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Preface

This SpringerBrief summarizes the literature on personal recurrent victimization—
broadly defined as experiencing more than one personal victimization. Although all
victimizations are harmful, the harm associated with recurrent victimization is con-
siderable, impacting mental, physical, social, and financial health. In an effort to
guide intervention and prevention efforts, many studies have examined how and
why some individuals experience more than one victimization. Different categories
are used in this research that describe ways individuals can be victimized more than
once, including (1) recurrent victimization, (2) repeat victimization, (3) multiple
victimization, (4) poly-victimization, and (5) revictimization.

This text reviews prior work on these five categories of personal recurrent vic-
timization to provide an overview of this research in an accessible yet comprehen-
sive way. A total of 583 peer-reviewed research articles were examined (553 unique
articles), with patterns across studies summarized. Here, summaries of definitions
and/or operationalizations, samples, methods, and prevalence rates are documented
across research studies to provide context to readers on each category. The goal of
these efforts is to expand the field’s knowledge surrounding these experiences of
recurrent victimization. By extending what we know about these harms, researchers
and practitioners may be better able to respond to victims in need.

This text is designed so that readers are able to jump to the chapter or chapters
relevant to their work to get a sense of the state of the literature. As such, this
SpringerBrief is an excellent tool for students, researchers, and practitioners to use,
providing a convenient guide on what we know about personal recurrent
victimization.

Las Vegas, NV, USA Amber E. Krushas
Omaha, NE, USA Teresa C. Kulig
Omaha, NE, USA Morgan Goslar
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Chapter 1 ®)
An Introduction to Recurrent Creck o
Victimization

9]

An online search of the term “recurrent victimization™' yields results that include
“recurring victimization,” “recurrent victimization,” “multiple victimization,” and
“repeat victimization,” among others. While each of these terms indicate that more
than one victimization has occurred, they represent completely separate phenome-
non related to ongoing victimizations. That is, these terms can be used to describe
very different experiences of harm. Language matters and so does the way in which
victimization is discussed. The nuance in how scholars and practitioners present this
information can impact how the general population understands these experiences,
how researchers define and operationalize constructs, and how policy responses are
enacted (Spector & Kitsuse, 1977).

Although these categories can represent unique experiences, the larger concern
is that there can be quite a bit of variation in how the same term is operationalized
and measured in the literature. In other words, scholars may perceive these topics
differently and are not consistently using the same definitions to discuss the catego-
ries of recurrent victimization in the work that they publish (Matos et al., 2014).2
Systematic reviews, of course, exist to synthesize the impressive and decades-long

“Recurrent victimization” is used throughout this SpringerBrief to represent experiencing more
than one victimization generally, unless otherwise noted.

2 As areal-world example of these discrepancies, some authors of this SpringerBrief have received
inconsistent feedback from reviewers on articles published on this topic generally or sub-categories
specifically. For example, on one manuscript assessing poly-victimization (Kulig et al., 2024),
anonymous peer reviewers discussed similarities between poly-victimization and recurring victim-
ization (e.g., if a variable is important for recurring victimization in prior literature, then it is
unnecessary to examine whether the variable is also related to poly-victimization because they are
related experiences) or provided diverging definitions on how poly-victimization and/or multiple
victimization should be operationalized. These inconsistencies in comments illustrate how even
professionals in the field with knowledge on these topics may disagree. This reality thus serves as
a reminder for a need to synthesize research over time to create an ongoing dialogue on ways to
improve communication on and understanding of these experiences.

© The Author(s) 2025 1
A. E. Krushas et al., A Review of Personal Recurrent Victimization,
SpringerBriefs in Criminology, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-88601-0_1
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body of work in this area (e.g., Le et al., 2018; Scoglio et al., 2021; Walker et al.,
2019). These reviews are important and offer insights into findings and implications
within their respective topics. However, they tend to focus on one specific category
of recurrent victimization (e.g., repeat victimization, revictimization) or narrow out-
come variables (e.g., sexual violence)—limiting the scope in which implications
can be drawn.

The purpose of this SpringerBrief is to move beyond the silos in which “recur-
rent victimization” has traditionally been evaluated to provide a holistic and com-
prehensive overview of this area of research. This SpringerBrief acts as an accessible
guide to the field of personal recurrent victimization literature for scholars, practi-
tioners, and students to get a sense of the breadth, depth, discrepancies, and similari-
ties across works. Our hope is to stimulate conversation surrounding the ways in
which recurrent victimization has been applied so that readers are aware of these
considerations when adapting recommendations in the field.

It is within this background that the current text reviews the literature on five
categories of personal recurrent victimization:

Recurrent Victimization®
Repeat Victimization
Multiple Victimization
Poly-victimization
Revictimization

Dk e =

The goal of these efforts is to expand the field’s knowledge surrounding these dif-
ferent categories of recurrent victimization. By extending what we know about
these harms, researchers and practitioners may be better able to respond to victims
in need.

Before reviewing the literature, this chapter provides an overview of the five
categories of personal recurrent victimization reviewed here, consequences of expe-
riencing these harms, and theoretical explanations used to inform who is most vul-
nerable to these experiences. Although the review does not examine aspects of
consequences or correlates of these harms, we believe this information is important
to provide context on how recurrent victimization is classified and why the study of
recurrent victimization is important. The remainder of this chapter will cover three
topics: (1) defining recurrent victimization and its different forms, (2) consequences
of recurrent victimization, and (3) theoretical explanations of recurrent victimiza-
tion. Then, the methods used to gather and synthesize this literature are discussed,
along with the organization of the remainder of the SpringerBrief.

3Notably, the term “recurrent victimization” can be used to discuss the experience of one or more
victimizations broadly, but it is also captured in the literature as a separate category.
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Defining Recurrent Victimization and Its Different Categories

As noted, the term “recurrent victimization” broadly refers to experiencing more
than one victimization within a given time frame (Daigle et al., 2008; Fisher et al.,
2010). Recurrent victimization can be considered as an umbrella term that captures
the collective experiences of more than one victimization. To account for nuance in
harms, scholars have developed unique classifications to describe the different ways
individuals can be victimized more than once. Again, the focus of this SpringerBrief
is on five terms used to represent personal recurrent victimization experiences ([1]
recurrent victimization, [2] repeat victimization, [3] multiple victimization, [4]
poly-victimization, and [5] revictimization). The purpose of separating the broader
definition into multiple categories is to explore whether the prevalence, experiences,
consequences, and predictors are similar or require tailored approaches when trying
to implement intervention or prevention efforts (e.g., Daigle & Fisher, 2013). In
other words, are these unique experiences that require different responses?

As discussed, the classification of “recurrent victimization” experiences can
vary. Table 1.1 provides a summary of the five personal recurrent victimization
categories examined here, including common definitions and examples of how
these are to be operationalized in practice. An important consideration when exam-
ining these definitions is how they can vary based on (1) the type of victimization
experienced (e.g., the same type of victimization or different types of victimization)
and (2) the timeframe in which the subsequent victimization occurs (e.g., within 6
months, 1 year, or in childhood and then again in adulthood). However, the defini-
tions within a specific category can also differ across sources, with scholars and
practitioners oftentimes using different operationalizations to represent these con-
structs. These discrepancies will be reviewed in more detail in the following chap-
ters, but it is important to have this background information to help frame the
discussions to come.

Table 1.1 A summary of personal recurrent victimization definitions

Categories Example definition

Recurrent Experiencing more than one victimization within a given time frame (e.g.,
victimization experiencing harassment and physical assault in 1 year)

Repeat Experiencing more than one of the same type of victimization within a
victimization given time frame (e.g., experiencing physical assault twice in 1 year)
Multiple Experiencing two or more different types of victimization within a given
victimization time frame (e.g., experiencing one or more personal victimizations [such as

harassment, stalking, or assault] and one or more property victimizations
[such as burglary, theft, or vandalism] in 1 year)
Poly- Experiencing two or more types of victimization within a given time frame
victimization (e.g., experiencing physical assault and sexual assault in 1 year)
Revictimization | Experiencing victimization across different developmental periods of the
lifespan (e.g., experiencing sexual abuse in childhood and sexual assault in
adulthood)

Sources: Charak et al. (2016), Daigle et al. (2008), Daigle and Hawk (2022), Fisher et al. (2010),
Hope et al. (2001)



4 1 An Introduction to Recurrent Victimization
Consequences of Recurrent Victimization

Decades of work have established that victimization can predict serious negative
consequences, including physical (e.g., bruising, broken bones), mental (e.g., grief,
anxiety, depression), social (e.g., isolation), and financial (e.g., loss of work, legal
fees) harms, among others (Fissel & Reyns, 2020; Hardesty & Ogolsky, 2020;
Kaufman & Widom, 1999). Some research suggests that compared to those who
experience a single victimization, individuals who experience recurrent victimiza-
tion report more detrimental effects to their overall health and well-being (Finkelhor
et al., 2007a; Ford et al., 2010; Mitchell et al., 2020; Snyder et al., 2012; Turner
etal., 2017; Yoder et al., 2019). This finding aligns with the idea of compounding or
cumulative disadvantage (Dannefer, 1987, 2003), which, in this context, would gen-
erally suggest that the more victimizations someone suffers, the more adverse con-
sequences they are likely to experience.

This link between the number of victimizations and the severity of consequences
someone experiences may exist for multiple reasons. For instance, recurring victim-
ization may be more detrimental because the victim has already exhausted the
resources necessary to cope with these harms during prior experiences (e.g., social
support, financial support for health care or time off work; DiPrete & Eirich, 2006;
Shonkoff et al., 2012; Turanovic, 2019). Some individuals (e.g., individuals without
homes, justice-involved populations) may be more likely to be victimized but less
likely to have the resources needed to recover from these experiences, leading to a
higher number of or longer lasting consequences.

Notably, not all empirical evidence supports the idea that recurrent victims suffer
from more or longer lasting consequences in comparison to single victims (e.g.,
Turanovic, 2019). One perspective—the disadvantage saturation hypothesis—pos-
its that trauma may be less consequential for individuals who have already been
exposed to traumatic experiences previously (Aceves & Cookston, 2007; Hannon,
2003; Latzman & Swisher, 2005). In this context, it is assumed that negative conse-
quences are more likely for those who have not experienced victimization before
(i.e., single victims) when compared to individuals who have been exposed to vic-
timization previously (and especially in childhood). As such, it is believed that
exposure to violence and victimization have a diminished impact on a person who
has experienced disadvantage and/or stress previously (Aceves & Cookston, 2007;
Hannon, 2003; Latzman & Swisher, 2005; Turanovic, 2019). This relationship may
exist because individuals have the necessary resources in place to effectively cope
with the current victimization due to the prior victimization and/or adversities they
have experienced. In other words, these victims may now have the information and/
or resources (e.g., support groups) to overcome these stressors following prior
adversities. However, this perspective assumes that an individual sas the capacity or
resources to address those adversities, which is an important consideration among
already vulnerable populations.

Overall, human responses to experiences of victimization are highly complex.
Taking this into consideration, there is substantial support that recurring victimiza-
tion can be detrimental to overall health and well-being (Mitchell et al., 2020;
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Turner et al., 2017; Yoder et al., 2019). Of course, there can be individual differ-
ences in exactly what these consequences are or how they are perceived by the
individual who was victimized. Best practices for mitigating negative effects for all
victims will continue to develop as future researchers and practitioners learn more
about different responses to victimization.

Explaining Recurrent Victimization

Understanding who is most vulnerable to recurrent victimization is a complicated
and imperfect science (Kaasa et al., 2016). In fact, measuring and predicting victim-
ization in general is quite challenging (Fisher, 2009; Morgan & Thompson, 2022;
Turanovic & Pratt, 2019). When scholars attempt to understand these experiences,
the variables that are significantly associated with recurrent victimization are often-
times called risk factors and protective factors. The term “risk factor” is used to
describe variables that increase the likelihood of becoming a victim—or in this
case, a recurrent victim. “Protective factors” are variables that decrease the likeli-
hood of victimization, or recurrent victimization, from occurring. Some of the most
widely recognized risk factors of recurrent victimization include lifestyle factors
(e.g., deviant peers, substance use; Farrell & Zimmerman, 2017; Hindelang et al.,
1978), individual traits (e.g., low self-control, psychopathy; Daigle & Teasdale,
2018; Pratt et al., 2014; Schreck, 1999), and vulnerability characteristics (e.g., dis-
ability, immigration status; Finkelhor & Asdigian, 1996; Olsvik, 2010; Sween &
Reyns, 2017; Zavala & Whitney, 2019). Although a more prominent area of research
today, less attention has been applied to studying protective factors that may inhibit
victimization, such as the role of resilience, self-efficacy, and social competence
(e.g., Finkelhor et al., 2007b; Sapouna & Wolke, 2013; Turanovic et al., 2022).

Developing risk and protective factors requires some background information on
the opportunity structure and logical pathway between a factor and the outcome;
that is, how and why certain factors would affect recurrent victimization risk. The
lenses through which risk and protective factors are developed and understood tend
to come from two main perspectives: (1) state dependence and (2) population het-
erogeneity (Farrell et al., 1995; Tseloni & Pease, 2003, 2004; Wittebrood &
Nieuwbeerta, 2000). Notably, these frameworks are not evaluated in the current
SpringerBrief. Nevertheless, it is important to have context on how scholars explain
why some people are targeted for victimization and others are not.

Prior to reviewing these perspectives, there is an important disclaimer—it is
never the victim’s fault for experiencing victimization. Offenders who choose to
commit atrocities against others make their own decisions to inflict harm. This sen-
timent underlies the core of the field of victimology today, but theoretical discus-
sions of lifestyles and traits can sometimes be interpreted as the victim being
“blamed” for being targeted (Fisher et al., 2008). The goal of these theories is to
understand the situations that provide opportunities where an offender has the abil-
ity to act on their personal motivations (Cohen et al., 1981; Hindelang et al., 1978).
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This process can sometimes come across as sterile and devoid of human emotion,
but it also provides an avenue for providing context to patterns in data using objec-
tive methods rather than individual biases or anecdotes. Understanding the circum-
stances under which recurrent victimization happens may also provide key insights
into effective intervention and prevention efforts (Fisher et al., 2010).

State Dependence

The state dependence perspective proposes that prior victimization itself influences
aperson’s risk of being victimized in the future (Tillyer et al., 2016). In other words,
state dependence suggests that being previously victimized changes someone’s like-
lihood of being victimized again, apart from other individual factors (Clay-Warner
et al., 2016; Tseloni & Pease, 2003). Under this perspective, it is believed that
changes within individuals and/or their environments can account for variation in
victimization risk. Falling under this broader perspective, there are two contrasting
arguments.

