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Abstract
The costs ofwvielent crimgictimisation are often left to &ibunal, judgeor jury to determine,
which can leado,considerable subjectivity and variation. Usimgnel data, this paper provides
compensation estimates that help reduce the subjectivity of awards by providing a krfohma
the compensation‘required to offset direct and intangible costs. Indrateefixedeffects models
of wellbeing [that allow fo adaptation and the endogeneity of income suggest that, on average,
$88,000 is requiredo compensate &iolent victim, with the amount being greater for females
($102,000) than.males ($79,000).

Even in the 'most developed countriesany individuals wil be exposed to a violent or life
threatening sitwation during their lifiete (Ozer et al., 2003; Bonanno, 2004). In the &J@olent
crime occurred.every 26 seconds in 2012, with an estimated 1.214 million violent crirealhati
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or about 387 for everyl00,000residents(Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2013). Out of an
estimated total cost of crime of $3blion, more than$250 billion is attributed to violent crime
(Chalfin, 2014). In Australia, the focus thfis study, there were 96%ctims of physical assault, 86
victims of sexual assault, 60 victims of robbery, and 2 victims of homicide per 100,000 pgersons
2012 recorded by policé(stralian Bureau of Statistics, 2G1,8)?

The total cost of violent crime for victimacludesdirect costs, such dgst wages, medical
care costs and property damage, and intangible and potentialyelongosts associatedth pain,
psychological_distress, and a decremseguality of life (Cohen, 1998, 200@005; Dolan et al.,
2005 Cohen'and Bowles, 2010; McCollister et al., 20J0br some, experiencing violent crime
resuls in longrterm psychopathology, including anxiety, depression and-tpashatic stress
disorder (Breslauset al., 1998, 2008)olent crimecanalso lead tdehaviourachanges that affect
victims' quality of life and daily functioning (Dolan et al., 2005), arah indirectly affect the
wellbeing of other family members$iiends and neighbourgCohen, 2005; Mervin and Frijters,
2014).

This paper-aimso calculate the ammt of monetary compensatiosaquiredby victims to
offset their loss=of: wellbeing. This research question is important from b&hal and public
economics perspectivesbel and Loewenstein (®B8) highlightthat valuing damageselating to
pain and sufferingsi critical for legal practice, anBoyce and Wood (201Q)otethat ‘Currently,
monetary compensation seems to be unquestionably taken in law courts as theyasfiyhehping
an individual.evercome psychological distress after a traumatic.e@aihing reliableestimatef
compensations also importanfor the economic evaluation gbcial programs aimed at reducing
crime, for example substance abuse treatment and community policing (McC€etliske 2010).

In the USjuries are challenged to awaad amount that would make the victim “whole” in
their eyes Cohen, 2000; Cohen, 2005 owever, afBoyce and Wood (2010)ote ‘Putting a price
tag on ‘paingand=suffering’ seems an impossible ,tésk judges in law courtsra regularly
expected towmakessuch decisionby the words of Cooter (2003), ‘courts apparently arrive a
damages by unaided intuitiorSimilarly, Ubel and Loewenstein (2008) argue that juries are not
well equipped to ‘determine the emotional impact oécHr injuries and suggest removing
subjectivity from the task. They contend that jurists are likely to mispretiet hedonic

consequences of injuries by overestimating the impacts of physical health conditi@ssatrialso

% These official figures mask the full extent of violent crimesociety. Between 2006 and 2010 in the US, 52 percent of
all violentvictimisatiors were not reported to police according to the National Cvlit@mization Survey. Similarly,
Australan survey data suggest that around 50 percent of physical assaultscg8% pérobberies and 63 percent of
sexual assaults go unreported (Australian Bure&taifstics, 2012).

3We do not attempt in this paper to estimate the wider cést®lent crime to the criminal justice system or crime
career costs (see, for example, McCollister et al., 2010).
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prone to affective foresding errors, anchoring effects, and random sources of variahbilityeir
decisions Geistféd (1995)finds that only 46 of the awards made to victims can be accounted for
by the severity of injuries, with the rest potentially attributable to “ostgnsifjustifiable” factors
such as race and thictims’ attractivenesslo address thedenitations of monetary awards, Boyce
and Wood (2010) suggest psychological therapy as an alternatyvd compensate the victim, but
therapy does not compensatetfog widercostsof victimisation.

Regardless of howictim compensation is determined, whether by judges, jury members or
tribunals, having guidelines is valuahl® Consequently, providingreliable estimates of
compensation, and thusducingthe subjectivity in awardss an importantask.Overthe last three
decades a number of studies have attempted toiwever theestimates vary considerably,
justifying the need for further research. For example, Cohen et al. (2004) usesentimsal data
from the US and acontingent valuation approach to estimate that sexual stssaldltbe valued at
US$237,000, armed robbery at US$232,@0@) serious physical assault at US$70,000. Dolan et al.
(2005) usea QALY approach to evaluate the intangible costs to victims in the UK; they calculate
£16,800for rape;y£4,800for sexual assaul£800 for robbery, ancE5,700for serious wanding.
Using jury verdiets from the US, McCollister et al. (201€3Iculate the intangible costs of
rape/sexual assault, aggravated assault, and robberyUtei69,642US$95,023 and WR2,575,
respectively Two recent papers, focusing on the mentalltheeffects ofvictimisationusing panel
data techniquedind that the required compensation for victims of violent crisreround 41,000
using a QALY=approach (Cornaglia et al., 2014) and around A$463i8iBQ a compensating
variation approach (Mervin and Frijters, 2014).

To estimate the impactf wiolent crime victimisation on welbeing andto calculate the
amount of required compensatiome use data from twd\ustralianlongitudinal surveys thaask
respondents ‘annualBbout their recent experience of violent crirtiejs,we observe victims both
before and afterthe event. Our main data sosrtee Household, Income and Lalsdynamics in
Australia Survey(HILDA), which is nationally representativend follows individuals for over a
decade In contrag our secondarydata source- Journeys Home (JH)} samplesadults who are
highly vulnerable to violent crime and provides valuable informateardingthe perpetrator.
Additionally, both surveys include information not only on overall wellbeing but @istifferent
aspects ofpwellbeing, which we use to examine the areas of victims’ lives that are most affected by

“In Australia, publicly funded tribunal systesnarethe main vehicle for victims to claim compensation, wite t
specific procedures and maximum limiigrying by state.ln Victoria, one of the largest states of Australia by
population, for examplesompensation is determined by the Victims of Crinssistance Tribunal. Primary victims can
claim up to A$60,000 taover up to two years of logarnings ad “reasonable expenses” related to counselling,
medical bills, damage to property and personal safetytdivén Victims of Crime Assistance Tribunal, 2015).
Additionally, victims may receive up to A$10,000 for any pain and soffdinked directly to therime.In 2012/13,
there were 4,751 awards of compensation with the average amaampénsation being A$7,763.
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crime. We are unaware of any other major longitudinal susuwegt repeatedly ask respondents
about their experience of vait crime and simultaneously collect a widage of wellbeing
measures.

