifestyle choices, which exposes them to
situations in which crimes may be committed and to crime offenders.
More specifically, their theory predicts that individuals, who are
younger, male, unmarried, and have low income experience higher
risks of being a victim. This is so because the group of people is more
active in the public domain, and they use less time within the family
and associate themselves more frequently with individuals who have
criminal tendencies (Meier and Miethe, 1993). Drinking and taking
drugs, staying out late, and association with known criminals are
identified as risk factors that increase a person’s likelihood of becoming
a victim of crime (Mustaine and Tewksbury, 1997; Stein, 2011; Goodlin
et al., 2009). As a result, an individual has the opportunity of reducing
the probability of becoming a crime victim by decreasing their exposure
to these risk factors. The lifestyle theory holds that crime is not random
but a result of a person’s chosen lifestyle.
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The routine activity theory is based on the premise that a crime can
occur only if there is someone who intends to commit one (motivated
offender), something or someone to be victimized (a suitable target), and
no other person present to prevent or observe the crime (the absence
of a capable guardian). When a suitable target who is unguarded comes
together in time and space with a motivated offender, the potential for
a crime is happening there.

The theory posits that differences in crime rates are based on
changes in an individual’s routine patterns and daily activities of social
interaction. The theory is mainly based on two central assumptions
(Miethe and Meier, 1990). First, patterns of routine activities and
lifestyles are assumed to create a criminal-opportunity structure by
enhancing the contact between potential offenders and victims. Second,
the subjective value of a target and its level of guardianship are assumed
to determine the choice of the particular crime victim. These routine
activities include: employment, recreation, educational endeavours and
leisure activities. The theory examined crimes as events occurring at
“specific locations in space and time, involving specific persons and/or
objects” (Cohen and Felson, 1979). Routine-activities theories generally
acknowledge four risk factors in explaining the individual‘s risk of
falling victim to crime: proximity to high crime areas, exposure to
criminal opportunities, target attractiveness, and guardianship (Meier
and Miethe, 1993). Physical proximity to high crime areas is a major
factor that increases victim risk.

Living in or near an area with large numbers of potential criminals
increases the likelihood of frequent contacts with these offenders, thus
increasing the risks of victimization. Relatively high rates of crime
should occur in larger cities. Exposure to criminal opportunities is
an additional factor that increases the risk of victimization. Visiting
certain places, using public transportation, and interacting with a
large number of persons may be assumed to increase the frequency
with which a person comes into the vicinity of potential offenders and
consequentially increase one's risk of falling victim. Besides, engaging
in delinquent conduct can be viewed as an important feature of a
specific lifestyle that greatly enlarges the risk of being a victim. People
who engage in offending behaviour put themselves into high-risk
situations and associate with other offenders, enlarging their own risk
of victimization.

10
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An individual‘s risk of victimization is also assumed to be affected by
the target attractiveness of that individual and/or his or her belongings.
The higher the economic or symbolic value is, the more attractive the
target, thus the higher the risk of victimization. Therefore, persons
with higher income, status, and education, who probably own more
valuable properties, are more attractive to criminals. They are assumed,
therefore, to have a higher risk of victimization, especially of property
crimes. Finally, the risk of victimization is presumed to be related to
the availability of capable guardians. Leaving one‘s house unattended
more often and getting into situations where help is unavailable,
decreases the level of guardianship and consequentially increases the
victimization risk.

Deviant places theory posits that high rates of crime and deviance
can persist in specific neighbourhoods in spite of changes in the
composition of their population (Stark, 1987). It suggests that it is
not victims who encourage crime, but the socially disorganized high-
crime areas where they reside puts them to risk of coming into contact
with criminal offenders, irrespective of the victims’ behaviour or
lifestyle. To that end, residents in these neighbourhoods, most likely
lower class areas, have little reason to alter their lifestyle or make
safety precautions. This is because personal behaviour choices do not
influence the likelihood of victimization. With deviant places theory,
neighbourhood crime levels may be more important for determining
the chances of victimization than individual characteristics. Deviant
places are mostly those of lower economic classes, densely populated
and highly transient neighbourhoods. In these areas, we often see
mixed land uses that have commercial and residential properties
existing side by side. More often than not, commercial establishments
provide criminals easy targets for theft crime and burglary. These areas
are home to people with less means, who are easy targets for crime; that
is the homeless, the addicted, the mentally ill, and the elderly poor. The
effect of safety precaution is less pronounced in poor areas. Residents of
poor areas have a much greater risk of becoming victims because they
live in areas with many motivated offenders. To protect themselves,
they have to try harder to be safe than do the more affluent. In turn, it
is the characteristics of the neighbourhoods and to a great extent how
neighbourhoods change, that may change the level of crime.

Lastly, the social disorganization theory argues that crime rates
are not evenly dispersed across time and space (Shaw and McKay,
1942). In particular, Shaw and McKay identify low economic status

11
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(poverty and/or unemployment), ethnic heterogeneity, residential
mobility, urbanization and family disruption as the key factors in social
disorganization. The theory argues that communities characterized
by weak interpersonal networks (both ties between persons and ties
between persons and institutions), are less able to regulate the behaviour
of their residents through the communication of shared values and
standards for behaviour (Shaw and McKay, 1942). This lack of shared
behavioural standards results in an environment of disorder, in which
traditional social repressors of criminal behaviour do not function.

