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A B S T R A C T   

Background: Predominant explanations of the victim-offender overlap tend to focus on shared causes, such as 
(low) self-control or risky lifestyles. Such explanations bypass the possibility of a causal link between victimi
zation and offending. We draw on evolutionary developmental psychology and criminological research to pro
pose and test the hypothesis that victimization induces what we refer to as a short-term mindset, i.e., an 
orientation towards the here-and-now at the expense of considering the future, which in turn increases offending. 
Methods: We test this mediation hypothesis using structural equation modeling of longitudinal data from a 
representative sample of urban youth from the city of Zurich, Switzerland (N = 1675). 
Results: In line with our preregistered predictions, we find that short-term mindsets mediate the effect of 
victimization on offending, net of prior levels of offending and short-term mindsets, and other controls. 
Conclusions: We discuss implications for criminological theory and interventions.   

1. Introduction 

Victims of crime are more likely to be offenders than non-victims, 
and offenders are more likely to be victims than non-offenders (Entorf, 
2013). This “victim-offender overlap” is one of the most robust empirical 
findings in criminology (Jennings, Piquero, & Reingle, 2012; Mulford 
et al., 2018; Shaffer & Ruback, 2002). Predominant explanations of the 
overlap tend to invoke shared causes, such as low self-control or risky 
lifestyles, which promote both victimization and offending. To the 
extent that prior work has focused on causal relationships, the effect of 
prior offending on later victimization has received most attention. 
However, there is also evidence showing that prior victimization leads to 
increased later offending (Averdijk, van Gelder, Eisner, & Ribeaud, 
2016; Hay & Evans, 2006; Jackson, Hanson, Amstadter, Saunders, & 
Kilpatrick, 2013; Shaffer & Ruback, 2002; Smith & Ecob, 2007). Why 
this is the case is currently not well understood. In this article, we pro
pose and test a novel hypothesis for this nexus that draws on develop
mental psychology and connects it to findings from criminological 
research. 

Developmental psychologists have argued that individuals respond 
to uncertain future prospects by prioritizing immediate rewards (Daly & 
Wilson, 2005; Frankenhuis, Panchanathan, & Nettle, 2016). We posit 
that victimization is a critical event signaling that the future is unsafe 
and uncertain. Following this logic, we hypothesize that being victim
ized induces a greater orientation towards the here-and-now at the 
expense of considering the future, an orientation hereafter referred to as 
a ‘short-term mindset’ compared to non-victims. This in turn increases 
the likelihood of later offending. Below, we elaborate on the theoretical 
rationale underlying our hypothesis and discuss relevant empirical ev
idence. We follow with a discussion of the notion of short-term mindsets, 
and how it compares with self-control, before presenting our methods 
and results. We start out, however, by reviewing current explanations of 
the victim-offender overlap. 
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2. Review of the literature 

2.1. Explanations of the victim-offender overlap 

Predominant explanations of the victim-offender overlap emphasize 
traits and activities that increase propensities for both victimization and 
for offending. One influential explanation argues that low self-control 
leads to both victimization and offending, rendering their relation 
spurious (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). In support of this account, low 
self-control has been found to strongly predict both offending (Pratt & 
Cullen, 2000; Vazsonyi, Mikuška, & Kelley, 2017) and victimization 
(Pratt, Turanovic, Fox, & Wright, 2014; Schreck, 1999). However, as 
self-control is seen as a relatively stable individual trait, the account 
does not accommodate the possibility of a causal relationship linking 
victimization to later offending. 

Risky lifestyles/routine activities perspectives (Cohen & Felson, 
1979; Hindelang, Gottfredson, & Garofalo, 1978) provide another 
prominent explanation for the victim-offender overlap with empirical 
support (McNeeley, 2015). According to these perspectives, risky life
styles or routine activities bring potential victims and offenders together 
in settings conducive to crime (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Osgood & 
Anderson, 2004; Osgood, Wilson, O’Malley, Bachman, & Johnston, 
1996). Particularly, increased engagement in risky behaviors and 
exposure to other offenders increase people’s risk of victimization 
(Schreck, Fisher, & Miller, 2004; Wu & Pyrooz, 2016). Given this logic, 
research in this tradition has focused on offenders’ increased risk to be 
victimized, rather than the other way around. 