Thesedetailed longitudinal data allow us to appipdellingtechniques that: (1) control for
selection into violent crime; (2) demonstraibat violent crime is not predictable after controlling
for selecton; (3) control for a numbeaf other timevarying life events; (4) incorporate information
on windfall income to aid in computing compensatory damages; and (5) consider the extent and
speed to which_victims’ wellbeing adaptver time. The data therefe meetall the necessary
criteria for estimating compensatory damages as sety@siwald and Powdthavee (20Q8a
They alsoallow us,to address conmoe in the literature about poor estimation of the effect of
income on wellbeing (the denominator in the income equivalence calculation)eamdpibrtance
of adaptation'to/income andatimisation

To gain confidence in the method we use to calculate the amount of compensataork
through a number of important steps that provide empirical support for our main modelling
assumptions @and=help identify the underlying mechanisms that link subjectiveingeltbethe
experience ofwvielent crime. We believe that each of these stap#batesto the existing literature,
providing insights thabnly can be discovered using panel data. In particular, there has been little
previousexamination of the issue of whether violent crime can be treated as exogenousitaempir
models. Moreever, muabf the focus in the literatuigas beermnthe directmentalhealth effects of
victimisation.whereas we analyse how victsaiion affects a broader measure of wellbeing,
namely, life satisfaction Therefore our estimates encompass not only mental health effects, but
also otherimportanteffectsof victimisation, such adodily pain, a decrease igeneralquality of
life, potential behavioural changess well as financial losses. The use of life satisfaction as a
measure of wellbeing is in line with the ideas behind both the tort anehatisystems, which are
designed to compensate the victim for any pain and suffering, not only direct merttakfeats.

Thespapersis seiut & follows: Our two panel dataourcesand measures of violent crém
victimisationand wellbeingare describé in Section 2. In Section 3 wekescribe our methodology.

In Section 4 w presentestimats of the effect of violent crime on overdife satisfaction and
consider a number of specific domains suchheaalth, safety, neighbourhood andelationship
satisfactionsthat help us to establish the underlying mechanisms involved. Weotigder the
extent to which iaviduals adapt to violent crimdn Section 5we presenthe results of the
analyses oftte Journeys Home datpaying particular attentiorio the perpetrator of the crime.
Once we have all this information, our methodology for calculatogpensatory damage is
described in Section 6, anlde results are compared with existing estimates in thatliter.Section

7 concludes.
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1. Data and Descriptive Statistics

1.1.HILDA and Journeys Home Surveys

Our primary dataset idrawn from the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics intralia
(HILDA) survey,“anannual panel study of Australian households that began in 2001. It collects
information froms=household members aged 15 and owera variety of economic and social
outcomes, Including employment, income, health, wellbeing and major life eVéatsestrict our
analysis taherespondents who have information looth wellbeing andrime victimisation with

the latter collectednly from 2002 onwardsWe usethen 11 waves of data (2002) andalso
restrict the analysis tinoseaged 1870 as observeth their firstHILDA interview. This providesa
working sample 0f106,546 observations on 18,534 individuals.

Our secondary dataset is dedvieom theAustralianJouneys Home (JH) survey, a unique
longitudinalsurvey of individials who are either homeless, at risk of homelessimeasdnerable to
homelessness he dataare collected biannually red thereare now six wavesavailable covering
2011 to 2014 The initial sample was equally distributed between homele$%)(3& risk of
homelessness (3 and vulnerable to homelessness %28 The homeless and -gk-of-
homelessnesss.individuals were identified by Centerlink, which administers social security payments
in Australia. Thoseéwlnerable to homelessness have not been identified as homeless by Centerlink,
but theypossessssimilar characteristics to the homelesspg(®e Wooden et al2012,for further
detailg. After omitting respondents with missing information on wellbeing and cvigtanisation
we have a samplaf-7,629 person-year observations on 1,508 individuals.

The JH data haveseveraldistinctfeaturescompared to general population surveys. Fins,
surveyedpopulation is particularly vulnerable to violent crimietimisation roughly around two
thirds of the sample report having been a victim of physical violence sincengachilthood (18
yeas of age). This supopulation isghereforeparticularly releant from a policy perspective. Their
higher incidence ofictimisationalso helpsisto more preciselydentify the effect olvictimisation
on wellbeing.Furthermore the JHsurvey includes morspecific questions about violent crime
experienceshansother surveydn particular,respondents are askathout the relationship of the

victim to the'perpetratognd we use that eparatelydentify intimate partner violence.

2.2.Measuring Violent Crim¥ictimisation

®In the JHsurvey, homelessness is defined generally and incorporates any individingsirli situations that fall
below community standards. The survey therefore includes ‘homeless’ resgowtienare: without accommodation,
living with friends or family in shorterm arrangements, and living in boarding houses and caravan parks
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In HILDA'’s confidentid self-completion questionnaireespondents araskedannually (excepin
wave 1)abouta wide array ofnajor life eventghat haveoccurredduring the pasl2 months. Most
importantly for our purpass responderst areasked about being “victim of physical violence (e.qg.,
assault)” Although there is no specific referencédomeé in thephysical violence question, act
of physical violence against another persawvuld generallybe considered arime in Australia
Consequently, throughout the paper we use the term “violent eratn@isatior.

Onelimitation of theHILDA questionnaireompared tdhe more extensive questions asked
in theJH surveyis that no further inform@tion is available orhe nature or perpetrataf the violent
crime. Based on thdédroad wordingof the questionthough,we conecture that the HILDA based
definition of wiolént crimevictimisation capturesthe most commonforms of violent crime
including physicaland sexual ssault, and robberif it involved violence.We expectthat this
definition will captureviolencefrom all sourcesincludingspousegsrelatives friends and strangers.

About 1.5%0f the HILDA sample report being victims of physical violence in the past 12
months® Of the 1126 respondent§4% (836 respondents) report one incident across the 11 waves,
17% (190) reporttwo, 5% (59) report three, and 4% (41) report four or Moreover this pattern
holds across-gender and age groups. The thataforesuggest that the majority of repon$
violent crimeif”HIEDA are unique events, rather than episodes of teng- sustainedbuse’

Figure 1 showshatviolent crimevictimisationis strongly correlated withge, gender and
socioeconomig,status. We see ttetprobability ofvictimisationdecreasewith age for males and
females, and.handividuals living in more disadvantageegighbourhoodgbottom quartile othe
socioeconomi@advantage indexwhich have higher crime rates, are more likely to be victims of
violence.Therefore, the group with the highesttimisationrate is 1830 yearold women living in
disadvantagedeighbourhoodsther probability of experiencing physicaiolencewithin the past
12 months is'4.6%.

The reported violent crimeictimisationrates are muc higher in the JH data than the
general population: Around % of respondents answered yesthe question “Has anyone used
physical vielence“or force against youthe last six months?Amongst those who experienced
physical violence, 3 were assaulted by a stranger¥3@y someone known to the victim (not the

partner), and 30% kiyeir partneror expartner.

® The percentage,reporting violent crime VictimisatiorHILDA is lower than in crossectional surveysndertaken by
the AustralianBureau ofStatistics For example,n the 201112 Crime Victimisation Survey, 3.25 percent of-20
yearold individuals reported being a victim of physical assault in the past hthm@Australian Bureau of Statistics,
2013ab). It is possible that this difference is due to survey pryreffects. The ABS survey is aimed specifically at
collecting information on crime victimisation and includes many precedingigugsin aspects afime victimisation.
Individuals’ therefore may be more likely to reaalinor incidents that are not reported in HILDA.

