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Report summary 

Background 

Research finds that offending and victimisation are strongly associated, and this relationship appears to be consistent 
across time, place, offence types, and for various sub-groups of the population. This relationship is often explored through 
examining the prevalence of victimisation among offenders and is commonly referred to as the ‘victim–offender overlap’.  

While theoretical explanations for the victim–offender overlap have been offered, the mechanisms between offending and 
victimisation – including whether one precedes the other – remain unclear. Common explanations focus on the daily 
routines or lifestyles of people that place them in situations conducive to both offending and victimisation, or explain how 
offending may be a response to exposure to violence or experiencing victimisation. 

Despite research consistently demonstrating similarities between offenders and victims in terms of demographic 
characteristics (Barnes and Beaver 2012; Gottfredson 1984; Schreck, Stewart and Osgood 2008; Singer 1981), more 
recent research suggests that differences can be observed between groups of people based on whether they only offend, 
only experience victimisation, or are victim-offenders, with victim-offenders recording the highest scores on risk factors for 
offending and victimisation (TenEyck and Barnes 2018). 

Research aims and approach 

The research project described in this report aimed to explore the overlap between offending and victimisation in 
Queensland. In this project, offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime 
only.1  

The project’s key research questions were: 

• To what extent are offenders also the victims of personal crime? 

• To what extent are victims of personal crime also offenders? 

• Are there differences in the amount of victim–offender overlap across different demographic groups? 

• Do offender groups (offenders only versus victim-offenders) differ in demographic and offending profiles? 

• Do victim groups (victims only and victim-offenders) differ in demographic and victimisation profiles? 

The project used Queensland police administrative data and focused on individuals who had police contact as an 
offender and/or as a victim during an eligibility period between 1 July 2012 and 30 June 2016 (the index event), including 
any other recorded police contact they had during a monitoring period of eight years (four years prior and after their index 
event).2 

Key findings 

 

Most individuals have contact 
with police as an offender 

 

 
1 Personal crime relates to offences against the person, which include homicide (murder), other homicide, sexual offences, robbery, assault and other 

offences against the person. 
2 Offending information was based on any type of offence where an individual had some form of police action taken against them (such as an arrest, 

notice to appear in court, formal police caution, etc.). Information related to both offending and victimisation was limited to offences which had been 
reported to or detected by police. 

 
1 in 7 offenders are victims 

   

   

 
1 in 2 victims are offenders 

 

88% 24%
51% 

■  Offender        ■  Victim 

 

14% 
■  Offender        ■  Victim 

 

■  Offender        ■  Victim 
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Most individuals have contact as offenders only 

 

   

                    

 
Victim–offender groups differ by demographics 

 
 

 
Offenders only demographics 

 

Victim-offenders demographics 

 

Victims only demographics 
 
 
 
 

Being charged with a  
personal crime is more common 

for victim-offenders than 
offenders only 

 

Victim-offenders average  
more offending events than  

offenders only 
 

 

Slight variation between  
victims only and victim-offenders 
in average victimisation events 

 

 

Implications 

The results highlight the importance of responding to victimisation in Queensland, including victimisation experienced by 
offenders. They suggest that effective trauma–informed interventions for victims may address gendered harm, reduce 
criminal justice system demand and decrease Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander overrepresentation in the criminal 
justice system. Targeted efforts with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females are likely to be of particular benefit.  
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1.0 Introduction 
‘The overlap between offending and victimisation in Queensland’ research project (the project) aimed to understand the 
extent to which people in Queensland have been recorded as the victim of personal crime and also as an offender, 
through analyses of police administrative data. This project builds on other crime research undertaken by Queensland 
Government Statistician’s Office (QGSO) as part of a broader project called Patterns of crime and victimisation in 
Queensland. Other related reports include: 

• Changing patterns in the age distribution of crime in Queensland (QGSO 2021a) which showed changes in the age 
profile of offenders in Queensland over time 

• Spatial and temporal distribution of reported offences in Queensland (QGSO 2021b) which showed variation in 
Queensland crime trends in relation to locations and their socioeconomic characteristics  

• Victimisation from personal crime in Queensland (QGSO 2021c) which showed variation in the prevalence of 
victimisation and revictimisation in different demographic groups. 

Following this introduction, a brief summary of relevant literature and theory to position the research objectives and 
questions is provided in Chapter 2. The research methods used to respond to the research questions are then described 
in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 presents the research findings, which are discussed in Chapter 5, along with areas for future 
research. 
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2.0 Background 
A consistent finding within the criminological literature is that there is a relationship between being an offender and being 
a victim of crime. While research tends to focus on the phenomena of offending and victimisation separately, there has 
been a growing acknowledgment that this separation obscures important information given that offending is strongly 
associated with victimisation (Berg and Mulford 2020; Jennings et al. 2010; Lauritsen, Sampson and Laub 1991; 
Turanovic and Young 2016). Rather than victims and offenders being distinct groups of people, there is growing research 
which demonstrates that victims and offenders share similar demographic characteristics, and some individuals 
experience victimisation and commit crime (Daday et al. 2005; Jennings, Piquero and Reingle 2012). It is this intersection 
between victimisation and offending – the ‘victim–offender overlap’ depicted in Figure 1, that is the focus of the current 
project.  

Figure 1  Overlap of victimisation and offending 

 

Source: Jennings, Piquero and Reingle (2012)  

2.1. The victim–offender overlap 

While not all victims are offenders and vice versa, research shows the existence of an overlap between the two groups 
(Jennings, Piquero and Reingle 2012; Posick 2013). Evidence of a victim–offender overlap has been observed across 
different countries and ethnic groups, and across self–reported and criminal justice data (for example, see Chan 2019; 
Engström 2018; Hiltz, Bland and Barnes 2020; Shapland and Bottoms 2019; Wittebrood and Nieuwbeerta 1999). This 
overlap exists across various types of victimisation and offences, including the relationship between offending and 
bullying (Cullen et al. 2008), child sexual abuse (Papalia et al. 2018) and other forms of abuse and maltreatment (Widom 
2017). Research has also focused on the relationship between victimisation and offending within specific types of 
offences, such as domestic and family violence (Tillyer and Wright 2014), cybercrime (Marcum et al. 2014), and knife 
crime (Bailey, Harinam and Ariel 2020).  

While the victim–offender overlap has been identified in different stages of the life-course, including among older people 
(Lauritsen and Laub 2007; Reisig and Holtfreter 2018), the most robust association between victimisation and offending 
has been observed among young people (Jennings et al. 2010). This is not surprising given that the age–crime curve 
demonstrates that young people offend at greater rates than adults, and victimisation data show that young people rank 
among the most victimised population (QGSO 2021a, 2021c). Indeed, a substantial amount of prior research examining 
the victim–offender overlap has focused on young people, due to the theoretical relevance of where the peak ages of 
offending and victimisation tend to occur, and because this focus requires a relatively small window of data to examine. 

Prior research also demonstrates a particularly strong association between violent offending and violent victimisation 
(Averdijk et al. 2016; Berg and Felson 2020; Berg et al. 2012; Singer 1986; Wittebrood and Nieuwbeerta 1999). The 
existing research shows that victims of violence are likely to commit violent acts themselves, and conversely, offenders 
have a relatively high probability of being victimised. However, while this overlap is a robust research finding, evidence 
supporting the theoretical explanations for how experiences of violent victimisation explain engaging in violent offending 
(and vice versa) is limited (Lauritsen and Laub 2007). 

2.1.1. Theoretical explanations for the victim–offender overlap 

Theoretical explanations offered to explain the victim–offender overlap include lifestyle/routine activity theory, general 
strain theory and subculture of violence theory. The concept of violent resistance is also possibly relevant. 

One of the main theoretical perspectives to explain the overlap between victimisation and offending is based on the 
lifestyle/routine activity theory of victimisation (Cohen and Felson 1979; Hindelang, Gottfredson and Garofalo 1978). 

 Offenders 
only 

Victims 
only 

Victim-
offenders 

Non-offenders 
and non-victims 
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According to this view, the victim–offender overlap may be in part attributed to the influence that opportunity and risky 
lifestyles have on increasing the likelihood for offending or experiencing victimisation. That is, situations that provide 
opportunities to offend consequently also places an individual at an elevated risk for experiencing victimisation from other 
offenders (Lauritsen, Sampson and Laub 1991; Mulford et al. 2018; Mustaine and Tewksbury 2000; Osgood et al. 1996). 
An increased exposure to crime may often occur as a consequence of involvement in risky behaviours with anti–social 
peers (e.g. drinking alcohol, taking drugs, staying out late), which may especially explain the victim–offender overlap that 
has been observed among young people (Mulford et al. 2018; Sampson and Lauritsen 1990; Turanovic and Young 2016).  

General strain theory argues that some individuals who experience certain strains (or stressful, unwanted events) are 
more likely to engage in criminal and anti–social behaviour in response to their adverse situation (Agnew 1992, 2002). 
According to this view, strains fall into one or more of three broad categories: an inability to achieve valued goals (e.g. 
monetary or status goals), the loss of valued stimuli (e.g. material possessions or death of a loved one), and the 
presentation or threatened presentation of negative stimuli (e.g. verbal or physical abuse) (Agnew 2001, 2014). 
Experiencing strain may produce negative emotions (such as anger, frustration and/or depression) which create pressure 
for corrective action, of which crime is one response (Agnew 1992, 2014). The strains that are most conducive to crime 
are those which are high in magnitude (or more severe), viewed as unjust and create incentive for criminal coping (Agnew 
2001, 2014). For example, an individual experiencing extreme financial hardship might view theft as a means of 
corrective action to resolve this strain. According to strain theory, one of the greatest strains is experiencing violent 
victimisation (which will often be viewed as being high in magnitude and unjust), and this increases the likelihood of 
offending (including violent offending) by increasing negative emotions such as anger (Agnew 2002, 2014). There has 
been support from the existing research demonstrating that prior victimisation was strongly related to offending, providing 
explanation for the victim–offender overlap (Hay and Evans 2006; Manasse and Ganem 2009).  

Explanations for the relationship between violent offending and violent victimisation specifically, tend to be grounded in 
subculture of violence theory (Wolfgang and Ferracuti 1967). This theory proposes that in certain areas and for certain 
subgroups of the population, there is a subcultural value system that supports the use of violence in a way that is not 
emphasised in the predominant culture. In terms of the victim–offender overlap, such subcultures value a system based 
on status and honour (e.g. ‘street code’), where conflicts are more likely to result in reciprocal acts of violence (through 
retaliation and revenge), thus increasing the likelihood that people within the subculture become both an offender and 
victim (Singer 1981). This theory has been used specifically as the dominant explanation for the victim–offender overlap 
among gang members, especially male victim-offenders in the American context, and it broadly suggests that the victim–
offender overlap would be more prevalent in areas where a culture supporting the use of violence in conflict is more 
prominent (Berg et al. 2012). 

A final concept relevant to the explanation of the victim–offender overlap is the use of ‘violent resistance’ within the 
context of domestic and family violence (DFV). Violent resistance has been defined as instances where some people who 
experience DFV (most commonly women) respond to that violence in kind, either through defending themselves when 
experiencing a violent situation, or in retaliation for a previous experience involving violence (Johnson 2006). Research 
within the Australian context found that violent resistance was more common in incidents involving Indigenous women 
than non-Indigenous women (Boxall, Dowling and Morgan 2020). The use of violent resistance in response to DFV or in 
response to the actions of a partner in the context of previous DFV, may therefore contribute to an increased incidence of 
victim–offender overlap among women, and especially among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander women. 

2.1.2. Similarities and differences between offenders, victims and victim-offenders 

Early interest in the victim–offender overlap was in part influenced by research which found that offenders and victims 
shared similar demographic characteristics (Gottfredson 1984; Hindelang, Gottfredson and Garofalo 1978; Wolfgang 
1958). While contemporary research continues to find similarities between offenders and victims (Barnes and Beaver 
2012; Broidy et al. 2006; Schreck, Stewart and Osgood 2008), research focused specifically on the victim–offender 
overlap demonstrates differences between groups of victims, offenders and victim-offenders. For example, TenEyck and 
Barnes (2018) found different patterns of risk and protective factors across the groups, with victim-offenders having the 
highest scores on risk factors for victimisation and offending, compared with those who were offenders only and those 
who were victims only. Such findings highlight that there may be important differences between groups of offenders, 
victims and victim-offenders that may prove useful in crime prevention and victim support.  