Turanovic, Reisig, and Pratt (2015) recently advanced the debate by 
integrating self-control theory with risky lifestyles/routine activities 
perspectives, arguing that low self-control leads people to self-select into 
risky situations. This hypothesis is supported by studies showing that 
risky lifestyles mediate the effect of self-control on victimization (Ren, 
He, Zhao, & Zhang, 2016; Turanovic & Pratt, 2014). In the self-control/ 
lifestyle framework the relationship between victimization and offend
ing remains spurious; low self-control leads to risky activities, which 
increases the risk of both offending and victimization. 

To our knowledge, only the subculture of violence hypothesis and 
general strain theory seek to explain the link between victimization and 
offending in causal terms. The subculture of violence hypothesis applies 
to groups that advocate the use of violence to deal with conflicts. The 
hypothesis suggests that in these groups, victims of crime respond with 
retaliatory violence to restore honor and to avoid future victimization 
(Anderson, 1999; Jacobs & Wright, 2006). The victim-offender overlap 
is indeed particularly strong in groups and neighborhoods in which 
there is a (subcultural) norm to use violence to resolve conflicts (Berg, 
Stewart, Schreck, & Simons, 2012; Pyrooz, Moule, & Decker, 2014). 
However, the overlap is also observed in populations that do not 
embrace retaliatory violence (Hay & Evans, 2006; Jackson et al., 2013; 
Jennings et al., 2012; Walters, 2021). Therefore, this perspective cannot 
explain why victimization is still linked to offending outside of groups 
that are immersed in a violent subculture. 

Another, broader, causal explanation is provided by general strain 
theory, which considers victimization a negative life experience that 
triggers negative emotional states, primarily anger (Agnew, 1992, 2002, 
2006). These emotional states, in turn, may create motivations for 
coping through criminal conduct (Agnew, 2002). We argue that, as a 
fleeting emotional state, state anger is unlikely to generate enduring 
effects (Forgas, 1995; van Gelder, 2013). In fact, the duration of anger, 
similar to that of other emotions, is generally viewed as spanning sec
onds, minutes or hours, rather than days or weeks (Verduyn & Lavrijsen, 
2015). It therefore seems implausible that such short-lived experiences 
by themselves shape long-term offending trajectories. Additionally, 
although measures of anger as an enduring individual trait are prob
lematic for testing general strain theory’s assumptions (Mazerolle, 
Piquero, & Capowich, 2003), many empirical investigations of the the
ory have used such measures. These tests have yielded mixed findings, 

with some studies reporting that trait anger partially mediates the 
relationship between victimization and offending (Hay & Evans, 2006; 
Oh & Connolly, 2019), and others reporting no such indirect effects 
(Walters, 2020; Walters & Espelage, 2017). 

It is also possible that state anger after strain such as victimization 
promotes short-term mindsets. State anger has been shown to trigger a 
momentary focus on the present (Calluso, Devetag, & Donato, 2021; 
Denson, Pedersen, Friese, Hahm, & Roberts, 2011; Habib, Cassotti, 
Moutier, Houdé, & Borst, 2015). While it is possible that strain-elicited 
anger contributes to short-term thinking, there are likely to be other, 
more plausible ways through which victimization contributes to short- 
term mindsets over longer periods. Our hypothesis proposes that 
victimization signals uncertainty about the future that persists over 
longer periods, when anger has already subsided. We discuss this hy
pothesis in more detail after first providing a description of the concept 
of short-term mindsets and how it relates to self-control. 

2.2. Short-term mindsets 

The term ‘short-term mindsets’ denotes a tendency to focus on the 
present and to disregard or discount the future. This tendency is 
embedded in a series of individual-level correlates of crime and de
linquency, such as impulsivity, sensation-seeking, (low) conscientious
ness, (lack of) consideration of future consequences, (inability to) delay 
gratification, (low) future orientation, (low) future self continuity, pre
sent bias, anticipation of an early death, and temporal/future dis
counting. We use the term short-term mindsets as an umbrella or meta- 
level construct that covers these different correlates, and treat these 
correlates as indicators of the former. 

The notion of short-term mindsets also aligns with Gottfredson and 
Hirschi’s definition of (low) self-control as the tendency to disregard 
long-term costs and to pursue immediate benefits (cf. Gottfredson & 
Hirschi, 1990, p. 177; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 2019, p. 4), later redefined 
as the “tendency to consider the full range of potential costs of a 
particular act” whether those be immediate or long-term (Hirschi, 2004, 
p. 544). Yet it deviates from self-control as commonly operationalized in 
several important ways that warrant discussion. 