" Regarding attrition, individuals who repdreing a victim ofphysical violence in waveareno lesslikely thannon
victims to respondn wavet + 1 (t-statistic = 0.15). Moreover, those victims who have experienced a laqyindife
satisfactiomare no less likelyhan other victims toespondn wavet + 1 (-statistic = 0.92).
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2.3.Wellbeing Outcome Measures
Our main measure of subjective wellbeing is an individualarall satisfaction withhis or helife.
In both HILDA andJH, respondents are asked “All things considered, howfatiare you with
your life?” Responses rangeom O (totally dissatisfied) to 10 (totally satisfied). In addition to
overall life satisfaction, we examine satisfaction with different aspects of life. In HILDA
respondents iare asked about their satisfaction yotlr: relationship with your partner; the home in
which you live; your employment opportunities; your financial situation; how safe yqudebhg
part of your cammunity; your health; timeighbourhoodn which you live; and the amount of free
time you have! These detal satisfaction questions are cadvantage of usqnHILDA, as they
allow us to determine the aspects of life most strongly affected by violent wiGtimeisation The
aspects related teealth,relationshipshome, safety and neighbourhcae particularlyrelevant.
Figure_2plots the distributions of werall life satisfaction scores in the HILDA aidéi
datasets. Consistent with other general population suriveldl. DA most individuals are satisfied
with their life s.Bothsthe mean and the median of life satisfaction are dd&&he JH respondents
have lower lifessatisfaction thathe HILDA respondents (mean &.6 and median 7), which is
expected sincéhe H sample is economically disadvantaged compared to the general Australian
population. We also see significant differences within HILDA aHdetween victims of violence
and nonvictims,_In both surveysfar fewer victims reporsatisfaction scores 8 and far more

victims reportseores< 5 than nonvictims da

2. Methodology
Our primary approackor modeling the effect of violent crimevictimisation @ictim;,;) on the
wellbeing {vbj,,) of individuali living in areaa in periodt is linear regression with fixedffects at

the individualarealevel. The simplest regression model used can be expressed as:

Wbiat = Ujq + Yt T+ 6viCtimiat + le;atB + xgate + Eiat (1)

wherewb;,; represents a measure of wellbeingtim;,; is a binary variable indicating violent
crimevictimisation in the past 12 monthg;, is an individualarea fixedeffect, y; is a time fixed
effect, ande;,; is a random error term. The vecleg,, contains 11 binary lif@vent variables that
control for changes in an individual’'s economic, empient and family circumstancebhe vector
X;q: INcludes traditional control variables, such as age, employment status and rebusehok.
Both sets of control variables were chosen because they represenaiyimg characteristics that

we expectire more likely to determingctimisation than the other way arourkebr example, being

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



‘fired or made redundant’ may increase the likelihoodidfimisation through changes in tiruse
and living situations, but is less likely to be a consequencectimisation. Accordingly, we
therefore include this variable as a control. Conversely, separating from your sppude e
result of domestic violence, and so is not includddwever, we recognise that these modelling
decisions are not cleaut. Importantly,we find that the estiated effect ofvictim;,, is little
affected by the choice of included control variables; for example, omittintpealivorkrelated
variables changes the estimagdtict on life satisfaction by 2% for females and 4% for males, and
removing allcontrol variables changése estimated effect by onB6 and 8%respectively.

One important feature of equation (1) is the indivicaraa fixedeffect (;,). Local areas
are defined by 196 ‘statistical subdivisions’ that define “socially and econliymimanogeneous
regionscharacteried by identifiable links between the inhabitants” (Australian Bureau of Statistics,
2001). The inclusiomf an individualarea fixedeffect means that an individual living in area A is
treated separately, from the same ivibal living in area B. Furthermore, it implies that
identification ofd is driven by changes over time wb;,, andvictim,,, for an individual living
within a particulararea; this is the approadtetaby Dustmann and Fasani (2Di6their analysis
of the mentalvhealth effects of afesel crimein Britain. We take this conservative approach
because a change oeighbourhoodmay affect both the probability of criméctimisation and
wellbeing. One disadvantage of includimglividual-area fixedeffects is that the effects of violent
crimevictimisation may be undesstimated iseverelyaffected victims a induced to move to new
areas.

The main empirical issue the validity of treatingvictimisationas an exogenous event in
equation (1) It is possible that unobserved tiraarying events, such as drug aadohol abuse
may directly reduce reported wellbeiagd directly increase the likelihood of being a victim of
physical violence. Therefore, in this sectionwge HILDA data texamine theorrelatesof violent
crime victimisation™in particularacrosstime within individuals and areas, in order to determine
whether thesexogeneity assumption seems valid.

Table '1'describeshow the individual determinants ofictimisation highlighted inthe
literature éee, for example, Komesar 19F/armer andTiefenthaley 2003) predictvictimisation
within the next 12 months in our data. Given the largely esestional nature of this literatunee
first presentresults fro®LS modes$ without fixedeffects The models are estimated separately by
genderbecause males and females are exposed to different types of @iffreal crime statistics
suggest that females are more likely to be victims of domestic violence and sexual thagault
males, andhat males are more likely to be victims of physical assault and robbery than females
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2013@he esimated coefficientdor both gendersuggest that

young, single, nowvorking individuals are significantly more likely to experience violent crime.
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Educational attainment antkighbourhoodype also appear to bmportant for femalg women
without a university educatiorand women residing in urban areas and in low 8&§hbourhoods,
are significantly more likely to be victintd crime These findings are largely consistent with those
of previous studies, and to some extiwely validate our measure of violent crimigtimisation

Importantly, the demographic and SES characteristics that are predictimtéirafsationin
the crosssection are not significant predictors acrtis®e within individuals andocal areasThe
results from the fixeeffects models o¥ictimisationwithin the next 12 months show thaither
age, marital stats, neighbourhoodSES employment nor income, arstatistcally significant
predictorsof victimisation Moreover,F-tests of the joint significance of all characteristics have
associate@-valuesygreater than 0.10. Thatso holds trueif we disaggregate the samples by age
(18-30, 3150, 5670) and ifwe model the binaryictimisationoutcome using the conditional logit
model (results availablepon request). This comparison of the OLS and figHdcts estimates
suggests that the determinants of violent crm@misationarelargely fixed over time.

To further explore the exogeneity of violent crimetimisation, we test whether satisfaction
levels today (eurwellbeing outcomes in later models) are predictiwietohisationwithin the next
12 monthsin-thewindividualarea fixed-effects model Though we do not necessarily expect
satisfaction (or dissatisfaction) to directly caugsimisation it is possible that unobserved events
may affect both“wellbeing andictimisation This exercise is conceptually similar to theicstr
exogeneity test that is obtained by including futuigtimisation into wellbeing equations and
testing the statistical significancetbis variable (Wooldridge, 2010, p. 325