The lifestyle/routine activity theory provides an explanation for the similarity between offending and victim demographic 
profiles (Aaltonen 2016). According to the ‘principle of homophily’ which simply states that people with similar 
characteristics tend to connect and share the same spaces (McPherson, Smith-Lovin and Cook 2001), individuals from 
similar demographic groups with higher numbers of offenders tend to have a higher risk of victimisation because of an 
increased exposure to offenders in a location, rather than because of other factors such as social disadvantage (Aaltonen 
2016; Mustaine and Tewksbury 2000; Turanovic and Young 2016).   
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2.1.3. Temporal ordering of offending and victimisation for victim-offenders 

Despite strong evidence of the existence of the victim–offender overlap, the temporal association between victimisation 
and offending remains unclear. That is, it is not known whether victimisation generally precedes offending, or whether 
offending tends to occur before victimisation. While research has found victimisation to be a risk factor associated with 
anti-social and offending behaviour (Chang, Chen and Brownson 2003; Daday et al. 2005; Hay and Evans 2006; 
Manasse and Ganem 2009; Posick 2018), the cross-sectional nature of most victim–offender research, does not allow a 
thorough examination of whether offending or victimisation precedes the other, and whether a specific temporal ordering 
of events is common across groups of victim-offenders. 

2.1.4. Limited Australian research 

While there is a growing body of international research examining the victim–offender overlap, very little research has 
examined the victim–offender overlap in Australia, and available work tends to focus on specific offence types (Baxter 
2020; Boxall, Dowling and Morgan 2020; Fagan and Mazerolle 2011). The current project aims to address this gap in the 
literature by examining the extent to which there is a victim–offender overlap in Queensland, and whether there are 
observable similarities or differences between groups of offenders, victims and victim-offenders.  
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3.0 Research approach 
This chapter outlines the project’s key research questions and describes the data and methods used to address these 
questions. Information on how concepts were operationalised and the limitations that should be considered in the 
interpretation of research findings is also provided. 

3.1. Key research questions  

 The key research questions addressed by this project are: 

• To what extent are offenders also the victims of personal crime? 

• To what extent are victims of personal crime also offenders? 

• Are there differences in the amount of victim–offender overlap across different demographic groups? 

• Do offender groups (offenders only versus victim-offenders) differ in demographic and offending profiles? 

• Do victim groups (victims only and victim-offenders) differ in demographic and victimisation profiles? 

3.2. Data source 

This section describes the data used by the project and outlines the observation periods and eligibility criteria applied to 
these data to enable measurement of the victim–offender overlap. 

3.2.1. Data source 

The data that form the basis of quantitative analyses presented in this report were derived from offence-based data 
recorded in the Queensland Police Records and Information Management Exchange (QPRIME) system and obtained 
from the Queensland Police Service (QPS).3 These data relate to alleged offences recorded by police occurring between 
1 July 2008 and 30 June 2020 and contain information about criminal events, which can be comprised of one or more 
offences, and their related victims and offenders.4  

Information about an alleged offender is recorded in QPRIME after police action (e.g. arrest, summons, warrant, caution, 
restorative justice conference or other action) has been taken against an individual.5 While information about an offender 
may be available for any type of offence, information about a victim in QPRIME is limited to personal offences (also 
commonly referred to as ‘offences against the person’). Personal offences include homicide (murder), other homicide, 
sexual offences, robbery, assault and other offences against the person. 

3.2.2. Reference, eligibility and monitoring periods to examine the victim–offender overlap 

While the data sourced for the project relate to alleged offences recorded by police between 2008–09 to 2019–20 (the 
reference period), to be in scope for analyses, an individual was required to have had contact with the police as either a 
victim or offender (the index event) within a four year eligibility period (between 1 July 2012 and 30 June 2016). The use 
of an eligibility period enabled individuals to be monitored, using a ‘rolling period’ of four years both before and after their 
index event to determine if they had been associated with other offending or victimisation. This enabled an examination of 
a potential victim–offender overlap over a period of eight years (monitoring period) (Figure 2). Where an individual had 
more than one police contact during the eligibility period, the first contact that occurred was selected as the index event. 

  

 
3 Information presented in this report may vary from that published elsewhere. This is due to the dynamic nature of police administrative data, the date 

of data extraction, as well as the counting rules applied. Readers are therefore urged to exercise caution when comparing results across different 
publications.  

4 QPRIME includes information on the date an offence was recorded (reported to or detected) by police and the date the offence occurred (as advised 
by a victim), and there can be variability between these dates (especially for sexual offences). For this project, data were selected in relation to the 
date the offence occurred (as advised by the victim or police officer), which is also known as the start date of the offence. 

5 This relates to alleged offending as not all offences reported to police are proven in a court of law.  
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Figure 2 Eligibility period and monitoring period examining offending and victimisation for individuals in Queensland 

Financial year 

2008–09 2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 

            

            

            

            

Note: To be considered in scope, an individual was to have an index event (as an offender or victim) within the eligibility period between 2012–13 and 
2015–16, which would allow a monitoring period of eight years, including four years prior to the index event, and four years after the index event.  

3.2.3. Age at index event as eligibility for inclusion  

To be considered in scope for analyses, an individual was required to have been aged 14 years or more at the index 
event.6 This ensured that individuals included in the study were of the age of criminal responsibility across all monitoring 
periods, which was critical to understanding the victim–offender overlap. However, this meant individuals aged between 
10 and 13 years who had contact with police as an offender and/or victim were excluded from analyses7 to avoid the 
creation of artificial bias in the results.8 This exclusion should be considered in the interpretation of the project’s findings. 

The approach described above was determined to be the optimum way forward given the project’s research objectives, 
constraints of available data and legal definitions of criminality. However, it is important to acknowledge that defining the 
monitoring period and eligibility criteria for individuals to be in scope impacts the results of analyses.9 Longer monitoring 
periods improve the reliability of results and the monitoring period used by this project is generally longer than that 
available for other research projects examining the victim–offender overlap using cross–sectional data. 

3.3. Definitions and measurement of key concepts 

This section discusses the operationalisation of key concepts used to examine victim–offender overlap.  

3.3.1. Classification of individuals into groups based on contact  

Individuals were classified into three groups based on the type of police contact that they had during the total monitoring 
period (before and after the index event), including: 

• Offenders only: individuals whose only recorded police contact was 
as an offender 

• Victims only: individuals whose only recorded police contact was as 
a victim of a personal crime 

• Victim-offenders: individuals who had police contact as both a 
victim of personal crime and an offender. 

 

3.3.2. Police contact based on events  

The counts of contact that individuals had with police were based on events, where an ‘event’ was any offence or 
offences that occurred on a single day involving an individual (as either the victim or the offender). Where more than one 
offence occurred for an individual on a specific date, the most serious offence was selected.10 While victimisation only 
relates to personal offences, all types of offending were included in project analyses.   

 
6 An individual’s age was calculated based on the date at which the offence occurred, as determined by the police officer or victim. 
7 Restricting eligibility to individuals aged 14 years and older resulted in the exclusion of 20,594 individuals (5.3% of all individuals with an index event 

during the eligibility period). 
8 If victims of any age had remained in scope for the research, the findings may have been artificially biased towards showing a larger proportion of 

people whose only contact was as a victim, given that individuals of any age can experience victimisation, although cannot be legally considered an 
offender until the age of 10 years. 

9 For example, exploratory analyses showed that when using a monitoring period of eight years for people of any age, there was a victim–offender 
overlap of 12.6%, while a monitoring period of four years (two years before and after an index event) for people aged 12 years and older resulted in a 
victim–offender overlap of 7.1% (data not shown). 

10 The most serious offence was determined based on ranking by the National Offence Index (NOI) developed by the (ABS 2018). 

Offenders 
only 

Victims 
only 

Victim-
offenders 



   

Queensland Government Statistician’s Office 

 
The overlap between offending and victimisation in Queensland 7 OFFICIAL 

 
 

 

3.3.3. Measures of contact prevalence and frequency 

When examining the contact that individuals had with police (as victims and/or offenders) during the monitoring period, 
measures relating to both the prevalence (e.g. proportion of offenders who were also victimised, proportion of victims who 
were offenders, proportion of offenders charged with a personal offence) and frequency of contact (e.g. number of 
offending and/or victimisation events that different groups had) were employed. These measures included: 

• Proportion of offenders who were victimised: used to examine the proportion of offenders who had also been 
recorded as a victim of a personal crime 

• Proportion of victims who offended: used to examine the proportion of victims who had also been recorded as an 
offender 

• Victim–offender overlap: used to examine the proportion of individuals who had been recorded as both a victim of 
personal crime and an offender 

• Prevalence of personal offences: used to examine the proportion of offenders who were charged with a personal 
crime 

• Average number of offending events: used to compare the frequency of offending contact events between groups 
of offenders (offenders only and victim-offenders) 

• Average number of victimisation events: used to compare the frequency of victimisation events between groups of 
victims (victims only and victim-offenders) 

• Average age at first offence: used to compare the average age at first offence during the monitoring period between 
groups of offenders (offenders only and victim-offenders) 

• Average age at first victimisation: used to compare the average age at first victimisation during the monitoring 
period between groups of victims (victims only and victim-offenders). 

3.3.4. First police contact for victim-offenders  

For victim-offenders, there is scholarly interest in exploring the temporal ordering of offending and victimisation events to 
better inform and understand the relationship between offending and victimisation. While the data available to the project 
do not represent all police contacts for all individuals across their life, a period of eight years represents a large time 
period to capture recorded contact that people had with the police as an offender or victim. A variable was created to 
examine the type of contact that victim-offenders had during the entire monitoring period: 

• First contact: the type of police contact that a victim-offender had during the eight-year monitoring period.11 

3.4. Data analysis 

The research primarily used descriptive statistics to examine different groups of individuals based on the type of contact 
they had with the police. Inferential statistics were also used to specifically compare the demographic characteristics of 
groups and differences between the groups in dimensions of offending and victimisation.12 

Inferential statistics used in analyses included the chi-square test of independence, which was used to examine if there 
was a significant association between two types of categorical variables (for example, to explore whether there was an 
association between offender groups and the prevalence of being charged with a personal offence or demographic 
characteristics) and the independent samples t-test, which was used to determine if there was a significant difference 
between the means of two groups (such as mean number of offending events between two groups of offenders).  

3.4.1. Effect sizes to interpret statistical significance 

The analyses undertaken for this project were based on all alleged offences recorded by the police between 1 July 2008 
and 30 June 2020, which resulted in a large sample size. Tests of significance on large samples may be misleading since 
a large number of observations can amplify the detection of differences, and while tests may indicate that differences 
between groups are significant, this does not mean that the results are theoretically relevant (Chatfield 1995). Instead, 

 
11 As offending and victimisation tend to be more common among younger people, the results of analysis on first contact may be more reliable for those 

who were younger at their index event compared with those who were older at their index event. In other words, if an individual experienced 
victimisation in their childhood and was not recorded as an offender until much older, the use of an eight–year monitoring period may mean that the 
victim–offender overlap and its temporal ordering are not captured in available data. 

12 The demographic information of individuals used in analyses was obtained from that recorded at their index contact event with police. 
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information about how meaningful a test result is can be made in relation to its practical significance and an effect size, 
which indicates the magnitude of difference between groups (Lin, Lucas and Shmueli 2013).  

All inferential tests examining the association or difference between variables undertaken for this project showed 
statistical significance due in part to the large sample sizes used by the project. Because of this, an effect size is provided 
to further assist interpretation of statistically significant results. Refer to explanatory notes at the end of this report for 
additional information related to the use of inferential statistics and effect sizes in this report. 

3.5. Limitations 

The research findings presented in this report are subject to limitations that should be considered in their interpretation. 
These limitations primarily relate to the underreporting of victimisation and offending to the police and the type of 
analyses that could be undertaken based on the available data.  

First, as this project is based on the analysis of police administrative data, information about victimisation is limited to 
personal crime victimisation. The absence of victim information for property crime, does not permit a thorough 
examination of the link between offending and victimisation. Despite clear theoretical support to link violent offending and 
violent victimisation (Averdijk et al. 2016; Schreck, Stewart and Osgood 2008; Wittebrood and Nieuwbeerta 1999), far 
less research has focused on the link more broadly between general offending and victimisation. The current project 
contributes to existing knowledge about the victim–offender overlap in relation to personal crime only. 