One argument—referred to as positive state dependence—suggests that prior
victimization increases the risk of future victimization (Clay-Warner et al., 2016).
Prior victimization may increase the likelihood of future victimization for multiple
reasons. For instance, some individuals may start to engage in more “risky” activi-
ties following an initial victimization, such as using substances or associating with
deviant peers, perhaps to cope. By engaging in such behaviors, these individuals
may be exposed to potential offenders who see them as attractive targets (Pratt &
Turanovic, 2016). It is likely, then, that individuals who engage in “risky”’ behaviors
following initial victimization encounter dangerous environments where they are
exposed to motivated offenders and their risk of recurrent victimization is height-
ened (Hope et al., 2001; Snyder et al., 2021).

Relatedly, prior victimization may also increase the likelihood of future victim-
ization through changes within the victim that make them appear more vulnerable
to a motivated offender (Lauritsen & Davis Quinet, 1995; Schwartz & Pitts, 1995).
For instance, should a victim suffer psychological consequences following their
initial victimization (e.g., anxiety, depression) or cope with this initial victimization
using drugs and/or alcohol, they may be seen as more vulnerable (Finkelhor &
Asdigian, 1996). Due to this perceived vulnerability, they may be more likely to be
targeted for subsequent victimization(s).

The competing argument—negative state dependence—suggests that prior vic-
timization decreases the risk of future victimization (Clay-Warner et al., 2016).
Often referred to as the “once bitten, twice shy” theory, this hypothesis suggests that
victims will change their “risky” lifestyle behaviors after being victimized to limit
future victimization (Hindelang et al., 1978, p. 127-128). For instance, a victim
who had once been robbed while being out alone at night may start traveling at night
only in the company of others and/or may refrain from going out at night at all in
hopes to lower their likelihood of being robbed again.
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Overall, research finds that prior victimization increases—rather than decreases—
the risk of being victimized again, supporting positive state dependence (Cuevas
et al., 2010; Lauritsen & Davis Quinet, 1995). Research also finds that changes in
“risky” lifestyles (e.g., increasing substance use, starting or rekindling friendships
with violent or deviant peers, spending more time participating in unstructured and
unsupervised socializing activities) following victimization increases risk of subse-
quent victimization (Butler et al., 2022; Turanovic et al., 2018; Turanovic & Pratt,
2014). Only some research supports the once-bitten-twice-shy hypothesis, however.
While some studies find behavioral changes following victimization (e.g.,
Turnanovic & Pratt, 2014), other studies find lifestyles and routine activities do not
change following victimization (e.g., Fisher et al., 2010). Scholars have noted that
this mixed support may be due to differences in methodology across studies (e.g.,
Butler et al., 2022). The takeaway here is that while there is some support that prior
victimization decreases future victimization, most evidence supports an initial vic-
timization increases the likelihood of future victimization experiences.

Population Heterogeneity

Population heterogeneity—also referred to as risk heterogeneity—proposes that an
individual’s qualities or characteristics can increase the risk of experiencing more
than one victimization (Clay-Warner et al., 2016; Nagin & Paternoster, 2000;
Schreck, 1999; Tillyer et al., 2016). In other words, both initial and subsequent vic-
timizations happen because of a person’s individual qualities or characteristics that
do not change (Ousey et al., 2008; Pratt et al., 2014; Schreck, 1999). Therefore,
someone’s risk for future victimizations stays the same, unless their characteristics
or circumstances change (Turanovic & Pratt, 2014). Researchers have primarily
examined characteristics associated with individual traits, physical attributes, and
lifestyle factors when exploring this perspective. However, these characteristics are
oftentimes intertwined with individual attributes influencing the ways in which
people navigate the social world around them. This perspective is generally applied
in two ways.

First, individual traits such as personality characteristics (e.g., low self-control,
high psychopathy) are often considered for how they may ultimately influence
behavior (Daigle & Teasdale, 2018; Ousey et al., 2008). As mentioned, people who
are more likely to engage in daily behaviors and lifestyles that are considered
“risky” are at greater risk for victimization (e.g., Hindelang et al., 1978). This is
because certain daily routines and lifestyles are more likely to expose people to
dangerous situations, where they don’t have protections or guardianship nearby, and
where they may be seen as more vulnerable. Researchers have consistently demon-
strated that engaging in lifestyles considered to be “risky,” such as using substances,
engaging in delinquency or offending behaviors, associating with delinquent peers,
and/or running away from home, increases the likelihood of recurrent victimization
(Bradley & Teasdale, 2023; Crush et al., 2018; Daigle, 2010; Daigle & Harris, 2018;
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DeKeseredy et al., 2019; Ellonen & Salmi, 2011; Fisher et al., 2010; Snyder et al.,
2021; Turanovic et al., 2018). However, not everyone is equally as likely to engage
in “risky” lifestyles. Individuals with certain traits such as low self-control may be
more likely to prefer these types of daily activities that ultimately elevate their risk
of ongoing victimization (Pratt et al., 2014; Pratt & Turanovic, 2016). That is, it is
not just having the trait (e.g., low self-control), but how that trait is expressed—in
this example, through the engagement of “risky” activities. Thus, it is important to
consider the complex interplay between traits and behaviors that may influence
recurrent victimization.

Second, some individuals have physical attributes or characteristics that offend-
ers may seek out. According to target congruence theory, offenders may search for
people who they perceive to be (a) unable to resist them or defend themselves, (b)
attractive targets, or (c) antagonizing (Finkelhor & Asdigian, 1996). It is again
important to mention that in any of these instances, it is the offender’s perception of
the individual being targeted and does not necessarily reflect reality. For example,
some offenders may intentionally target individuals because they are young, they
have a disability, and/or they are small in size (Elvey & McNeeley, 2019; Finkelhor
& Asdigian, 1996). Or, a person may be targeted because of their gender, such as in
cases of sexual assault (Finkelhor & Asdigian, 1996). Hate crimes could also be an
example of this; for instance, someone who is homophobic may intentionally target
an individual based on their sexual orientation. In other instances, offenders may
perceive the individual to be antagonizing to justify their actions. For example, an
individual with impulsive characteristics (e.g., impatience, not thinking through
their words and/or actions) could potentially be targeted by a would-be offender
who feels anger, rage, or jealousy towards them (Finkelhor & Asdigian, 1996).

State Dependence and Population Heterogeneity

Although these perspectives are presented and discussed independently, the reality
is more complicated. Prior research has found empirical support for state depen-
dence and population heterogeneity perspectives, suggesting they may both contrib-
ute to our understanding of recurrent victimization (Lauritsen & Davis Quinet,
1995; Tseloni & Pease, 2004; Wittebrood & Nieuwbeerta, 2000). Because scholars
have found value within each perspective in explaining recurrent victimization,
some work has integrated these explanations to understand these experiences.

For instance, Turanovic and Pratt (2014) examined whether self-control influ-
enced changes in “risky” lifestyles following victimization and how these changes
impacted repeat victimization. That is, rather than studying the sole effect of self-
control on repeat victimization (typically measured under population heterogeneity)
or the sole effect of changes in “risky” lifestyles on repeat victimization (typically
measured under state dependence), these authors explored how measures under
both perspectives may interact with one another to explain repeat victimization over
time. Results demonstrated that self-control significantly influenced whether crime
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victims changed their engagement in “risky” lifestyles following victimization.
Notably, these changes in behavior mediated the effects of self-control on repeat
victimization and were able to explain whether individuals were victimized repeat-
edly. Put another way, self-control affected whether or not an individual engaged in
“risky” lifestyles following victimization, which in turn influenced whether they
were victimized again.

Taking this work into consideration, it is likely that both state dependence and
population heterogeneity factors predict recurrent victimization. Nevertheless, there
is still a limited understanding on the mechanisms through which state dependence
and population heterogeneity operate, separately and/or together, to influence an
individual’s risk.

Overview of the Text

In an effort to further the discussion on recurrent victimization, this SpringerBrief
reviews prior work on five categories of personal recurrent victimization, including
(1) recurrent victimization more broadly, (2) repeat victimization, (3) multiple vic-
timization, (4) poly-victimization, and (5) revictimization. To inform this work, 583
peer-reviewed research articles were examined (553 unique articles), with patterns
of measurement across these studies and samples summarized within each chapter.
Provided below is the method used to search and analyze this body of research.
Then, an outline for the remainder of the SpringerBrief is provided.

Method

To investigate existing research on these different categories of recurrent victimiza-
tion, an ongoing search of the literature was conducted between May 2022 and June
2024, with additional research added as it was identified (e.g., Google Scholar noti-
fications). Search terms included combinations of various phrases that could be
related to the different categories of recurrent victimization, including “recurrent
victimization,”

99 <

recurring victimization,” “recurr® victim*,” “repeat victimization,”
“repeat victim*,” “multiple victimization,” “multiple victim*,” “poly-victimization,”
“poly victimization,” “poly-victim*,” “revictimization,” “re-victimization,” and/or
“revictim*.” Searches were completed across multiple databases (e.g., Google
Scholar, University of Nebraska at Omaha Criss Library). All studies that resulted
from this search were downloaded. Then, studies were included in the review if they
were printed in English, peer reviewed, and specifically examined one or more cat-
egories of recurrent victimization (i.e., “recurrent victimization,” “repeat victimiza-
tion,” “multiple victimization,” “poly-victimization,” “revictimization”) in a sample.
Given these parameters, we acknowledge that there are likely studies that were
missed in the vast body of literature across fields on these topics (e.g., criminology,

99 < 99 <
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psychology, sociology, social work, public health). Nevertheless, the goal of this
project is to explore studies based on how authors have assessed recurrent victim-
ization in its various forms and to synthesize this work across categories as a start-
ing point. We trust that future scholars can continue this work and build on the
discussions here.

Some literature was also excluded. Any articles that solely discussed theoretical
explanations related to recurrent victimization or reviewed the literature without
analyzing data from a sample were excluded. This exclusion was applied because
the current review is only interested in assessing how researchers measure the con-
cepts of recurrent victimization in empirical studies, rather than conceptually.
Additionally, any studies that examined different types of victimization individu-
ally, without assessing recurrent, repeat, multiple, poly-victimization, or revictim-
ization, were excluded. That is, studies that examined various types of victimization
by themselves, rather than assessing exposure to more than one victimization type
were excluded (e.g., one study dichotomously measuring physical assault alone and
dichotomously measuring sexual assault alone, rather than measuring experiences
of physical assault and sexual assault together). For example, Reyns et al. (2019)
explored various predictors (i.e., opportunity, low self-control) across four separate
types of cybercrime victimization. While this study does assess different types of
victimization, each type was examined individually, rather than collectively (e.g.,
the role of low self-control on cyber-violence, the role of low self-control on cyber-
deception/theft). As a result, it was excluded from the current review. Finally, stud-
ies that included a victimization index without any other details on recurrent
victimizations were excluded. Broadly, a victimization index includes a numerical
scale or count of victimization experiences within a given time period—generally
across different types of victimization (e.g., bullying, physical assault, sexual
assault) (e.g., Ousey et al., 2015). As such, a respondent who reports “any” victim-
ization within a time frame may have experienced a single victimization or different
types of victimizations. These studies were thus excluded if we could not decipher
that more than one victimization had occurred.

Organization of the Brief

The remainder of this SpringerBrief summarizes the literature on different catego-
ries of personal recurrent victimization, with each chapter reviewing a specific cat-
egory of recurrent victimization (see below). Because this SpringerBrief was created
so that it may be read in its entirety or so that chapters can be reviewed individually,
a consistent format is used to help guide readers through the synthesis of each cat-
egory of recurrent victimization. Each chapter begins with an introduction on the
topic, with individual studies that provide explicit examples of the specific category
of recurrent victimization being discussed. Then, the chapter highlights the standard
definition of the category of recurrent victimization being discussed, along with an
overview of the characteristics of that body of literature (e.g., years of publication,
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types of victimization assessed, sample demographics). Finally, measurement con-
siderations across studies are outlined, including definitions and operationaliza-
tions, data sources, victimization types and tools, sample types, and prevalence
estimates. Broad takeaways of each body of literature are then provided, including
a summary of findings across studies. The remaining chapters of this SpringerBrief
are organized as follows:

Chapter 2 provides an overview of research on recurrent victimization (i.e., expe-
riencing two or more victimizations within a given time frame).

Chapter 3 offers an overview of research on repeat victimization (i.e., experiencing
two or more of the same type of victimization within a given time frame).

Chapter 4 gives an overview of multiple victimization (i.e., experiencing two or
more different types of victimization within a given time frame).

Chapter 5 outlines research on poly-victimization (i.e., experiencing two or more
types of victimization within a given time frame).

Chapter 6 provides an overview of revictimization (i.e., experiencing victimization
across different developmental periods).

Chapter 7 delivers key themes for researchers and professionals following our
review of the literature across the SpringerBrief, documenting notable takeaways
that can be gleaned from this work. Directions for future research are also
discussed.
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Chapter 2 )
Recurrent Victimization Check or

For decades, researchers have found that the majority of victimization events are
clustered among relatively few individuals—individuals who experience victimiza-
tion again and again (Daigle et al., 2008; Fisher et al., 2010a, 2010b). That is, among
individuals who experience victimization, an even smaller proportion experience
victimization on more than one occasion. This smaller proportion of individuals
tend to experience a large proportion of all victimization events. Reflecting on
results from the British Crime Survey (BCS), Farrell (1992) found that 70.0% of all
victimization incidents were experienced by only 14.0% of respondents. More
recently, Kaasa et al. (2016) collected data from 27 U.S. college campuses, finding
that less than 5.0% of respondents reported each type of victimization assessed
(e.g., stalking, intimate partner violence) within the past year. Yet, 69.0% of stu-
dents who experienced a victimization reported more than one incident, with 90.0%
of victimization incidents involving students who experienced more than one vic-
timization. In fact, this study found that the maximum number of victimizations
reported by any one student was 36 in the past year. These individuals are recurrent
victims—they experience recurrent victimization or more than one victimization
within a given time frame (Daigle et al., 2008; Fisher et al., 2010a, 2010b).!

As mentioned in Chap. 1, while different categories can fall under “recurrent
victimization” (e.g., repeat victimization, multiple victimization), this broader cat-
egory is also assessed separately. Some individuals may experience the same type
of victimization again and again (e.g., physical assault), while others may experi-
ence different types of victimization over time (e.g., physical assault and robbery).

'Some scholars used the term “recurring” victimization (e.g., Kaasa et al., 2016). “Recurrent”
victimization is used throughout this SpringerBrief for simplicity.
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Nevertheless, the purpose of this term is to capture those experiences of individuals
who have been harmed more than once—the details of that harm tend to be col-
lapsed into this general classification. As such, some recurrent victims may have
experienced the same type of victimization, while other recurrent victims may have
experienced different types. We turn now to a summary of this literature.