The coefficients on the wellbeing measures from three model gadicifis(A, B and C)
are presented in Tablei whichthewellbeing measures have beescaed to vary from O (totally
dissatisfied) to 1. (totally satisfiedylodel A shows that overall life satisfaction has a weak negative
effect onvictimisationin the following year For both males andemales moving from “totally
dissatisfied” to=“totally satisfied” (a ongnit change) decreases the probabilitywictimisation by
only 03 percentage pointdn Model B we include all sulcales of satisfaction (satg, home,
neighbourheegdhealth, cormunity, finances and free timandfind that each of the coefficient
estimates is small and statistically insignificaim. Model C we regressvictimisation on
relationship satisfaction usinifpe subsample wit a partnerthe coefficient estimates aagain
small andgstatistically insignificant. Overall, we find no evidence that unobserved shocks are

driving both wellbging andictimisation®

8 |f life satisfaction affected future victimisan via any of the control variables, we could be uretgimating its effect
on victimisation. To address this concern, wesgémated all models excluding covariates and found consistent results:
none of the satisfaction variables were statidficagnificant.
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Finally, we are concerned that the estimated effectwviofent cime victimisation on
wellbeingcould be biased byme-varyinglocal arealevel characteristicsAlthough we control for
local area fixeekffects,importantunobserved/anation across time within areas makegpassible
that estimation bias will remaiffo examinehis possibility, in Model D of Table 2we testwhether
future victimisationis affected by reported changes in tieghbourhood environmenin 8 waves
of HILDA, respondents are questioned on how often in their laegghbourhoodthere is:
vardalism and deliberate damage to property; people being hostile and aggeessineglary ad
theft. Responses _range fron{r@ever happens) to 5 (very common), but in Tabéee2rescaled to
range from O0'to 1The estimates in panel &e all statistically insignificantand suggest thathe
within-area acrostime variation in perceived neighbourhoodcharacteristicsdoes not predict

victimisation

3. Wellbeing Effects of Violent Crime Victimisation using HILDA

Violent aime can affect wellbeig directly and ndirectly. This section principally relates to studies
that investigatesthe:direct effects of victimisatibiot surprisingly, most of these studies find strong
negative effectsvVelamuri and Stillman (2008) find thatolent crimevictimisationis associated
with reducedmental health antife satisfactionparticularly for those aged 45but that the effect
doesnot persist.They alsofind that violent crime has a stronger effect on wellbeing that property
crime victimisation.More recently,Frijters et al. (2011pstimatethe effect of various life events,
including crimevictimisation on life satisfaction.They alsofind that crimevictimisationreduces

life satisfaction,andthat individuals adapt to the experience of crime relatively quickly (wahin
year) Other longitudinal studies focus on the effect of victimisation on mental HeBfttakman
(2013) finds that,mental health is negatively affected by crime victimisation. Cornaglig2€1a)
also find that violent crimevictimisation negatively afécts individuals’ mental healtibut no
significant effeetissidentified for property criméctimisation Mervin and Frijters (2014) show that
crime negativelyaffects mental healthdirectly via own victimisation and indirectly through
partner’s victimisatior® Both Cornaglia et al. (2014) and Mervamd Frijters (2014) use their
estimates to calculate compensation for victims of violentegriamd we will discuss how their
results compare to outsased on fe satisfactionin Section 6.Potential indirect effects of crime
found in the"wider international literatuneclude increased fear, reduced feelings of safety, and
lower neighbourhoagroperty prices: eg for example Powdthavee (2005), Moore (200&€phen

° There also is a large cressctional literature on the wellbeing consequences ofecvistimisation. Some examples
include Michalos and Zumbo (2000), Powdthavee (2005), Zlotnick et al (2C08gn (2008), Hanslmaier (2013),
Kuroki (2013)and Staubli et al. (2014).

9 More recently, Mahuteau and Zhu (2016) provide additional evidence usiiAHhat violent crime victimisation
reduces mental health and life satisfaction, but they daddress the question of compensation.
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(2008), Kitchen and Williams (2010), Braakmann (201&nbrey et al (2014), Dustmann and
Fasani (2016) andlanke et al2016.

3.1.Direct Wellbeing Effects

Estimate coefficients orvictimisation (6) and other major life eventg) from a linear regression
model with individualarealevel effects (seequation 1) are showin Table3. We see thatiolent
crime victimisation has a large negative effect on overall life satisfac(gmaled from 0 to 10)
victimisationin the past 12 months éstimated to decrease life satisfaction of females and males by
-0.398 and-0.300, respectively, or approximately 45% and 36% of the wittdividual standard
deviation of lifé satisfaction (which equals 0.882 and 0.825 for females and, mespsctivel).

This effect is roughly equivalent in size to the “death of spouse or child” effecis andltiple
times larger than the “victim of a property crime” effect. Only a “major worsening in financial
situation” is more detrimental to life satisfactitanviolent crimevictimisationin this data'

Table 4reportsour estimates for separate domains of life satisfactir. women, he
domain mostaffeeted is satisfaction with “your relationship witlr yartner” Victimisationin the
past 12 monthssis-estimated to decrease relationship satisfaction ofgavioenen by 0.887 units,
which is alm@st™7% of the withinindividual standard deviatiolf. For females e next most
affected domains¥are “how safe you feel” and “the hamwhich you live”. For men, “how safe
you feel” and«“theneighbourhoodn which you live” are significantly affected, but “the home
which you live*is not. Therefore, it appears thatictimised femaleis most dissatisfied about her
domestic relatiortsp and her safety at home¢hereas asictimised maleis most dissatisfied about
his safety inthisneighbourhoodlmportantly, health satisfaction is only moderately affected by
victimisation highlighting the need to considéroader psychological outcom&gen valuing
damages?

A naturalexplanation for this set of strongly gendered effects is that ficgighproportion
of reportedvictimisationby femaless domestic violence. HILDA does not contain any information
on the types ‘of ‘physical violence experienced, but the statistics fror€@ritme Victimisation

Mt is unclearwhata“major worsening in financial situation” means; however, HILDA pies/irespondents with the
example “went bankrupt”, so it is possible that this event representgavigang changes in an individual's financial,
employment and living situations.

12\We note thatithéarge“relationship with your partner” effect is not caused by famgen partnered respondents. For
all other domains, partnered respondents have smaller gffantsingle respondents.

3 previous studies have documentesterogeneityin the relationship between victimisation and wellbeing by area
level crime rates (e.g. Powdthavee, 2005). We have investigated thikiligdy separately estimating our wellbeing
regressions for subsamples of areas defined by mean levels of vigtesitlty mean response to the HILDA question
‘how common are people hostile and aggressive in your local neighbourhaodbythe Australian censtsased
SEIFA Index of Relative SociEBconomic Advantage and Disadvantagd&e regression estimates suggest that the
relationship is stronger in areas with greater violentnerihostility and disadvantageHowever, the differences
between estimates across subsamples are not statisticallycsighifi
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Survey highlightthat 32.36 of selfreported physical assaults against females were committed by
an intimate partner (compared to &o4for males) Australian Bureau of Statistic013b) To
further testthe domestic violence explanation, weport in the bottomwo rowsof Table4 the
estimated effects of violent crimectimisationon the probabilitis of two events“separated from
spouse or longerm partner” and “close family member detained in a jail / correctional facHity
eventsthatmay be caused byomestic violence. For femalesctimisationis estimated to increase
the probability of separation by almost 20 percentage points (mean rate equalarilncrease

the probabhility_of family member incarceration by 5.5 percentage points (meagqtatis 1.%).

The corresponding male effects are substantially lpwequaling 3 percentage points and 1.4

percentage pointsSyrespectively.

3.2 Extentof Adaptation

Equation(1) inherently assumesomplete adaptation teictimisation (and all other life events)
within one year. Given the sevemature of some violent crirsgit is feasible that wellbeingill
remainbelow baseline for several yeaos even permanentlyTo measurehe speeaf adaptation,

we estimate amoedel that includé$ags of each of the included litarents:
Wbiat = Ujq + Yt + Z§=0 ajviCtimiat—j + Z§=0 le;at—jﬁj + xgate + Eiat (2)

where thesg;4;,..., 6; coefficients capture the wellbeing effectsvaftimisationafter 612 months,
12-24 months, etetera. It is possible tallow for changesn wellbeing prior to the everaisq but
the analyses in.Section 3 show no evidencioh effects.