2.2 Empirical Literature

Thetheoretical argumentsidentify theimportance of socio-demographic
factors that influence an individual’s susceptibility to violent crimes.
Jarjoura et al. (1989) examined the effects of household characteristics
and neighbourhood composition to explain variations on household
victimization risks; that is burglary using macro and micro perspectives
on victimization. They utilized data from three standard metropolitan
statistical areas for analysis. Using multilevel models, the authors
examined the effects of these variables on the likelihood of burglary
victimization. The results revealed that a more complete understanding
of factors influencing victimization risk emerge when both household
and neighbourhood characteristics are included as independent
variables.

Asimilar study was conducted by Tseloni et al. (2000), which explains
the routine activities theories, incidence of burglary and the risk of crime
across international borders. It was found that urbanization (proximity
to motivated offenders) and being a single parent, were associated with
increases in burglary victimization. These findings provide support for
routine activities theory in the sense that urbanization will likely lead to
an increase in motivated offenders or higher levels of crime, and being
a single parent indicates a lower likelihood for a capable guardian to be
present within the home.

Modern research has linked multiple aspects of lifestyle patterns/
routine activities to victimization risks. For example, Mustaine and
Tewksbury (1997) examined female and male victimization risks across
three domains: work, home and leisure/public. Results indicated that
individual’s status and lifestyle characteristics, as evidenced by the
three domains, can influence risks of victimization by changing the

12
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amount of exposure to potential offenders. The study also highlighted
the importance of considering gender and domain-specific activities in
victimization analyses. The results indicated that the most influential
lifestyle characteristics and behaviours on the use of self-protective
measures (and thus victimization risks) are exposure to potential
offenders and neighbourhood characteristics. Empirical evidence also
suggests that correlates of violence differ for males and females. For
example, males are more likely to be victims of aggravated assault,
robbery and simple assault, while females are more likely to be victims
of rape and sexual assault (Rennison, 2002). For instance, risk for
female victimization in the home was determined by unemployment
status, marital status, place of residence and home security, while in the
work domain, female victimization risk was determined by educational
status only. On the other hand, male victimization risk increased in the
work place, out in public as well as at home.

Mustaine and Tewksbury (1998) noted other activities that could
potentially lead to violent victimization. Their study highlighted a wide
range of individual demographics (sex, race, age and marital status),
daily routines (eats out frequently, leaves home often for studying, goes
out walking, drinks at a bar, and goes to the shopping mall) and social
community structural and contextual variables. Using a 95-item self-
administered survey for a total of 1,513 college and university students
in nine post-secondary institutions, their findings indicated that it
is not leaving one’s home and going out in public that increases risk
for victimization, but where the individual goes and what they do is
important to their victimization risk. For instance, specific activities like
frequently eating out, drinking at a bar, or going shopping can increase
risk for violent victimization.

Mustaine and Tewksbury (2000) also looked at the effects of routine
activities theory variables on assault and robbery victimization. They
utilized data from a college student survey and found that individuals
who frequently became drunk and had disorderly neighbours were
more likely to become victims of assault. Involvement in community
events and activities was associated with a lower likelihood of assault
victimization. These findings directly correspond with the idea behind
the theory. The intoxication of individuals makes them prime target
for motivated criminals. Neighbourhoods with unruly residents are
arguably a measure of motivated criminals.

13
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Other scholars (Kennedy and Forde, 1990; Miethe et al., 1987;
Mustaine and Tewksbury, 2000) have also explained violent
victimization in terms of the actual crime itself (assault, robbery, sexual
assault). In 1987, Miethe and his colleagues conducted, a study in
which they used 1975 national crime survey data in order to test routine
activities theory. In this research, the authors created variables that
measured the occurrence of major day time activities (that is work and
school) and major night time activities (going out for entertainment).
A logistic regression analysis was then conducted which revealed
that individuals with a higher frequency of night time activity had an
increased risk for violent crime victimization (robbery and personal
theft assault). It is probable that these individuals would have a higher
likelihood to be in risky situations as opposed to being at school or work,
which are places that promote controlled environments. However, this
early study found support for routine activities theory when explaining
crime specific variations.

Similarly, Cohen et al. (1981) concentrate on routine activities
theoretical approach and indicate that marital status, employment
status, residence in an urban area, and age are important predictors of
lifestyle, which are related to predatory victimization risk. Moreover,
studies that include daily routines and demographic characteristics
have found demographic measures to be more important than those of
actual activities (Miethe et al., 1987; Sampson, 1987).

Sampson and Lauritsen (1990) used BCS data from 1982 and 1984
to test the routine activities approach. Their analysis used dichotomous
demographic factors controlling for age, gender, marital status and
college education. Exposure was measured by the number of night
outs per week (0-7) and the amount of alcohol consumed in one week.
Using maximum-likelihood logistic regression, they estimated the
probability that respondents would suffer a personal victimization
(yes/no). Their model also included information about police reported
crime in an attempt to determine if deviant lifestyles are associated
with victimization.

Miethe and McDowall (1993) used data from Seattle, Washington
to determine the risk of violent victimization based on the routine
activities of individuals. Exposure was measured as a scale from 0-3 of
how many “dangerous activities” the respondent engaged in regularly.
The three activities were: going to bars/nightclubs, visiting places where
teens hang out and using public transit. These places represent settings
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that may have more strangers, intoxicated persons and/or youth; in
other words, where likely offenders might spend their time. The results
of their logistic regression model showed that participating in these
dangerous activities increased the probability of violent victimization.
The effect of these variables was greater than either of the demographic
controls. The fact that lifestyle variables had an equal or greater effect
than age or gender emphasizes the link between routine activities and
the risk of victimization. A shortcoming of this work was inability to
compare the relative danger of the three dangerous activities. However,
all the three activities were lumped into one category and authors were
unable to determine which is the most dangerous in explaining violent
victimization.