Summary of Research Reviewed

This chapter discusses research that has focused on recurrent victimization to pro-
vide an overview of this body of literature. To inform this chapter, 32 studies (rep-
resenting 33 different samples) assessing recurrent victimization were reviewed
(see Appendix for full list of references). An overview of these studies is provided
in Table 2.1. As shown, a majority of this research was published recently, between
2016 and 2023 (n = 21; 65.6%). Additionally, most studies explored these experi-
ences using surveys or questionnaires (n = 24; 75.0%), were cross-sectional (n = 17,

Table 2.1 Summary of recurrent victimization research (N = 32 studies)

Overview Number of studies (%)

Publication year

1999-2007 5 (15.6%)

2008-2015 6 (18.8%)

2016-2023 21 (65.6%)
Data sources®

Survey/questionnaire 24 (75.0%)

Interview 8 (25.0%)

Administrative 6 (18.8%)
Data type

Cross-sectional 17 (53.1%)

Longitudinal 15 (46.9%)
Data analysis

Quantitative 23 (71.9%)

Mixed methods 7 (21.9%)

Qualitative 2 (6.3%)
Country

United States 21 (65.6%)

Outside of the United States 11 (34.4%)
Victimization types®

Violent/physical 12 (37.5%)

Intimate partner violence 7 (21.9%)

Childhood maltreatment 5 (15.6%)

Sexual 5 (15.6%)

Threatened violent/physical 5 (15.6%)

(continued)
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Table 2.1 (continued)

Overview Number of studies (%)
Bullying 4 (12.5%)
Online 3(9.4%)
Harassment 2 (6.3%)
Drugging 1(3.1%)
Elder 1 (3.1%)
Stalking 1 (3.1%)

Sample demographics®
Children/youth 11 (34.4%)
Adults 15 (46.9%)
Both children/adults 5 (15.6%)

Sample type?

General population 2 (6.3%)
School-based 10 (31.3%)
High-risk 21 (65.6%)

“The number of studies (1) does not equal 32 (100%) because some studies use multiple data
sources

*The number of studies (n) does not equal 32 (100%) because some studies measure multiple types
of victimization. Although this literature focuses on experiencing more than one victimization, it
was important to separate unique victimization types examined across studies to review how many
and which types have been assessed among this work, along with their prevalence. At times, cer-
tain victimization types were collapsed (e.g., child abuse placed under child maltreatment)

“The number of studies (1) does not equal 32 (100%) because the sample demographics were
unclear within certain studies and were excluded from the total count to avoid misclassifications
4The number of studies (n) does not equal 32 (100%) because one study included more than
one sample

53.1%), and used quantitative data analyses (n = 23; 71.9%). Furthermore, the
majority of these studies were conducted in the United States (n = 21; 65.6%) rather
than in a country outside of the United States. While violent/physical victimization
has been the most commonly assessed type of victimization (n = 12; 37.5%), others
explored intimate partner violence (n = 7; 21.9%), childhood maltreatment (n = 5;
15.6%), sexual victimization (n = 5; 15.6%), and threatened violent/physical vic-
timization (n = 5; 15.6%), among others. Finally, adult samples were most often
used (n = 15; 46.9%), along with samples (rn = 21; 65.6%) that include populations
considered high-risk (i.e., individuals who have been identified as having an ele-
vated risk of victimization such as individuals without homes, justice-involved indi-
viduals, or individuals who have been victimized previously).

A Note on the Current Review

Although the current review highlights 32 studies where ‘“recurrent victimiza-
tion” was assessed, it is important to note that researchers have applied this term
in various ways. For example, authors may have used the language of “recurrent
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victimization” at some point in a manuscript, while focusing on a more specific
category such as repeat victimization (e.g., Reyns & Fissel, 2019; Weiss & Dilks,
2016). In other instances, authors may have used the term “recurrent victimiza-
tion” interchangeably with a more specific category of recurrent victimization (e.g.,
repeat victimization, revictimization). Because we did not want to impose decisions
arbitrarily, if an author used the term “recurrent victimization” in their manuscript
at any point to discuss the study they carried out, then that study was included in
our review. That is, we relied on the language used by the authors to guide what
area their work fit into. As a result, some studies were included in multiple chapters
based on the language that the authors used (e.g., discussed “recurrent victimiza-
tion” and “repeat victimization” within the same study). Works were not classified
in multiple categories when authors only provided context to contrast the category
of recurrent victimization they were discussing. The nuance of the characteristics of
these studies are reviewed in more detail below. However, it is important to know
why these studies were included in the current review.

Measuring Recurrent Victimization: Study Characteristics

The first stage in understanding the broader literature was to explore how scholars
measured recurrent victimization—an important step for ensuring that readers
understand exactly what they are assessing. Given the importance of measurement,
we outline how the 32 studies (1) define or describe and (2) operationalize recurrent
victimization. Then, we discuss what types of victimization are assessed in the
research, along with the questions and instruments used to measure these vari-
ous types.

Definitions and Descriptions

One way to understand how authors measure recurrent victimization is by evaluat-
ing the definitions or descriptions they use. Within the recurrent victimization work
reviewed, all studies described recurrent victimization as experiencing victimiza-
tion and then experiencing victimization again—aligning with the definition used
here that refers to recurrent victimization as experiencing more than one victimiza-
tion within a given time frame (Butler et al., 2023; Daigle et al., 2008; Fisher et al.,
2010a, 2010b). This means that all studies in the current review broadly discussed
recurrent victimization in this way. However, how authors discussed recurrent vic-
timization differed substantially.

Some authors provided an explicit definition of recurrent victimization at one or
more points within their study (e.g., Butler et al., 2023; Moe et al., 2004). In this
review, a definition refers to a statement provided by the authors anywhere in the
article that describes what they mean when they use the term ‘“recurrent
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victimization.” A definition does not tell readers how something is measured, but
simply what it is. For example, authors may have specified the type of recurrent
victimization being examined (e.g., sexual, violent/physical), provided a timeframe
on when these experiences must happen, or specified how many times the experi-
ence must happen to be considered recurrent victimization. By providing this defini-
tion, readers have an understanding of exactly what the authors are discussing
throughout their study. This definition can be presented in various parts throughout
the article, but is typically presented in the “Abstract,” “Introduction,” “Background,”
“Literature Review,” or “Current Study” section(s). Other authors, however, simply
referred to recurrent victimization at one or more points within their study (e.g.,
Hamilton & Browne, 1999). That is, their discussion of recurrent victimization was
somewhere between a definition and a mention. In these instances, readers are able
to infer what the authors mean when they use the term “recurrent victimization.”

With such variety, we are largely unable to speak to the definitions and descrip-
tions of recurrent victimization in a consistent or clear manner. The issues resulting
from a lack of consistent definitions used in this body of literature bleed into other
parts of this chapter, such as operationalizations and prevalence. Below are two
examples to illustrate this point; Example 1 provides details where an explicit defi-
nition was used, whereas Example 2 provides information where recurrent victim-
ization was referenced. Quotes were taken directly from the articles to capture the
specific language used to help guide readers on their procedures.

Example Recurrent Victimization Definitions and Descriptions in
Research

Example 1 (Definition): “‘Recurring victimization’ is generally used as an
umbrella term that refers to being victimized more than one time (Fisher
et al., 2015).” (Butler et al., 2023, p. 81)

Example 2 (Reference): “The aims of this study were to identify patterns of
abuse and neglect over time and compare recurrent maltreatment by the same
perpetrator with recurrent maltreatment by different perpetrators. The sample
consisted of 400 referrals to police child protection units, 24% of which were
subjected to at least one rereferral within the 27-month follow-up.” (Hamilton
& Browne, 1999, p. 275)

Operationalizations

Another way to understand how authors measure recurrent victimization is by
assessing their operationalizations. In this review, operationalization refers to the
authors’ descriptions of how recurrent victimization was measured within their
study, typically provided in the study’s “Methods” section. In other words, another
researcher could easily replicate a study based on the authors’ description of how
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recurrent victimization was measured. Whereas a definition may be a high-level
discussion of a concept, the operationalization offers concrete and direct instruc-
tions on how the researcher is measuring recurrent victimization in their study.

Scope of Operationalizations The majority of studies in the current review (n = 22;
68.8%) included an operationalization of recurrent victimization, showing readers
how this variable was measured in their study. Examples of operationalizations of
recurrent victimization found in the current review are provided below (see
Examples 3 and 4). Notably, the examples below highlight some key components
of clear operationalizations of repeat victimization, including the (1) types of vic-
timization, (2) number of victimizations, (3) length of time between victimizations,
and (4) coding classifications associated with variable names used to define
these events.

Example Operationalizations of Recurrent Victimization in Research

Example 3: “The single-recurrent victim dichotomy was created from count-
ing the number of incidents a victimized respondent experienced since school
began in the fall. A single victim is defined as anyone who reported experienc-
ing only one sexual victimization incident (coded as 0). A recurrent victim
(coded at 1) is anyone who reported experiencing more than one sexual vic-
timization incident of any type.” (Fisher et al., 2010b, p. 111)

Example 4: “The dependent variable for the current project was whether or
not an individual experiences a recurring violent victimization incident at the
second through the fifth waves of data collection, given that we selected only
victims at the first follow-up. For each follow-up wave, recurring victimiza-
tion is coded as 1 if the respondent answered yes to any of the violent victim-
ization questions and is coded O if they responded no to all of the violent
victimization questions for that wave.” (Teasdale et al., 2014, p. 993)

Frequency of Victimization Although most scholars provided details on their oper-
ationalizations, these descriptions differed across research studies. Of the studies
that did provide an operationalization, the substantial majority (n = 20; 90.9%)
operationalized recurrent victimization as experiencing more than one victimization
in a certain time frame (e.g., Daigle, 2010; Daigle & Harris, 2018; Fisher et al.,
2010a, 2010b; Reyns & Fissel, 2019). Notably, different terms to describe more
than one victimization were sometimes used, such as “two or more” or “at least
two” (e.g., Bass et al., 2022; Lasky et al., 2018). Additionally, in some of these stud-
ies, recurrent victimization was operationalized as experiencing victimization at
more than one wave or timepoint of data collection when longitudinal data were
being examined (e.g., Bradley & Teasdale, 2023; Daigle & Harris, 2018; Daigle &
Teasdale, 2018). For example, some studies operationalized recurrent victimization
as victimization occurring at “Time I and Time 2” or “Wave I and Wave 2” (e.g.,
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Bond et al., 2001; Scherg & Ejrnaes, 2022). Both Teasdale et al. (2014) and
Policastro et al. (2016) operationalized recurring victimization as violent victimiza-
tion occurring in the second through the fifth waves of data collection, given that
respondents were victims at the first follow-up. As another example, Sonis (2008)
operationalized recurrent intimate partner violence as any episode of intimate part-
ner violence between the initial interview and the follow-up interview.

Studies that did not use these frequency categories to operationalize recurrent
victimization tended to have different criteria. These studies (n = 2; 9.1%) opera-
tionalized recurrent victimization by simply referring to “multiple” or “several”
incidents of victimization occurring, rather than a specific number (i.e., Blais et al.,
2022; Friedman et al., 2017).

Time Frames Across these operationalizations, there were important distinctions
in the time frames used, with some time frames general and others specific. As an
example, a general timeframe may ask whether study respondents have “ever”
experienced a form of victimization to get a sense of lifetime prevalence of these
experiences (e.g., Reyns & Fissel, 2019). Most studies, however, used a more spe-
cific period. For instance, respondents may be asked whether they experienced vic-
timization “since school began in the fall” or in the “past six months” as a way to
limit the timeframe (Butler et al., 2023; Fisher et al., 2010a, 2010b). In another
example, victimization may have occurred at an earlier point in the study (e.g.,
Policastro et al., 2016; Teasdale et al., 2014) or at an earlier point in a respondent’s
life (e.g., Landers et al., 2021). Examples of general and specific time frames are
provided below (Examples 5 and 6).

Example Operationalizations of Time Frames in Recurrent Victimization
Research

Example 5: “To examine repeat online victimization, four dependent vari-
ables were created from the survey data. First, to measure repeated Unwanted
Sexual Advances, respondents were asked: ‘Has anyone ever made unwanted
sexual advances toward you on more than one occasion online?’ Second,
repeated Harassment was measured with the following survey item: ‘Has
anyone ever persistently harassed or annoyed you on more than one occasion
online?’ Third, to measure repeated and unwanted Contact, respondents were
asked: ‘Has anyone ever contacted you or attempted to contact you on more
than one occasion online after you asked/told them to stop?’ Finally, a vari-
able measuring any repeated online victimization was created based on
answers to these three questions. Those who had ever experienced any or all
of these types of online victimization were labeled as victims of Any Repeated
Online Victimization. All of these variables were coded dichotomously (0 =
Non-Victim, 1 = Victim).” (Reyns & Fissel, 2019, p. 705)
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Example 6: “The recurrence of maltreatment is measured in each type of
abuse (i.e., physical, sexual, emotional, and spiritual abuse) that occurred in
the foster and/or adoptive homes. The maltreatment is considered recurrent
not because of the frequency of the abuse (e.g., it happened more than one
time in the foster or adoptive home), but because the abuse occurred in foster
care and/or adoption following the removal or surrender of the child by the
family of origin.” (Landers et al., 2021, p. 5)

Data Sources

Studies assessing recurrent victimization included in this review explored these
experiences using surveys or questionnaires, interviews, and/or administrative data.
Notably, some studies used data from multiple sources, so estimates may overlap
(e.g., interviewing respondents in addition to using a questionnaire; Peters
etal., 2012).

Surveys or Questionnaires In the current review, three-fourths of the studies used
data from surveys or questionnaires (n = 24; 75.0%). Surveys and questionnaires
provide researchers with a way of collecting uniform data directly from individuals.
That is, whether the individual takes the survey themselves or is asked questions by
a third party, the responses given are representative of their experiences and usually
tailored to a specific goal (e.g., experience of victimization, health history). The
surveys and questionnaires may have been collected by the researchers themselves,
or they could have been collected by other researchers and shared publicly (known
as secondary data). For example, some researchers in the current review used the
National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health) dataset to assess
recurrent victimization—a large, national study of youth in grades 7 through 12
(e.g., Daigle, 2010). Other scholars develop their own survey questions or adapt
questions from standardized tools and/or instruments to ask respondents about their
victimization experiences (e.g., Reyns & Fissel, 2019; Weiss & Dilks, 2016).

Interviews One-quarter of the studies relied on data from interviews (n = 8; 25.0%).
Interviews can generate rich datasets that give respondents an opportunity to answer
questions in their own words. That is, interviews may have some structure to the
questions asked for consistency, but the details provided can vary widely depend-
ing on respondents’ experiences. Interview data can be collected by the research-
ers, or it can come from secondary sources (e.g., the dataset is publicly available).
As an example, Peters et al. (2012) interviewed 240 women from New England
about their relationship with their boyfriend or husband to learn more about their
experiences with intimate partner violence. As another example, Lasky et al. (2018)
used semi-structured interviews to ask study participants about behavioral changes
following drugging victimization; here, participants were asked questions such as,
“Sometimes people have changes to their social life after being drugged, such as
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perhaps no longer being friends with or doing things socially with the people who
may have been involved in the drugging. Did you have any changes in your social
life?” (p. 81).