Second, the project’s reliance on 12 years of data means that the classification of individuals into groups of offenders 
only, victims only, or victim-offenders may not be a true reflection of their lifetime contacts with police. However, research 
demonstrates that most victims who experience revictimisation are revictimised within two years (QGSO 2021c), while 
research on recidivism similarly demonstrates that a large proportion of re-offending occurs within two years (Australian 
Bureau of Statistics 2021).13 Therefore, a monitoring period of eight years (four years before and after an index event) 
should capture a substantial proportion of lifetime offending and victimisation for in-scope individuals.  

Third, the data relate to recorded offences, and do not provide a true measure of all crime and victimisation within 
Queensland. This is because not all offending is reported to, or detected by police, and because not all offences recorded 
by the police are proven in a court of law.14 This under-reporting of crime has been highlighted by recent research from 
the United Kingdom which demonstrates that about 90% of incidents resulting in violent injuries identified in medical 
records (from data obtained from ambulance and emergency department) were not recorded in police administrative data 
(Sutherland et al. 2021).  

Fourth, while the literature has consistently demonstrated that there is a relationship between victimisation and offending, 
understanding the temporality of these events (whether offending typically precedes victimisation or vice versa) has 
remained uncertain. Because of the data constraints listed above, caution must be taken when interpreting the results 
examining whether offending or victimisation occurred first for the victim-offender group during the monitoring period. 

Finally, the theories used to explain the relationship between victimisation and offending often refer to the individual and 
situational characteristics associated with the events. This type of information was not available in the data used by the 
project, which limits the amount of insight the project can offer regarding the mechanisms of victim–offender overlap. 

 

 
13 While recidivism can be measured in different ways, two broad measures of recidivism include the proportion of offenders who were proceeded 

against by police multiple times within a year and the proportion of people released from prison who returned with a new sentence within two years. In 
Queensland during 2019–20, more than one-third (35.6%) of offenders aged 10 years and older were proceeded against by police more than once 
during the year (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2021), while 45.3% of adults who were released from prison in 2017–18 returned to prison or both 
prison and community corrections with a new correctional sanction within two years (Australian Productivity Commission 2021).  

14 Some offences such as sexual offences and domestic and family violence–related offences, are more likely to be underreported, and there are 
varying reasons for underreporting these to police, especially for demographic groups such as Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples. 
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4.0 Results 
This chapter presents information on Queensland’s overall crime trends and the main results of the project. This includes 
findings on the extent of overlap between offending and victimisation, and whether there were observable differences 
between individuals who were offenders only, victims only, and victim-offenders. 

4.1. Overall crime trends in Queensland 

Information on Queensland’s broader crime trends is first presented to contextualise results relating to the extent to which 
victims of personal crime are also offenders, and vice versa.  

4.1.1. There has been an overall increase in the rate of property and other offences, but a 
decrease in the rate of personal offences 

The trends in all reported offences in Queensland between 2008–09 and 2019–20, including by the three broad 
categories of personal offences, property offences and other offences, are shown in Figure 3.  During this period, there 
was an overall increase in the rate of all reported offences (8.7%) when comparing 2008–09 (9,755.2 per 100,000 
persons) with 2019–20 (10,605.8 per 100,000 persons). Across the 12-year timeframe, there was fluctuation in the rates 
of each broad offence type, with an overall increase in the rate of property offences (6.1%) and other offences (14.7%), 
and an overall decrease in the rate of personal offences (–3.8%).  

Figure 3 Rate of reported offences in Queensland 

  

LHS = left hand side; RHS = right hand side 

Notes: 

1. The number of offences used to calculate offence rates are based on counts of all criminal acts (within offence categories) within a criminal incident. 

2. Offences are based on the date that the offence occurred, not the date the offence was reported to police. 

3. Offence rates were calculated using population estimates for all residents within Queensland. 

Source: QGSO estimates derived from QPS data; ABS National, state and territory population, June 2020. 

4.1.2. There has been an overall decrease in the offender rate 

The rates of offenders in Queensland between 2008–09 and 2019–20 are presented in Figure 4, which shows while the 
rate of offenders fluctuated, there was a decrease overall of 24.2%, from 3,094.3 per 100,000 people in 2008–09 to 
2,346.3 per 100,000 people in 2019–20. The rate of offenders decreased within each demographic group during this 
period, with the largest overall decrease observed for non–Indigenous male offenders (–28.4%), followed by Aboriginal 
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and Torres Strait Islander male offenders (–17.8%), non–Indigenous female offenders (–10.4%), and Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander female offenders (–9.0%). 

Figure 4  Rate of offenders in Queensland 

 
LHS = left hand side; RHS = right hand side 

Notes:  

1. An offender is counted once during each financial year regardless of the number of events that the offender was involved in.  

2. Offending events are based on the date that the offence occurred, not the date that it was reported to or detected by police. 

3. Population estimates used to calculate rates of offenders are based on people aged 10 years and older, which is the age at which someone is 
considered criminally responsible. 

Source: QGSO estimates derived from QPS data; ABS National, state and territory population, June 2020; ABS Estimates and Projections, Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander Australians, 2006 to 2036, unpublished data. 

4.1.3. There has been a decrease in the male victim rate and an increase in the female victim rate 

When compared with the rate of offenders in Queensland between 2008–09 and 2019–20, the rate of victims within 
Queensland is much lower. This is likely to reflect that information about victimisation in this project is limited to personal 
offences, while information about offending relates to all offence types. Also, some of the more common offences (such 
as illicit drug and public order offences) do not necessarily involve a victim. 

Despite a slight overall decrease (–2.5%) in the rate of victims of personal crime in Queensland when comparing 
2008–09 (579.3 per 100,000 persons) with 2019–20 (564.7 per 100,000 persons), the trend varied across demographic 
groups (Figure 5). There was an overall decrease in the rates of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander male victims 
(–11.0%) and non–Indigenous male victims (–10.0%). In contrast, there was an overall increase in the rates of 
non–Indigenous female victims (6.2%), and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander female victims (2.3%). 
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Figure 5  Rate of victims of personal crime in Queensland 

 
Notes:   

1. Victims are counted once during each financial year regardless of the number of victimisation events they experienced.  

2. Events are based on the date that the offence occurred, not the date the offence was reported to or detected by police. 

3. Victim rates were calculated using population estimates for all residents within Queensland. 

Source: QGSO estimates derived from QPS data; ABS National, state and territory population, June 2020; ABS Estimates and Projections, Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander Australians, 2006 to 2036, unpublished data. 

 

Summary: Overall crime trends 

• When comparing 2019–20 with 2008–09: 

o the rate of personal offences decreased, while the rate of property offences and other offences increased 

o the rate of offenders decreased for all demographic groups 

o the rate of male victims of personal crime decreased, while there was an increase in the rate of female victims 
of personal crime. 

• Despite a decrease in the offender rate, there was an increase in the victim rate of both non-Indigenous females 
and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females. 

• Offender and victimisation rates remain notably higher for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people – both male 
and female – compared with non-Indigenous people. 

4.2. Police contact for in-scope individuals 

This section provides a description of the type of police contact that in-scope individuals had over an eight–year 
monitoring period (four years prior to, and four years after their index event). In-scope individuals were those aged  
14 years and older at the time of an index police contact occurring between 2012–13 and 2015–16. Offending relates to 
any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

4.2.1. Most individuals with police contact have contact as an offender, and contact for personal 
crime victimisation is highest among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females 

The contact that individuals had with police between 2008–09 and 2019–20 is presented in Table 1, and shows that 
88.2% had been recorded as an offender, while 24.1% reported being a victim. However, there was a large amount of 
variation across demographic groups. While a larger proportion of males (91.5%) than females (79.8%) had contact as an 
offender, a larger proportion of females were recorded as a victim (38.4%) compared with males (18.5%). A larger 
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proportion of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people than non-Indigenous people had been recorded as an offender 
(94.6% and 88.2%, respectively) and as a victim (30.6% and 22.6%, respectively). When considering Indigenous status 
and gender, 97.8% of all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander males were recorded as an offender, which was larger than 
the proportion of non-Indigenous males (91.4%), Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females (89.5%) and non-
Indigenous females (79.4%). Similarly, there was considerable variation in the proportion of individuals who had 
experienced victimisation, with half (49.9%) of all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females recorded as a victim, 
which was substantially larger than the proportion of non-Indigenous females (35.5%), Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander males (18.8%), and non-Indigenous males (17.9%). 

Table 1  Police contact and the overlap between offending and victimisation by demographic characteristics, 
Queensland, 2008–09 to 2019–20 

  Police contact during 
monitoring period 

Overlap between offending and 
victimisation 

 Number Offender Victim Proportion of 
offenders who 

were victimised 

Proportion of 
victims who 

offended 

 – N – – % – – % – – % – – % – 

All individuals 368,700 88.2 24.1 13.9 51.1 

Gender(a) 

Female 103,209 79.8 38.4 22.8 47.4 

Male 265,282 91.5 18.5 10.9 54.1 

Indigenous status(b) 

Indigenous 39,464 94.6 30.6 26.7 82.4 

Non-Indigenous 318,617 88.2 22.6 12.2 47.7 

Indigenous status and gender(c) 

Indigenous female 14,995 89.5 49.9 44.0 78.9 

Indigenous male 24,464 97.8 18.8 16.9 88.1 

Non-Indigenous female 84,137 79.4 35.5 18.7 41.8 

Non-Indigenous male 234,291 91.4 17.9 10.2 51.9 

(a) Records where gender of the individual was missing (n = 209) have been excluded from calculations. 

(b) Records where Indigenous status of the individual was missing (n = 10,619) have been excluded from calculations. 

(c) Records where gender and/or Indigenous status of the individual were missing (n = 10,813) have been excluded from calculations. 

Notes: 

1. Categories of ‘offender’ and ‘victim’ are not mutually exclusive and therefore percentages do not add up to 100%. An individual is included in both 
counts if they were recorded as an offender and also reported as a victim during the monitoring period. 

2. The monitoring period of eight years is based on a rolling window of four years prior to, and four years after, the index event for an in-scope 
individual. 

3. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data. 

4.2.2. The largest overlap between offending and victimisation from personal crime is among 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people 

Data presented in Table 1 also shows that being an offender or victim was not always mutually exclusive, with 13.9% of 
all offenders having also been a victim, while 51.1% of all victims had also been recorded as an offender. The overlap 
between offending and victimisation was more apparent among some demographic groups. For example, a substantially 
greater proportion of female offenders (22.8%) than male offenders (10.9%) had also been a victim, while a slightly larger 
proportion of male victims (54.1%) than female victims (47.4%) had also offended. This variation was more pronounced 
when comparing Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander offenders and non-Indigenous offenders (26.7% and 12.2% 
respectively were also victims), and when comparing Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander victims and non-Indigenous 
victims (82.4% and 47.7% respectively were also offenders). When examining groups by both Indigenous status and 
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gender, the largest proportion of offenders who were also recorded as a victim was among Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander females (44.0%), and the largest proportion of victims who were also recorded as an offender was among 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander males (88.1%). 

Summary: Police contact for in-scope individuals 

• Most individuals had contact with the police as an offender (88.2%), while about one quarter were victims of 
personal crime (24.1%). 

• Most offenders did not experience personal crime victimisation, although this differed by demographics: 

o Personal crime victimisation was more common among female offenders (22.8%) than male offenders (10.9%). 

o Personal crime victimisation was most common among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander female offenders 
(44.0%). 

• Approximately half (51.1%) of all victims of personal crime were also offenders, with variation between 
demographic groups: 

o Offending was more common among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander victims (82.4%) than among 
non-Indigenous victims (47.7%), with 88.1% of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander male victims and 78.9% of 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander female victims also recorded as offenders. 

4.3. The victim–offender overlap 

To further examine the victim–offender overlap, individuals were classified into 
three mutually exclusive groups based on the type of contact they had with 
police over the monitoring period: those who only had contact due to their 
offending behaviour (offenders only), those who had only been the victim of 
personal crime (victims only), and those who had been recorded as both a 
victim of personal crime and an offender (victim-offenders). As shown in 
Figure 6, about three-quarters (75.9%) of all individuals had contact as an 
offender only, while a similar proportion of people were victims only (11.8%) or 
victim-offenders (12.3%). 

Figure 6  Type of police contact, Queensland, 2008–09 to 2019–20 

 
Note: Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 
Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data. 

4.3.1. The proportion of victim-offenders differs across demographic profiles 

The proportion of offenders only, victims only and victim-offenders varied across demographic groups. In terms of gender, 
81.5% of males had police contact as an offender only, compared with 61.6% of females (Figure 7). In contrast, a greater 
proportion of all females (20.2%) were victims only when compared with males (8.5%), and a greater proportion of 
females than males were classified as victim-offenders (18.2% compared with 10.0% respectively). 

