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The project

* This study investigates the relational risk factors linked to

youth violence —both suspected offending and
victimisation.

* How do network structures and a person’s position within
those networks shape the risk of violence?

* This research mostly focuses on the relational behaviour of a
youth population already at heightened risk, i.e., individuals
already known to the police as suspects in any type of crime,
rather than the population of all young people.

* This group is central to efforts to develop targeted, network-
informed interventions to reduce youth violence.



Data

Crime events as recorded by police from March 2018
to October2021

14,408 young individuals (suspect, victim or both, all
crime types)

6,000 young individuals suspected of committing a
crime of any type

1,461 young individuals suspected of committing
violence with injury

139 young individuals suspected of committing
violence with knife

1,968 young individuals victims of violence with
injury

127 young individuals victims of violence with knife




Young individuals suspected of
committing violence



1/ Networked and not-networked youth

* Of the 6,000 young individuals suspected of any
crime:

—42.2% [2,533] are suspected to have committed at
least one crime with at least another individual of any
age [In network/networked]

— 57.8% [3,467] are suspected to have only committed
solo offences based on police records [Not in network]

-2 While socio-demographic characteristics (gender
and ethnicity) remain roughly the same; distinct
differences in crime-related behaviours



2/ A picture of relational behaviour:
suspected co-participation in crime events

The co-suspect network includes youth suspects and
their co-suspects of all ages = 9,043 individuals

e 2,533 "networked” youth suspects
* 6,510 adult suspects directly connected to the set
of networked youth suspects

On average, youth suspects have connections with
2.57 other individuals of all ages (2.03 if considering
other youth only; average degree)




1/ Young
individuals
tend to
cluster
together

2/ However, there are
individuals embedded in
networks predominantly
composed of adult suspects
- Risk of exploitation? What
power dynamics are at play?

Co-suspect network (largest component, youth in orange)



3/ Highly-connected youth suspects

All Top 5%
Variable Category degree youth
N 6000 208
Gender Male 68.07% 87.50%
Female 26.98% 8.65%
Unknown 4.95% 3.85%
Ethnicity White 86.11% 74.67%
Black 6.09% 12.00%
Asian 4.34% 6.00%
Mixed 2.10% 4.00%

.‘

0/

Knife carrying

8.02%

37.50%

OCG membership

0.75%

6.73%

Drug-related crimes

16.83%

42.79%

Theft/burglary-

related crimes

16.57%

47.12%

Robbery-related
crimes

5.05%

34.62%

Violence

24.35%

64.90%




4/ Assessing the impact of connections on
probability of violence (odds ratios)

Parameter All
(Intercept) 0.276
Gender: Male 0.900 *
Gender: Unknown 0.781 *
Ethnicity: Asian 0.697 *
Ethnicity: Black 0.907
Ethnicity: Mixed 1.024
Ethnicity: Not stated 1.019

OCG 1.486 *
Drugs OLILT ==
Theft and Burglary 0.653  **

Robbe 1.667  **
Degree (co-suspect direct connections) | 1.298  **

N
WAIC

6000
3160.9



4/ Assessing the impact of connections on
probability of violence (in-network only, odds ratios)

Parameter In network  In network In network In network In network In network
(Intercept) 0.458 0.460 0.457 0.464 0.452 0.413
Gender: Male 0.824 * 0.818  ** 0.824 * 0.827 ok 0.792 ¥k 0.815  **
Gender: Unknown 0.697 * 0.704 * 0.699 * 0.701 * 0.701 0717
Ethnicity: Asian 0.648 * 0.658 * 0.653 * 0.648 * 0.671 * 0.653
Ethnicity: Black 0.817 0.817 0.822 0.824 0.804 0.840
Ethnicity: Mixed 0.681 * 0.680 * 0.687 * 0.682 0.661 ¥ 0.705
Ethnicity: Not stated 0.670 **  0.676  ** 0.673 ko 0.670 ok 0.682 ¥k 0.689  **
0CG 1.470 1.376 1.468 * 1.469 1.426 1.442
Drugs 1.024 1.006 1.018 1.029 0.988 0.970
Theft and Burglary 0.689  **  0.689  ** 0.693 o 0.714 *x 0.681 ¥* o 0.674  **
Robbery 1.573  ** 1540  ** 1.567 ko 1.582 ok 1.294 * 1420 **
Degree (co-suspect direct connections) | 1.200  **  1.187  ** 1.196 ko 1.201 ok 1.171 ¥RO1.157  x*
Proximity score OCG 1.014 *