Administrative Data Relatively few studies examined administrative data (n = 6;
18.8%). These data sources generally come from institutions or agencies who
choose to partner with researchers. Administrative data can include very detailed
information, but the database is generally not created with a research study in mind.
Rather, the databases are meant to help individuals fulfill aspects of their jobs: prac-
titioners operate within their organizations to track and monitor patients and clients;
police have to complete paperwork on interactions with members of the public;
correctional officers have to organize reports on individuals who are incarcerated.
For instance, in the current review, Contreras Taibo et al. (2022) examined a data-
base collected by the Office of the Public Prosecutor of Chile of children reported
to be victims of child sexual abuse in 2012 in Chile. As another example, Friedman
et al. (2017) used hospital records (e.g., medical history, narratives from ambulance
reports, admission reports, operation notes, social worker notes, medical discharge
synopses) and death records to assess revictimization among a sample of 111 indi-
viduals aged 60 and older treated for physical and sexual abuse in a Chicago
hospital.

Victimization Types and Tools

As noted previously, there are different types of victimization assessed in the recur-
rent victimization literature. How authors measured these harms varied. In some
instances, researchers used formal tools or assessments to examine recurrent vic-
timization, providing some consistency across works. In this context, it is important
to examine the different types of victimization assessed, any tools that were used,
and the number of items that were included to measure recurrent victimization.

Victimization Types Recurrent victimization was typically measured using a broad
range of victimization types. Although the current review focuses on studies that
assess personal victimization, some studies included both personal and property
victimization types when assessing personal victimization (e.g., assessing violent/
physical victimization, threats of violent/physical victimization, and verbal harass-
ment [personal] and burglary, thefts, and vandalism [property]; Scherg & Ejrnes,
2022). Considering personal victimization types, researchers in this review most
often assessed violent/physical victimization (n = 12; 37.5%), followed by intimate
partner violence (n = 7; 21.9%), childhood maltreatment (n = 5; 15.6%), sexual
victimization (n = 5; 15.6%), and threatened violent/physical victimization (n = 5;
15.6%). Still, some research explored experiences of bullying (n =4; 12.5%), online
victimization (n = 3; 9.4%), harassment (n = 2; 6.3%), drugging (n = 1; 3.1%), elder
abuse (n=1;3.1%), and stalking (n = 1; 3.1%) (e.g., Butler et al., 2023; Kaasa et al.,
2016; Moe et al., 2004; Reyns & Fissel, 2019; Scherg & Ejrnas, 2022).
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Given the diverse types of harm measured across studies, researchers classified
these events in different ways. Notably, researchers often assessed more than one
type of victimization within a study (e.g., attempted and completed forced penetra-
tion, penetration while incapacitated, forced sexual touching, sexual touching while
incapacitated, stalking, and intimate partner violence; Kaasa et al., 2016). Several
examples are provided below to demonstrate the different types of victimization
assessed and how they were measured (see Examples 7-9).

Example Recurrent Victimization Types Measured in Research

Example 7 (Violent/Physical): “Participants were asked about six types of
victimization they may have experienced. Specifically, interviewers asked
each participant if he or she had experienced any of the following since the
last interview:

Has anyone thrown something at you?

Has anyone slapped you?

Has anyone kicked, bitten, or choked you?

Has anyone hit you with a fist or object or beaten you up?

Has anyone ever threatened you with a knife or a gun or other lethal weapon?

Has anyone used a knife or fired a gun at you?” (Policastro et al.,
2016, p. 681)

O s =

Example 8 (Sexual): “Participants were asked, ‘Did you experience sexual
abuse in any foster home?’ and ‘Did you experience sexual abuse in your
adoptive home?’ The response options were None (0), Single Incident (1),
Several times (2), or Long term (3). The response options were then dichoto-
mized to represent the absence (0) or presence (1) of sexual abuse. Accordingly,
response options of none were coded as 0, whereas single incident, several
times, and long-term were coded as 1.” (Landers et al., 2021, p. 5)

Example 9 (Drugging): “The authors worked together to develop the semi-
structured interview protocol and to train themselves and other interviewers
on conducting interviews. Examples of questions on the interview protocol
that ask about behavioral changes include ‘Sometimes people have changes to
their social life after being drugged, such as perhaps no longer being friends
with or doing things socially with the people who may have been involved in
the drugging. Did you have any changes in your social life?” and ‘Were there
any other things that changed for you as a result of being drugged (e.g.,
changes in your drinking behavior, changes in going out or going to par-
ties)?’” (Lasky et al., 2018, p. 81)
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Tools Used At times, certain questions or items used to measure victimization are
similar across articles. This may be due to the use of standardized tools within these
works (see examples below). Only 21.9% (n = 7) of the studies included in this
review used instruments and/or modified versions of these instruments to measure
victimization (e.g., Butler et al., 2023; Sonis & Lager, 2008). Among these studies,
a variety of instruments were used such as the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS), the
Sexual Experiences Survey (SES), and the History of Victimization Questionnaire
(HVQ). These questionnaires/tools ask about a range of victimization experiences,
including intimate partner violence, physical/violent victimization, sexual violence,
and childhood maltreatment, among others.

Among the remainder of studies (n = 25; 78.1%), standardized tools/question-
naires were not used or not mentioned. This may have been due to the author’s or
authors’ use of questions or criteria that fell outside of a standardized instrument
(e.g., Fisher et al., 2010b; Weiss & Dilks, 2016). Still, the absence of standardized
measures does not mean that the work that was produced was not rigorously done.
As shown, many of these studies still asked about similar experiences of physical
and/or violent victimization such as being shot, stabbed, had a gun or knife pulled
on them, jumped, physically fought, or beaten up (e.g., Daigle, 2010; Daigle &
Harris, 2018; Daigle & Teasdale, 2018; Policastro et al., 2016; Teasdale et al.,
2014). Furthermore, some studies relied on administrative data or interviewed
respondents, which could limit their ability to apply a standardized measurement
tool (e.g., Friedman et al., 2017; Hamilton & Browne, 1999). Finally, a few studies
did not specify the questions or items they used.

Example Instruments/Tools Used to Measure Recurrent Victimization

* Intimate Partner Cyber Abuse Instrument (IPCA-I)

e Conlflict Tactics Scale (CTS)

* Sexual Experiences Survey (SES)

¢ Psychological Maltreatment of Women Inventory (PMWI)

* Conflict in Adolescent Dating Relationships Inventory (CADRI)
¢ Violent Experiences Questionnaire (VEQ)

Number of Items The number of items used to measure these experiences of per-
sonal recurrent victimization also varied. In the current review, most studies (n = 18;
56.3%) indicated or directly stated the number of items/questions used to assess
these experiences. Here, the number of items or questions used to measure personal
recurrent victimization ranged from 1 to 70, with the majority of this literature using
approximately 3 to 8 items. Of course, the number of items used can correspond
with the number of victimization types being assessed. Nevertheless, studies still
varied. For instance, some studies measured recurrent sexual victimization using
one to three broad questions (e.g., Reyns & Fissel, 2019). Other studies, however,
asked several questions to assess these experiences (e.g., Fisher et al., 2010b).
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Measuring Recurrent Victimization: Sample Characteristics

Authors have explored experiences of recurrent victimization across diverse sam-
ples. Up until this point, the current chapter reviewed findings from 32 studies. As
noted previously, one study included two separate samples—resulting in a total of
33 samples (i.e., Daigle and Teasdale (2018) used data from (1) a nationally repre-
sentative school-based sample of youth in grades 7 through 12 and (2) a sample of
individuals released from inpatient psychiatric hospitals between the ages of 18 and
40). We turn now to a focus on the characteristics of the 33 samples, including the
types of samples examined and the prevalence of these experiences.

Sample Types

When studying recurrent victimization, authors used general population, school-
based, and high-risk samples. Each of these are described in more detail below.

General Population Samples General population samples refer to samples in
which data come from individuals in the broader population. For example, Rand
and Saltzman (2003) used data from the National Crime Victimization Survey
(NCVS), which includes a nationally representative sample of addresses across the
United States. Here, interviews are conducted with all household members aged 12
or older. Only a small proportion of this literature (n = 2; 6.3%) used general popu-
lation samples to collect survey and/or interview data.

School-Based Samples School-based samples are made up of individuals who are
currently attending school at any level. For example, students may be adults (i.e.,
aged 18 years or older) attending a college or university—or multiple colleges or
universities. These samples can also include youth in grades kindergarten through
high school. These samples made up 31.3% of this work (n = 10), with most of these
studies using college samples (e.g., Fisher et al., 2010a, 2010b; Kaasa et al., 2016;
Weiss & Dilks, 2016). For example, Bradley and Teasdale (2023) examined physi-
cal/violent victimization among a sample of 9,828 youths from a school-based sam-
ple of youth who were in grades 7 to 12 in the United States (i.e., the National
Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health [Add Health]). As another example, Moe
et al. (2004) assessed experiences of recurrent child maltreatment among a sample
of 28 undergraduate college students aged eighteen or older.

High-Risk Samples High-risk samples refer to samples of individuals with an ele-
vated risk of victimization, such as individuals who had previously experienced
intimate partner violence (e.g., Sonis & Lager, 2008) or patients from inpatient
psychiatric hospitals (e.g., Teasdale et al., 2014). For example, Contreras Taibo
et al. (2022) assessed recurrent child maltreatment among a sample of 12,820 vic-
tims of sexual crimes under 18 years of age who had been reported as victims of
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child sexual abuse during 2012 to the Office of the Public Prosecutor of Chile.
Additionally, Friedman et al. (2017) explored experiences of recurrent victimization
among 111 individuals aged 60 and older treated for physical and sexual abuse
across five of the largest Chicago-area hospitals. Most studies in the current review
examined such samples (n = 21; 65.6%). Of note, some of the samples that are
assessed within this review are not high-risk by nature (e.g., college students, adults
from the general population), but are considered high risk here because the studies’
focus is on a subsample of respondents who have been victimized (e.g., Butler et al.,
2023; Kaasa et al., 2016). For example, data by Kaasa et al. (2016) were originally
collected from 27 campuses across the U.S., with 150,072 respondents completing
their survey (i.e., a school-based sample). However, this report focused on data
coming from a subset of students who experienced at least one victimization inci-
dent within the school year. As a result, this sample was placed into the “high-risk”
category because estimates only come from the subset of the population where harm
was already experienced.

Prevalence

Finally, the prevalence estimates provided in these studies varied greatly across
samples. Again, the focus in this section is on the number of samples rather than the
number of studies. Because not all samples reviewed in this chapter provide preva-
lence estimates in their reports, there are 30 samples reviewed here, with prevalence
estimates ranging from 4.1% to 83.0%. Just looking at this wide range, some peo-
ple may come to the conclusion that research in this area is too inconsistent to draw
conclusions. This is not true. Although comparisons across all studies are not advis-
able based on the different measurement considerations discussed previously, it is
important to examine the nuances across studies. Characteristics, such as the sam-
ples used to assess recurrent victimization and the type of victimization(s) being
assessed, largely influence these rates.

Prevalence by Sample Type At times, the prevalence of recurrent victimization was
impacted by the type of sample used. Below are prevalence estimate ranges orga-
nized by the samples discussed previously:

Recurrent Victimization: Prevalence Ranges by Sample Type (» = number of samples)

General Population Samples (n=1) School-Based Samples (n=9) High-Risk Samples (n = 20)
Range: 27.0% Range: 5.9% — 51.0% Range: 4.1% — 83.0%

General population samples (e.g., Rand & Saltzman, 2003) typically reported the
lowest prevalence rates, followed by school-based samples (e.g., Bond et al., 2001),
and high-risk samples (e.g., Sonis & Langer, 2008). When examined differently, the
types of victimization being measured within these samples offered a bit more
nuance.
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Prevalence for Samples by Victimization Types The next step in understanding
prevalence estimates is to consider how these ranges varied across the different
types of victimization being measured. Prior to reviewing these, there are a few
notes on these prevalence estimates:

» At times, decisions were made to capture the overarching victimization type being
assessed to summarize these estimates in a cohesive way (e.g., online sexual harass-
ment could fall under “Sexual” or “Online,” but our classification used “Online”).

* Some studies reported the prevalence of more than one specific type of victimiza-
tion experienced within a given sample (e.g., a study may report [1] sexual vio-
lence and [2] stalking among college students). As a result, clearly defined types
of recurrent victimization are presented separately when possible.

* Some studies combined different types of victimization into one prevalence esti-
mate. For example, some studies reported one estimate for experiencing two or
more different types of victimization (e.g., measuring the presence of violent/
physical, threatened violent/physical, and sexual violence for a collective rate of
victimization). A “combined” grouping has been created to specify when these
estimates were not provided for unique victimization types. Within the footnotes,
readers can find examples of studies that combined different types of victimization
into one prevalence estimate, along with each example study’s prevalence rate.

* High-risk samples are further separated into “vulnerable population samples”
(which may include non-victims) and “victim subsamples” (all respondents have
been victimized at least once) to show how these estimates can vary depending
on the population being examined.

Prevalence Ranges for Samples by Recurrent Victimization Types (7 = number of samples)

General Population Samples (n = 1) School-Based Samples (n = 9)

Inmate Partner Violence (n = 1): 27.0% Violent/Physical (n = 4): 10.0% — 51.0%
Bullying (n=2): 31.6% — 33.0%

Sexual (n=2): 5.9% — 50.0%
Childhood Maltreatment (n = 1): 9.0%
Online (n=1): 18.0% —28.0%

High-Risk Samples (n = 20)

Vulnerable Population Samples (n = 4) Victim-Subsamples (n = 16)
Bully (n=1): 13.0% Inmate Partner Violence (n = 5): 15.0% — 75.7%
Childhood Maltreatment (n = 1): 6.5% — 54.5% Violent/Physical (n = 5): 4.1% — 83.0%
Combined (n =2): 25.0% — 25.1%' Childhood Maltreatment (n = 3): 10.2% — 63.6%

Drugging (n = 1): 53.0%

Elder (n=1): 3.4% —94.8%
Sexual (n=1): 3.0% — 28.0%
Stalking (n = 1): 19.0% —33.0%
Combined (n = 1): 64.0%?

Note: Because some studies reported the prevalence of more than one type of victimization within
a given sample, the victimization types may not equal to the total number of samples.

!For example, Daigle and Teasdale (2018) combined violent/physical victimization and threats of
violent/physical victimization items within their MacRisk data (25.1%)

2For example, Policastro et al. (2016) combined violent/physical victimization and threats of vio-
lent/physical victimization items (64.0%)
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Reviewing these prevalence estimates for each sample and by victimization
experience, several patterns emerge. First, certain types of victimization are assessed
across multiple sample types. For example, childhood maltreatment, violent/physi-
cal victimization, sexual victimization, intimate partner violence, and bullying were
examined across more than one sample type. However, the number of samples that
measured a given type of victimization was not consistent. Violent/physical victim-
ization was assessed more than any other experience of victimization, showing that
there is still a gap in knowledge among other varieties of harm (e.g., stalking).