Estimates aof; in equation (2) are reported Table 5. For comparative purposes we also
reportg; for thesmostharmful life evens: “major worsening in finances” arfdieath of spouse or
child”. We include four termsJ(= 3) for each event and definéctim;,,_; andle;,;_3 as
indicators of events that occurred three or more years ago. This definitioesithats; andg; are
identified by :eemparing wellbeing in periad+ j with average wellbeing before the event. The
coefficients ormthevictimisationvariablessuggest thator both gendershere is(almost)complete
adaptation to.violent crimeictimisationafter oneyear— joint tess of the statistical significance of
the terms 12 years, 23 years and 3+ yeamaveF-statisticp-valuesof 0.735 and 0.354This is also
the casdor thesatisfactim domains highlighted in Table(desults available uporequest)*

11t is possible that soenviolent crimevictims, who experience especialsevereviolence, andconsequentlytarge
reductionsn wellbeing, drop out of the HILDA sample prior to reporting theiwitation. Such a processuld bias
theestimate®f compensation presented in Talltowards zero.
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In contrastwe find longeradaptation profilefor other major life events. In particuldhere
are statistically significant effects2lyears and-3 years aftea major worsening in finances and
the death of a spouse or chilithe three lgged terms are also jointly significant). These results
suggest thatelative to other harmful life events, adaptation to violent cuiogmisationis quick
A possible explanation for this finding is thewmevictims of crime are able to take remedial
actions, suclas separating from a spousechangingesidences

We nate that it is also feasibleith the HILDA datato investigate potential withigear
adaptation._In_addition to reporting the occurrence of physical violentke last 12 months,
respondents report how long ago the event happened. Possible responses are: 0 to 3 months agq
(31.8%9, 4 to "moénths ago (204, 7 to 9 months ago (164, and 10 to 12 months ago (22))
where sampleproportiongeashownin parentheses. The estimated quarter effects for overall life
satisfaction equak0.549 -0.350, -0.398 and -0.279 (-62%, -40%5%, and-32% of a standard
deviation)for females and0.235, -0.321,0.586 and-0.146 (-28%, -39%,7-1%, and-18% ofa

standard deviatiorfpr males.

4. Disaggr egated-Victimisation Effects using Journeys Home
The advantages of HILDA data fanalysingviolent aime victimisationare that it is a higlguality
long+unning pankand that it includegannual information orvictimisation and welbeing The
disadrantagevis, that it contains mpecific details about the crimin this sectionwe additionally
use JHdata_tebetterunderstand the types of violent crimes that are cgusia largest drapin
wellbeing

JHrespondents are initially asked, “has anyone used physical violence or force against you
in the last six moenths?gnd if they reply yeghey are subsequently asked “at the time of the last
incident what,was/ your relationship tbe person who assaulted youom the responsgsve
create three binary indicators signifying that the perpetrator was a (i) stranger; (ii) partner or (iii)
other persen-you-knew. The frequenciéshese threendicatorsof victimisationfor females are
2.1% 8.30"and"4.86, respectively.The frequencies for males are #¥32.86 and 7.90,
respectively

Anotherdifference between the JH and HILDA surveys is that the former contaues fe
satisfactionsquestions, so we can only estinsatteomesthat represensatisfaction withyour life
overall, how safe'you feel, your health and ynarghbourhoodThese estimas are presented in
Table 6 The resultgor females show the largest negative effects occur for violemmenittedby a
strangr. such an event reduces female overall satisfaction by 0.919, satisfaction with safety by
1.198, satisfaction with health by 0.911, and satisfaction witméighbourhoody 1.139.These

figurescorrespond t@ decline in therespective satisfaction daims by39%, 49%, 38, and40%
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of a standard deviatiohe effects for violenceommittedby partners and violenaommittedby

other known persons are considerably smaller, particularly the latter. For males the differences
between the perpetrator typae generally smaller and less consistent across satisfaction domains:
violencecommittedby a stranger has the largest effect on satisfaction with safety (0.696), violence
committedby other known persons has the largest effect on satisfaction with (@aI8), and
violencecommitted by partners has the largest effect on satisfactiomeighbourhood (0.640).

We also canrepeat the adaptation analysis from Section 4.2 by including lagged
victimisation terms_in the fixeebffects regression models. The results, which are available upon
request, are similar to those presented using HILDA data. For both females and males, all lagged
victimisationtermsyare small and statistically insignificant, supporting the earlier conclilnsign

on average, adaptation to violent crimetimisationis relativelyquickin terms of life satisfactian

5. Compensation.Estimates
Based on evidence froall of the analyses and tests so far, we are now in a positestitoatethe
amount of manetary compensatidrat is required to return the ‘average’ victim of violent crime to
his or hemprevictimisationlevel of life satisfactionthis is our operational definition of making the
victim “whole” again.This life satisfaction method has beased widelyin the literature to value
the costs of various nemarket goods, for example, disability (Oswald and Powdthavee, 2008a),
death (Oswaldwand Powdthavee, 2008b; Deatai.,2009), air pollution (Van Praag and Baarsma,
2005; Luechinger, 2010; Levinson, 2012), ndtdisasters (Carroll et al., 2009) terrorism (Frey et
al., 2009)and informal care (Van deBerg and FerrerCarbonell, 2007)Following Frijters et al.
(2011), we extend theonventionalapproach by considering asymmetric effects of income on life
satisfactionthe.endogeneity of income, and the adaptation to incomeietidisation

Recent,research has shown that there is an asymmetric effect of positive versus negative
income changesmolife satisfaction, wittanincome loss having kargereffect thanan equivalenty
sizad income=ga=(Boyce et al., 2013). Considering this asymmetry, and followlrgstandard
practiceof tortand compensation systemvbereby victims receivemajorfinancial settlementsve
evaluate the life satisfaction effects daege positivancome shock. We identify income shocks by
using a question IHILDA that asksrespondentsvhether they havexperienced during the past
year a “major financial improvemeng,g. won a lottery, received an inheritand®y. comparing
this event to changes in reported income, we calculate that this positiveeirshock equates to
around A$50,000.

Importantly, Au and Johnston (2015) have shown that this income shock vaetédts
lottery wins and inheritances, but not other sources of windfall incerhas not significantly

associated with the receipt of income from annuities, pension funds, workezemrsation,
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accident or iliness insurance, life insurance, redundansgverance payouts, gifts from parents or
other persons, or company shares, managed funds or property Wiesédéso can demonstrate that
the occurrence of an income shock in the next 12 months isigmficantly associatedvith
demographic or socgonomic characteristicter controlling forindividual-areafixed-effects, nor
Is it a function of violent crimeictimisation property crimevictimisation a major worsening in
finances, aserious Injury or iliness, death of a close friebding firedor made redundanheing
promoted at{work, retiring from the workforce, changing jobs, or separating from your spouse
(results available upon requesihis is importantbecause we assume that the relationship between
the income shock varidand life atisfaction isentirely due to the additional monegssociations
between the gncome shock and other life events would raise concerns about the valitigy of t
assumptionHowever, he occurrence o futureincome shock isssociatd with the death of a
relativeas expectedyiven thatbequestsare usually given bfamily membes. We control for this
alternative pathway between the income shock and life satisfaction by angtfoil the death of a
relativein the past year, death 1-2 years agoaddah 2-3 years ago.