First, the notion of short-term mindsets is more focused than Gott
fredson and Hirschi’s view of self-control as it discards self-control’s 
non-temporal components that do not align with its definition (i.e., 
preference for physical activities, self-centeredness, volatile temper, and 
preference for simple tasks (Burt, 2020; van Gelder, Averdijk, Ribeaud, 
& Eisner, 2020). From a psychometric perspective incorporating ele
ments outside of the definition of a construct ‘contaminates’ measures of 
a construct with other, related yet different, constructs (Malouf et al., 
2014). This may inadvertently mask relations between a measure and 
outcome criteria, as differential effects of various elements may cancel 
each other out, and also makes it more difficult to conceptually under
stand and interpret the relations between a construct and an outcome 
(de Vries, de Vries, & Born, 2011). Two components of self-control, 
namely impulsivity and sensation-seeking, correspond to the notion of 
short-term mindsets are used as indicators in this study. Consistent with 
earlier work, we define impulsivity as a tendency to act on immediate 
urges (DeYoung & Rueter, 2016, p. 348), and sensation-seeking as the 
tendency to accept risks in the pursuit of exciting behaviors despite 
potential future costs (Burt & Simons, 2013; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 
1990; Zuckerman, 1994). Sensation-seeking as defined here has also 
been referred to as ‘thrill seeking’ (Burt & Simons, 2013), and ‘risk- 
seeking’ (Grasmick, Tittle, Bursik, & Arneklev, 1993) in the crimino
logical literature. 

A second distinction between short-term mindsets and self-control is 
that the former covers well-established individual-level correlates of 
crime that are not considered to be a part of self-control. In this sense, 
the notion of short-term mindsets is more encompassing than self- 
control. In the present study, we include future orientation, which re
fers to people’s tendency to make plans and set goals for the future, and 

S.L. Kübel et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 



Journal of Criminal Justice 86 (2023) 102062

3

to act in ways that align with these plans and goals (Corral-Verdugo & 
Pinheiro, 2006; Steinberg et al., 2009) as a third indicator of short-term 
mindsets. 

Third, we treat the different indicators of short-term mindsets 
separately, rather than conflating them as is the case for self-control. 
Empirical research shows that although different indicators of short- 
term mindsets are correlated, they are nevertheless distinct constructs 
that have different neurobiological bases and unique developmental 
trajectories (Burt, Sweeten, & Simons, 2014; Forrest, Hay, Widdowson, 
& Rocque, 2019; Steinberg, 2008; Steinberg et al., 2008). Studies have 
also shown that impulsivity, sensation-seeking, and future orientation 
are independently associated with imprudent behavior, offending, and 
victimization and to explain unique variance in these outcomes (Arne
klev, Grasmick, Tittle, & Bursik, 1993; Burt et al., 2014; Foreman-Peck & 
Moore, 2010; Forrest et al., 2019; van Gelder et al., 2020; van Gelder, 
Averdijk, Ribeaud, & Eisner, 2018). 

Finally, the term ‘mindsets’ explicitly suggests the possibility of 
variability over time. One of the central tenets of self-control theory is 
that self-control is a relatively time-stable trait that is established in 
childhood as a consequence of parental monitoring and consistent 
disciplining; after the formative early childhood years, neither parenting 
nor other social factors have any significant influence on it (Gottfredson 
& Hirschi, 1990, 2019). This assumption is contradicted by increasing 
empirical evidence showing that self-control continues to show change 
over time, also well beyond childhood and adolescence (see Burt, 2020, 
for review; Burt, Simons, & Simons, 2006; Burt et al., 2014; Na & 
Paternoster, 2012). This is also true for indicators of short-term mindsets 
(e.g., Ashton & Lee, 2016; Forrest et al., 2019; Roberts & Mroczek, 2008; 
Winfree, Taylor, He, & Esbensen, 2006). Importantly, research is 
showing not only that traits indicative of a short-term mindset change 
but also why they change, i.e., as adaptive responses to environmental 
adversity and stressors. Such conditions involve unpredictability, sanc
tions, corporal and inconsistent parental punishment, poverty, (Frank
enhuis et al., 2016; Frankenhuis & Nettle, 2020; Pepper & Nettle, 2017; 
van Gelder et al., 2018), and other types of adversity, including 
victimization (Wojciechowski, 2022). 