Second, there were more types of victimization assessed among high-risk sam-
ples than general population or school-based samples. Although some overlap exists
in areas such as intimate partner violence, violent/physical victimization, and child-
hood maltreatment, high-risk samples generally focused on more varied types of
victimization. The inclusion of drugging, elder abuse/maltreatment, and stalking
highlight a number of challenges that high-risk samples may experience throughout
their lives.

Third, the widest prevalence ranges for victimization types exist in the high-risk
samples. For example, childhood maltreatment affects relatively few respondents
(6.5%) to over half of the sample (63.6%). A similar trend is seen for intimate part-
ner violence (range: 15.0-75.7%), violent/physical victimization (range:
4.1-83.0%), and elder maltreatment (range: 3.4-94.8%).

One reason for these discrepancies within high-risk samples may be the differ-
ences in the samples themselves regardless of them all being “high-risk.” For
instance, Contreras Taibo et al. (2022) used a sample of victims 18 years of age and
under who had been reported as victims of child sexual abuse to the office of the
Public Prosecutor of Chile. Here, 10.2% of children and adolescents in the study
sample suffered a re-victimization within 2 years. Hamilton et al. (2002) assessed
recurrent victimization using a sample of adolescents (11 to 18 years old) who were
residents within a secure institution in England and considered a risk to themselves
and/or others. Here, 54.5% of adolescents suffered repeat and revictimization.
Although both of these studies used adolescent samples in contexts considered to be
high-risk to identify recurrent victimization, the samples themselves represent
highly unique experiences.

Another reason for these discrepancies may be differences in measurement. For
example, Daigle and Harris (2018) measured recurring violent/physical victimiza-
tion as being shot, home during a break in, sexually assaulted, shot at, attacked with
a weapon, seriously threatened, chased, and hit at more than one study wave using
a sample of adjudicated youth from Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and Maricopa
County, Arizona (i.e., high-risk sample). Here, one-quarter of victims (24.6%)
experienced recurrent violent/physical victimization over a 3-year period. Bass and
colleagues (2022) measured recurrent victimization as seeking medical treatment at
an emergency department two or more times over a 12-month period for an injury
that resulted from physical violence. The authors used a sample of women aged 15
years or older who were emergency department patients across eight public health-
care facilities in the metropolitan areas of Kanifing Municipality and the West Coast
region of The Gambia (i.e., high-risk sample). Here, 83.0% of the sample
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experienced recurring violent/physical victimization. As shown, not only do the
samples vary (even within same sample type) but so do the ways in which the
authors operationalized recurrent violent/physical victimization, leading to wide
variances in prevalence rates.

Even within a single study, various types of victimization measured can create
very different rates. Friedman et al. (2017) assessed the victimization experiences of
individuals aged 60 and older treated for physical and sexual abuse across Chicago-
area hospitals, exploring six different types of victimization. The authors found that
of the 111 victims of suspected physical abuse, 52.3% had documented histories of
revictimization. Among this victimized group, 94.8% of individuals experienced
physical abuse, while 3.4% experienced facility neglect. Here we can see that even
within one study, the types of victimization being assessed can affect the range of
recurrent victimization experiences.

Fourth, a few studies combined victimization types into one prevalence estimate.
For example, some studies within the high-risk samples combined violent/physical
acts and threatened violence for an overall rate of recurrent victimization (e.g.,
Daigle & Harris, 2018; Daigle & Teasdale, 2018; Policastro et al., 2016). These
decisions make sense when examining “recurrent victimization” overall. However,
it can also make it difficult to determine specific forms of recurrent victimization
types and their prevalence.

Summary

This chapter reviewed 32 studies (representing 33 different samples) assessing
“recurrent victimization.” Within this relatively small body of literature, several
takeaways can be made.

First, although differences exist, this research broadly defined, operationalized,
and/or referred to recurrent victimization in the same way—discussing the experi-
ences of individuals who were victimized and then victimized again. As demon-
strated by the examples above, differences clearly existed across this research. All
studies reviewed here were interested in studying experiences that the authors
referred to as recurrent victimization, nonetheless.

Second, while various types of victimization were examined (e.g., intimate part-
ner violence, sexual victimization), a substantial proportion of this literature
explored experiences of violent/physical victimization or threatened violent/physi-
cal victimization (e.g., being beaten up, being hit, being shot, being stabbed; Bradley
& Teasdale, 2023; Contreras Taibo et al., 2022; Fisher et al., 2010a, 2010b; Landers
et al., 2021; Reyns & Fissel, 2019).

Third, this research studies these experiences among the general population,
school-based, and high-risk samples. Most of these studies, however, included
high-risk populations, such as individuals released from inpatient psychiatric hos-
pitals or individuals identified as already having endured a victimization, with some
studies reporting the experiences of a subsample of victims within their larger
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sample (e.g., Butler et al., 2023; Policastro et al., 2016; Sonis, 2008; Teasdale et al.,
2014). As a result, prevalence rates were typically high across these studies with
samples labeled as “high-risk” (e.g., 58.0%, 64.0%; Policastro et al., 2016;
Richardson et al., 2016; Teasdale et al., 2014).

Fourth, because of the differences in definitions, measurement, and samples used
within this body of literature, the prevalence rates ranged dramatically across stud-
ies. As aresult, it is important for scholars and practitioners to pay attention to these
details when attempting to make comparisons across studies even though they are
all broadly measuring “recurrent victimization.”

In sum, this review demonstrated significant differences across the research that
explores recurrent victimization. Yet, important patterns emerged, aiding our under-
standing of these experiences. While varied, this body of literature offers studies
that used robust measurement, diverse samples, and a wide-ranging set of victimiza-
tion types, producing a great deal of knowledge about the experiences of individuals
who face recurrent victimization.
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Chapter 3 )
Repeat Victimization e

Individuals who are harmed by the same type of victimization again and again often
account for a substantial amount of all victimization experiences that take place. For
instance, Lauritsen and Davis Quinet (1995) identified that 18.3% of their sample of
youth aged 11 to 17 were assaulted more than once (i.e., two to five or more times).
Although a relatively small proportion of the entire sample, this group made up
89.7% of all assault incidents. Similarly, 14.9% of the sample were robbed more
than once, which made up 85.7% of all robberies. Among their sample of seventh
graders, Tillyer et al. (2016) found that 23.9% of youth were sexually assaulted
more than once, making up 95.2% of all sexual assault victimizations in the
school year.

These individuals are repeat victims—they experience repeat victimization or
more than one of the same type of victimization within a certain period of time
(Fisher et al., 2010a, 2010b; Pease, 1998). These studies are interested in exploring
the experiences of individuals who have been victimized in the same way more than
once. Research assessing personal repeat victimization explores a range of different
types of victimization. Although someone who has experienced property victimiza-
tion more than once in a given time period can also be considered a repeat victim
(e.g., experience burglary twice in 1 year), this SpringerBrief only discusses per-
sonal repeat victims. This does not mean that studies that included property victim-
ization were not examined. However, these studies must have also measured some
form of personal victimization in addition to property victimization to be included
in the current review. We turn now to a summary of this literature.
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38 3 Repeat Victimization
Summary of Research Reviewed

This chapter discusses research that has focused on repeat victimization to provide
an overview of this body of literature. To inform this chapter, 65 studies (represent-
ing 69 different samples) assessing repeat victimization were reviewed (see
Appendix for full list of references). An overview of these studies is provided in
Table 3.1. As shown, a majority of this research was published recently, between
2015 and 2023 (n = 36; 55.4%). Additionally, most studies explored these experi-
ences using surveys or questionnaires (n = 50; 76.9%), were longitudinal (n = 40;
61.5%), and assessed their data quantitatively (n = 63; 96.9%). The majority of
these studies were conducted in the United States (n = 38; 58.5%) rather than in a
country outside of the United States. While violent/physical victimization was the
most commonly assessed form of victimization (n = 37; 56.9%), other studies
explored sexual victimization (n = 27; 41.5%), intimate partner violence (n = 12;

Table 3.1 Summary of repeat victimization research (N = 65 studies)

Overview Number of studies (%)
Publication year
1995-2004 14 (21.5%)
2005-2014 15 (23.1%)
2015-2023 36 (55.4%)
Data sources®
Survey/questionnaire 50 (76.9%)
Interview 5(7.7%)
Administrative 15 (23.1%)
Data type
Cross-sectional 25 (38.5%)
Longitudinal 40 (61.5%)
Data Analyses
Quantitative 63 (96.9%)
Qualitative 2 (3.1%)
Country®
United States 38 (58.5%)
Outside of the United States 27 (41.5%)
Victimization types®
Violent/physical 37 (56.9%)
Sexual 27 (41.5%)
Intimate partner violence 12 (18.5%)
Childhood maltreatment 8 (12.3%)
Threatened violent/physical 8 (12.3%)
General® 5(7.7%)
School-based® 3 (4.6%)
Harassment 2 (3.1%)
Drugging 1 (1.5%)

(continued)
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Overview Number of studies (%)
Sample demographics’
Children/youth 19 (29.2%)
Adults 20 (30.8%)
Both children/adults 20 (30.8%)
Sample type¢
General population 15 (23.1%)
School-based 24 (36.9%)
High-risk 30 (46.2%)

“The number of studies (1) does not equal 65 (100%) because some studies use multiple data sources
"The number of studies (n) does not equal 65 (100%) because some studies were conducted both
within and outside of the United States or study location was not clear and excluded to avoid mis-
classifications

“The number of studies (n) does not equal 65 (100%) because some studies measure multiple types
of victimization. Although this body of literature focuses on experiencing more than one victimiza-
tion, it was important to separate unique victimization types that were examined across studies to
review how many and which types have been assessed among this work, along with their preva-
lence. At times, certain victimization types were collapsed (e.g., child abuse placed under child
maltreatment)

d“General” includes studies measuring victimization broadly (e.g., “was victimized”; “registered
as a victim”)

#“‘School-based” victimization includes bullying and other school-based victimization (e.g., had
something stolen at school, had belongings purposely damaged or destroyed)

fThe number of studies (1) does not equal 65 (100%) because sample demographics were unclear
within some studies and excluded from the total count to avoid misclassifications

¢The number of studies (n) does not equal 65 (100%) because some studies included more than
one sample

18.5%), childhood maltreatment (n = 8; 12.3%), and threatened violent/physical
victimization (n = 8; 12.3%), among others. Sample demographics were evenly split
between adult-only samples (n = 20; 30.8%), youth-only samples (n = 19; 29.2%),
and samples that include both youth and adults (n = 20; 30.8%). Finally, high-risk
samples—or samples that included individuals who have been identified as having
an elevated risk of victimization, such as individuals who have been victimized
previously or justice-involved individuals—made up the majority of sample types
(n=30; 46.2%).

A Note on the Current Review

Although the current review highlights 65 studies where “repeat victimization” was
assessed, it is important to note that researchers have applied this term in various
ways. For example, authors have used the term “repeat victimization” interchange-
ably with other categories of recurrent victimization (e.g., revictimization). Because
we did not want to impose decisions arbitrarily, if an author used the term “repeat
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victimization” in their manuscript at any point to discuss the study they carried out,
then that study was included in our review. That is, we relied on the language used
by the authors to guide what area their work fit into. Some of these studies also look
at different categories of recurrent victimization within one study (e.g., assessing
repeat victimization and multiple victimization). As a result, some studies are
included in multiple chapters based on the language that the authors used (e.g., dis-
cussed “multiple victimization” and “repeat victimization” within the same study).
Works were not classified in multiple categories when authors only provided con-
text to contrast the category of recurrent victimization they were discussing. The
nuance of the characteristics of these studies is reviewed in more detail below.
However, it is important to understand decisions for why these studies were included
in the current review.

Measuring Repeat Victimization: Study Characteristics

The first stage in understanding the broader literature was to explore how scholars
measured repeat victimization—an important step for ensuring that readers under-
stand exactly what they are assessing. Given the importance of measurement, we
outline how the 65 studies (1) define or describe and (2) operationalize repeat vic-
timization. Then, we discuss what types of victimization are assessed in the research,
along with the questions and instruments used to measure these various types.

Definitions and Descriptions

One way to understand how authors measure repeat victimization is by evaluating
the definitions or descriptions they use. Within the repeat victimization work
reviewed, all studies broadly described or mentioned repeat victimization as expe-
riencing victimization and then experiencing victimization again—differing slightly
from the definition used in the current chapter of experiencing more than one of the
same type of victimization within a certain period of time (Fisher et al., 2010a,
2010b; Pease, 1998). Nevertheless, all studies in the current review broadly dis-
cussed repeat victimization in this way. How authors defined repeat victimization,
however, differed substantially.

Some authors provided an explicit definition of repeat victimization at one or
more points within their study (e.g., Fagan & Mazerolle, 2011; Kuijpers et al., 2011;
Rogers et al., 2023). In this review, a definition refers to a statement provided by the
author or authors anywhere in the article that describes what they mean when they
use the term “repeat victimization.” A definition does not tell readers how some-
thing is measured, but simply what it is. For example, authors may specify the type
of repeat victimization being examined (e.g., sexual, violent/physical), provide a
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timeframe on when these experiences must happen, or specify how many times the
experience must happen to be considered repeat victimization. By providing this
definition, readers have an understanding of exactly what the authors are discussing
throughout their study. This definition can be presented in various parts throughout
the article, but is typically presented in the “Abstract,” “Introduction,” “Background,”
“Literature Review,” or “Current Study” section(s). Other authors, however, simply
referred to repeat victimization at one or more points within their study (e.g.,
Robinson, 2006; Yang, 2023). That is, their discussion was somewhere between a
definition and a mention. In these instances, readers are able to infer what the
authors mean when they use the term “repeat victimization.”

With such variety, we are largely unable to speak to the definitions and descrip-
tions of repeat victimization in a consistent or clear manner. The issues resulting
from a lack of consistent definitions used in this body of literature bleed into other
parts of this chapter, such as operationalizations and prevalence. Below are two
examples to illustrate this point; Example 1 provides details where an explicit defi-
nition was used, whereas Example 2 provides information where repeat victimiza-
tion was referenced. Quotes were taken directly from the articles to capture the
specific language used to help guide readers on their procedures.

Example Repeat Victimization Definitions and Descriptions in Research

Example 1 (Definition): “Repeat victimization means that victims experi-
ence the same crime type twice or more in a given period of time.” (Tseloni &
Pease, 2005, p. 76)

Example 2 (Reference): “Therefore, among adolescents who reported
weapon-involved violence, more than half experienced it repeatedly (two or
more times). Similarly, one in two victims suffered from repeated sexual vio-
lence, while two in five experienced physical violence two or more times.”
(Yang, 2023, p. 4)

Operationalizations

Another way to understand how authors measure repeat victimization is by assess-
ing their operationalizations. In this review, operationalization refers to the author’s
or authors’ descriptions of how repeat victimization was measured within their
study, typically provided in the study’s “Methods” section. In other words, another
researcher could easily replicate a study based on the authors’ description of how
repeat victimization was measured. Whereas a definition may be a high-level dis-
cussion of a concept, the operationalization offers concrete and direct instructions
on how the researcher is measuring repeat victimization in their study.
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Scope of Operationalizations The majority of studies in the current review (n = 40;
61.5%) included an explicit operationalization of repeat victimization, showing
readers exactly how this variable was measured in their study. Examples of opera-
tionalizations of repeat victimization found in the current review are provided below
(see Examples 3 and 4). Notably, the examples below highlight some key compo-
nents of clear operationalizations of repeat victimization, including the (1) types of
victimization, (2) number of victimizations, (3) length of time between victimiza-
tions, and (4) coding classifications associated with variable names used to define
these events.