Meier and Miethe (1993) conclude that the two most advanced
sociological theories of victimization are the lifestyle-exposure
perspective and the routine activities theory. Hindelang et al. (1978)
were among the first proponents of the lifestyle-exposure approach.
They suggested that differences in the likelihood of being a victim can be
explained by differences in the lifestyles of the potential victims. More
specifically, their theory predicts that individuals who are younger,
male, unmarried, and have low income experience higher risks of being
victims. This is so because this group of people is more active in the
public domain, and they use less time within the family and associate
themselves more frequently with individuals with criminal tendencies.

Literature offers different fundamental explanations of the causal
links behind crime victimization and the effects of individual and
household characteristic on probability of becoming a victim of crime.
We therefore analyze how these characteristics affect victimization risk
in Kenya with an analytical framework.

A few lessons can be learnt from the above literature review drawn
from different countries (mainly from developed and developing
countries). First, there is a significant effect of individual, household
and area characteristics on an individual’s risk to violent crime. Some
of these characteristics include: age, gender, employment status,
education status and marital status. Secondly, from the theoretical
literature, a person’s lifestyle, routine activities and residential location
contribute to the incidences of violent victimization.
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3. Methodology

3.1 Conceptual Framework

Both lifestyle and routine activities theories attempt to explain crime
rates and shed light on why particular groups of individuals have higher
risks of victimization than others. Differences in risks of victimization
for different demographic groups based on gender, age, income and
education are attributed to differences in lifestyle and routine activities
that enhance individual exposure to risky places, times and potential
offenders. The theories further posit that criminal intentions are
translated into actions when there is a suitable person or object for
victimization and absence of physical restraints that promote successful
completion of predatory crime (Cohen, 1979). Offenders also seek to
benefit themselves by their select victims and criminal behaviour who
offer high payoff with little risk of detection, which are influenced by
constraints of ability, energy and time, and availability of alternative
and limited information. In addition, the victim characteristics and
physical environment are considered by offenders (e.g. robbery) when
selecting targets.

The central concepts underlying target selection are proximity
to crime, exposure and target attractiveness. Exposure to reflect the
distance between victims and large numbers of offenders is indicative of
one’s accessibility and visibility to crime. Persons are exposed to higher
risks of robbery and assault if their lifestyle and routine activities place
them in risky and vulnerable situations under particular circumstances,
places and with particular kinds of people. Further, hot spots such as
drinking establishments, public transport, shopping areas and other
dangerous public places could increase one’s exposure to crime.

Figure 3.1: Conceptual framework for analyzing risks of
violent crime in Kenya

Demographic Structural Exposure to motivated
characteristics features of Routine offender
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Particulartargetsareselected becausetheyhaveeconomicorsymbolic
value to the offender. As a measure of economic attractiveness, family
income is a good indicator because it is easily recognized by offenders in
most cases (through the geographic residency and general appearance
of an individual). On the other hand, physical proximity to high crime
areas increases the likelihood of victimization. Proximity is the physical
distance between where likely targets of crime reside and areas where
potential offenders are found. Living in high crime areas increases the
likelihood of frequent contact with an offender, and thus increases
one’s risk of victimization. The fact that persons spend a majority of
their time around the home, and that offenders tend to select targets in
close proximity of their homes (Hindelang et al., 1978) further indicates
the adverse effect of living in high crime areas. Measures of physical
proximity to crime include place of residence (rural or urban), socio-
economic characteristics of the area (unemployment rate and income
level), and the perceived safety of immediate neighbourhood (Miethe
and Meier, 1990; Sampson and Woolredge, 1987).

3.2 Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework in this study is based on theories of
victimization. Lifestyle and routine activities theory is important
in explaining the target selection process. The theories posit that if
members of one group are selected as targets of crime more frequently
than others, they must meet at least one of the four conditions; exposure
to risk, guardianship, target attractiveness and proximity to crime.
The differences in the four conditions can account for differences in
individuals’ risk of victimization, and the person who possesses each of
these characteristics is vulnerable to crime. Consistent with the theories
of routine activities and lifestyle, these differences in target selection
factors are determined by individual’s routine activities and lifestyle.

Criminal victimization theories, such as routine activities theory and
lifestyles theory, emphasize the causal significance of time and place
in the daily lives of ordinary citizens. Systematic variation in lifestyle
choices and daily routines place persons into differential risks of criminal
victimization by structuring their convergence in time and space
with motivated offenders. These theories argue that habits, routines,
behaviour patterns, and lifestyle choices of potential crime victims,
enhance their contact with motivated offenders, thereby impacting
their odds of criminal victimization. Since motivated offenders employ

17



Violent victimization in Kenya: Its nature and covariates

rational decision making processes, they select their targets so as to
maximize criminal gains and minimize costs (Miethe and Meier, 1994).
Attractive targets, in the absence of guardianship, are most likely to be
selected for predatory crime.

These theories stress the importance of “physical proximity to
motivated offenders, exposure to high-risk environments, target
attractiveness, and the absence of guardianship as necessary conditions
for predatory crime” (Miethe and Meier, 1994). They integrated ideas
from various opportunity and victimization theories into a single
“target selection” theory of victimization. This theory stresses two
key propositions. First, variation in routine activities and lifestyles
influences opportunities for crime by structuring the contact between
potential offenders and victims. Second, variation in the perceived value
of potential crime targets and their levels of guardianship influences
the choices motivated offenders make when selecting targets. Thus,
daily routines and behaviour patterns may increase one’s proximity to
motivated offenders and exposure to risk, while levels of guardianship
and target attractiveness influence motivated offenders’ expected
utility. Proximity to offenders and exposure to risk are considered
“structural” features. Target attractiveness and guardianship are
features of offender “choice.”