Finally;»we=explicitly take into account the lortgrm adaptation effects of both violent

crimevictimisationandanincome shock by adding the lags of these events:

Wb =
Qig + Vi dpvictimig + -+ + S victim;ge_ + moishock;y + -+ + mjishock;qe_; +

lei,atﬁ + xi,ate + €iat (3)

The number ©f lags is chosen as follows: we add all lags that are statistically significant%t the 5
level plus two.additional lagler each evento ensure that we are adequately capturing the entire
adaptation prefile This results in two lags for violent crimactimisation and four lags foithe
income shock®The' cost of violent crime to the victim is then estimated accordiregftdloving

equation:

Yk si(+d)y S —
=0 Aincome,

victimcost = S ) 4)

whered is a discount rate (set abdp andAincome is the average change in household income
associated with the income shqé$48,400).

The results are shown Table 7 The first column presents the resultshef basiapproach
usinghousehold income to estimate compensation valuelignoring the asymmetrgndogeneity
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and measuremesiror issues:> We estimatethat a vitim of violent crime would need
compensation of close to two million Australian dollék8.54 * A$100,000)to returnto theinitial
level of life satisfactionk-or femalesgstimated compensationrisuchlarger (A$3.4 million).

The next two columns predethe figures used to estimate the cost of violent crime
victimisationaccording to ouextended approag¢hvhichuses incomshocksrather than household
income andvhich accounts for adaptation profiles. Column (2) reports the discounted decrease in
life satisfaction due to violent criméctimisation (the numerator of equation 5) and column (3)
reports the_discounted increase in life satisfaction dutaancome shock (the denominator of
equation 5). The final column preseettimated compensation values all individuals, females
and males. lt”is "estimated that, on average, violent crimemgictvould need to be awarded
A$87,900. Thewestimated compensat is higher for females (A$101,800) than faorales
(A$79,300).The! difference between genders is drivenvimtimisation having a larger negative
effect on the life_satisfaction of females than males (column 3), and by tmarshock having a
smaller positive effect on the life satisfaction of des than males (column 4). In other words,
women are more-adversely affected by being a victim of physical violence and greditisgly
affectedby receiving a large monetary windfall.

Notably, the estimated compensation values in Tablearé not solely compensating
individuals for‘health problem3he findingsin Table 4suggest thaseveraldomains of wellbeing
areadversely-affected byictimisation To further demonstratthis important point, wperformed a
simple decomposition exercise in which the total compensatidue is disaggregated by the
satisfaction domains presented in Tadblé&ach domairspecific compensation value is calculated
by multiplying: (i) the total compensation value (Columm4able 7; (ii) the discounted effect of
victimisationon.that domain (equivalent olumn 2in Table 3; and(iii) the proportionalimpact
of the domain.on individuals’ assessment of their ovéfalsatisfaction. The latter is calculated by
regressing thalifference in overall life satisfactidmom before and after thactimisationevent on
the differencessin-each of the seven domains. The resuhliss@xercise indicate that the decreases
in satisfaction“experienced by femalesth their saéty, home,health, community, financial
situation, neighbourhoodnd time equate to compensation values A$50,700, A$19,200,
A$17,900, A$11,300, A$1800 A$528 and A$30@spectiely. The equivalent ampensation
values forgmen aré@$17,40Q0 A$6,90Q0 A$15,20Q A$7,400, A$20,100A$6200 andA$6,100.

Hence, the largest:component of the female compensation value is safety. Forhmadegeist

51n this model life satisfaction is regressed on houseinaioime, violent crime victimisation, individual fixesffects,
and timevarying control variables. The estimated compensation equals the coefficiemtiorisation divided by the
coefficient on lousehold income i.e. the amount of additional income that wouldhkeded to offset the decline in life
satisfaction due to victimisation (according to #stimated model).
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component is financial situation; this dom@&@ammost important for men largely because it is by far
the most impdant component of men’s overall life satisfactiorthis data

Another important feature of the compensation estimates is that they are identified from a
sample of income shock recipients, who have similar levels of marriage, employment, educational
attainment and household income as the average HILDA respondent. This implies teéihthtse
in Table 7reflect compensation values required for victims with roughly average Australian
socioeconomic status. Estimated compensation values for low (liglkesonomic status victims
are lower (higher) than presented because the increase in discounted life satisfaction from an
equivalently Sized income shock is higher (low@r).

In tems’ of"gaining some consensustbe averageamount of compensation requirtdbe
awarded to violent crime victimsur estimates are reasonablyiime with those found by Dolan et
al. (2005) thatiseda QALY method to calculate compensation in the€ However, one important
concern withthis approach is that it maynderestimatéotal crime victim cosbecause the QALY
weightsare based on physical and psychological injuries sustainednioncriminal context. As
noted by Dolan=et-al. (2005), injuries sustained as a consequence of crime may weltdeve la
psychobgical.effeets than injuries sustained in other circumstances. Satsetyay value losses
associated with crime higher than losses associated with other incideotiser approach used by
McCollister et al.(2010) is to examine actuglry-based compesation verdictsn the US They
estimate that:ithe intangible victim cost related to pain and sufferld§%$98,212 per rape/sexual
assaultUS$13:435 per aggravated assault, &f864,976 per robber{in 2008 dollars)However,
evidence based on jurgwads does not bypass the issue of the subjectivity underlying the
compensation calculation.

Our estimatefall in between those of two recent Australian studies thatuse the HILDA
survey but studyhe mental health effects violent crime: Cornaglia el. (2014) provide a value
of A$928 andsMervin and Frijters (201gjovide a value 0RA$463,533. Tese studies use fixed
effects regressionstechniques applied to HILDA datawlitit fewer wave than wehave available
Both focus ‘'onthe“SF36 mental health component score as their measuneltifeing which is
unlikely to capture any of the wider pathways by which a victim’s wellbeing can be afféated
understanding is that the main reason why the estimate of Cornaglia et d). i@€elatively small
is becauserthe effect of being a victim on the38Fmental health component score is small,

reducing the €000 scale by only 3 points. Consequently, when this small decline in mental health is

8 Roughly 20% of violent crime victims in our sample aés@eriencea financialshock. On average, violent crime
victims are younger and less likely to be married, univeesltycated and employed than income shock recipients. If we
omit from oursample 25% of income shock recipients most unlike violent crime victimsd(loaspropesity scores),

the compensation estimate equals A$51,500.
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multiplied by a QALY dollarvalue(setat A$50,000), the resulting required compensation to offset
this decline is smallln contrast, we believe the main reason why the estimate by Mervin and
Frijters (2014) is relatively large is because the relationship between income and3Bs&¥Fe is

small, so that a very large amount of compensation is required to offset even a small decline in
mental healthOverall, we believe that a focus on overall life satisfaction, and separat®s#ins

such asatisfaction witthealth andsafety, carhelp to more fully inform omhe costs to victims.

6. Conclusions

Tribunals, judges and juries have to make judgem&rgsydayon the costs incurred by victims of
violent crimegandyto decide upon an appropriate compensation amount. While it is Iyelative
straightforwardsto” calculate some of the sHertn direct costssuch aslost wages from work
absenteeism, health care costsl gproperty damage, the intangible and potentially -kenm
wellbeing costs associatedth physical injurypain, psychological distressidbehavioural change
are much more difficult to evaluate. It has been argued that this difficulty ntestnsdgesand
jurors may notsbesable to reasonably undertake these assessamatitsat there is a great deal of
unexplained variatiomn awards(Ubel and Loewenstein, 2008; Boyce and Wood, 2010). In this
respect, Dolan et a2005) stress the need foetter inbrmation about the lontgrm physical and
psychological €consequences of being a victim of crime.