2.3. Is victimization associated with increased short-term mindsets? 

Being victimized highlights one’s vulnerability (Perloff, 1983) and 
can increase uncertainty about future prospects (e.g., “Will I be alive at 
age 25?”, “Can I count on keeping what is mine?”) or directly diminishes 
such prospects (e.g., impaired health due to physical trauma; Daly & 
Wilson, 2005). For example, Lejeune and Alex (1973) found that victims 
of mugging showed a new sense of vulnerability and an awareness of the 
self as a potential target following the event. Furthermore, in a sample of 
young offenders, being victimized was linked to expecting less future 
success in multiple life domains, such as work and family (Daigle & 
Hoffman, 2018). In a similar vein, in a representative sample of U.S. 
adolescents, Tillyer (2015) found that victimization was associated with 
a higher perceived risk of being killed before the age of 21 (see also 
Warner & Swisher, 2014). 

Both criminologists and psychologists have argued that people 
respond to future uncertainty by focusing more on the present (Brezina, 
Tekin, & Topalli, 2009; Daly & Wilson, 2005; Frankenhuis et al., 2016; 
Wilson & Daly, 1997). That is, if the future is perceived as unsafe and 
uncertain, one might not be able to cash in deferred rewards. As there is 
little to lose when the future seems bleak, it might make sense to take 
risks that could lead to immediate rewards (Harris, Duncan, & Boisjoly, 
2002; Kruger, Reischl, & Zimmerman, 2008). For instance, college stu
dents reported more risk-taking when they perceived their future as less 
certain, less controllable, and less predictable, and when they estimated 
a shorter life span (Hill, Ross, & Low, 1997). A recent study found that 
retrospectively perceived unpredictability in childhood was associated 
with adult delay discounting, i.e., a preference for smaller immediate 
rewards over larger delayed rewards (Martinez et al., 2022). In line with 

these findings, a study by Piquero (2016) showed that youth who 
anticipated a lower age of death also reported lower impulse control. 

The prioritization of immediate rewards as a response to uncertainty 
already manifests itself early in life. A study with 3- to 5-year-old chil
dren induced uncertainty by manipulating the reliability of the experi
menter, who either returned with a promised reward (reliable) or not 
(unreliable) (Kidd, Palmeri, & Aslin, 2013; replicated by Moffett, Flan
nagan, & Shah, 2020). In the unreliable condition, children waited 
substantially shorter in a subsequent delay of gratification task (about 
four times shorter in Kidd et al., 2013). Thus, increased uncertainty led 
these children to favor a smaller, immediate reward over a larger, later 
reward. In conjunction, these studies suggest that adopting a short-term 
mindset may be a reasonable response to poor and/or uncertain future 
prospects (Frankenhuis et al., 2016; Pepper & Nettle, 2017). 

There is also evidence that victimization during adolescence, which 
as discussed above is a relevant cue for uncertainty, is associated with an 
increased focus on the present. For example, using longitudinal data 
from a sample of U.S. adolescents, Agnew et al. (2011) observed that 
victimization in the preceding six months predicted lower levels of self- 
control, net of prior levels of self-control. Similarly, in Korean adoles
cents, bullying victimization in the past year was negatively associated 
with self-control within- and between-individuals over two years (Kim, 
Siennick, & Hay, 2020). Victimization also predicted lower impulse 
control and higher sensation-seeking in the following year among 
adolescent serious offenders. (Davis et al., 2017; Wojciechowski, 2022). 
The effects of victimization on the disregard of longer-term conse
quences may also play out over longer timescales, especially when 
people experience chronic or ongoing victimization (Agnew, 2006; 
Macmillan, 2001). For example, one study showed that young serious 
offenders who had experienced more violence also had a slower growth 
in future orientation, persisting beyond adolescence (Monahan, King, 
Shulman, Cauffman, & Chassin, 2015). 