3.3 Analytical Framework

Based on the literature survey in the previous section, this study
uses a probit model to identify how individual, household and area
characteristics affect violent victimization. Specifically, the study
uses the model to estimate the probability of susceptibility to violent
victimization such as sexual assault, robbery and threats/assault,
which can be explained using discrete model. The model will allow for
an examination of predictive power of the explanatory variables on
victimization risks and allow for considerations of conditions that better
explain violent victimization risks. The binary response model will be
used where the probability of being a victim of crime victimization is
indicated as 1 or 0 if not a victim. The probability of an individual being
victimized or otherwise is viewed as being determined by underlying
general responses as follows:

Where Yi = Bxi + €i; g~ N(0,02)
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Where Y is a binary dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if an
individual is victimized, 0 is otherwise. B is a parameter vector; x, a
vector of covariates for individual, and € a normally distributed error
term, with a constant variance and a mean of zero. Since we are using
Probit in our current study, we can then define the binary response
model by transforming fx in equation 2 into probability using a Probit
model (Greene, 2002). In the Probit model, the interest lies primarily
in the response probability function:

Prob(y,=1/X)=P(y=1/X ;X ;..;X\ )uererererrrrerereriiiniereieieiieeesennes (3.2)

Where x denotes a set of explanatory variables and y denotes the
binary dependent variable, with outcomes 0 and 1 as already explained.
We can then define the binary response model (Greene, 2002) by
transforming BX into probability that a person is a victim:

Prob(y,=e*f/1+e™)=F(XP)....cccoovrrmrrrreiieieeceee (3.3)
So the probability of not being victimized is:

Prob (non-victim) = 1- Prob (victim) =

l+ey,

By choosing F to be the standard normal distribution, we get the probit
model given by the cumulative density function of the standard normal
distribution. The standard normal transformation @(+) constrains the
probability to lie between zero and one. In order to estimate the above
model, we use the likelihood function given as:

L= H n:: 1®(Xiﬂ)y(1—q)()€iﬂ)l_y ........................................ (3.5)

It is, however, more convenient to use the log likelihood function given
as:

y
Lnl- 2 {yl-ln{q’(ﬂﬂ) +(1—yi)1n[1—<1>(x"ﬂ}} ............................ (3.6

We then look for  that maximizes the above log likelihood function.
This can only interpret the sign and the significance of the coefficients
when using probit model. Direct interpretation for both sign and
the magnitude in relation to victimization probability can as well be
estimated using marginal effects. From equation 3.3, we can derive the
marginal effect for the probit model by differentiating the equation with
respect to the independent variables to yield the probability density
function given in equation 3.7.

AP(y=1/X)/SXK=BKECKB) vvvvveeerrreeeereeeeersssesessemseeessessesseeseessssessesee (3.7)
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Where f () = SF(e)
SF(Xf)
Whereas the marginal effects for discrete variables are computed using

the formula:
P(y=1/X)/X,=1)-P(Y=1/X,=0)=F(XB/X,=0)..cceererrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrres (3.8)

Equation (3.8) is our selection equation, and it is the household level
equivalent of the underlying latent variable model.

3.4 Data and Variables

3.4.1 Data

It should be mentioned from the onset that vast knowledge about risks
of personal victimization has been obtained through the analysis of
National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS). The survey conducted
in Kenya was designed to measure the extent of violent and personal
victimization. By using the NCVS data, it is possible to calculate
prevalence measures of personal victimization for specific individual
sub-groups. Therefore, the NCVS constitutes the best available data
source on risk of victimization for persons living in Kenya.

The NCVS data is used in this study. The data comes from a national
representative victimization survey conducted in Kenya during 2009
and 2010 by KIPPRA, in collaboration with the United Nations Office
on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) and the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP). The survey took place between 14 February and 6
March 2010, with a total of 2,964 households participating in the study.
The main objective of the survey was to assist in understanding the level
of both personal and household crimes, people’s perceptions of safety in
the community and their confidence in law enforcement agencies. The
data includes measures of individual and household characteristics,
perception of neighbourhood conditions and crime victimization.

3.4.2 Dependent variable

The dependent variable is violent victimization. The participants in
the survey were asked whether they were victims of robbery, sexual
assault or assault/threat in the past 12 months. Violent victimization is
dichotomized so that those who reported being victims of any of these
crimes were coded as 1, while those who did not report being victimized
were coded as 0.
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3.4.3 Explanatory variables

To assess the risk of violent victimization, a person’s routine activities,
as indicated by their lifestyle, proximity to crime, exposure to crime
and the things they do to increase their personal safety, are common
measures that have been used to examine the risk of being a victim of
violent crime (Miethe and Meier, 1990). Using the 2009/2010 Crime
Victimization Survey, there are a number of measures that can be used
to assess each of these factors as they relate to violent crime. These
factors include lifestyle, proximity and exposure. Lifestyle represents
certain habits and behaviours that may place individuals at risk of being
victimized. Previous research has used demographic characteristics
such as a person’s sex, gender, income and marital status, as well as
more direct measures such as occupational activities (e.g. employed,
student, keeping house) as indicators of lifestyle (Cohen and Felson,
1979; Miethe, Stafford and Long, 1987). Individuals with lifestyles that
involve more time away from home are believed to have a higher risk
of victimization. For example, younger people whose lifestyle generally
involves fewer family responsibilities and more time for activities
outside the home would have a greater risk of victimization than older
people. Similarly, those whose main activity is working or attending
school would be exposed to more risk than those with full-time family
responsibilities. Five indicators of lifestyle are included in this analysis:
sex, age, income, marital status, education and occupation.