In recent years economists have applied a variety of empirical techniques to estimate the
cost of crimesto victims, and therefote help reducehe subjectivity around compensation for
victims. In this paper, we contribute to this literature dnalysingdata from two Australian
longitudinal surveys thaisk respondenia every wave if they havieeen a victim of violent crime
along withmany,guestions about their wellbeimgdifferent aspects of their life. We are unaware
of any other longitudinal surveythat collect this informatiorover a number of years, and the data
allow us to ugserempirical models that control for selection intert crimeand for adatation to
both financialrgains andictimisation when calculating compensation. Oonmodelling strategy
essentially mirregthe court process by estimating the amount of compensation a victim of violent
crime would need to return them to their-pretimisationlevel of wellbeing or in other wods, to
make them ‘whole” again.

Using'estimatefrom individual-areafixed-effecs models that allow for adaptatitmcrime
we calculate that’/A$8800 would be required to compensate dkierage victinof violent crime.

This amount is greater for females @AR,000) thanmales ($7900). Importantly, the
compensation values are rsalely compensating individuals for health problems, with our findings
indicating that severadther domainf wellbeingare alsoadversely affected byictimisation: a

victimised female is most dissatisfied about her domestic relationship and her safety at home
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whereas avictimised maleis most dissatisfied about his safety in hesghbourhoodOur results
therefore highlight the importance of consideringider psychological effectsvhen considering
compensation awardsloreover, the Journeys Home datesalso enablé us to shed some light on
whether the wellbeing response of victims is dependent on who petpetrator of the crime. Our
estimates suggest that compensation values will need to be larger if the perpetretariofie is a
stranger rather than a friend or relative.

We believe that theompensation estimatege presenttogether with those adther studies
using alternativetechniquescan reduce the subjectivity of awards to victims in the court and
tribunal systemsThese estimatebave two main purposegirst, judges and juries withirthe
current courtgSystem nabe given a benchmark fdne “average’amount of compensation for
victims, which'they can then use to pivot arougigien the nature and sewugrof particular cases.

Secondthese estimates can be useful when settiggmum limits for tribunals systems.
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Tablel: Determinants of Violent Criméictimisation from CrossSectional and Panel Models
usingHILDA Data

Pooled OLS Models FixedEffects Models

Females Males Females Males
Aged 3044 -0.006° (0.002) -0.005 (0.002) -0.002 (0.003) -0.003 (0.004)
Aged 4559 -0.008" (0.001) -0.007" (0.002) -0.002 (0.004) 0.002 (0.005)
Aged 60+ -0.010" (0.002) -0.010" (0.002) -0.002 (0.004) 0.004 (0.006)
Married / cohabitating -0.005" (0.001) -0.007" (0.001) 0.002 (0.003) -0.004 (0.004)
Divorced /separated 0.002  (0.001) -0.001 (0.002) -0.007 (0.004) 0.003 (0.008)

Number of childrenin HH 0.001  (0.001) -0.000 (0.001) 0.002 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001)
Number of adultsin HH.  0.00f  (0.001) 0.000  (0.001) 0.002 (0.001) -0.000 (0.001)

Reside in rurahrea -0.002° (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) -0.022 (0.017) 0.017 (0.010)
University degree -0.002° (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) -0.009 (0.010) -0.007 (0.013)
Diploma / certificate 0.001  (0.001) 0.001  (0.001) -0.006 (0.005) -0.002 (0.008)
High school graduate -0.001 (0.001) -0.001 (0.002) -0.007 (0.008) -0.001 (0.012)
Employed fulitime -0.004” (0.001) -0.006" (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.003 (0.004)
Employed partime -0.005" (0.001) -0.002 (0.002) 0.000 (0.002) 0.005 (0.004)
Unemployed 0.001  (0.004) 0.000 (0.004) -0.001 (0.005) -0.001 (0.007)
Retired -0.004" (0.001) -0.004 (0.002) -0.001 (0.002) 0.005 (0.004)
Log real HH income -0.001 (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.002)
Home owner -0.006° (0.001) -0.005" (0.001) -0.001 (0.003) -0.002 (0.004)
Neighbourhoo®sESsindex -0.001” (0.000) 0.000  (0.000) 0.000 (0.002) -0.000 (0.003)
Unemployment réte 0.000  (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) 0.000 (0.001) -0.000 (0.001)
F-test pvalue <0.001 <0.001 0.696 0.163

Sample size 51886 45462 51886 45462

Notes The dependent variable idctimisation in the next 12 monthgrigures are estimatecbefficients Standard errors
clustered at the individuarea levelare presented in parentheséke Ftest pvalue refers to a joint significance test of all
presented covariateBicluded in each model but not shown are year dumnhies.fixedeffects models include individual

area fixedeffects.” ™ and”_denote statistical significance at th@%, 5% and 1% levelsespectively

Table2: Relationships betwedtuture Violent Crime/ictimisation, Current Satisfaction Levels

and CurrentNeighbourhoodPerceptionausing HILDA Data

Females Males
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(A) Life overall -0.003 (0.006) -0.003 (0.006)

(B) How safe you feel 0.006 (0.005) -0.001 (0.006)
The home in which you live -0.003 (0.004) -0.002 (0.005)
Theneighbourhoodn which you live 0.005 (0.005) 0.006 (0.006)
Yourhealth 0.003 (0.004) -0.003 (0.005)
Feeling part of your localommunity -0.001 (0.004) 0.003 (0.004)
Your financial situation -0.001 (0.004) 0.005 (0.004)
The amount of free time you have 0.001 (0.003) -0.001 (0.003)

(C) Relationship with your partner -0.005 (0.005) 0.001 (0.004)

(D) People beindnostile and aggressive 0.005 (0.005) 0.001 (0.005)
Burglary and theft -0.000 (0.005) -0.002 (0.006)

Vandalism and damage to property -0.004 (0.005) -0.003 (0.005)

Notes Each column presents estimated coefficients fimm individuatareafixed-effect models of violent
crime in the next year. Each satisfaction measure has been rdscaede from O (totally dissatisfied) to 1
(totally satisfied).Eachneighbourhoodneasure has been rescaled to range from O (never happens) to 1
(very common). Included in each model but not shown dhe covariates age, employment status,
householdiincome, year, atftt life eventspresented in Tablé. The sample sizes for modek)(and B8)

equal 5188Gnd45462for females and male, respectively. The sample sizes for mod&)l équal 38163

and 35348.The sample sizes for model (D) equ570 and 24974 Standard errors clustered at the
individualarea levehre presented in parentheses.and™ denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%

and 1%levels, respectively

Table 3: Estimated Effects of Violent Crime Victiatieon and other Life Events on Overall Life