Example Operationalizations of Repeat Victimization in Research

Example 3: “We examined two dichotomous measures of repeat sexual vic-
timization during the current school year. Respondents in the sexual assault
victim subsample were coded as repeat victims of sexual assault if they indi-
cated that they were touched in a sexual manner without consent or against
their will more than once in the current school year while at school or during
school activities (0 = no, 1 = yes). Respondents in the sexual harassment vic-
tim subsample were coded as repeat victims of sexual harassment if they indi-
cated that they received, on more than one occasion, unwelcome sexual
remarks in the current school year while at school or during school activities
(0 =no, 1 =yes).” (Tillyer et al., 2016, p. 90)

Example 4: “The primary dependent variable of interest, repeat victimiza-
tion, indicates whether those who were victimized at time 1 were victimized
again at time 2. Specifically, repeat victimization reflects whether victims
experienced subsequent violent acts (i.e., physical assault, robbery, and
assault with a weapon) during the 6 months prior to the time 2 interview.
Response categories for repeat victimization are fixed along a scale ranging
from O (not victimized) to 5 (victimized 5 or more times).” (Turanovic &
Pratt, 2014, p. 35)

Frequency of Victimization Although most scholars provided details on their oper-
ationalizations, these descriptions differed across research studies. Of the studies
that did provide an operationalization, all studies (n = 40; 100.0%) broadly opera-
tionalized repeat victimization as experiencing victimization more than once in a
certain time frame (e.g., Christ et al., 2022; Dudfield et al., 2017; Faergemann et al.,
2010; Goodlin & Dunn, 2010; Moneva et al., 2021; Xie et al., 2006). Notably, only
certain studies (n = 25; 62.5%) operationalized repeat victimization as experiencing
more than one of the same (or similar) type of victimization (e.g., Butler et al.,
2022, 2023; Daigle et al., 2008; Tillyer et al., 2016). Although all 40 studies broadly
operationalized repeat victimization as experiencing victimization more than once,
there are significant nuances across this research. Nearly half of these studies (n =
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18; 45.0%) stated their measurement of more than one or two or more victimiza-
tions (e.g., experienced 2 or more incidents of victimization in the past 12 months,
suffering from more than one offense, suffering from two or more offenses; Chang
et al., 2003; Christ et al., 2022; Farrell & Zimmerman, 2017; Mele, 2006; Walsh
et al., 2020; Zhu et al., 2020).

Among most of the remaining literature (n = 16; 40.0%), repeat victimization
was operationalized as experiencing victimization at more than one wave or time-
point of data collection when longitudinal data were being examined. For example,
some studies operationalized repeat victimization as victimization occurring at
“Time 1 and Time 2" “Wave 1 and Wave 2.’ or “in both years” of a study (e.g.,
Butler et al., 2021, 2022; Turanovic & Pratt, 2014; Turanovic et al., 2018; Xie et al.,
2006). Within these studies, several (n =4; 10.0%) operationalized repeat victimiza-
tion as experiencing victimization after a certain amount of time following an index
incident (e.g., Geurts et al., 2023a, b; Raaijmakers et al., 2023; Ringland, 2018).
Furthermore, a couple of studies (n = 2; 5.0%) required admission and re-admission
to a hospital for a violent victimization to be operationalized as a repeat incident
(Cooper et al., 2000; Nanney et al., 2015). Additionally, some studies asked about
victimization in childhood and in adulthood (Arata, 1999; Grundmann et al., 2018).

Still, there are differences beyond these operationalizations. For example, one
study operationalized repeat victimization as being victimized more than twice by
one’s current partner (Cochran et al., 2011). Another study operationalized repeat
victimization as experiencing six or more similar crimes during the 6-month refer-
ence period; while acknowledging that the definition of repeat victimization often
refers to “two or more victimizations within a given year,” these authors claim that
data availability limited analyses to the operationalization used (i.e., six or more
incidents within a 6-month period) (Addington & Lauritsen, 2018, p. 1207). Finally,
Randa et al. (2019) measured repeat victimization as experiencing bullying victim-
ization once or twice a month.

Time Frames Across these operationalizations, there were important distinctions
in the time frames used, with some time frames general and others specific. As an
example, a general timeframe may be whether study respondents have experienced
sexual assault anytime “during college” or have experienced inmate partner vio-
lence during their “current relationship” (e.g., Cochran et al., 2011; Walsh et al.,
2020). Most studies, however, used a more specific period. For instance, respon-
dents may be asked whether they experienced the victimization “in the past 6
months” or “in the past 12 months” as a way to limit the timeframe (e.g., Butler
et al., 2023; Christ et al. 2022; Dudfield et al., 2017; Farrell & Zimmerman, 2017).
In another example, victimization may be measured at an earlier point in the study
when multiple time points are captured in the data (e.g., Turanovic et al., 2018).
Finally, some studies used both general and specific time frames (e.g., “ever” and
“in the past 12 months”’; Fagan & Mazerolle, 2011). Examples of time frames in two
studies are provided below (Examples S and 6).
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Example Operationalizations of Time Frames in Repeat Victimization
Research

Example S: “Victimization was measured somewhat differently in the two
phases of data collection. At Time 1, respondents were asked, ‘Have you ever
been a victim of crime?’ and ‘Sometimes bad things happen to people which
affect them for a long time afterwards. Has anything like that ever happened
to you?’ Response choices for each question were no and yes, and those
answering affirmatively were asked to describe the victimization event. The
lead author reviewed the descriptive information for both questions and coded
anyone who reported a violent or property victimization as a victim at Time 1.

At Time 2, victimization was assessed with one question: ‘At any time in the
last 12 months, have you been attacked, punched, kicked, or assaulted, sexu-
ally or otherwise, either by a stranger or by someone you know?” Those
responding affirmatively were considered victims at Time 2. RV [repeat vic-
timization] was defined as having experienced lifetime victimization at Time
1 and past-year violent victimization at Time 2.” (Fagan & Mazerolle,
2011, p. 739)

Example 6: “Victimization was measured using six items. The youth were
asked to respond to the following question: Have you ever experienced the
following during the last year? (being severely teased or bantered, being
threatened, being collectively bullied, being severely beaten [assaulted], being
sexually assaulted [harassed], being robbed). Responses were coded as 0 = no
and 1 = yes, with a higher score indicating a higher chance of being victim-
ized. Repeat victimization is a dichotomous variable, with individuals who
were victimized in both years labeled as 1 (repeat victimization) and those
victimized in only 1 year (or neither year) labeled as 0 (nonrepeat victimiza-
tion).” (Lee & Jo, 2020, p. 3197)

Data Sources

Studies assessing repeat victimization included in this review explored these experi-
ences using surveys or questionnaires, interviews, and/or administrative data.
Notably, some studies used data from multiple sources, so estimates may overlap
(e.g., interviewing respondents in addition to using a questionnaire or using admin-
istrative data in addition to surveying respondents; Buss & Abdu, 1995; Cooper
et al., 2000).

Surveys or Questionnaires In the current review, over three-fourths of studies used
data from surveys or questionnaires (n = 50; 76.9%). Surveys and questionnaires
provide researchers with a way of collecting uniform data directly from individuals.
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That is, whether the individual takes the survey themselves or is asked questions by
a third party, the responses given are representative of their experiences and usually
tailored to a specific goal (e.g., experience of victimization, health history). The
surveys and questionnaires may have been collected by the researchers themselves,
or they could have been collected by other researchers and shared publicly (known
as secondary data). Multiple researchers in the current review used the National
Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) dataset to assess repeat victimization—a
national survey administered to households across the United States where selected
households are interviewed every 6 months for three and a half years (e.g., Addington
& Lauritsen, 2018; Farrell et al., 2005; Xie et al., 20006; Ybarra & Lohr, 2002). As
one example, using the NCVS, Clay-Warner et al. (2016) explored repeat victimiza-
tion by assessing violent (e.g., aggravated assault, sexual assault) and property (e.g.,
burglary) victimization types among a sample of 27,195 United States citizens aged
12 and older. Other scholars developed their own survey questions or adapted ques-
tions from standardized tools and/or instruments to ask respondents about their
experiences (e.g., Butler et al., 2021, 2022).

Interviews Few studies relied on data from interviews (n = 5; 7.7%). Interviews
can generate rich datasets that give respondents an opportunity to answer questions
in their own words. That is, interviews may have some structure to the questions
asked for consistency, but the details provided can vary widely depending on
respondents’ experiences. Interview data can be collected by the researchers, or it
could come from secondary sources (e.g., the dataset is publicly available). As one
example, Robinson (2006) conducted 27 semi-structured interviews with a subsam-
ple of victims identified as high risk for domestic violence to ask about their quality
of life, fear, safety and security. As another example, Rogers et al. (2023) conducted
a qualitative secondary analysis of women’s narratives. This data was collected for
the Justice Project and included 152 semi-structured interviews with survivors of
interpersonal violence.

Administrative Data Less than one-quarter of studies used administrative data (n =
15; 23.1%). These data sources generally come from institutions or agencies who
choose to partner with researchers. Administrative data can include very detailed
information, but the database is generally not created with a research study in mind.
Rather, the databases are meant to help individuals fulfill aspects of their jobs: prac-
titioners operate within their organizations to track and monitor patients and clients;
police have to complete paperwork on interactions with members of the public;
correctional officers have to organize reports on individuals who are incarcerated.
For instance, in the current review, Buss and Abdu (1995) reviewed medical records
among admitted hospital patients to assess repeat physical/violent victimization.
Additionally, Mele (2006) used 5,728 domestic violence incident reports represent-
ing 4,424 victims, collected from a large, urban police department between August
2001 and August 2002 as the primary source of data for their study of repeat inti-
mate partner violence victimization.
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Victimization Types and Tools

As noted previously, there are different types of victimization assessed in the repeat
victimization literature. How authors measured these harms varied. In some
instances, researchers used formal tools or assessments to examine repeat victim-
ization and provided some consistency across works. In this context, it is important
to examine the different types of victimization assessed, any tools that were used,
and the number of items that were included to measure repeat victimization.

Victimization Types Repeat victimization was typically measured using a broad
range of victimization types. Although the current review focuses on studies that
assess personal victimization, some studies included both personal and property
victimization types (e.g., burglaries, robberies, threats, assault, and sex-related
crimes; Winkel et al., 2003). Considering personal victimization types, researchers
in this review most often assessed experiences of violent/physical victimization (n
= 37; 56.9%), followed by sexual victimization (n = 27; 41.5%), intimate partner
violence (n = 12; 18.5%), childhood maltreatment (n = 8; 12.3%), and threatened
violent/physical victimization (n = 8; 12.3%) (e.g., Daigle et al., 2008; Faergemann
et al., 2010; Lee & Jo, 2020; Mele, 2006; Nanney et al., 2015; Ringland, 2018).
Other types included general victimization (n = 5; 7.7%), school-based victimiza-
tion, (n = 3; 4.6%), harassment (n = 2; 3.1%), and drugging (n = 1; 1.5%).

Given the diverse forms of harm measured across studies, researchers classified
these events in different ways. Notably, researchers often assessed more than one
type of victimization within a study (e.g., childhood maltreatment, intimate partner
violence, sexual violence, physical violence; Strgm et al., 2020). Several examples
are provided below to demonstrate the different types of victimization assessed and
how they were measured (see Examples 7-9).

Example Repeat Victimization Types Measured in Research

Example 7 (Violent/Physical): “At wave 1 of the study, respondents were
asked whether in the past year they: were shot by someone; were cut or
stabbed by someone; got jumped; had a knife or gun pulled on them; or saw
someone get shot or stabbed by another person. We used these five items to
create four measures of exposure to violence.” (Farrell & Zimmerman,
2017, p. 28)

Example 8 (Sexual Abuse): “For the current study, we modified the SES-R
by combining different types of penetration (oral, anal, and vaginal). Thus,
the modified SES-R contained three overarching stem questions that assess
sexualized touching, completed penetration, and attempted penetration,
respectively, as follows: (a) ‘Someone touched, kissed, fondled, or grabbed
me in a sexual way (but did not attempt to have sex) without my consent or
agreement by . . .”; (b) ‘Someone had oral, anal, vaginal, or other penetrative
sex me without my consent or agreement by . . .’; and (c) ‘Even though it
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didn’t happen, someone attempted to have oral, anal, vaginal or other penetra-
tive sex without my consent or agreement by . . .. Under each of these stems,
we asked about six methods of perpetration using the exact wording of the
five choices on the SES— Short Form Victimization (Koss et al., 2006): (a)
‘telling lies, threatening to end the relationship, threatening to spread rumors
about me, making promises I knew were untrue, or continually verbally pres-
suring me after I said I didn’t want to’; (b) “showing displeasure, criticizing
my sexuality or attractiveness, getting angry but not using physical force, after
I said I didn’t want to’; (c) ‘taking advantage of me when I was too drunk or
out of it to stop what was happening’; (d) “threatening to physically harm me
or someone close to me’; (e) ‘using force, for example, holding me down with
their body weight, pinning my arms, or having a weapon.” We also gave a
sixth option that involved using other means and asked students to specify.
For each tactic, participants could check whether it had occurred during the
current academic year or since starting college but before this academic year.
We also asked students on how many separate occasions they had experienced
an assault. Those who reported experiencing assault on two or more separate
occasions were considered repeat victims.” (Walsh et al., 2020, p. 678)

Example 9 (Intimate Partner Violence): “The outcome measure was repeat
IPV [intimate partner violence] victimization by the same abusive partner.
For women who had had more than one abusive partner in the past year, inter-
viewers for the CWHRS [Chicago Women Health Risk Survey] asked the
woman to focus on one abusive intimate partner, who the respondent identi-
fied by ‘Name,” who was responsible for the most serious incident. This part-
ner was considered by the respondent to be her most abusive partner in the
past year, not necessarily the partner she felt closest to. All responses to ques-
tions regarding abuse, including the life history calendar, were based on the
respondent’s relationship with ‘Name.” Abusive behavior included threats of
violence, forced sex, slapping or pushing, punching or kicking, beating up or
choking, threatened weapon use, or weapon use (Block, 2000b). Respondents
who reported that ‘Name’ committed more than one incident of physical
abuse or threat of abuse over the past year were coded ‘1,” whereas respon-
dents who only experienced one incident over the past year were coded ‘0.
(Hayes, 2018, p. 144)

Tools Used At times, certain questions or items used to measure victimization were
similar across articles. This may be due to the use of standardized tools within these
works (see examples below). Only 18.5% (n = 12) of the studies included in this
review used instruments and/or modified versions of these instruments to measure
victimization, however (e.g., Arata, 1999). Of these studies, a variety of instruments
were used such as the Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire (JVQ), the Conflict
Tactics Scale (CTS) and the Sexual Experiences Survey (SES). These question-
naires/tools ask about a range of victimization experiences, including intimate part-
ner violence, sexual violence, and childhood maltreatment, among others.
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Among the remainder of studies (n = 53; 81.5%), standardized tools/question-
naires were not used or not mentioned. This may have been due to the author’s or
authors’ use of questions or criteria that fell outside of a standardized instrument
(e.g., Fagan & Mazerolle, 2011; Lauritsen & Davis Quinet, 1995; Turanovic &
Pratt, 2014). Still, the absence of standardized measures does not mean that the
work that was produced was not rigorously done. Furthermore, some studies used
administrative data or interviewed respondents, which could limit their ability to
apply a standardized measurement tool (e.g., Buss & Abdu, 1995; Cooper et al.,
2000; Kingma, 1999; Nanney et al., 2015). Other studies did not provide specific
information on the questions asked or tools used.