Proximity to crime represents how close a person is to potential
offenders. For example, the risk of victimization is greater for someone
living in a community that has a high crime rate, compared to someone
living in a low crime rate community. Common measures of physical
proximity to crime include place of residence (rural versus urban) and
the perceived safety of the immediate neighbourhood (Miethe and
Meier, 1990). The measure of proximity in this analysis includes urban
and rural residency.

Exposure to crime represents one’s vulnerability or visibility to
particularly dangerous places or situations. It has been found that
those who participate in many outside evening activities increase their
interaction with strangers, thereby increasing the likelihood of personal
victimization (Sampson, 1987). Taking public transportation alone in
the evening and frequently walking alone after dark are other measures
that have been used to assess exposure to crime. The measures of
exposure included in this study are number of recreational activities,
use of public transport, and use of protective measures.
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4. Empirical Results and Discussions

To test the relationship between each of the lifestyle, proximity, and
exposure measures and the risk of violent crime victimization, probit
analysis was conducted by examining the individual rates of violent
crime for each of the measures. The consistency of these results with
the theoretical predictions are discussed.

4.1 Determinants of Violent Victimization: Probit Results

Before proceeding to the various findings, it is important to note that
all of the variables included in the logistic regression were checked for
multicollinearity, and no issues were found. Appendix Table 3 presents
the findings of econometric analysis on the risks of being victimized
(marginal effects at the mean of the data), and the discussion that
follows is organized in accordance with the three groups of determinants
identified in the literature review. The table disintegrates violent
victimization into three categories: robbery, sexual assault and assault/
threat.

4.1.1 Lifestyle indicators
Risk of violent victimization highest among those aged 20 to 29

First, regarding lifestyle, when the effects of all factors are controlled,
being young is by far the strongest predictor of violent victimization.
Appendix Table 3 shows age has significant negative effect on violent
victimization. In other words, younger people are more likely to be
victims of violent crime than older people. The typical pattern seen
is an increase and risk for those in their 20s from those aged 15-19,
followed by a steady decline in risk as people age. Those aged 60 and
older usually have lower victimization rates than any other age group
(Lemieux, 2010). This finding indicates that younger Kenyans are not
only spending more time away from home, but they spend this time
participating in activities that might expose them to higher levels of
risk. For example, drinking at a bar could expose them to a higher level
of risk because of increased interactions with strangers or intoxicated
persons. This means that the extra hour spent in this activity by those in
their 20s may result in more violence and higher rates of victimization
overall. The finding is consistent with the lifestyle approach that age
has an enormous effect on the routine activity patterns of individuals.
Most importantly, as people grow older, they begin to spend more time

22



Empirical results and discussions

at home, which lowers their exposure to risk. Thus, age appears to have
a dramatic effect on lifestyle with the young spending much more time
away from home and in activities with a high potential for violence.

Researchers have concluded that being a youth is a dangerous
transitional period during which exposure to violence remains
heightened (Shashi, 1998; Krejny, 1999; Fortenberry, 2009). Studies
have identified lack of guardianship, peer pressure, alcohol and drug
consumption, and family structure as the main causes of violence risks
(Stein, 2011). For example, single parents do not provide necessary
foundation for proper childhood development, and children of these
families lack the emotional and social support, which is important
for successful integration in the society. Vulnerability of these youth
exposes them to join crime related gangs, heightening positions of risks
(Lauritsen, 2009).

Risk of violent victimization is high on low and high income groups

There is a statistically significant indication in the data of individual
income being positively related to the probability of being victimized,
especially for assault. Low income group (earning less than Ksh 10,000)
brings about an estimated 7 per cent increase in assault. Being poor also
indicates living deprived and, therefore, high-crime rates. On the other
hand, high income groups with more than Ksh 50,000 brings about
an estimated 30 per cent increase in robbery. Consistent with other
findings, family income reflects an individual’s position in the economic
structure, which is an important constraint on behavioural options
(Hindelang et al., 1978). Income is positively related to an individual’s
flexibility to adjust one’s lifestyle to one’s wishes, including the ability
to choose where one lives, the mode of transportation, the proportion of
time spent in public places and the nature of leisure activities. Therefore,
the low income group may be exposed to victimization risks as these
individuals, for example, stay in areas with high crimes and depend on
public transport. The result also confirms Cohen et al. (1981) theory
that the effect of income on victimization risk is highly dependent on
the nature of the crime.

Risk of violent crime varies across gender

Based on the results in Appendix 3, there is an increase in risks of
robbery victimization for female compared to their male counterparts.
The variable ‘female’ has a significant positive coefficient for robbery
and a significant negative coefficient for sexual assault. This implies that
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being female increases the probability of robbery by close to 5 per cent,
but decreases the probability of sexual assault by close to 2 per cent.
Contrary to the above findings, being male increases the probability
of robbery and assault/threat compared to females. Therefore, results
show that using general victimization rates to describe risk overlooks the
reality that different activities and types of place may expose Kenyans to
varying levels of danger.