Figure 7  Type of police contact by gender, Queensland, 2008–09 to 2019–20 

 
Notes:  

1. Records where gender of the individual was missing (n = 209) have been excluded from calculations. 
2. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 
Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data. 
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There were differences observed between Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people and non-Indigenous people based 
on their contact with police (Figure 8). A greater proportion of non-Indigenous people than Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander people were offenders only (77.4% compared with 69.4% respectively) or victims only (11.8% compared with 
5.4%). In contrast, being a victim-offender was more common among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people 
(25.2%) than among non-Indigenous people (10.8%) during the period.  

Figure 8  Type of police contact by Indigenous status, Queensland, 2008–09 to 2019–20 

 
Notes: 

1. Records where Indigenous status of the individual was missing (n = 10,619) have been excluded from calculations. 

2. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data. 

When considering both gender and Indigenous status, the results show further variation between the type of police 
contact that different demographic groups in Queensland experienced (Figure 9). Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
females were the group with the largest proportion of victim-offenders (39.4%), which was higher than the proportion of 
victim-offenders among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander males (16.6%), non-Indigenous females (14.8%) and 
non-Indigenous males (9.3%). 

Figure 9  Type of police contact by Indigenous status and gender, Queensland, 2008–09 to 2019–20 

 
Notes: 

1. Records where gender and/or Indigenous status of the individual were missing (n = 10,813) have been excluded from calculations. 

2. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data. 

4.3.2. Most victim-offenders have their first contact with police as an offender 

Despite substantial research showing a relationship between offending and victimisation, understanding if offending tends 
to precede victimisation, or vice versa, remains unclear. The temporal ordering of victimisation and all offending contacts 
with the police was therefore explored by this project. Readers are reminded that the project’s monitoring period does not 
cover lifetime experiences and in-scope individuals are those aged 14 years and over (see Chapter 3 for further 
information regarding the limitations of this project). 

The type of first contact that individuals in the victim-offender group had with police during the monitoring period is 
presented in Table 2. Statistically significant results were found for all comparisons, which potentially reflects the large 
size of the sample used for analyses. Effect sizes were therefore calculated to assist with understanding how meaningful 
the results are. 
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Table 2 First police contact among victim-offenders by demographic characteristics, Queensland, 2008–09 to 2019–20 

  Offender first Victim first Effect size(d) 

 N – n – – % – – n – – % –  

All individuals 45,356 29,105 64.2 16,251 35.8  

Gender(a) 

Female 18,799 11,406 60.7 7,393 39.3 
Weak (.06) 

Male 26,537 17,686 66.6 8,851 33.4 

Indigenous status(b) 

Indigenous 9,960 6,937 69.6 3,023 30.4 
Weak (.06) 

Non-Indigenous 34,300 21,649 63.1 12,651 36.9 

Indigenous status and gender(c) 

Indigenous female 5,907 3,775 63.9 2,132 36.1 

Moderate (.10) 
Indigenous male 4,053 3,162 78.0 891 22.0 

Non-Indigenous female 12,484 7,458 59.7 5,026 40.3 

Non-Indigenous male 21,797 14,178 65.0 7,619 35.0 

(a) Records where gender of the individual was missing (n = 20) have been excluded from calculations. 

(b) Records where Indigenous status of the individual was missing (n = 1,096) have been excluded from calculations. 

(c) Records where gender and/or Indigenous status of the individual were missing (n = 1,115) have been excluded from calculations. 

(d) Where a statistically significant association was identified by a chi-square test of independence, an effect size was calculated to assess the 
magnitude of the association. Interpretations of the effect size as weak (.05), moderate (.10), strong (.15), and very strong (.25) are based on 
suggestions by Akoglu (2018), and an effect size less than .05 is not considered meaningful, even if it is statistically significant. 

Notes: 

1. Based on a monitoring period of eight years, using a rolling window four years prior to and four years after the index event for an in-scope individual. 

2. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

Source:  QGSO analysis of QPS data. 

The results indicate that almost two-thirds (64.2%) of all victim-offenders had first contact as an offender, although there 
was variation across demographic groups. While first contact as an offender was slightly more common among male than 
female victim-offenders (66.6% and 60.7% respectively), and among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander than non-
Indigenous victim-offenders (69.6% and 63.1%), these associations were determined to be weak.15 There was stronger 
evidence of variation when examining the first contact of victim-offenders by gender and Indigenous status, with over 
three-quarters (78.0%) of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander male victim-offenders having their first contact as an 
offender, while non-Indigenous females were the group of victim-offenders with the largest proportion who first 
experienced victimisation during the period (40.3%).16 

The results presented in section 4.2 showing that most individuals have contact with the police as an offender, rather than 
victim only or victim-offender, are consistent with the higher rates of offenders compared with victims shown in section 4.1 
(see Figure 4 and Figure 5). The higher rates of offenders than victims in Queensland may also be reflected in the 
temporal ordering of victimisation and offending, however readers are reminded that victimisation measures only reflect 
personal offences and the project does not capture lifetime offending and victimisation experiences.  

  

 
15 A chi-square test of independence found a significant yet weak association between the type of first contact and gender of victim-offenders (χ2(1) = 

170.49, p < .001, φ = .06) and the type of first contact and Indigenous status of victim-offenders (χ2(1) = 143.70, p < .001, φ = .06). 
16 Results of a chi-square test of independence indicated that there was a significant moderate association between the type of first contact and the 

gender and Indigenous status of victim-offenders (χ2(3) = 450.97, p < .001, V = .10). 
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Summary: The victim–offender overlap 

• Overall, a similar proportion of individuals in contact with police were victims only (11.8%) and victim-offenders 
(12.3%), although this differed across demographic groups: 

o the victim–offender overlap was greater among females (18.2%) than males (10.0%) 

o the victim–offender overlap was greater among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people (25.2%) than 
non-Indigenous people (10.8%) 

o when considering all demographics, the victim–offender overlap was greatest among Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander females (39.4%). 

• About two-thirds of victim-offenders had their first police contact resulting from their offending (64.2%), although 
there was variation across demographic groups: 

o first contact with police as an offender was more common among male victim-offenders (66.6%) than female 
victim-offenders (60.7%) 

o first contact with police as an offender was more common among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
victim-offenders (69.6%) than among non-Indigenous victim-offenders (63.1%) 

o when considering all demographics, first contact as an offender was most common among Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander male victim-offenders (78.0%). 

4.4. Comparing offending groups: Demographic and 
offending profiles  

Analyses were conducted to examine for differences between offenders only and 
victim-offenders in terms of their demographic and offending profiles (such as the 
prevalence of being charged with a personal offence and number of offending events). 
Statistically significant results were found for all comparisons, which potentially reflects 
the large size of the sample used for analyses. Effect sizes were therefore calculated to 
assist with understanding how meaningful the results are. 

4.4.1. The demographic profiles of offenders only and victim-offenders 
are different 

An examination of demographic profiles indicated that there were differences between offenders only and 
victim-offenders and the magnitude of these differences varied (Table 3). Males comprised 77.3% of offenders only and 
58.5% of victim-offenders.17 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people comprised 10.0% of offenders only and 22.5% of 
victim-offenders.18 Differences in demographic profiles between these groups are most apparent when examining 
Indigenous status and gender concurrently.19 For example, non-Indigenous males comprised 70.2% of offenders only and 
49.3% of victim-offenders. In contrast, all other demographic groups comprised a larger proportion of victim-offenders 
than offenders only. This is especially the case for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females who represented 2.7% of 
offenders only and 13.4% of victim-offenders. Tests indicated that there were statistically significant associations between 
all demographic characteristics between offenders only and victim-offenders, and all effect sizes were meaningful. In 
other words, the demographic profile of offenders only is statically different from that of victim-offenders. 

  

 
17 Results of a chi-square test of independence indicated that there was a significant strong association between gender and offender groups (χ2(1) = 

7,247.7, p < .001, φ = .15). 
18 Results of a chi-square test of independence indicated that there was a significant moderate association between Indigenous status and offender 

groups (χ2(1) = 5,765.2, p < .001, φ = .14). 
19 Results of a chi-square test of independence indicated that there was a significant strong association between the Indigenous status and gender of 

individuals and offender groups (χ2(3) = 14,116.0, p < .001, V = .21). 
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Table 3  Offenders only and victim-offenders by demographic characteristics, Queensland, 2008–09 to 2019–20 

 Offenders only Victim-offenders Effect size(d) 

 – n – – % – – n – – % –  

All individuals 279,923 100.0 45,356 100.0  

Gender(a) 

Female 63,565 22.7 18,799 41.5 
Strong (.15) 

Male 216,221 77.3 26,537 58.5 

Indigenous status(b) 

Indigenous 27,380 10.0 9,960 22.5 
Moderate (.14) 

Non-Indigenous 246,762 90.0 34,300 77.5 

Indigenous status and gender(c) 

Indigenous female 7,511 2.7 5,907 13.4 

Strong (.21) 
Indigenous male 19,865 7.2 4,053 9.2 

Non-Indigenous female 54,305 19.8 12,484 28.2 

Non-Indigenous male 192,332 70.2 21,797 49.3 

(a) Records where gender of the individual was missing (n = 157) have been excluded from calculations. 

(b) Records where Indigenous status of the individual was missing (n = 6,877) have been excluded from calculations. 

(c) Records where gender and/or Indigenous status of the individual were missing (n = 7,025) have been excluded from calculations. 

(d) Where a statistically significant association was identified by a chi-square test of independence, an effect size was calculated to assess the 
magnitude of the association. Interpretations of the effect size as weak (.05), moderate (.10), strong (.15), and very strong (.25) are based on 
suggestions by Akoglu (2018), and an effect size less than .05 is not considered meaningful, even if it is statistically significant. 

Notes: 

1. Based on a monitoring period of eight years using a rolling window four years prior to and four years after, the index event for an in-scope individual. 

2. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data. 

The offending profile of offenders only and victim-offenders were compared to examine for differences. Offending profiles 
were compared in two ways: the proportion of individuals within each group who had been charged with a personal 
offence (section 4.4.2), and the average number of recorded offending events that individuals in each group had (section 
4.4.3).20 These measures were selected to provide an indication of differences between the groups in the seriousness 
and frequency of offending. 

4.4.2. The prevalence of being charged with a personal offence was higher among  
victim-offenders than offenders only 

The seriousness of offending among offender groups was examined by comparing the proportion of each group charged 
with a personal offence during the monitoring period. Comparisons were made between offenders only and 
victim-offenders overall, and by the demographic characteristics of individuals in these groups (e.g. males in the offender 
only group compared with males in the victim-offender group), with the results of these analyses shown in Table 4. 

Overall, a larger proportion of victim-offenders had been charged with a personal offence (32.4%) compared with 
offenders only (18.0%)21, and this finding held across all demographic groups. When looking at demographic differences 
within the victim-offender group, the prevalence of personal offences was higher among male victim-offenders than 
female victim-offenders, and among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander victim-offenders compared with non-Indigenous 
victim-offenders. The group of victim-offenders with the highest prevalence of personal offending overall was Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander male victim-offenders (56.3%), followed by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander female 
victim-offenders (42.9%).  

 
20 While victimisation was limited to victimisation from personal crime, offending information was available for all offence types and included in analyses. 
21 Results of a chi-square test of independence indicated that there was a significant moderate association between groups of offenders and the 

proportion charged with a personal offence (χ2(1) = 5,059.3, p < .001, φ = .13). 
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Table 4  Offenders only and victim-offenders with a personal offence by demographic characteristics, Queensland, 
2008–09 to 2019–20 

 Offenders only Victim-offenders  Effect size(d) 

 – n – % with a 
personal 
offence   

% without a 
personal 
offence 

– n – % with a 
personal 
offence 

% without a 
personal 
offence 

  

All individuals 279,923 18.0  82.0  45,356 32.4  67.6  Moderate (.13) 

Gender(a) 

Female 63,565 14.3 85.7 18,799 30.1  69.9  Strong (.17) 

Male 216,221 19.1 80.9 26,537  34.0   66.0  Moderate (.12) 

Indigenous status(b) 

Indigenous 27,380 37.8 62.2 9,960 48.4  51.6  Moderate (.10) 

Non-Indigenous 246,762 15.9 84.1 34,300 28.1  71.9  Moderate (.11) 

Indigenous status and gender(c) 

Indigenous female 7,511 28.5 71.5 5,907 42.9  57.1  Strong (.15) 

Indigenous male 19,865 41.3 58.7 4,053 56.3  43.7  Moderate (.11) 

Non-Indigenous female 54,305 12.4 87.6 12,484 24.4  75.6  Moderate (.13) 

Non-Indigenous male 192,332 17.0  83.0  21,797 30.3  69.7  Moderate (.10) 

(a) Records where gender of the individual was missing (n = 157) have been excluded from calculations. 