Example Instruments/Tools Used to Measure Repeat Victimization

e Intimate Partner Cyber Abuse Instrument (IPCA-I)

¢ Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS)

e Sexual Experiences Survey (SES)

¢ Chinese Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire (JVQ)

* Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire-2" Revision Screener Sum
Version (JVQ-R2)

Number of Items The number of items used to measure these experiences of personal
repeat victimization also varied. In the current review, almost half of the studies (n =
29; 44.6%) indicated or directly stated the number of items/questions used to assess
these experiences. Here, the number of items or questions used to measure personal
repeat victimization ranged from 1 to 44, with the majority of this literature using
approximately 3 to 12 items. Of course, the number of items used can correspond with
the number of victimization types being assessed. Nevertheless, studies still varied.
For instance, some studies measured violent/physical repeat victimization using two
questions (e.g., Lauritsen & Davis Quinet, 1995). Other studies, however, asked six or
seven questions to assess these experiences (e.g., Chang et al., 2003; Lee & Jo, 2020).

Measuring Repeat Victimization: Sample Characteristics

Authors have explored experiences of repeat victimization across diverse samples.
Up until this point, the current chapter reviewed findings from 65 studies. As noted
previously, three studies included two separate samples—resulting in a total of 69
samples (e.g., Menard (2000) assessed violent/physical victimization using [1] a
sample of U.S. children and adolescents aged 11 to 17 from the National Youth
Survey [NYS] and [2] a sample of children and adolescents aged 7 to 19 who lived
in high-risk neighborhoods in Denver from the Denver Youth Survey [DYS]).
We turn now to a focus on the characteristics of the 69 samples, including the types
of samples examined and the prevalence of these experiences.
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Sample Types

When studying repeat victimization, authors used general population, school-based,
and high-risk samples. Each of these are described in more detail below.

General Population Samples General population samples refer to samples in which
data come from individuals in the broader population and make up 23.1% (n = 15) of
the studies assessed here. For example, Gabor and Mata (2004) used the General
Social Survey (GSS) to assess experiences of repeat victimization. Here, interviews
conducted by telephone were given to approximately 26,000 persons aged 15 years
and older across 10 Canadian provinces. Additionally, Nazaretian and Fitch (2021)
used the Canadian Victimization Survey (CVS) to obtain data on the victimization
experiences of 43,188 Canadians from the general population aged 15 and over. In
addition to Canada, these general population surveys were given to individuals in the
general population across the United States (e.g., Goodlin & Dunn, 2010; Planty &
Strom, 2007), Amsterdam (i.e., Winkel et al., 2003), and the United Kingdom (e.g.,
Tseloni & Pease, 2005).

School-Based Samples School-based samples are made up of individuals who are
currently attending school at any level. For example, students may be adults (i.e.,
aged 18 years or older) attending a college or university—or multiple colleges or
universities. These samples can also include youth in grades kindergarten through
high school. These samples make up 36.9% of this work (n = 24), with most studies
using college samples (e.g., Butler et al., 2021, 2022; Lasky et al., 2021; Zhu et al.,
2020, 2022, 2023). For example, Cochran et al. (2011) gathered data through a self-
administered survey of students attending a large university in Florida. As another
example, Turanovic and Pratt (2014) used two waves of panel data from the Gang
Resistance Education and Training program, including a sample of 1,370 ninth and
tenth graders aged 12 to 15 from six cities across the United States (i.e., Philadelphia,
Portland, Phoenix, Omaha, Lincoln, and Las Cruces).

High-Risk Samples High-risk samples refer to samples of individuals with an ele-
vated risk of victimization, such as individuals who had previously experienced vic-
timization (e.g., Kuijpers et al., 2011) or youth in detention centers (e.g., Fagan &
Mazerolle, 2011). Most studies in the current review examined such samples (n =
30; 46.2%). Of note, some of the samples that were assessed within this review were
not high-risk by nature (e.g., college students, adults from the general population),
but were considered high risk here because the studies' focus is on respondents who
have been victimized (e.g., Butler et al., 2023; Xie et al., 2006). For example, Xie
et al. (2006) examined data from the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS),
a national probability survey of residential addresses in the United States where each
household member over the age of 12 is interviewed up to seven times at 6-month
intervals (i.e., a general population sample). However, this study focused on house-
holds interviewed between January 1998 and December 2000 in which at least one
household member was victimized (19,514 households; 22,615 total victims). As a
result, this sample was placed into the “high-risk” category because estimates only
come from the subset of the population where harm was already experienced.
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Prevalence

Finally, the prevalence estimates provided in these studies assessing repeat victim-
ization varied greatly across samples. Again, the focus in this section is on the
number of samples rather than the number of studies. Because not all samples
reviewed in this chapter provided prevalence estimates in their reports, there are 53
samples reviewed here, with prevalence estimates ranging from 0.8% to 77.0%.
Just looking at this wide range, some people may come to the conclusion that
research in this area is too inconsistent to draw conclusions. This is not true.
Although comparisons across all studies are not advisable based on the different
measurement considerations discussed previously, it is important to examine the
nuances across studies. Characteristics, such as the samples used to assess repeat
victimization and the type of victimization(s) being assessed, largely influence
these rates.

Prevalence by Sample Type At times, the prevalence of repeat victimization was
impacted by the type of sample used. Below are prevalence estimate ranges orga-
nized by the samples discussed previously:

Repeat Victimization: Prevalence Ranges by Sample Type (» = number of samples)

General Population Samples (n =10) | School-Based Samples (n=19) | High-Risk Samples (n = 24)
Range: 2.6% — 36.4% Range: 0.8% — 59.6% Range: 0.9% — 77.0%

General population samples (e.g., Ellingworth et al. 1995; Goodlin & Dunn, 2010;
Strgm et al., 2020) typically had the lowest prevalence rates, followed by school-
based samples (e.g., Butler et al., 2021; Tillyer et al., 2018; Zhu et al. 2020), and
high-risk samples (e.g., Grundmann et al., 2018; Hayes, 2018; Turanovic et al.,
2018). When examined differently, the types of victimization being measured within
these samples offered a bit more nuance.

Prevalence for Samples by Victimization Type The next step in understanding
prevalence estimates is to consider how these ranges varied across the different
types of victimization being measured. Prior to reviewing these, there are a few
notes on these prevalence estimates:

e Attimes, decisions were made to capture the overarching victimization type being
assessed to summarize these estimates in a cohesive way (e.g., online sexual harass-
ment could fall under “Sexual” or “Online,” but our classification used “Online”).

¢ Some studies reported the prevalence of more than one specific type of victimiza-
tion experienced within a given sample (e.g., a study may report [1] sexual vio-
lence and [2] stalking among college students). As a result, clearly defined types
of repeat victimization are presented separately when possible.
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* Some studies combined different types of victimization into one prevalence esti-
mate. For example, some studies reported one estimate for experiencing two or
more different types of victimization (e.g., measuring the presence of violent/
physical, threatened violent/physical, and sexual violence for a collective rate of
victimization). A “combined” grouping has been created to specify when these
estimates were not provided for unique victimization types. Within the footnotes,
readers can find examples of studies that combined different types of victimization
into one prevalence estimate, along with each example study’s prevalence rate.

* High-risk samples are further separated into “vulnerable population samples”
(which may include non-victims) and “victim subsamples” (all respondents have
been victimized at least once) to show how these estimates can vary depending
on the population being examined.

Prevalence Ranges for Samples by Repeat Victimization Type (#» = number of samples)

General Population Samples (n = 10) School-Based Samples (n=19)
Violent/Physical (n = 1): 12.0% Violent/Physical (n=7): 2.1% — 54.5%
General (n = 1): 14.0%' Sexual (n=4): 0.8% —47.3%

Combined (1 = 8): 2.6% — 36.4%> Child Maltreatment (n = 3): 44.3% — 59.6%

Drugging (n = 1): 36.2%
Harassment (n = 1): 33.6%
Intimate Partner Violence (n=1): 15.2%
School-Based (n = 1): 9.6%
| Combined (1 =2): 1.8% — 59.6%"

High-Risk Samples (n = 24)

Vulnerable Population Samples (n = 4) Victim Subsamples (n = 20)

Combined (n = 4): 9.8% — 72.4%* Intimate Partner Violence (n=7): 5.1% — 70.4%
General (n = 4): 0.9% — 30.2%°
Violent/Physical (n =4): 7.5% — 42.9%
Child Maltreatment (n = 1): 77.0%
Sexual (n = 1): 64.0%
Combined (7 = 3): 0.9% — 72.4%°

Note: Because some studies reported the prevalence of more than one type of victimization within
a given sample, the victimization types may not be equal to the total number of samples.

! For example, Xie et al. (2006) measured if anyone in a household was victimized (14.0%)

2For example, Gabor and Mata (2004) and Nazaretian and Fitch (2021) combined violent/physical
victimization and sexual victimization items (13.5% and 10.5%, respectively)

3For example, Fagan and Mazerolle (2011) and Yang (2023) combined violent/physical
victimization and sexual victimization items (6.0% and 1.8-3.5%, respectively)

“For example, Winkel et al. (2003) combined violent/physical victimization and threatened
violence items (10.0%)

SFor example, Geurts et al. (2023a, b) measured victimization reported to police (0.9% repeat
victims of “more severe” crimes, 2.0% repeat victims of “less severe” crimes; 11.5%), Raaijmakers
et al. (2023) measured victimization reported to police (3.1%), and Lay (2023) measured
victimization reported to police (30.2%)

®For example, Christ et al. (2022) and de Vries and Farrell (2018) combined violent/physical
victimization, sexual victimization, and threatened violence (48.4% and 15.7%, respectively)
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Reviewing these prevalence estimates for each sample and by victimization type,
several patterns emerge. First, certain types of victimization were assessed across
multiple sample types. For example, as the most-commonly assessed form of vic-
timization, violent/physical victimization was examined across all samples.
Additionally, other forms of victimization, such as sexual victimization, intimate
partner violence, and general victimization (e.g., being victimized, reporting a vic-
timization to police) were examined across more than one sample type. Nevertheless,
the number of samples that measured a given form of victimization was not consis-
tent beyond this. For example, drugging and harassment were only assessed within
the school-based samples.

Second, and relatedly, there were a greater number of victimization types
assessed among school-based samples than general population or high-risk sam-
ples. Although some overlap exists in areas (e.g., intimate partner violence, violent/
physical victimization), school-based samples generally focused on more varied
types of victimization that individuals may experience. The inclusion of drugging,
harassment, and school-based victimization highlights a number of challenges that
this population may experience more specifically.

Third, there were wide ranges for victimization types across all samples. For
example, within the studies using a school-based sample, sexual victimization
affected very few respondents (0.8%) to nearly half of the sample (47.3%). A simi-
lar trend was seen among the high-risk victim subsample group for intimate partner
violence (range: 5.1-70.4%) and violent/physical victimization (range: 7.5-42.9%).

One reason for these discrepancies may be the differences in the samples them-
selves regardless of them all being “school-based” or “high-risk.” For example,
assessing repeat victimization among a high-risk sample, Christ et al. (2022)
explored experiences of violent/physical, sexual, and threatened violence in the past
3 years among a sample of 153 adult patients from six Netherland outpatient mental
health centers (prevalence: 48.4%). de Vries and Farrell (2018) similarly assessed
experiences of prior violent/physical, sexual, and threatened violence among a sam-
ple of 115 labor-trafficked persons in the United States (prevalence: 15.7%).
Although both of these studies used high-risk samples to identify similar victimiza-
tion experiences in hopes of measuring repeat victimization, the samples themselves
represent entirely unique experiences.

Another reason for these discrepancies may be differences in measurement. For
example, Mele (2006) and Hayes (2018) both assessed intimate partner violence
among high-risk samples, but measured these experiences differently. Mele (2006),
for example, operationalized repeat victimization as a victim complainant on more
than one domestic violence incident report within a 1-year study period among
5,728 domestic violence incident reports. Out of a total of 4,424 victims, 823
(19.0%) were repeat victims. As an entirely different method of measuring these
experiences, Hayes (2018) asked adult women who had been physically abused or
threatened with physical abuse by an intimate partner in the past year if that same
partner committed more than one incident of physical abuse or threat of abuse over
this time period. Here, the majority of respondents (70.4%) reported repeat victim-
ization. As shown, not only do the samples vary (even within high-risk samples) but
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so do the ways in which the authors operationalized repeat intimate partner vio-
lence, leading to wide variances in prevalence rates.

Even within a single study, the number of types of victimization measured can
create very different rates. Zhu et al. (2022) explored various forms of childhood
victimization among 14,564 Chinese adolescents aged 14 to 18. The authors found
that 45.9% of the sample experienced repeat conventional victimization (e.g., rob-
bery, personal theft, vandalism, assault, attempted assault), while only 5.5% of the
sample experienced repeat sexual victimization. Here we can see that even within
one study, the types of victimization being assessed can affect the range of repeat
victimization experiences.

Fourth, many studies combined victimization types into one prevalence estimate.
This decision aligns with the operationalization of repeat victimization that many
authors used. However, it can also make it difficult to determine specific forms of
repeat victimization experiences (e.g., sexual repeat victimization, violent/physical
repeat victimization) and their prevalence. For example, some authors combined
violent/physical and threatened violence items among general population samples
(e.g., Ellingworth et al., 1995; Goodlin & Dunn, 2010; Tseloni & Pease, 2003,
2004, 2005), while other authors combined violent/physical and sexual items among
high-risk samples (e.g., Turanovic et al., 2018). Additionally, some authors com-
bined violent/physical and sexual items among general population or school-based
samples (Fagan & Mazerolle, 2011; Gabor & Mata, 2004; Nazaretian & Fitch,
2021; Yang, 2023).