Risk of violent victimization is highest among single individuals

Being single increases the probability of violent victimization compared
to married individuals. Married individuals are less likely to associate
with people outside their family and immediate friends’ environment,
thus becoming less exposed to crime than those who are not married
(Sampson and Laub, 1993; Warr, 1998). Indeed, divorce has the highest
effect among all the characteristics considered in the model, whereas
individuals living as a couple and widowed are non-trivial. Single (never
married) individuals experience higher rates of personal victimization
than married individuals, and the results suggest that a portion of these
differences is caused by differences in routine activities. Single people
are victimized more than married people, in part, because they go out at
night more frequently than married people.

The lifestyle of a single person is quite different from that of a
married person. Unlike married people, single people are searching
for a mate, which means that they are more likely to be involved in
the dating scene. This entails going out to bars, clubs, and other fairly
high risk locations, often at night, a risky time in itself. These types of
locations are associated with victimization, as is spending time out at
night (Corrado et al., 1980; Kennedy and Forde, 1990; Miethe et al.,
1987; Miethe et al., 1990; Roncek and Maier, 1991). Dating also involves
spending time around strangers, or at least non-family members, both
of which are associated with victimization (Hindelang et al., 1978).
Additionally, these situations often involve alcohol or drugs.

Education level increases violent victimization risk

The relationship between violent victimization and education is less
consistent. People with least amount of education report the lowest
level of violent victimization. The variable education has a positive
effect on violent crime, especially for robbery and assault/threat. It
appears that individuals, who are educated (measured vis-a-vis those
without any education), are more likely to be victimized (except for
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sexual assaults). This reflects that being educated transmits a signal
of being a more attractive target of crime, controlling for other factors
of influence (Gaviria and Pages, 2002). This also infers that education
levels will have an influence on a person’s lifestyle. The education level
also determines the types of jobs to be undertaken. Tseloni (2000)
examined the effects of labour stratification on crime rates and claimed
that neighbourhoods comprising of secondary sector occupants have
high criminal rates “not because they are composed mostly of poor
people, but because of relatively large numbers of persons who have
unstable jobs and perhaps weak bonds to the society through work.
Meredith (1999) states that as a result of their uneven employment,
they are frequently idle in a ‘situation of company’ that is conducive
to crime, hence applicable to victims.” Therefore, individuals with high
levels of education will more likely be victims of crime because of the
way education is believed to influence income and lifestyles.

Risk of victimization increases when a person is disabled/retired

Employment status has no significant effect on violent victimization
apart from assault. The results show that individuals who are home
makers are less likely to be victims of assault/threat as compared to
persons who are employed. Additionally, because the marital status of
individuals was included in the model, it was possible to determine that
unemployment appears to counteract the increased guardianship of
marriage. In general, working or keeping house are much safer activities
than being unemployed. The findings of other studies also indicate that
working is a safer activity than being unemployed, keeping house is
safer than both activities (Lemieux, 2010).

On the other hand, persons who are disabled or retired are more likely
to be victims of sexual assault. Risk factors for sexual victimization for
people with disabilities has been attributed to social isolation, reliance
on others for care, communication barriers, lack of resources/lack of
knowledge of existing resources, poverty and lack of caregiver support.

4.1.2 Proximity
Urban residency is a risk factor for violent victimization

The study assumes that for all types of violent crime, living in an area
with higher degree of urbanization would increase risk of victimization.
The degree of urbanization of the place where people reside serves as an
indicator of proximity to high-crime areas. The indicator of proximity has
a significant positive effect on the risk of being a victim of robbery. Only
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for sexual offence and assault/threat were not statistically significant.
The effect of the degree of urbanization indicates that moving to a more
urbanized area increases the risk of being a victim of robbery by 5 per
cent. Findings from other studies have shown that urban residents pose
greater risks to personal safety than rural residents (Hough, 1987).
Findings show that residential instability in urban areas are plagued
by negative social conditions such as unemployment, poverty and
family disruption, which cause these areas to become less attractive to
those more upwardly mobile residents (those with more resources and
income).

4.1.3 Exposure
Using public transport increases risks of violent crime

Individuals who use public transport increase their risk of violent crime.
Public transportation exists mostly in the urban areas of Kenya and
is plausibly used by those who cannot afford a car. Given that family
income is included in the model, it seems that a separate effect of public
transportation exists perhaps by providing the scenery for violent
victimization. Violent crime particularly for robbery and assault/threat,
and except for sexual assault, is greater in areas where individuals do
not own a car. One possibility is that these area indices reflect varying
proportions of better of victims (presenting rewards for robbery) or
those who are likely to travel by foot or public transport (presenting
opportunities for personal contract). Visiting certain places using
public transportation, and interacting with a large number of persons,
may be assumed to increase the frequency with which a person comes
into the vicinity of potential criminals and inevitably increases one’s
risk of falling victim (Cohen et al., 1981; Hindelang et al.,1978).

Number of evening activities slightly influences risk of violent
victimization

Exposure factors continue to have a significant impact on risk of
violent crime when the effects of lifestyle, proximity to crime and use
of protective measures are controlled. Participating in recreational
activities at least once a week decreases the risk of robbery, while
participating in recreational activities less often increases risks of sexual
assault. This apparent contradiction may be the result of imprecise
measurements of the exposure to risk concept. For example, knowing
how many nights a person is away from home says little about where
they went or how long they were gone. Without this information, the

26



Empirical results and discussions

models assume everybody visits the same places for equal amounts of
time. Criminology literature on leisure activities does not inform how
risk varies for leisure activities in different places, and there is no device
to precisely measure the exposure of risk concept.