2.4. Offending as a response to uncertainty and adversity 

Offending is one response reflective of a tendency to prioritize the 
present over the future that may result from exposure to uncertainty and 
adversity. Indeed, criminal conduct epitomizes a short-term mindset as 
it tends to offer immediate rewards but delayed costs, which tend to 
outweigh the immediate rewards (Hirschi, 2004; Nagin & Pogarsky, 
2004). There is some evidence linking uncertain future prospects to 
offending. Perceived life expectancy and the expected likelihood of 
attending college were negatively associated with offending in African 
American adolescents (Caldwell, Wiebe, & Cleveland, 2006). Within- 
individual increases in estimated life expectancy were linked to 
decreased offending in U.S. male adolescent offenders (Knowles, Rowan, 
Frick, Steinberg, & Cauffman, 2022). In a mixed-methods study, Brezina 
et al. (2009) found that the anticipation of an early death, a measure of 
‘futurelessness’, was associated with increased offending in a represen
tative U.S. youth sample. Interviews with offenders suggested “several 
mediating variables that may link anticipated early death to crime, 
including a present-time orientation, perceived salience of immediate 
benefits, [and] a disregard for the future consequences of behavior, […] 
that may result from the anticipation of early death” (p. 1119). Ac
cording to these researchers, the increased focus on the present arose 
from constant exposure to violence, including victimization. 

There is emerging evidence that the tendency to focus on the present 
could explain the link between victimization and offending. A longitu
dinal study by Walters and Espelage (2017) suggests that impulsivity 
mediates the bullying victimization-offending relationship. Longitudi
nal research has also reported an indirect relationship between exposure 
to violence and later violent behavior through lower future educational 
aspirations (Stoddard, Heinze, Choe, & Zimmerman, 2015). However, 
these studies did not control for prior levels of these mediators. For our 
purpose, such controls are essential because they reduce the likelihood 
that preexisting short-term mindsets account for the effects of interest. 
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An additional limitation of the existing longitudinal studies is their focus 
on a particular measure of short-term mindsets, while our study includes 
several indicators of short-term mindsets. 

3. The present study 

This article aims to extend predominant theoretical perspectives on 
the victim-offender overlap by proposing a novel theoretical explana
tion. Specifically, we argue that victimization signals that the future is 
more likely to be unsafe and uncertain, lowering perceived long-term 
prospects. Prioritizing immediate benefits and disregarding potential 
future costs may then be reasonable response under these conditions. 
Thus, we hypothesize that, compared to non-victims, victimization in
creases short-term mindsets, which in turn can result in increased 
offending. We use three distinct indicators of short-term mindsets: 
impulsivity, sensation-seeking, and future orientation. To test our hy
pothesis, we examine the following predictions in a representative 
sample of adolescents in Zurich, Switzerland, using between-subjects 
structural equation modeling of longitudinal data:  

1) Victimization will be positively associated with offending two years 
later.  

2) The relationship between victimization and offending will be fully or 
partially mediated by levels of short-term mindsets.  

a) Victimization in the past twelve months will be associated with 
higher levels of impulsivity and sensation-seeking and lower levels of 
future orientation.  

b) Higher levels of impulsivity and sensation-seeking and lower levels 
of future orientation will be associated with offending two years 
later. 

4. Methods 

4.1. Participants 

We used data from the Zurich Project on the Social Development 
from Childhood to Adulthood (z-proso; Ribeaud, Murray, Shanahan, 
Shanahan, & Eisner, 2022; study website: http://www.jacobscenter.uzh 
.ch/de/research/zproso), a prospective longitudinal study conducted in 
the city of Zurich, Switzerland. 2520 individuals started primary school 
in the 90 public schools in Zurich in 2004. The z-proso Research Team 
first sorted the schools into groups by enrollment size and school district, 
then drew a stratified sample of 56 schools, with a total sample size of N 
= 1675 children. Participants provided active informed consent, and 
parents provided passive consent up to age 17. Participants completed 
the questionnaires in classrooms after school lessons and received 
monetary compensation. The Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Arts 
and Social Sciences of the University of Zurich provided ethical approval 
(approval number: 2018.2.12). 