Summary

This chapter reviews 65 studies (representing 69 different samples) assessing
“repeat victimization.” Within this relatively small body of literature, several take-
aways can be made.

First, each study within this review broadly operationalized, defined, and/or
referred to repeat victimization in the same way—discussing the experiences of
individuals who are victimized and then victimized again. Only some of these stud-
ies, however, focused on experiencing the same type of victimization more than once.

Second, while various forms of victimization were examined (e.g., intimate part-
ner violence, sexual victimization), a substantial proportion of this literature (n =
45; 69.2%) assessing personal repeat victimization explored experiences of violent/
physical victimization or threatened violent/physical victimization (e.g., Nazaretian
& Fitch, 2021; Planty & Strom, 2007; Winkel et al., 2003).

Third, this research studies these experiences among the general population,
school-based, and high-risk samples. Most of these studies, however, included high-
risk populations such as individuals from outpatient mental health centers or indi-
viduals identified as already having endured a victimization, with some studies
reporting the experiences of a subsample of victims within their larger sample (e.g.,
Butler et al., 2023; Christ et al., 2022; Kunst & Winkel, 2013; Raaijmakers et al.,



54 3 Repeat Victimization

2023). As a result, prevalence rates were typically high across these studies with
samples labeled as “high-risk” (e.g., 72.4%; Turanovic et al., 2018).

Fourth, because of the differences in definitions, measurement, and samples used
within this body of literature, the prevalence rates ranged dramatically across stud-
ies. Prevalence rates were typically highest across studies using high-risk samples
(e.g., 64.0-77%; Tillyer et al., 2016; Walsh et al., 2020) and lower among school-
based and general population samples. It is important for scholars and practitioners
to pay attention to these details when attempting to make comparisons across stud-
ies even though they are all broadly measuring “repeat victimization.”

In sum, this review demonstrated significant differences across the research that
explored repeat victimization. Yet, important patterns emerged, aiding our under-
standing of these experiences. While varied, this body of literature offers studies
that use robust measurement, diverse samples, and a wide-ranging set of victimiza-
tion types, producing a great deal of knowledge about the experiences of individuals
who face repeat victimization.
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Chapter 4 )
Multiple Victimization e

Chapter 3 (Repeat Victimization) highlights how certain individuals may experi-
ence the same or similar types of victimization again and again. However, some
individuals may experience two or more different types of victimization, including
personal victimization(s) and property victimization(s). For example, using the
British Crime Survey (BCS), Hope et al. (2001) reported 2.9% of their sample of
11,713 individuals from the general population (aged 16 and over) reported being
victims of both personal and property crime in the past 2 years. Additionally, using
the General Social Survey (GSS), Gabor and Mata (2004) found 3.5% of their sam-
ple of 26,000 Canadian persons (aged 15 years and over) experienced one violent
and one property crime in their lifetime. While these percentages appear small, it is
important to note that these are 335 (Hope et al., 2001) and 852 (Gabor & Mata,
2004) people from the general population who experienced both property and per-
sonal victimizations throughout their lifetimes or within a relatively short period of
time (i.e., 2 years; Hope et al., 2001). As such, these individuals may be especially
vulnerable to experiencing ongoing victimization and benefit from intervention
services.

These individuals are multiple victims—they have experienced multiple victim-
ization or two or more different types of victimization experiences within a given
time frame, including one or more personal victimizations (e.g., harassment, stalk-
ing, assault) and one or more property victimizations (e.g., burglary, theft, vandal-
ism; Hope et al., 2001; Outlaw et al., 2002).

While some of the literature included in the current review followed this defini-
tion, most studies defined and/or measured multiple victimization in different ways.
For example, the majority of studies only measured multiple victimization using
personal victimization types (e.g., Casey & Nurius, 2005; Choo et al., 2011; Grasso
et al., 2013; Romano et al., 2011). Other studies measured both personal and prop-
erty victimization, but did not require both types of victimization to occur (e.g., Cyr
et al., 2014; Falsetti & Resick, 1995). That is, these studies simply asked respon-
dents about a series of personal and property victimization experiences but only
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required that more than one victimization occurred, regardless of the type(s) of vic-
timization. Overall, these studies explored a wide variety of victimization types,
including a range of personal victimization (e.g., sexual victimization, assault,
childhood maltreatment; Grasso et al., 2013; Soler et al., 2015) and property victim-
izations (e.g., vehicle theft, burglary, vandalism; Hope et al., 2001; Outlaw et al.,
2002). We turn now to a summary of this literature.

Summary of Research Reviewed

This chapter discusses research that has focused on multiple victimization to pro-
vide an overview of this body of literature. To inform this chapter, 59 studies (rep-
resenting 60 different samples) assessing multiple victimization are reviewed (see
Appendix for full list of references). An overview of these studies is provided in
Table 4.1. As shown, a majority of this research was published recently, between

Table 4.1 Summary of multiple victimization research (N = 59 studies)

Overview Number of studies (%)
Publication year

1980-1994 4 (6.8%)

1995-2009 18 (30.5%)

2010-2023 37 (62.7%)
Data sources®

Survey/questionnaire 57 (96.6%)

Interview 3(5.1%)
Data type

Cross-sectional 53 (89.8%)

Longitudinal 6 (10.2%)
Data analysis

Quantitative 57 (96.6%)

Qualitative 3(5.1%)
Country®

United States 34 (57.6%)

Outside of the United States 22 (37.3%)
Victimization types®

Sexual 31 (52.5%)

Childhood maltreatment 23 (39.0%)

Violent/physical 21 (35.6%)

Intimate partner violence 9 (15.3%)

Online 2 (3.4%)

(continued)
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Table 4.1 (continued)

Overview Number of studies (%)
School-based? 2 (3.4%)
Stalking 2 (3.4%)
Elder 1 (1.7%)
General® 1 (1.7%)
Threatened violent/physical 1 (1.7%)

Sample demographics'

Children/youth 16 (27.1%)
Adults 34 (57.6%)
Both children/adults 7 (11.9%)

Sample type¢
General population 18 (30.5%)
School-based 24 (40.7%)
High-risk 18 (30.5%)

2 The number of studies (n) does not equal 59 (100%) because one study uses multiple data sources
® The number of studies (n) does not equal 59 (100%) because some studies were conducted both
within and outside of the United States or study location was not clear and excluded to avoid mis-
classifications

¢ The number of studies (n) does not equal 59 (100%) because some studies measured multiple
types of victimization. Although this body of literature focuses on experiencing more than one
victimization, it was important to separate unique victimization types that were examined across
studies to review how many and which types have been assessed among this work, along with their
prevalence. At times, certain victimization types were collapsed (e.g., child abuse placed under
child maltreatment)

4"School-based” victimization includes bullying and other school-based victimization (e.g., had
something stolen at school, had belongings purposely damaged or destroyed)

¢ “General” includes studies measuring victimization broadly (e.g., “was victimized”; “registered
as a victim”)

fThe number of studies (n) does not equal 59 (100%) because sample demographics were unclear
within some studies and excluded to avoid misclassifications

¢ The number of studies (n) does not equal 59 (100%) because one study included two samples

2010 and 2023 (n = 37; 62.7%). Additionally, a majority of studies explored these
experiences using surveys or questionnaires (n = 57; 96.6%), were cross-sectional
(n=53; 89.8%), and were quantitative (n = 57; 96.6%). Most of these studies were
conducted in the United States (n = 34; 57.6%) rather than in a country outside of
the United States. While sexual victimization was the most commonly assessed
form of victimization among this literature (n = 31; 52.5%), others explored child-
hood maltreatment (n = 23; 39.0%), violent/physical victimization (n = 21; 35.6%),
and intimate partner violence (n = 9; 15.3%), among others. Finally, adult samples
were most often used (n = 34; 57.6%), along with school-based samples (n = 24;
40.7%) that could include adults attending a college or university or youth (i.e.,
aged 17 years or younger) in grades kindergarten through high school.
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A Note on the Current Review

Although the current review highlights 59 studies where “multiple victimization”
was assessed, it is important to note that researchers have applied this term in vari-
ous ways. Throughout this literature, authors may have used the term “multiple
victimization” interchangeably with other categories of recurrent victimization
(e.g., repeat victimization, poly-victimization). Because we did not want to impose
decisions arbitrarily, if an author used the term “multiple victimization” in their
manuscript at any point to discuss the study they carried out, then that study was
included in our review. That is, we relied on the language used by the authors to
guide what area their work fit into. As a result, some studies are included in multiple
chapters based on the language that the authors used (e.g., discussed “multiple vic-
timization” and “repeat victimization” within the same study). Works were not clas-
sified in multiple categories when authors only provided context to contrast the
category of recurrent victimization they were discussing. The nuance of the charac-
teristics of these studies are reviewed in more detail below. However, it is important
to know why these studies were included in the current review.

Measuring Multiple Victimization: Study Characteristics

The first stage in understanding the broader literature was to explore how scholars
measured multiple victimization—an important step for ensuring that readers
understand exactly what they are assessing. Given the importance of measurement,
we outline how the 59 studies (1) define or describe and (2) operationalize multiple
victimization. Then, we discuss what types of victimization are assessed in the
research, along with the questions and instruments used to measure these vari-
ous types.

Definitions and Descriptions

One way to understand how authors measure multiple victimization is by evaluating
the definitions or descriptions they use. Within the multiple victimization work
reviewed, all studies described multiple victimization as experiencing victimization
and then experiencing victimization again—differing slightly from the definition
used in this SpringerBrief that explains multiple victimization as experiencing dif-
ferent types of victimization (i.e., at least one personal victimization and at least one
property victimization). Nevertheless, this means that all studies in the current
review broadly discussed multiple victimization in this way. However, how authors
discussed multiple victimization differed substantially.
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Some authors provided an explicit definition of multiple victimization at one
or more points within their study (e.g., Goncalves & Matos, 2020a; Kaasa et al.,
2016). In this review, a definition refers to a statement provided by the authors any-
where in the article that describes what they mean when they use the term “multiple
victimization.” A definition does not tell readers how something is measured, but
simply what it is. For example, authors may specify the type of multiple victimiza-
tion being examined, provide a timeframe on when these experiences must happen,
or specify how many times the experience must happen to be considered multiple
victimization. By providing this definition, readers have an understanding of exactly
what the author or authors are discussing throughout their study. This definition can
be presented in various parts throughout the article, but is typically presented in the
“Abstract,” “Introduction,” “Background,” “Literature Review,” or “Current Study”
section(s). Other authors, however, simply referred to multiple victimization at one
or more points within their study (e.g., Grasso et al., 2013). That is, their discussion
was somewhere between a definition and a mention. In these instances, readers are
able to infer what the authors mean when they use the term “multiple victimization.”

With such variety, we are largely unable to speak to the definitions and descrip-
tions of multiple victimization in a consistent or clear manner. The issues resulting
from a lack of consistent definitions used in this body of literature bleed into other
parts of this chapter, such as operationalizations and prevalence. Below are two
examples to illustrate this point; Example 1 provides details where an explicit defi-
nition was used, whereas Example 2 provides information where multiple victim-
ization was referenced. Quotes were taken directly from the articles to capture the
specific language used to help guide readers on their procedures.

Example Multiple Victimization Definitions and Descriptions in Research

Example 1 (Definition): “Multiple victimization is defined as experiencing
more than one of the six types of victimization listed above within the current
year (e.g., one instance of forced penetration and one instance of intimate
partner violence).” (Kaasa et al., 2016, p. 7)

Example 2 (Reference): “Consistent with previous literature, we hypothe-
sized that those with multiple victimization types (a high-victimization class)
would tend to be older and have a more extensive history with child-protective
services relative to classes with fewer victimization experiences (a low-
victimization class).” (Grasso et al., 2013, p. 598)

Operationalizations

Another way to understand how authors measure multiple victimization is by
assessing their operationalizations. In this review, operationalization refers to the
author’s or authors’ descriptions of how multiple victimization was measured within
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their study, typically provided in the study’s “Methods” section. In other words,
another researcher could easily replicate a study based on the authors’ description
of how multiple victimization was measured. Whereas a definition may be a high-
level discussion of a concept, the operationalization offers concrete and direct
instructions on how the researcher is measuring multiple victimization in their study.

Scope of Operationalizations More than two-thirds of the studies in the current
review (n = 40; 67.8%) included an explicit operationalization of multiple victim-
ization, showing readers exactly how this variable was being measured. Examples
of operationalizations of multiple victimization found in the current review are pro-
vided below (see Examples 3 and 4). Notably, the examples below highlight some
key components of clear operationalizations of multiple victimization, including the
(1) types of victimization, (2) number of victimizations, (3) length of time between
victimizations, and (4) coding classifications associated with variable names used to
define these events.

Example Operationalizations of Multiple Victimization in Research

Example 3: “Multiple victimization, the main predictor, was coded dichoto-
mously (0 = zero to two instances of victimization, 1 = three or more instances
of victimization). Responses were aggregated across items measuring the
times an individual was attacked by someone they knew, was attacked by a
weapon, experienced violence in the past 6 months, and experienced harass-
ment at school during the past school year.” (Gardella et al., 2016, p. 40)

Example 4: “For this study, MV [multiple victimization] was conceptualized
as the experience of victimization across categories (physical, emotional,
sexual, neglect) rather than the sum of all experiences from a list of victimiza-
tion events.” (Choo et al., 2011, p. 628)

Frequency of Victimization Although some scholars provided details on their
operationalizations, these descriptions differed across research studies. Notably, of
the studies that did provide an operationalization (n = 40; 67.8%), only one study
operationalized multiple victimization as experiencing at least one personal victim-
ization and at least one property victimization (Outlaw et al., 2002). Most other
studies indicated that a certain number of victimizations must occur (n = 23; 57.5%).
That is, 17 (42.5%) studies directly operationalized multiple victimization as expe-
riencing “more than one,” “at least two,” or “two or more” victimization experi-
ences in a certain time frame (e.g., Butler et al., 2023; Cyr et al., 2014; Rodgers &
Roberts, 1995). The remaining six studies operationalized multiple victimization
requiring a different number of victimizations, such as two or three, three, three or
more, or four or more (e.g., Ataiants et al., 2022; Gabor & Mata, 2004; Gardella
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et al., 2016). Some studies operationalized multiple victimization based on the
number of victimizations experienced and the stage of life in which these victimiza-
tions occurred (n = 3). Arata (1999), for example, operationalized multiple victim-
ization as having experienced both child sexual victimization and adult sexual
victimization. Finally, two studies operationalized multiple victimization as victim-
ization by multiple or different perpetrators (e.g., Casey & Nurius, 2005).

Studies that did not use these frequency categories to operationalize multiple
victimization tended to use different criteria. For example, four studies operational-
ized multiple victimization by simply referring to “multiple” or “different” types of
victimization occurring, rather than a specific number (e.g., Charak et al., 2016;
Gren-Landell