Taking self-protective measures has no effect on violent victimization

Guardianship measures, or things people may do to increase their
personal safety through door locks, have no impact on risk of violent
crime when other factors are held constant. Using door locks as
a protective measure was not associated with decrease in risks of
violent crime. Past research has suggested that this may in fact reflect
the possibility that self protective measures were undertaken as a
consequence of a prior victimization experience. Unfortunately, there
is no way of knowing from the survey data whether people took these
precautions before their victimization or they increased their self-
protective behaviour because of their victimization.

Another possible explanation may be that those who take precautionary
measures to increase their safety do so because their environmental
situation necessitates such behaviour, so that those in high-crime
neighbourhoods may feel compelled to take safety precautions (Stein,
2011).
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5. Conclusion and Policy Recommendations

5.1 Conclusion

The study is motivated by the current high levels of violent victimization
among individuals and the importance of drawing policy oriented focus
on the issues. It provides a deep insight into understanding the nature
and determinants of violent victimization in Kenya. Failure to address
these issues that make an individual vulnerable to victimization may
lead to multiple risks or increase in victims of crime. Incidences of
crime cannot be simplified into issues of just victims and non victims,
but rather on effective ways of combating future victimization and
victim services through implementation of programmes and policies
that observe ways in which victimization materializes.

Even though Kenyans have become satisfied with their overall
safety, many continue to worry about crime and the threat it poses to
their personal safety. Results from the Probit analysis indicate that
exposure and proximity to crime, being single, divorced/living as a
couple, being male, educated, use of public transport and having low
income were significant predictors of different types of violent crime,
but the effect of these factors were not as strong as those for age. Rates
of violent victimization were also higher for individuals living in urban
areas compared to rural areas. It appears that the type of community,
specifically its proximity to crime, is more important when predicting
the risk of violent crime.

5.2 Policy Recommendations

These findings have various policy implications:

1. Mobilizing broad based support to effect changes in attitudes, policies,
laws or structures: This includes formulation of community projects,
which include education and training for parents, professionals, and
youth audiences, as well as coalition-building to develop a coordinated
community response to violence. Preventive interventions at the
individual level usually involve education, awareness building or
skills development designed to help individuals recognize and avoid
potential violence. For example, risk of violent crime is highest among
individuals who are 20-29 years old, hence programmes targeting these
youths should emphasize on cognitive violence reduction strategies.
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Public health approach that focuses on economic and social violence
at individual and interpersonal level should be implemented. The
approach should aim at preventing violence by reducing individual risk
factors through top down surveillance, risk factor identification and
scaling up successful intervention.

2. Urban safety and crime reduction strategies: This includes
establishing a crime prevention board or coalition involving sectors
such as education, health, housing, child protection and policing by
coordinating the development and implementation of a strategic
planning process that analyzes local crime problems, develops
solutions, implements programmes and evaluates progress. Further,
it is important to coordinate the implementation of effective local
solutions, including guiding federal and provincial programmes that
encourage local partnerships to solve crime problems.

3. Management and coordination: Effective policy formulation and
implementation entails tackling the root causes of violent victimization,
aswell astheirimmediate and long term effects on the victims. Therefore,
prevention and response of violence requires the development of multi-
sectoral policies and guidelines. For example, other than the health
sector, the education sector can also play a significant role in preventing
and addressing violent victimization, especially through education
policies and programmes in learning institutions. In addition, the
police and the judicial systems can also play their roles by enforcing
policies and laws aimed at prevention, treatment and eradication.
The communities can also include prevention of victimization. It is
therefore important to embrace active involvement and participation of
key players, including all the relevant ministries, development partners,
local and international NGOs and civil societies.

4. Financing: Policies and plans developed have not been implemented
due to lack of financial support and commitment from available
resources. The policies adopted should be followed by revising and
developing national victimization plans and strategies. With approved
strategies and plans, the government can begin to convince its key
players to invest in prevention and control of violent victimization.

5. Building a knowledge base through rigorous evaluation: Lack of
evidence about effective programmes to address violence leaves policy
makers and programme managers without the ability to make informed
decisions. Lack of data not only impedes evidence-based decision
making, but also makes it more difficult to argue for increased resource
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allocating to prevent and respond to violent victimization. Researchers
and programmers need to collaborate on more rigorous evaluations,
particularly in the area of prevention. Too often, violence initiatives
have not been based on a clear hypothesis or theory about how their
strategies may produce results.

6. Role of bilateral donors and multilateral institutions: International
institutions can play an important role in addressing violence in Kenya.
These international actors are in a unique position to encourage science-
based evaluation of victimization programmes, to share the results of
these evaluations, and to use those findings to promote investment in
effective prevention and treatment initiatives. In addition, research
on the health and socio-economic costs of gender-based violence may
encourage governments to invest in prevention. Second, international
actors can promote effective public private partnerships and, in
particular, coalitions between governments and NGOs. Therefore,
these types of associations are important for developing an effective,
community or nationwide effort to reduce violence and assist victims.
Further, to reduce levels of victimization against vulnerable groups
lies with mobilizing all levels of the societies from government and
international donors, to grass root organizations and local government.
The challenge is not only to raise awareness of potential risk of violent
victimization, but to maintain a long-run commitment by all these actors
so as to address violent crime as a barrier to economic development, a
public health problem and a violation of fundamental human rights.