Data for the present study came from waves 5 through 8 of the z- 

proso project, collected from 2011 through 2018 (see Table 1). We chose 
these waves as they contain all variables of interest, and both victimi
zation and delinquency are most likely during this period (Loeber & 
Farrington, 2014; Macmillan, 2001). We used waves 6 to 7 for the main 
analysis (see Fig. 1). On February 04, 2021, before the data analyses 
started, we preregistered our hypotheses, data processing decisions, and 
statistical plan on the Open Science Framework. We embargoed the 
time-stamped preregistration (preventing changes) and made it publicly 
available after the article was accepted for publication (DOI: https://osf. 
io/7a36h). We also provide the used data together with metadata and 
the analysis scripts on a publicly accessible repository (PLACEHOLDER). 
In doing so, we attempt to be transparent about our research processes 
and to reduce bias (Frankenhuis & Nettle, 2018; Nosek, Ebersole, 
DeHaven, & Mellor, 2018; Sweeten, 2020). 

4.2. Measures 

4.2.1. Independent variable: victimization 
Six items measured exposure to various types of violent victimization 

(see Appendix A for the complete list of items). Participants answered 
four dichotomous items (0 = no; 1 = yes) taken from the Serious 
Victimization Questionnaire (adapted from Wetzels, Enzmann, Meck
lenburg, & Pfeiffer, 2001). Two additional items from the Zurich Brief 
Bullying Scale (Murray et al., 2021) also measured forms of violent 
victimization on a six-point Likert scale from 1 = never to 6 = (almost) 
every day. We dichotomized these items according to whether there was 
at least one incident (0 = no; 1 = yes). We then summed the six 
dichotomous victimization items to a variety scale consistent with prior 
criminological studies (e.g., Schreck, Stewart, & Osgood, 2008) and 
studies using z-proso data (Averdijk et al., 2016; van Gelder, Averdijk, 
Eisner, & Ribaud, 2015). 

4.2.2. Mediating variables: short-term mindsets 
Impulsivity, sensation-seeking, and (low) future orientation are best 

viewed as ‘indicators’ of short-term mindsets (i.e., in terms of a reflective 
measurement model; see Jarvis, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003). For 
impulsivity and sensation-seeking, we used the items from an adapted 
and abbreviated version of the Grasmick et al. (1993) self-control scale 
available in the dataset (see Appendix A for the list of items). Two items 
measured impulsivity (wave 5 mean inter-item correlation1 (MIIC) =
0.269; wave 6: MIIC = 0.262). Two items measured sensation-seeking 
(wave 5: MIIC = 0.545; wave 6: MIIC = 0.520). We assessed future 
orientation with three items capturing participants’ long-term educa
tional aspirations (created and psychometrically pretested by the z- 
proso Research Team; see Appendix A; wave 5: MIIC = 0.482; wave 6: 
MIIC = 0.517). Participants rated all items on a four-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (false) to 4 (true). For each of the three indicators of 
short-term mindsets (impulsivity, sensation-seeking, and future orien
tation), we computed the average across their respective items. Latent 
factors are not recommended with few items (Kline, 2016, p. 454). 

4.2.3. Dependent variable: offending 
Fourteen items from a scale adapted from Wetzels et al. (2001) 

captured several types of offenses in the past twelve months (see Ap
pendix A for the exact items). Three items referred to violent offending 
(extortion, robbery, and assault), whereas the other 11 items measured 
non-violent offending. After dichotomization (0 = no; 1 = yes), we 
summed all 14 items to create a variety scale. The variety scale is the 
field’s preferred way to measure criminal offending as it has high reli
ability and validity and is not biased by less serious, but frequent crime 

Table 1 
Description of the waves.  

Wave assessment 
time 

n (% of 
total N) 

mean 
age (SD) 

school grade 

wave 
5 

summer 
2011 

1366 
(81.55%) 

13.67 
(0.37) 

7th grade 

wave 
6 

spring 2013 1447 
(86.39%) 

15.44 
(0.36) 

9th (just before the end of 
compulsory school 
attendance) 

wave 
7 

spring 2015 1306 
(77.97%) 

17.45 
(0.37) 

11th (if school has been 
continued) 

wave 
8 

spring 2018 1180 
(70.45%) 

20.58 
(0.38) 

all out of school; after 
“Sekundarschule II” 

Note. Total sample size N = 1675. 

1 Cronbach’s alpha is a biased estimate for scales with few items. The (mean) 
Spearman-Brown inter-item correlation (MIIC) is a more appropriate measure 
for internal consistency (Eisinga, Grotenhuis, & Pelzer, 2013; Peterson, 1994). 
Clark and Watson (1995) recommend the MIIC to fall between 0.15 and 0.50. 
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types (Sweeten, 2012, p. 533). 