Satisfactionusing HILDA Data

Females Males
Victim-ofphysical violence -0.398" (0.074) -0.300° (0.070)
Major.worsening irfinances -0.514"  (0.044) -0.498" (0.042)
Death-of'Spouse or child -0.420" (0.087) -0.2977  (0.102)
Vietim of a property crime -0.054  (0.029) -0.087"  (0.027)
Fired or made redundant -0.052 (0.044) -0.017 (0.036)
Serious injury/illness teelative -0.029°  (0.014) -0.027  (0.015)
Death of a close friend -0.001 (0.017) -0.026 (0.018)
Death of close relative 0.008 (0.016) -0.001 (0.016)
Promoted at work 0.039 (0.021) 0.027 (0.019)
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*

Retired from the workforce 0.107"  (0.040) -0.023  (0.039)

*k ke

Changed jobs 0.046 (0.018) 0.059 (0.018)
Major improvement in finances 0.144"  (0.026) 0.110° (0.028)
Sample size 55939 49521

Notes Figures are estimated coefficients frowo individualarea fixedeffect models ofoverall life
satisfaction.Standard errors clustered at the individaada levelare presented in parenthes€he
satisfaction®measure ranges from 0 (totally dissatisfied1l0 (totally satisfied). Includeth each
model but not shown arthe covariates age, emplognt status, household income and yéar

and”_. denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% lenesigectively

Table4: Estimated Effects of Violent Crime Victiati®n on Satisfactiordbomains and Family

Outcomesusing HILDA Data

Females Males
Satisfaction Outcomes-{Q0)
Relationship with your partner -0.8877 (0.140) -0.200  (0.126)
How safe'you feel -0.594"  (0.094) -0.289"  (0.086)
The home in which you live -0.311"  (0.091) -0.121  (0.087)
Feeling partof your local community -0.205°  (0.085) -0.141  (0.085)
Your héalth -0.191°  (0.075) -0.198"  (0.069)
Theneighbourhoodh which you live -0.172  (0.088) -0.172°  (0.086)
The amount of free time you have -0.023 (0.1200) -0.098 (0.096)
Yourfinancial situation -0.018 (0.085) -0.165  (0.087)
Family Outcomes (0/1)
Separated from spouse/partner 0.191°  (0.018) 0.030° (0.014)
Close family member detained in jail 0.055"  (0.012) 0.014 (0.008)

Notes Each cell presents the estimated coefficient on the violent crime indicatola separatsdividual
area fixedeffectymodel Standard errors clustered at the individaada levelare presented in parentheses.
The satisfaction measures range fromadBa(ty dissatisfied) to 10 (totally satisfied), and theifg outcome
measures are binary indicators of an event in the past year. Included inagthbuat not shown are all the
covariatefrom the models in Tablé. The sample sizes for the satisfaotmutcomesside from relationship
satisfactiorare shown in Tabld. The sample sizes foelationship satisfactioaqual 42745nd40194. This

guestion was only answered by respondents in relationships. The sampl®@rsihestwo family outcme
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measure equal 55824 andi9434.” ™ and™ denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5% and 1%idev

respectively

Table5: Estimated Effects of Lagged Violent CriWietimisation on Overall Life Satisfactionsing

HILDA Data
Females Males
Victim.of physical violence
Qccurred 01 years ago -0.448" (0.101) -0.380" (0.115)
Occurred 12 years ago -0.109 (0.098) -0.005 (0.094)
Occurred 23 years ago -0.044  (0.089) -0.119  (0.097)

Occurred 3+ years ago -0.046 (0.083) 0.026 (0.084)

Majerweorsening in finances

Qccurred 01 years ago -0.510° (0.058) -0.508" (0.054)
Ocetirred 12 years ago -0.152"  (0.054) -0.263" (0.052)
Occurred 23 years ago -0.130°  (0.055) -0.098  (0.055)
Oeccurred 3+ years ago -0.102 (0.054) -0.001 (0.050)
Death of spouse or child
Occurred 01 years ago -0.482" (0.116) -0.411"  (0.158)
Occurred 12 years ago -0.145 (0.099) -0.209  (0.123)
Occurred 23 years ago -0.158  (0.094) -0.100  (0.124)
Occurred 3+ years ago 0.033 (0.091) -0.159  (0.112)
Sample size 33951 29477

Notes Figures are estimated coefficients fréwo individualarea fixedeffect models of overall
life satisfaction Standard errors clustered at the individaisda levehre presented in parentheses.
The satisfaction measuranges from 0 (totally dissatisfied) to 10 (totally s@&f. Included in
each model’but not shown are all the catas from the models in Table 4™ and™ denote

statistical'significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% levelspectively
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Table6: Estimated Effects of Violent Crime Victiatisn on Overall Satisfaction and Satisfaction

Domains using Journeys Home Data

Females Males
Overall
Stranger -0.919" (0.259) -0.409" (0.118)
Parther -0.651" (0.160) -0.496°  (0.212)
Other -0.206  (0.176) -0.528" (0.141)
How safe you feel
Stranger -1.198"  (0.353)  -0.696 (0.126)
Partner -0.737"  (0.187) -0.504  (0.301)
Qther -0.477°  (0.215) -0.631"  (0.165)
Your health
Stranger -0.9117 (0.302) -0.213  (0.118)
Partner -0.502" (0.139) -0.061  (0.188)
Other -0.310  (0.198) -0.348" (0.113)
Your neighbourhood
Stranger -1.139"  (0.430) -0.398"  (0.177)
Partner -0.352  (0.205) -0.640  (0.356)
Other -0.236  (0.234) -0.276  (0.182)
Sample size 3346 4279

Notes Each column presents estimated coefficients from four individual -Bfeds
models ofsatisfaction. Standard errors clustered at the indivitbwal are presented in
parenthese€ach satisfaction measure ranges from O (totally dissatjso 10 (toally
satisfied). The disaggregated physical crime indicators areybimdicators of an event
in“the past 6 months. Included in each model but not shown are the covariates age,
employment status, household income and yéar. and ~ denote statistical

significance at the 10%, 5% and 1% levels, respectively

Table7: Estimated Compesation Values from Basic and Extended Approaches, A$100,000
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Compensation Victimisation Income shock Compensation
Basic Approach  Discounted LS  Discounted LS Extended Approach

All individuals 19.54 -0.668 0.369 0.879
(2.452, 36.63)  (-0.991,-0.346) (0.209, 0.529) (0.471, 1.550)

Females 33.73 -0.687 0.333 1.018
(-20.77, 88.25) (-1.152,-0.222) (0.128, 0.539) (0.379, 2.441)

Males 10.68 -0.678 0.404 0.793

(0.726, 20.64) (-1.131,-0.226) (0.155, 0.654) (0.312, 1.823)
Notes The estimates are based on the HILDA saniite. sample sizes equal 43310, 23392 and 18&18l individuals,

females, and malesprespectively. Estimates in columna@)Bregenerated from individuarea fixedeffects models of

overall life satisfaction. Specifically, column (1) stethe ratio of violent crime and income shock coefficietimedes.
Column (2) shows'thesdiscounted sum of the violent crime and laggietitdrime coefficietts using a discount rate of 5%
(Zf:o 6 (1+ d)~/)¢'Column (3) equals the discounted sum of the financial shock and lagged finaonclalcsefficients
(Xho7; (1 +d)/). Column (4) shows estimates calculated using the formM4z,8;(1+d)™/ /Xi_o7; (1 +
d)~))Aincome, whered iSithe discount rate ardncome is the estimated change in household income associated with the
income shock. Conventiondusterrobust 986 confidence intervals are shown in parentheses in columi{8)(Bootstrap

95% confidence intervals using 10000 repetitions and allowingjdstering are shown in column (4).
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