5.3 Limitations and Future Research

The current study fills important gaps in literature on violent
victimization utilizing a lifestyle and routine activities theoretical
approach. This study utilizes information from a crime victimization
data and offers a descriptive analysis of victimization in Kenya.
However, several limitations within the current research need to be
recognized. First, the dependent variable of violent victimization is
measured as a dichotomous variable. While this measure captures
whether the respondent was victimized, it does not address potential
differences among respondents who have experienced multiple
episodes of victimization.

While the activities of the respondents and the demographic proxies
for lifestyles have varying relationships to violent victimization in this
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research, only a low level of variance is explained in victimization. This
indicates the need to include additional lifestyle measures to better
understand the opportunities surrounding victimization experience.
Moreover, the varying significance of the relationships between
lifestyles/routine activities variables and violent crime across the
provinces in the analysis implies characteristics specific to the provinces
may be influencing the lifestyles of individuals (Tseloni et al., 2004).
Future victimization research needs to consider the importance of the
country structure and culture, as these elements may be affecting the
opportunity for victimization.
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Appendix

Appendix 1: Victimization statistics

Period/crime 2010 | 2009 | 2005-2008 | Average for
2005-2008

Car theft 1 2 13 3.25
Hijacking 5 29 51 12.75
Theft from a car 23 67 53 13.25
Vehicle vandalism 7 17 20 5
Motor cycle theft 1 6 2 0.5
Bicycle theft 14 43 95 23.75
Livestock theft 85 201 186 46.5
Burglary with entry 66 186 202 50.5
Attempted burglary 57 110 123 30.75
Robbery 37 110 145 36.25
Personal theft 131 309 277 69.25
Assault/threat 108 151 155 38.75
Sexual offence 33 42 41 10.25

Appendix 2: Correlations of violent victimization and
explanatory variables

robbery sexual +t assaul~t  gender

age marita~s incone2 educat~s employ~t location recrea-n

robbery | 1.0000
sexialassa~t | 0.0221 1.0000
assaultthr~t | 0.0441 0.0882

gender | -0.0051 00838

age | -0.0536 -0.1318
naritalsta~s | -0.0504 -0.0674

incone2 | 0.0047 -0.0467
educations~s | 0.1311 0.00%4

emloynent | -0.0627  0.0114

ocation [ -0.1190 -0.0134

recreation | -0.0353 0.0223

-0.0183  1.0000
-0.0434 -0.0759
-0.0375 0.1428
-0.0787 -0.0371

0.0000 -0.1490

-0.0374  0.0798

0.0004 -0,

-0.0230 0.184

1.0000

0.4820  1.0000

-0.0073 -0.12
0

-0.502 -

-0.0204 -0.0084 -0.0670
0.2334 0.1702 -0.2456
0.0020 0.1013 -0.1255

1.0000
0.3664  1.0000

-0.1380  1.0000
-0.9268 0.1253 1.0000
-0.1025 01027 0.08%4 1.0000
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Appendix 3: Probit results, marginal effects: Robbery,
sexual assault and assault/threat

Variables Robbery Sexual Assault/
assault threat
Age group (20-29)
16-19 -0.0356 0.0321 -0.0246
-0.025 -0.0253 -0.0384

30-39 0.0287 -0.0146** 0.0203
-0.0181 -0.0073 -0.0225

40-59 0.0032 | -0.0285%** -0.0457%*
-0.0184 -0.00771 -0.0227

60+ -0.0234 | -0.0318%** -0.00957
-0.0234 -0.0072 -0.0327

Gender (Reference group — Male)

Female 0.0530%** | -0.0227%** -0.0115
-0.0145 -0.00738 -0.0177

Marital status (Reference group — Married)

Single 0.0470%* 0.0275%* 0.0604**
-0.0211 -0.0128 -0.0268

Living as a couple 0.0695 0.289*

-0.109 -0.158

Divorced 0.101% 0.0302 0.0937
-0.0528 -0.0369 -0.0603

Widow/Widower 0.00285 -0.0087 -0.0277
-0.0299 -0.0153 -0.0311

Income group ( Reference group — Middle income)

Low income -0.0213 0.0123 0.0687%**
-0.0146 -0.0078 -0.0175

High Income 0.307%* -0.0118 -0.0395
-0.0331 -0.0168 -0.0392

Education status ( Reference group — No education)

Incomplete Primary 0.100%** 0.00907 0.112%%*
-0.0387 -0.0161 -0.0359

Complete Primary 0.0984*** 0.0215 0.0811**
-0.0372 -0.018 -0.035

Secondary 0.0879** 0.00601 0.0338
-0.0351 -0.0158 -0.034

College 0.186*** 0.012 0.0407
-0.0592 -0.0242 -0.0469

University + 0.072 0.0687

3
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-0.0646 -0.0774
Occupational status ( Reference group — Employed)
Looking for work 0.0158 0.00523 0.00532
-0.0241 -0.0149 -0.03
Home maker -0.0135 0.0157 -0.0495**
-0.0163 -0.0108 -0.0204
Retired/ Disabled -0.0137 0.640%* 0.000492
-0.0337 -0.0415 -0.0449
Going to School -0.022 -0.0173 -0.0484
-0.0252 -0.0105 -0.0338
Other -0.0137 0.00396 -0.00975
-0.0179 -0.0127 -0.0239
Residential locale ( Reference group — Rural)
Urban 0.0525%%%
-0.0138
Recreational activities ( Reference group — Never)
Almost everyday -0.00723
-0.0185
At least once a week -0.0269*
-0.0144
At least once a month 0.0168
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