Proximity score drugs 1.003

Proximity score theft/burglary 0.992

Proximity score robbe 1.069 *x

N 2533 2533 2533 2533 2533 2533
WAIC 1542.60 1543.10 1543.60 1543.30 1537.60 1528.4



5/ Assessing the impact of connections on
probability of knife violence (odds ratios)

Parameter All
(Intercept) 0.007
Gender: Male 1.800 **
Gender: Unknown 0.991
Ethnicity: Asian 1.156
Ethnicity: Black 1.879 *
Ethnicity: Mixed 1.065
Ethnicity: Not stated 1.058
OCG 2,128 *
Drugs 2.096 **
Theft and Burglary 0.976
Robbe 2.670 **
N 6000
WAIC 582.7
Number of 1s 139

* Effect holds for in-network only individuals plus additional effect of
indirect proximity to OCG, victim of violence, but also drugs,
theft&burglary and robbery.



Young individuals victims of violence



6/ Youth victimisation

Violence with injury cp e es Violence with knife
Variable Category All victims Knife victims victims
N 10491 1968 513 127
Type of victim Victim only 78.1% 65.2% 57.9% 40.2%
:;l:gect 21.9% 34.8% 41.1% 59.8%
Gender Male 54.1% 67.1% 79.0% 87.4%
Female 41.5% 28.2% 17.2% 8.7%
Unknown 4.5% 4.7% 3.9% 3.9%
Ethnicity White 88.1% 85.9% 84.4% 72.0%
Black 2.9% 3.4% 5.6% 12.2%
Asian 5.5% 6.2% 7.0% 11.0%
Mixed 2.6% 3.1% 1.3% 1.2%
Other 0.9% 1.4% 1.7% 3.7%
0CG . Yes 0.3% 0.6% 2.0% 3.9%
membership

Youth violent victimisation network = all youth victims of
violence and suspects of any age: 2,285 individuals in both
roles (suspects and victims),
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7/ Assessing the impact of connections on
violent victimisation among at-risk youth

Parameter All
(Intercept) 0.141
Gender: Male 0.968
Gender: Unknown 0.717 *
Ethnicity: Asian 0.951
Ethnicity: Black 0.663 *
Ethnicity: Mixed 0.996
Ethnicity: Not stated 0.497  **
OCG 1.630 *
Drugs 1.153 *
Theft and Burglary 1.224 *
Robbery 1.750  **

Degree (co-suspects connections)  1.067  **

N
WAIC

6000
1953.70

Victims recorded also as suspects at least once, odds ratios



(e

Parameter In network In network  In network  In network In network In network
(Intercept) 0.147 0.145 0.141 0.145 0.143 0.119
Gender: Male 0.848 * 0.835 * 0.835 * 0.850 * 0.824 * 0.813 *
Gender: Unknown 0.646 * 0.656 * 0.656 * 0.647 * 0.645 * 0.644 *
Ethnicity: Asian 1.184 1.196 1.179 1.188 1.207 1.203
Ethnicity: Black 0.605 * 0.608 * 0.604 * 0.617 * 0.606 * 0.599 *
Ethnicity: Mixed 1.106 1.098 1.119 1.117 1.089 1.149
Ethnicity: Not stated 0487 ** 0498 ** 0497 ** 0493 ¥ 0499 ** (0484  **
OCG 1.725 * 1.543 * 1.721 * 1.719 * 1.680 * 1.703 *
Drugs 1444  ** 1394 ** 1335 * 1441  ** 1405 ** 1355  **
Theft and Burglary 1.205 * 1.191 * 1.194 * 1.196 * 1.191 * 1.176 *
Robbery 1483  ** 1427 ** 1435 ** 1469 ** 1307 * 1.293 *
Degree (co-suspects connections) 1.054 -k 1.041 * 1.045 * 1.053 * 1.040 * 1.005

Proximity score OCG member

Proximity score drugs suspect

Proximity score theft/burglary susp.