(b) Records where Indigenous status of the individual was missing (n = 6,877) have been excluded from calculations. 

(c) Records where gender and/or Indigenous status of the individual were missing (n = 7,025) have been excluded from calculations. 

(d) Where a statistically significant association was identified by a chi-square test of independence, an effect size was calculated to assess the 
magnitude of the association. Interpretations of the effect size as weak (.05), moderate (.10), strong (.15), and very strong (.25) are based on 
suggestions by Akoglu (2018), and an effect size less than .05 is not considered meaningful, even if it is statistically significant. 

Notes: 

1. Based on a monitoring period of eight years using a rolling window four years prior to and four years after, the index event for an in-scope individual. 

2. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data. 

Analyses were conducted to examine if there was an association between the offender groups and the prevalence of 
personal offences by demographics. From a statistical standpoint, the strongest association (based on the effect size) 
between personal offending and offender groups was observed for female offenders, with 30.1% of female 
victim-offenders charge with a personal offence, compared with 14.3% of female offenders only.22 For Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander female offenders, 42.9% of the victim-offender group had been charged with a personal offence, 
compared with 28.5% of the offender only group.23 Similarly, for non-Indigenous females, 24.4% of the victim-offender 
group had been charged with a personal offence, compared with 12.4% of the offender only group.24 

  

 
22 Results of a chi-square test of independence indicated that there was a significant strong association between groups of female offenders and the 

proportion charged with a personal offence (χ2(1) = 2,469.6, p < .001, φ = .17). 
23 Results of a chi-square test of independence indicated that there was a significant strong association between groups of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander female offenders and the proportion charged with a personal offence (χ2(1) = 299,4 p < .001, φ = .15). 
24 Results of a chi-square test of independence indicated that there was a significant moderate association between groups of non–Indigenous female 

offenders and the proportion charged with a personal offence (χ2(1) = 1,176.5, p < .001, φ = .13). 
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4.4.3. Victim-offenders average more offending events than offenders only 

Offenders only and victim-offenders were compared in relation to the average number of offending events recorded for 
each demographic group across the monitoring periods (see Table 5). Analyses indicated that overall, victim-offenders 
averaged more offending events (6.46) than offenders only (3.79).25  

The higher average number of offending events among victim-offenders held constant when examining for variation in 
relation to demographic characteristics. All differences between the groups were statistically significant, although the 
effect sizes were small. From a statistical standpoint, the largest effect was observed when comparing the average 
number of offending events between female victim-offenders and offenders only (5.78 and 3.07 offending events, 
respectively).26  

Table 5  Average number of offending events for offenders only and victim-offenders by demographic characteristics, 
Queensland, 2008–09 to 2019–20 

 Offenders only Victim-offenders  Effect size(d) 

 – n – M SD – n – M SD  

All individuals 279,923 3.79 5.95 45,356 6.46 8.80 Small (0.42) 

Gender(a) 

Female 63,565 3.07 4.93 18,799 5.78 7.81 Small (0.47) 

Male 216,221 4.00 6.20 26,537 6.94 9.41 Small (0.44) 

Indigenous status(b) 

Indigenous 27,380 7.45 9.65 9,960 9.71 11.81 Small (0.22) 

Non-Indigenous 246,762 3.45 5.29 34,300 5.64 7.55 Small (0.39) 

Indigenous status and gender(c) 

Indigenous female 7,511 4.97 7.15 5,907 7.73 9.74 Small (0.33) 

Indigenous male 19,865 8.40 10.28 4,053 12.59 13.81 Small (0.38) 

Non-Indigenous female 54,305 2.88 4.55 12,484 4.98 6.62 Small (0.42) 

Non-Indigenous male 192,332 3.61 5.47 21,797 6.02 8.02 Small (0.42) 

n = number of people in the group (sample size), M = mean, SD = standard deviation. See glossary of terms for further information. 

(a) Records where gender of the individual was missing (n = 157) have been excluded from calculations. 

(b) Records where Indigenous status of the individual was missing (n = 6,877) have been excluded from calculations. 

(c) Records where gender and/or Indigenous status of the individual were missing (n = 7,025) have been excluded from calculations. 

(d) Where the results of the t-test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference between groups, Cohen’s d effect size was calculated to 
quantify the magnitude of the difference. Interpretation of effect sizes as small (d = 0.2), medium (d = 0.5), and large (d = 0.8) are based on 
benchmarks suggested by Cohen (1988), and an effect size less than 0.2 is not considered meaningful, even if it is statistically significant. 

Notes: 

1. Based on a monitoring period of eight years using a rolling window four years prior to and four years after, the index event for an in-scope individual. 

2. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data. 

Given the findings that victim-offenders had a higher prevalence of personal offences and averaged more offending 
events than offenders only, further analyses were conducted to examine whether there were differences between the 
groups in terms of the frequency of personal offences. Analyses indicated that victim-offenders averaged more personal 

 
25 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare differences in the number of offences between offenders only and victim-offenders. The 

results indicated that the number of offending events for the victim-offender group was significantly higher than the offender only group (t(52,272) = 
62.43, p < .001, d = 0.42), but the effect size is small. While the distributions were skewed, an independent t-test was used because the shape of the 
distributions between groups were similar, and t-tests are robust to violations of non-normality. 

26 The results of an independent samples t-test indicated that the average number of offending events for victim-offenders was significantly higher than 
offenders only for female offenders (t(23,390) = 45.04, p < .001, d = 0.47), but the effect was considered small.  
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offending events (1.76) than offenders only (1.46)27, and this finding was consistent across each demographic group 
(data not shown). 

4.4.4. Victim-offenders were younger at first offence than offenders only 

Analyses were also undertaken to compare the age at first recorded offence during the monitoring period for offenders 
only and victim-offenders. It is important to remember that this does not represent the age at which an individual had first 
offended during their lifetime. Rather it is the age at which they first offended during the monitoring period of this project. 
The results of these analyses are presented in Table 6.  

Table 6  Average age at first offence for offenders only and victim-offenders by demographic characteristics, Queensland, 
2008–09 to 2019–20 

 Offenders only Victim-offenders  Effect size(d) 

 – n – M SD – n – M SD  

All individuals 279,923 30.97 13.01 45,356 28.27 11.97 Small (0.21) 

Gender(a) 

Female 63,565 31.67 13.00 18,799 27.57 11.22 Small (0.32) 

Male 216,221 30.77 13.01 26,537 28.76 12.44 Very small (0.15) 

Indigenous status(b) 

Indigenous 27,380 28.57 12.05 9,960 27.13 11.48 Very small (0.12) 

Non-Indigenous 246,762 31.16 13.02 34,300 28.56 12.05 Small (0.20) 

Indigenous status and gender(c) 

Indigenous female 7,511 29.58 11.91 5,907 26.77 10.79 Small (0.25) 

Indigenous male 19,865 28.18 12.08 4,053 27.64 12.40 Very small (0.04) 

Non-Indigenous female 54,305 31.88 13.06 12,484 27.92 11.35 Small (0.31) 

Non-Indigenous male 192,332 30.95 13.00 21,797 28.93 12.43 Very small (0.16) 

n = number of people in the group (sample size), M = mean, SD = standard deviation. See glossary of terms for further information. 

(a) Records where gender of the individual was missing (n = 157) have been excluded from calculations. 

(b) Records where Indigenous status of the individual was missing (n = 6,877) have been excluded from calculations. 

(c) Records where gender and/or Indigenous status of the individual were missing (n = 7,025) have been excluded from calculations. 

(d) Where the results of the t-test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference between groups, Cohen’s d effect size was calculated to 
quantify the magnitude of the difference. Interpretation of effect sizes as small (d = 0.2), medium (d = 0.5), and large (d = 0.8) are based on 
benchmarks suggested by Cohen (1988), and an effect size less than 0.2 is not considered meaningful, even if it is statistically significant. 

Notes: 

1. The age at an individual’s first offence during the monitoring period. 

2. Based on a monitoring period of eight years using a rolling window four years prior to and four years after, the index event for an in-scope individual. 

3. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data 

On average, victim-offenders were younger (28.27 years) at their first offence during the monitoring period than 
individuals who had offended only (30.97 years).28 The finding that victim-offenders were younger at first offence than 
offenders only remained consistent across all comparisons made by demographic characteristics. The difference in age 
at first offence between the groups was greatest between female victim-offenders and female offenders only29, and 

 
27 The results of an independent samples t-test indicated that the average number of personal offending events for victim-offenders was significantly 

higher than offenders only (t(18,860) = 22.55, p < .001, d = 0.26), but the effect was considered small. 
28 The results of an independent samples t-test indicated that victim-offenders were significantly younger at first offence than offenders only, but the 

effect was considered small (t(64,019) = 44.09, p < .001, d = 0.21). 
29 The results of an independent samples t-test indicated that female victim-offenders (M = 27.57, SD = 11.22) were significantly younger than female 

offenders only (M = 31.67, SD = 13.00; t(35,046) = 42.37, p < .001, d = 0.32), but the effect was small. 
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especially between the offending groups of non-Indigenous females.30 When looking at victim-offenders, Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander female victim-offenders were the youngest on average at first offence (26.77 years), followed by the 
victim-offender groups of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander males (27.64 years), non-Indigenous females (27.92 years) 
and non-Indigenous males (28.93 years). 

Summary: Comparing offenders only and victim-offenders 

• Offenders only differed from victim-offenders with respect to demographic characteristics. 

o While Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people comprised 10.0% of offenders only, they accounted for 
22.5% of all victim-offenders. 

o Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females and males, and non-Indigenous females, had a higher 
representation among victim-offenders than offenders only. 

o Non-Indigenous males accounted for a higher proportion of offenders only than victim-offenders. 

• The prevalence of personal offences was more common among victim-offenders than offenders only. 

o The difference between victim-offenders and offenders only was greater for females than males, and 
non-Indigenous than Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.  

o When considering Indigenous status and gender, the disparity was greatest for Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander females and non-Indigenous females. 

• Victim-offenders averaged more offending events than offenders only. 

o The greatest differences between offender groups in the average number of offending events were observed 
for females, non–Indigenous female offender groups especially. 

• Victim-offenders were younger at their first offence than those who were offenders only. 

4.5. Comparing victim groups: Demographic and 
victimisation profiles  

Analyses were conducted to examine for differences between victims only and 
victim-offenders in terms of their demographic and victimisation profiles (such as the 
number of victimisation events experienced and age at first victimisation). The results are 
presented below. Statistically significant results were found for all comparisons which 
potentially reflects the large sample size of the sample used for analyses. Effect sizes were 
therefore calculated to assist with understanding how meaningful the results are. 

4.5.1. The demographic profiles of victims only and victim-offenders are different 

An examination of demographic profiles indicated variation between victims only and victim-offenders (Table 7). There 
was a difference in the gender profile of individuals in the groups, with males comprising 51.9% of victims only and 58.5% 
of victim-offenders.31 There was a strong association between Indigenous status and victim group, with a substantially 
larger representation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people among victim-offenders (22.5%) than victims only 
(5.4%).32  

There was also a very strong association observed when examining Indigenous status and gender concurrently.33 While 
non-Indigenous females comprised 43.8% of all victims only, they comprised 28.2% of victim-offenders. In contrast, 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females represented 4.0% of victims only and 13.4% of victim-offenders. While 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander males comprised 1.4% of victims only, they comprised 9.2% of victim-offenders. 
There was no difference among non-Indigenous males, who comprised a similar proportion of victims only and 
victim-offenders (50.9% and 49.3%, respectively). 