Proximity score robbery suspect

Proximity score victim of violence

WAIC

2533

893.45

2533
892.86

2533
893.35

2533
894.30

2533
892.35

2533

872.52




8/ Assessing the impact of connections on knife
violent victimisation among at-risk youth

Parameter All
(Intercept) 0.004
Gender: Male 1.982  **
Gender: Unknown 0.827
Ethnicity: Asian 2.168  *
Ethnicity: Black 1.732 *
Ethnicity: Mixed 0.179 *
Ethnicity: Not stated 1.121
OCG 2435  *
Drugs 1.936  **
Theft and Burglary 1.511  *

Robbe 2.511  **
Degree (co-suspects connections) 1.109  **

N
WAIC

6000
359.49

Victims recorded also as suspects at least once, odds ratios



Parameter In network In network In network In network In network In network

(Intercept) 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.002
Gender: Male 2.062 * 2.053 * 1.952 * 2.022 * 1.933 * 2.086 *
Gender: Unknown 0.477 0.481 0.483 0.490 0.492 0.455
Ethnicity: Asian 2.868 * 2.839 * 2.740 * 2.968 * 2.953 N 3.146 N
Ethnicity: Black 1.139 1.145 1.097 1.135 1.097 1.174
Ethnicity: Mixed 0.175 * 0.195 * 0.201 * 0.207 * 0.184 * 0.162 *
Ethnicity: Not stated 0.993 0.985 1.009 1.008 1.022 1.052
OCG 2.230 * 2.331 * 2.151 * 2.171 * 2.055 * 2.075 *
Drugs 2.832 ** 2826 ** 2358 k2732 k2647 F* 2740  **
Theft and Burglary 1.340 1.351 1.333 1.198 1.306 1.310
Robbery 2,151 ** 21138 ** 1995 ** 2040 ** 1.648 * 1.912 *
Degree (co-suspects connections) 1.109  **  1.111 ¥k 1.092 ¥ 1.096 **  1.081 N 1.070 *
Proximity score OCG member 0.991
Proximity score drugs suspect 1.115  **
Proximity score theft/burglary susp. 1.061 *
Proximity score robbery suspect 1.139  **

N 2533 2533 2533 2533 2533 2533

WAIC 196.25 196.49 194.37 195.44 193.71 191.85




9/ Suspect — victim pairs

Similarity analysis



Victim-offender similarity: gender, age and OCG
membership, all suspects

All suspects Youth victims Percentage
Age Young Young 68.25%
Adult Young 31.75%
Gender | Male Male 53.48%
Male Female 14.81%
Female Male 6.33%
Female Female 19.70%




Victim-offender similarity: gender, age and
OCG membership, young suspects only

Youth suspects Youth victims Percentage

Gender | Male Male 61.28%
Male Female 12.18%
Female Male 4.35%

Female Female 22.19%



10/ Key Implications for Policy and Practice

Intervening at the first signs of network embeddedness,
regardless of offence seriousness.

Adding network-based factors to risk scoring tools (e.g.
number of co-suspects)

Prioritising high-degree 'super-connected' youth for
intervention programs.
ldentifying young people connected to suspects who have also

been victims of violence offers opportunities for early
intervention.

Adopting network-aware knife violence strategies, as knife
violence victimisation is disproportionately concentrated
among youth suspects embedded in co-suspect networks

Importance of focusing on the drug-knife-violence nexus.
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