 
30 The results of an independent samples t-test indicated that non–Indigenous female victim-offenders (M = 27.92, SD = 11.35) were significantly 

younger than non–Indigenous female offenders only (M = 31.88, SD = 13.06; t(20,788) = 34.17, p < .001, d = 0.31), but the effect was small. 
31 Results of a chi-square test of independence indicated that there was a significant, but weak association between gender and victim groups (χ2(1) = 

390.2, p < .001, φ = .07). 
32 Results of a chi-square test of independence indicated that there was a significant strong association between Indigenous status and victim groups 

(χ2(1) = 4,992.3, p < .001, φ = .24). 
33 Results of a chi-square test of independence indicated that there was a significant very strong association between the Indigenous status and gender 

of individuals, and victim groups (χ2(3) = 5,800.6, p < .001, V = .26). 
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Table 7  Victims only and victim-offenders by demographic characteristics, Queensland, 2008–09 to 2019–20 

 Victims only Victim-offenders Effect size(d) 

 – n – – % – – n – – % –  

All individuals 43,421 100.0 45,356 100.0  

Gender(a) 

Female 20,845 48.1 18,799 41.5 
Weak (.07) 

Male 22,524 51.9 26,537 58.5 

Indigenous status(b) 

Indigenous 2,124 5.4 9,960 22.5 
Strong (.24) 

Non-Indigenous 37,555 94.6 34,300 77.5 

Indigenous status and gender(c) 

Indigenous female 1,577 4.0 5,907 13.4 

Very strong (.26) 
Indigenous male 546 1.4 4,053 9.2 

Non-Indigenous female 17,348 43.8 12,484 28.2 

Non-Indigenous male 20,162 50.9 21,797 49.3 

(a) Records where gender of the individual was missing (n = 72) have been excluded from calculations. 

(b) Records where Indigenous status of the individual was missing (n = 4,838) have been excluded from calculations. 

(c) Records where gender and/or Indigenous status of the individual were missing (n = 4,903) have been excluded from calculations. 

(d) Where a statistically significant association between the type of victim and demographic characteristics was identified by a chi-square test of 
independence, an effect size was calculated to assess the magnitude of the association. Interpretations of the effect size as weak (.05), moderate 
(.10), strong (.15), and very strong (.25) are based on suggestions by Akoglu (2018). 

Notes: 

1. Based on a monitoring period of eight years using a rolling window four years prior to and four years after, the index event for an in-scope individual. 

2. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data. 

4.5.2. Victims only and victim-offenders average similar numbers of personal crime victimisation 
events 

In addition to differences in demographic profiles, victim groups were compared for differences in the average number of 
victimisation events that each experienced. Overall, there was no meaningful difference between the two groups, with an 
average of 1.45 victimisation events among victims only and 1.38 victimisation events among victim-offenders (Table 8).34 
Male victims only averaged more victimisation events (1.56) than male victim-offenders (1.24)35, however the opposite 
was true for females, with female victim-offenders averaging more victimisation events (1.58) than the female victims only 
group (1.33).36  

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander female victim-offenders averaged the most victimisation events (1.96), which was 
significantly more than Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander female victims only (1.54).37 The largest difference in the 
average number of victimisation events was observed among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander males, although those 
that were victims only averaged more victimisation events (1.78) than victim-offenders (1.29).38 Similarly, non–Indigenous 

 
34 While the independent samples t-test indicated a statistically significant difference in the average number of victimisation events between the victim 

groups, the effect was not considered meaningful (t(75,557) = –8.82, p < .001, d = –0.06). 
35 While the independent samples t-test indicated a statistically significant difference in the average number of victimisation events between the male 

victim groups, the effect was considered small (t(29,077) = –28.74, p < .001, d = –0.28). 
36 While the independent samples t-test indicated a statistically significant difference in the average number of victimisation events between the female 

victim groups, the effect was considered small (t(37,520) = 24.30, p < .001, d = 0.25). 
37 While the independent samples t-test indicated a statistically significant difference in the average number of victimisation events between the 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander female victim groups, the effect was considered small (t(3,350) = 12.95, p < .001, d = 0.31). 
38 While the independent samples t-test indicated a statistically significant difference in the average number of victimisation events between the 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander male victim groups, and was considered a medium effect (t(561) = –5.43, p < .001, d = –0.50). 
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male victims only averaged more victimisation events (1.61) than victim-offenders (1.23)39, while there was no meaningful 
difference between victims only (1.34) and victim-offenders for non-Indigenous females (1.42). 

Table 8  Average number of victimisation events for victims only and victim-offenders by demographic characteristics, 
Queensland, 2008–09 to 2019–20 

 Victims only Victim-offenders Effect size(d) 

 – n – M SD – n – M SD  

All individuals 43,421 1.45 1.34 45,356 1.38 0.90 Not meaningful (–0.06) 

Gender(a) 

Female 20,845 1.33 0.98 18,799 1.58 1.12 Small (0.25) 

Male 22,524 1.56 1.59 26,537 1.24 0.66 Small (–0.28) 

Indigenous status(b) 

Indigenous 2,124 1.60 1.38 9,960 1.69 1.23 Not meaningful (0.07) 

Non-Indigenous 37,555 1.48 1.39 34,300 1.30 0.77 Not meaningful (–0.16) 

Indigenous status and gender(c) 

Indigenous female 1,577 1.54 1.04 5,907 1.96 1.43 Small (0.31) 

Indigenous male 546 1.78 2.06 4,053 1.29 0.69 Medium (–0.50) 

Non-Indigenous female 17,348 1.34 1.02 12,484 1.42 0.91 Not meaningful (0.09) 

Non-Indigenous male 20,162 1.61 1.63 21,797 1.23 0.66 Small (–0.30) 

n = number of people in the group (sample size), M = mean, SD = standard deviation. See glossary of terms for further information. 

(a) Records where gender of the individual was missing (n = 72) have been excluded from calculations. 

(b) Records where Indigenous status of the individual was missing (n = 4,838) have been excluded from calculations. 

(c) Records where gender and/or Indigenous status of the individual were missing (n = 4,903) have been excluded from calculations. 

(d) Where the results of the t-test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference between groups, Cohen’s d effect size was calculated to 
quantify the magnitude of the difference. Interpretation of effect sizes as small (d = 0.2), medium (d = 0.5), and large (d = 0.8) are based on 
benchmarks suggested by Cohen (1988), and an effect size less than 0.2 is not considered meaningful, even if it is statistically significant. 

Notes: 

1. Based on a monitoring period of eight years using a rolling window four years prior to and four years after, the index event for an in-scope individual. 

2. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data. 

4.5.3. Victim-offenders are younger at their first victimisation event than victims only 

A comparison between the two victim groups in relation to age at first recorded victimisation event during the monitoring 
period is presented in Table 9. It is important to remember that this does not represent the age at which an individual first 
experienced victimisation during their lifetime, rather the age at first victimisation event during the monitoring period of this 
project.  

On average, victim-offenders were younger at their first victimisation event (average 29.23 years) during the monitoring 
period than victims only (average 34.51 years).40 The finding that victim-offenders were younger than victims only at first 
victimisation was true for all comparisons made by demographic characteristics. From a statistical standpoint, the largest 
differences between mean ages was observed between non–Indigenous male victim-offenders (average 29.91 years) 

 
39 While the independent samples t-test indicated a statistically significant difference in the average number of victimisation events between the 

non–Indigenous male victim groups, the effect was considered small (t(26,180) = –30.25, p < .001, d = –0.30). 
40 While the results of an independent samples t-test indicated that victim-offenders were significantly younger at their first recorded victimisation event 

during the monitoring period than victims only, this effect was considered small (t(82,594) = 56.48, p < .001, d = 0.38). 
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and victims only (average 36.54 years)41 and between Indigenous male victim-offenders (average 29.59 years) and 
victims only (average 35.93 years).42  

Table 9  Average age at first victimisation event for victims only and victim-offenders by demographic characteristics, 
Queensland, 2008–09 to 2019–20 

 Victims only Victim-offenders  Effect size(d) 

 – n – M SD – n – M SD  

All individuals 43,421 34.51 15.41 45,356 29.23 12.18 Small (0.38) 

Gender 

Female 20,845 32.22 15.28 18,799 28.31 11.50 Small (0.29) 

Male 22,524 36.63 15.23 26,537 29.88 12.60 Small (0.49) 

Indigenous status 

Indigenous 2,124 32.16 15.73 9,960 28.47 11.83 Small (0.29) 

Non-Indigenous 37,555 34.57 15.29 34,300 29.43 12.25 Small (0.37) 

Indigenous status and gender 

Indigenous female 1,577 30.84 15.37 5,907 27.70 11.13 Small (0.26) 

Indigenous male 546 35.93 16.10 4,053 29.59 12.70 Small (0.48) 

Non-Indigenous female 17,348 32.30 15.20 12,484 28.58 11.62 Small (0.37) 

Non-Indigenous male 20,162 36.54 15.10 21,797 29.91 12.57 Small (0.48) 

n = number of people in the group (sample size), M = mean, SD = standard deviation. See glossary of terms for further information. 

(a) Records where gender of the individual was missing (n = 72) have been excluded from calculations. 

(b) Records where Indigenous status of the individual was missing (n = 4,838) have been excluded from calculations. 

(c) Records where gender and/or Indigenous status of the individual were missing (n = 4,903) have been excluded from calculations. 

(d) Where the results of the t-test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference between groups, Cohen’s d effect size was calculated to 
quantify the magnitude of the difference. Interpretation of effect sizes as small (d = 0.2), medium (d = 0.5), and large (d = 0.8) are based on 
benchmarks suggested by Cohen (1988), and an effect size less than 0.2 is not considered meaningful, even if it is statistically significant. 

Notes: 

1. The age at an individual’s first victimisation event recorded during the monitoring period. 

2. The monitoring period of eight years is based on a rolling window of four years prior to, and four years after, the index event for an in-scope 
individual. 

3. Offending relates to any type of charged offence while victimisation relates to personal crime only. 

Source: QGSO analysis of QPS data. 

Summary: Comparing victims only and victim-offenders 

• The victim groups differed with respect to demographic characteristics: 

o Non-Indigenous females and males comprised a larger proportion of victims only than victim-offenders. 

o Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females and males comprised a larger proportion of victim-offenders than 
victims only. 

• There was variation in the average number of victimisation events for victims only and victim-offenders by gender: 

o For females, victim-offenders averaged more victimisation events than victims only. 

o For males, victims only averaged more victimisation events than victim-offenders. 

• Victim-offenders were younger at their first victimisation event than those who were victims only. 

 
41 While the results of an independent samples t-test indicated that non–Indigenous male victim-offenders were significantly younger at their first 

recorded victimisation during the monitoring period than victims only, this effect was considered small (t(39,342) = 48.63, p < .001, d = 0.48). 
42 While the results of an independent samples t-test indicated that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander male victim-offenders were significantly younger 

at their first recorded victimisation during the monitoring period than victims only, this effect was considered small (t(640) = 8.84, p < .001, d = 0.48). 
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5.0 Discussion 
The research presented in this report sought to examine the extent of the victim–offender overlap in Queensland. Police 
administrative data relating to alleged offences recorded as occurring in Queensland between 2008–09 to 2019–20 were 
analysed to examine people’s contact with the police as a victim of personal crime and/or as any type of offender. 
Individuals were classified into groups of either offender only, victim only or victim-offender (based on their contact with 
the police) and comparisons between these groups were made in terms of their demographic and offending/victimisation 
profile. Overall, the research indicates that responding to victimisation could represent an important component of 
reducing criminal justice system demand, gendered harm and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander overrepresentation. 

The victim–offender overlap 

The results demonstrated that most people with police contact between 2008–09 and 2019–20, had contact resulting 
from their offending (88.2%), rather than as a victim (24.1%), which is consistent with findings showing higher rates of 
offenders in general than victims of personal crime in Queensland. The results also showed that, when comparing  
2019–20 with 2008–09, there was a decrease in the offender rate overall (–24.2%), and decreases were apparent for 
each demographic group (with the largest decrease observed for male offenders). While the rate of victims of personal 
crime decreased for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander males (–11.0%) and non-Indigenous males (–10.0%), it 
increased overall for non-Indigenous females (+6.2%) and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females (+2.3%). These 
trends influence and set the scene for the project’s findings. 

The relationship between offending and victimisation has been well established and this project has shown that a 
proportion of offenders were also victims, and vice versa. However, it is important to acknowledge that not all offenders 
experienced victimisation, nor had all victims been offenders. Approximately one in every seven offenders (13.9%) had 
also been a victim, with substantial variation in relation to the prevalence of victimisation within groups of offenders based 
on their demographic characteristics, ranging from 10.2% of non–Indigenous male offenders to 44.0% of Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander female offenders. In contrast, a larger proportion of victims were also offenders during the 
monitoring period. Approximately half of all victims (51.1%) were also recorded as an offender, and this finding is 
consistent with estimates from other studies (Jennings, Piquero and Reingle 2012). The prevalence of offending differed 
among groups of victims, ranging from 41.8% for non–Indigenous female victims to 88.1% of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander male victims.  

Despite a growing amount of literature examining the overlap between victimisation and offending, relatively few studies 
have quantified the magnitude of the victim–offender overlap. The available literature suggests that the overlap observed 
in the current project (12.3%) is higher than found elsewhere, although this difference is likely to reflect variation in 
research approaches. For example, recent research from Canada found that 6% of people linked to a violent crime were 
both a victim and an offender, although this was based on a two–year follow-up period and only included violent crimes 
(Hiltz, Bland and Barnes 2020). Findings from the current project are based on a monitoring period that was four times 
longer and included all recorded offending, not just offending involving personal offences. 

The findings also showed that, when compared with those who were offenders only, victim-offenders offend more 
frequently and have a higher prevalence of personal offences. Both of these findings held consistent across all 
demographic groups. The finding that victim-offenders average more offending events than offenders who had not been 
victimised, is consistent with other research which has explicitly examined the frequency of offending between these 
groups. For example, analysis of data from the British Crime Survey found that people who experienced violent 
victimisation also self-reported engaging in more violent offences than people who had not experienced violent 
victimisation (Gottfredson 1984). Recent research has also found that victim-offenders are responsible for more crime 
harm (based on seriousness of the offences rather than simply frequency of offences) over a two-year period than those 
who were offenders only (Hiltz, Bland and Barnes 2020; Sandall, Angel and White 2018). 

In addition to the frequency of offending, the prevalence of personal offending was more common among victim-offenders 
than offenders only. This result is consistent with other research showing a strong relationship between violent offending 
and violent victimisation. For example, Posick (2018) found that violent offending increased the odds of experiencing 
subsequent violent victimisation by 22%, while Hiday et al. (2001) found that people who experience greater victimisation 
are more likely to have engaged in a fight, assaulted someone, threatened with a weapon and engaged in serious 
violence.  

An explanation for the greater prevalence and higher frequency of being charged with personal offences among 
victim-offenders than offenders only may be provided by general strain theory. Strain theory suggests that engaging in 
violent offending for some people may be explained by negative emotions, such as feelings of anger and resentment 
stemming from the ‘strain’ of experiencing violent victimisation (Agnew 2001, 2002, 2014). According to this view, 
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experiences of violent victimisation are likely to be viewed as unjust, and a victimisation that is more severe is likely to 
generate more anger which impedes an individual’s ability to cope from the strain appropriately, resulting in an incentive 
to adopt criminal coping strategies, such as engaging in revenge and retaliatory violence against the perpetrators or 
others (Agnew 2001; Agnew and Brezina 2019). 

The available literature also suggests that victimisation (especially from personal crime) may also have negative 
outcomes that might contribute to the likelihood of future offending. For example, research suggests that experiencing 
victimisation from personal crime can have deleterious effects on physical and mental health (Bouffard and Koeppel 
2014; Eitle 2021; Kunst and Van Wilsem 2012; Semenza, Testa and Turanovic 2021; Turanovic and Pratt 2015), 
although research indicates that these impacts may differ across victims and are influenced by the timing of the 
victimisation (e.g. experienced as a child, during adolescence, as an adult) and whether the victimisation is a single event 
or prolonged over a period of time. Further, these impacts on health remain, regardless of whether the victimisation is 
experienced between intimate partners or extra-familial victimisation (Bonomi, et al., 2006; Eitle 2021). There is also 
extensive research that has demonstrated strong links between experiencing violent victimisation and future victimisation, 
substance abuse, mental health issues, physical health problems, violent offending, and incarceration (Honorato, 
Caltabiano and Clough 2016; Jackson et al. 2021; Ogloff et al. 2017; Semenza, Testa and Turanovic 2021), highlighting 
the potential impact that victimisation can have on community harm and the benefit of coordinated multi-agency 
responses to victimisation. 

The observed victim–offender overlap highlights the potential benefit of using a trauma-informed approach in the design 
and delivery of criminal justice interventions. Trauma-informed approaches aim to broadly understand the effects of 
trauma (including experiences of violence) on a victim’s physical, psychological and emotional health, and help identify 
their needs in the context of human service delivery (Quadara 2015). In responding to offenders, trauma-informed justice 
seeks to integrate experiences of trauma into how offending is understood and provides a pathway for reducing further 
harm to both the offender and the community (Branson et al. 2017; Moreland and Ressler 2021).  

The victim–offender overlap also suggests the possible value of developing intervention strategies for victims of personal 
crime. Criminal justice interventions tend to focus on people who have formal contact with the criminal justice system as 
an offender to prevent further offending, and this may be potentially too late (NSW Government 2012). The risk for 
negative outcomes among victims of personal crime underscores the need for preventive interventions to mitigate that 
risk, including a potential benefit in preventing the onset of offending (Halsey 2018; McCart et al. 2020; Peltonen et al. 
2020). 

Another component of crime reduction is to focus on strategies that reduce opportunities for crime, and these can include 
actions or decisions made by victims. Routine activity theory (Cohen and Felson 1979) views victimisation as resulting 
from opportunities provided by the convergence in time and space of a motivated offender, a ‘suitable’ target (victim), and 
the lack of capable guardianship to prevent the crime from occurring while the lifestyle-exposure theory (Hindelang, 
Gottfredson and Garofalo 1978) suggests that engaging in certain behaviours increases the chance of someone being 
victimised such as by engaging in risky behaviours. While being mindful to avoid victim-blaming, some scholars argue 
that, despite these theories focusing on the role of the offender within a criminal incident, victim decisions can influence 
some situations that reduce opportunities for offenders and therefore reduce their risk of victimisation (Berg and Shreck 
2021). Intervention strategies including better education may foster improved awareness of situations, allowing potential 
victims to use precautionary behaviour to guide their decisions that reduce their risk of victimisation (Berg and Shreck 
2021; Shreck et al 2018). It is acknowledged however, that there are limits to situations in which victim decisions may be 
able to reduce their risk of victimisation, given that victim decisions are unlikely to impact on an offender’s motivation to 
offend.  

Gendered differences 

The project found gender differences in relation to the victim–offender overlap, in particular reflecting the gendered nature 
of victimisation. Results from this project included:  

• The prevalence of offending among females (79.8%) was lower when compared with males (91.5%). 

• 38.4% of females had contact with police through experiencing victimisation, which was more than double the 
proportion of males with police contact who were victimised (18.5%). 

• When examining victimisation among offenders, there was a greater prevalence of victimisation among female 
offenders (22.8%) compared with male offenders (10.9%). 

• 18.2% of all females were victim-offenders, compared with 10.0% of males. 

• Female victim-offenders averaged more victimisation events (1.58) than females who were victims only (1.33), while 
males who were victims only, averaged more victimisation events (1.56) than male victim-offenders (1.24). 
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• The strongest relationship between the prevalence of personal offending among offending groups was observed for 
females, with 30.1% of female victim-offenders charged with a personal offence, compared with 14.3% of female 
offenders only. 

• Gendered differences in the age at first offending event were observed, with female offenders only older (31.67 
years) than male offenders only (30.77 years), while female victim-offenders were younger (27.57 years) than male 
victim-offenders (28.76 years). 

A significant amount of criminal justice research has noted the gendered nature of crime and violence, with males 
responsible for committing more crime than females, and males experiencing more victimisation than females, except in 
relation to sexual violence (such as rape and sexual assault) and violence perpetrated by intimate partners (Hulme, 
Morgan and Boxall 2019; Lauritsen and Heimer 2008; Pratt and Turanovic 2021). For example, other research from 
QGSO (2021c) based on recorded crime found that while males and females experienced a similar share of total 
victimisations, the types of offences experienced were different, with sexual offences more prevalent among victimisations 
of females (23.4%, compared with 4.0% for males) and assault offences more common among victimisations of males 
(81.9%, compared with 63.5% for females). Further, it was found that females were more likely to experience 
revictimisation and were overrepresented among people who were revictimised by the same offender (75.7% of repeat 
victims were female), which were most commonly perpetrated by a family member or partner (66.9%). Self-report data 
indicate that sexual offences and DFV offences, which females are more likely to experience, are also likely to be 
substantially underreported (ABS 2017; Birdsey and Snowball 2013; Voce and Boxall 2018). For example, a survey of 
Australians found that one in five women (18.4%) had reported experiencing sexual violence since the age of 15, 
compared with one in twenty (4.7%) men (ABS 2017). Furthermore, one in six (17.3%) females had reported experiencing 
physical or sexual violence by a current or previous partner since the age of 15, compared with one in sixteen (6.1%) men 
(ABS 2017). 

Gender differences found in the project, including the greater prevalence of victimisation among females with police 
contact when compared with males, and the higher victim–offender overlap among females, may be partly explained by 
DFV. Other research by QGSO (2021c) found both a higher prevalence of assault among female victims, and a higher 
prevalence of experiencing repeat victimisation at the hands of the same person, who was most commonly a family 
member or intimate partner. These patterns reflect experiences of DFV, which is commonly viewed as a manifestation of 
men’s desire to have power and control over their partner (Ali and Naylor 2013; Boxall et al. 2018; Groves and Thomas 
2013).  

The higher prevalence of victim-offenders among females with police contact may also be explained by DFV, but rather 
reflect the responses of some women to experiencing DFV. Research suggests that some women may rely on the use of 
violent resistance during DFV incidents which may result in them being charged as an offender (Boxall, Dowling and 
Morgan 2020; Elmquist et al. 2014; Leisring and Grigorian 2016). There is also research suggesting that women may be 
misidentified as the perpetrator of DFV during a police call-out to a domestic dispute (Douglas and Fitzgerald 2018; 
Nancarrow et al. 2020). Taken together, these suggest that women’s experiences of DFV could potentially explain the 
higher prevalence of the victim-offender overlap among females found in this project.  

The gendered findings in this project highlight the importance of trauma–informed approaches to address the trauma 
associated with female victimisation.43 Given the more severe offence profile among both male and female victim-
offenders, such an approach may help support efforts to prevent female victims being involved in the criminal justice 
system as an offender through the use of violent resistance and may contribute to efforts to reduce criminal justice system 
demand. 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander overrepresentation 

The results of the project also showed differences in relation to the prevalence of offenders, victims and victim–offender 
overlap based on Indigeneity. The rate of offenders and victims among the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
population was higher than that observed for the non-Indigenous population and being a victim-offender was more 
common among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people (25.2%) than among non-Indigenous people (10.8%). The 
relatively high prevalence of victimisation-offending among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people meant that being 
an offender only was most common among non-Indigenous people. 

 
43 The Women’s Safety and Justice Taskforce (the Taskforce) was established by the Queensland Government in March 2021, and a key objective of 

the Taskforce is to undertake a review into the experiences of women and girls within the criminal justice system, both as victims and offenders of 
sexual violence. One area of focus for the Taskforce is exploring whether the criminal justice system and services associated with it is able to adopt a 
more trauma–informed care approach to address female victimisation (Women’s Safety and Justice Taskforce 2021). 
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Other research has shown that the risk factors associated with involvement in crime are similar to those associated with 
victimisation. These factors include insecure housing, poor physical or mental health, substance use, unemployment and 
socioeconomic disadvantage (Barton, Valasik and Brault 2021; de Mooij et al. 2015; Khalifeh et al. 2015; Morgan et al. 
2016; Pare and Felson 2014; Snowball and Weatherburn 2008; Wright et al. 1999). The observed overrepresentation of 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people among those who offend and those classified as victim-offenders in this 
project may be somewhat explained by the higher prevalence of these risk factors among Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander people (Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision 2020).  

It is important to acknowledge that violence is not the norm for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples (Blagg et al. 
2020), and multiple, complex factors possibly contribute to the violence perpetrated and experienced by Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander peoples. These drivers include: 

• intergenerational trauma associated with colonisation and dispossession 

• the breakdown of traditional culture and kinship practices 

• the removal of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children from their families 

• experiences of violence, including childhood experiences of violence and abuse 

• witnessing police brutality, deaths in custody, and institutional racism 

• low education and income levels, high unemployment levels, and welfare dependency 

• alcohol and other drugs 

• poor and overcrowded housing conditions, and housing mobility 

• poor physical and mental health (Blagg et al. 2018; Bryant and Willis 2008; Carlson, Day and Farrelly 2021; Cripps 
and Davis 2012; Cunneen and Tauri 2019; Guthrie et al. 2020; Olsen and Lovett 2016). 

The findings of this project also showed differences in the prevalence of victim-offenders when considering both gender 
and Indigeneity. The prevalence of victim-offenders among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females (39.4%), was 
more than twice as high as that observed for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander males (16.6%) and non-Indigenous 
females (14.8%) and more than four times higher than that among non-Indigenous males (9.3%). This is likely to reflect a 
convergence of the factors impacting the gendered nature of victimisation (discussed above) and the cumulative impact 
of disadvantage experienced by some Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people (House of Representatives Standing 
Committee on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs 2011; Steering Committee for the Review of Government 
Service Provision 2020). 

It has been identified that addressing key indicators of disadvantage experienced by some Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander people is likely to be associated with reductions in offending by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people and 
the victimisation they experience (House of Representatives Standing Committee on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
Affairs 2011). To address issues of domestic and family violence, Aboriginal peoples advocate the use of strengths-based 
and community-led solutions that are trauma-informed, culturally safe, involve Aboriginal justice models, and grounded in 
Aboriginal law and culture (for example, see Australian Law Reform Commission 2017; Blagg et al. 2021; Hovane 2015; 
McGlade 2012).  

Project results relating to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people suggest that efforts made to reduce the 
overrepresentation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples in the criminal justice system could be enhanced by 
addressing the relatively high levels of victimisation experienced by this group. This is due to the relatively high 
prevalence of victim-offenders among Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples and the heightened offence profile of 
victim-offenders.  

5.1. Future research 

The aim of the project was to provide a high-level examination of the victim–offender overlap in Queensland. The findings 
demonstrate that a group of people both offend and experience victimisation and that the extent of this varies across 
different demographic groups, however the project was limited in its ability to fully explore the underlying mechanisms 
possibly contributing to these results. There may therefore be benefit in progressing research that involves: 

• collecting more detailed information from individuals to better understand the impact of individual (for example, 
experience of adverse events and illicit drug use) and situational (for example, use of violent resistance, 
lifestyle/routine activities and subcultural codes of behaviour) factors on the victim–offender overlap 
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• exploring whether there are different types of victim-offenders (Reid and Sullivan 2012) based on their victimisation or 
offending profile (for example, whether sexual assault victimisation is associated with different offending profiles) 

• examining the temporal ordering of offending and victimisation through research which includes all contact that young 
people had with the police across their lifetime. Given that the peak age for offending occurs during late adolescence 
(QGSO 2021a) and a substantial proportion of victimisations are experienced by young people (QGSO 2021c), 
research focused on young people would contribute to knowledge regarding the temporal ordering of offending and 
victimisation among victim-offenders. 

• examining longitudinal data that captures all system contact that people have with criminal justice agencies and other 
relevant agencies to better understand the relationship between offending and broader victimisation (including child 
maltreatment, child abuse, bullying, etc.). 

5.2. Conclusion 

This project has shown that a small, although not insubstantial, proportion of individuals have contact with the police as 
both an offender and victim (victim-offenders). It was also observed that victim-offenders averaged more offending events 
and had a higher prevalence of being charged with personal offences than offenders without a history of victimisation. 
These key findings highlight the potential benefits of: 

• using trauma-informed interventions for victim-offenders to better understand how experiences of victimisation may 
be linked to offending, including how to address these factors 

• early intervention and targeting resources towards victims of personal crime to help disrupt and prevent potential 
offending trajectories 

• ensuring that interventions are gender-appropriate and culturally-sensitive. 

The results highlight the importance of responding to victimisation, including victimisation experienced by offenders. They 
suggest that effective trauma–informed interventions for offenders who have experienced victimisation may reduce 
criminal justice system demand and decrease Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander overrepresentation in the criminal 
justice system. Targeted efforts with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander females are likely to be of particular benefit.   
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Glossary and explanatory notes 

Glossary 

Chi-square test of independence: a type of statistical technique used to determine if there is a significant relationship 
between two variables comprised of categories. For example, this test can be used to examine for a relationship between 
gender (male versus female) and group membership of individuals (offenders only versus victim-offenders). If there was 
no relationship, then similar amounts of both males and females would be in each group. In contrast, an association might 
be identified by there being more female victim-offenders than male victim-offenders. See statistical significance. 

Effect size: provides an objective measure of the importance of the relationship between two variables or difference 
between two groups, by assessing the magnitude of the effect. A statistical test might indicate if there is a statistically 
significant difference or relationship between two variables, but this does not mean that the difference is meaningful (as 
very small differences may be statistically significant when there is a large number of cases). In this report, where results 
of the statistical tests applied are statistically significant, an effect size is provided to interpret the magnitude of the effect. 
See statistical significance. 

Eligibility period: in this project, the eligibility period is between 1 July 2012 and 30 June 2016, during which time an 
individual was considered in scope if they had contact with the police as an offender or victim. See monitoring period, 
reference period. 

Indigenous status: is the term used by this report when discussing administrative data indicating whether a person has 
self-identified as Australian Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander. When an individual comes into contact with the 
police, they may self-identify based on four options: Not Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander (non-Indigenous, in this 
report); Aboriginal; Torres Strait Islander; Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander. In this publication, the term ‘Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander’ is used to refer to anyone who identifies as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander. The use of this 
term is not intended to diminish or deny the diversity between and within Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander individuals, 
families, communities, groups and nations across Australia.   

Index event: the first event involving an individual as a victim or offender during the eligibility period. See eligibility period. 

Mean: a measure of central tendency (also referred to as average) which is calculated by summing all of the data values 
and then dividing by the total number of data points or observations. 

Monitoring period: the period before and after an index event to examine for other events involving an individual as a 
victim or offender. In this report the monitoring period is four years before and four years after an index event for an 
individual, providing a total monitoring period of eight years. See eligibility period, reference period. 

Offender: a person aged 10 years or over who is alleged to be responsible for an offence (any type of offence).  

Offending event: where an offender had contact with the police as a result of their offending, and more than one offence 
may have been actioned by police on a specific date.  

Personal crime: refers to criminal offences against the person, which include the offence categories of assault, sexual 
offences, homicide, robbery, and other offences against the person. 

Police action: police may proceed against an offender by using a range of available actions (including arrest, summons, 
a notice to appear in court, warrant, caution, community conference, or other).  

Recorded offences: offences which have been reported to or detected by police. Also referred to as reported offences. 
In this report, only recorded offences where a person victim was identified have been included. 

Reference period: in this project, the reference period is between 1 July 2008 and 30 June 2020. See eligibility period, 
monitoring period. 

Rolling window: refers to a monitoring period beginning from a specific point in time, rather than a fixed monitoring 
period (such as a calendar or financial year). In this project, the rolling window for the monitoring period was based on 
four years prior to and four years after the index police contact event for in-scope individuals. 

Standard deviation: provides a measure about how spread out the values are among a group, by expressing how much 
the members of a group differ from the mean value for the group. The larger the standard deviation, the more spread out 
or dispersed the values are. See mean. 
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Statistical significance: a result has statistical significance when it is unlikely, or only a very small chance (usually set at 
a pre-determined figure such as 1% or 5%), that the result has occurred by chance only, and can therefore be considered 
a genuine effect. See effect size. 

Start date: the date an offence occurred, as advised by the victim or police officer. 

t-test: a type of statistical technique which can be used to determine if there is a statistically significant difference 
between the mean values of two groups on a variable. See mean, statistical significance. 

Victim: a person who experienced victimisation from personal crime. 

Victim-offender: a person who had contact with the police as both a victim of personal crime and an offender (any type 
of crime). 

Victimisation: a single event of victimisation from personal crime. A person may experience victimisation involving more 
than one offence (and offence type) and offender, within an event. 

Victimisation rate: expressed as the number of reported victims per 100,000 of the total estimated resident population. 

Explanatory notes 

Data used in this research 

Data on which analyses in this report were based were current at the time of extraction on 8 December 2020 and are 
subject to change. The data included only those offences with a status of solved, withdrawn, lapsed or unsolved; 
cancelled or unfounded crime reports were excluded.  

The recorded offences that formed the dataset used for the analyses were all offences recorded (reported to or detected) 
by QPS between 2008–09 and 2019–20. The report/detection date does not always align with the date the offence 
occurred (start date). For example, in some instances, particularly with homicide and sexual offences, there may be a 
large time difference between when the offence occurred and the report/detection date. For this research, only offences 
reported to or cleared by police about in-scope individuals, that had a start date of four years either side of their index 
event, were included in the initial dataset.  

Indigenous status 

The recorded Indigenous status of individuals in the data are based on self-identification, according to one of the following 
four standard options: Not Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander; Aboriginal; Torres Strait Islander; Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander. The Indigenous status of some victims is missing in QPS data and two versions of the variable are 
available; the first is raw data including all missing data, while the second variable contains the data where some missing 
data have been imputed using information captured elsewhere relating to the same individual. In this research, the 
variable with imputed information has been used, and the use of this variable is consistent with other QGSO publications 
using QPS data. 

Percentage calculations 

Records where gender and/or Indigenous status were not stated have been excluded from any relevant percentage 
calculations in this report and noted accordingly. Percentages presented in this report may not always add to 100% due 
to rounding. 

Rate calculations 

To calculate rates of offences, offending and victimisation which are presented in section 4.1, estimated resident 
population (ERP) figures from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) were obtained for Queensland. These figures 
were used to calculate rates of different offence types, rates of offending, and rates of victimisation from personal crime. 
Rates presented in this report are expressed as rates per 100,000 persons for the relevant population subgroup, which 

include gender and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander status.44 Given that the age of criminal responsibility in 
Queensland is 10 years of age, only ERP figures for those aged 10 years and older within each population subgroup 
were used in relevant rate calculations. As a person of any age could experience victimisation, ERP figures for all people 

 
44 Single-year-of-age population estimates for Queensland were sourced from ABS, Regional Population Growth, Australia. Single-year-of-age 

population estimates for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians were sourced from ABS, Estimates and Projections, Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islanders Australians, 2006 to 2036 (unpublished). 
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within each population subgroup were used in the calculation of victimisation rates. Similarly, in the calculation of offence 
rates, ERP figures for all people within each population subgroup were used.  

Statistical analyses examining relationships or differences between groups 

While descriptive statistics summarise the characteristics of a data set, inferential statistics help make conclusions and 
predictions based on the data. Two types of inferential statistical tests used in analyses included the chi-square test of 
independence, which is used to examine if there is a significant association between two types of categorical variables 
(for example to explore whether there was an association between offender groups and the prevalence of violent 
offending or demographic characteristics) and the independent samples t-test, which is used to determine if there was a 
significant difference between the means of two groups (such as mean number of offending events between two groups 
of offenders). Assumptions related to the use of each inferential test were checked, such as that the outcome variable 
being approximately normally distributed and the variances of the outcome variable for each group were the same 
(Dancey and Reidy 2011). Where these assumptions were violated, the non-parametric version (which does not rely on a 
distribution) of that test should be applied. However, where there were minor violations of the assumptions of a test, both 
the parametric and non-parametric tests were conducted, and if the results were consistent, the results of the parametric 
version were preferred due to an increased ease of interpretation, and because parametric tests have more statistical 
power to detect a significant effect when one exists (Dancey and Reidy 2011). 

Due to the large sample sizes used in analyses, very small effects can become statistically significant, but this does not 
mean that the results are theoretically relevant (Chatfield 1995). Instead, information about how meaningful a test result is 
best made in relation to practical significance and through the use of an effect size, which indicates the magnitude of 
difference between groups (Lin, Lucas and Shmueli 2013).  

In this report, all inferential test results examining the association or difference between variables are statistically 
significant (due in part to the large sample sizes). Because of this, an effect size and how meaningful the effect is are 
provided to assist interpret the result. When conducting a chi-square test of independence, the phi-coefficient (φ) was 
used to provide an effect size for a 2 x 2 association, while Cramer’s V was used for associations greater than 2 x 2. 
Interpretations of the effect size (φ or V) as weak (.05), moderate (.10), strong (.15), and very strong (.25) are based on 
suggestions by Akoglu (2018). When conducting an independent-samples t-test, Cohen’s d was calculated and used as 
an effect size. Interpretation of effect sizes as small (d = 0.2), medium (d = 0.5) and large (d = 0.8) are based on 
benchmarks suggested by Cohen (1988). Where an effect size did not meet the values suggested, the effect was 
considered not meaningful. 
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