4.2.4. Control variables 
We control for variables associated with offending, short-term 

mindsets, and/or victimization. More information on why we chose 
the control variables is available in Appendix A. We controlled for wave 
6 demographic variables on both the mediator and the outcome: sex (1 
= male; 2 = female), migration background (1 = at least one Swiss-born 
parent; 2 = both parents foreign-born), age, and socio-economic status 
(SES). For SES, we used the caregivers’ current profession (Elias & Birch, 
1994) to compute each caregiver’s International Socio-Economic Index 
of occupational status (Ganzeboom, De Graaf, & Treiman, 1992). For 
participants with two caregivers, we used the higher of the two scores as 
the final measure. 

We controlled for the following variables from one wave prior (wave 
5), in order to rule out pre-existing factors as alternative explanations of 
the relationships between victimization, short-term mindsets, and 
offending. 

We controlled for parental monitoring using two subscales. We 
computed the mean of four items measuring parental supervision (wave 
5: α = 0.70), and the mean inverted scores of three items assessing 
adolescent disclosure (wave 5: α = 0.63). All items are based on the 
Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ; Shelton, Frick, & Wootton, 
1996) and the Parenting Scale (Wetzels et al., 2001). Items were scored 
on a four-point Likert scale (1 = never; 4 = often/always). 

We operationalized the measure of delinquent peers as a dichoto
mous measure assessing whether either of the nominated two best 
friends did either of two delinquent acts (theft, assault; 0 = none, 1 = at 
least one of the friends committed at least one of these offenses). 

Five items (based on Wetzels et al., 2001) measured the frequency of 
participating in unstructured unsupervised socializing with peers on a 
six-point Likert scale from 1 = never to 6 = (almost) every day (wave 5: 
α = 0.80). We computed the average of the scores to obtain a mean score 
of risky activities. 

For our substance use measure, participants indicated on a six-point 
scale (ranging from 1 = never to 6 = daily) how many times in the past 
12 months one has consumed either tobacco, beer/wine, liquors, or 
cannabis. We computed the mean frequency of these four items. 

We controlled for prior short-term mindsets with the same indicators 
as presented above. To account for prior involvement in crime, we 
controlled for prior offending and prior victimization, using the same 
variety scales. 

4.3. Statistical analyses 

First, we computed bivariate correlations. Next, we used a structural 
equation model to test our main hypothesis (including waves 6 to 7, see 

Fig. 1). The structural equation model investigated a possible mediation 
of victimization on later offending by the three indicators of short-term 
mindsets. We also conducted a robustness check, running the same 
analysis for waves 7 to 8 (control variables from waves 6 and 7). As a 
meta-analysis observed greater victim-offender overlap for violent of
fenses than for property crimes (Jennings et al., 2012), we exploratorily 
also estimated separate models for violent and non-violent offending, 
controlling for the prior levels of the offense type. 

We conducted the mediation analyses with the robust maximum 
likelihood estimator with robust (Huber-White) standard errors and a 
scaled test statistic that is (asymptotically) equal to the Yuan-Bentler test 
statistic, making it insensitive to violations of the multivariate normality 
assumption (Satorra & Bentler, 1994). We used a negative binomial 
model since the offending variety scale is a count variable (Hilbe, 2011). 
Negative binomial regression controls for the ‘rare events’ nature of 
crime counts and corrects for overdispersion in the data (Piza, 2012). 
The model utilizes robust full information maximum likelihood esti
mation to deal with missing data. Table 1 shows the number of partic
ipants per wave; Table 2 provides the number of available data points for 
each variable (see Appendix B for the robustness check). We adjusted 
standard errors by adding school class as a cluster variable. We con
ducted all analyses in Mplus 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017) and 
estimated both direct and the indirect pathways. We took a template of 
the Mplus code from a webpage (Stride, Gardner, Catley, & Thomas, 
2015) and modified it for our structural equation models. All analyses 
are two-tailed with a significance level of α = 0.05. 

5. Results 

5.1. Bivariate correlations 

Table 2 shows the zero-order bivariate Pearson correlations for 
victimization with the two-year lagged offending measure. Table 2 also 
shows the means and standard deviations of all variables and their 
bivariate associations with the independent, mediating, and outcome 
variables. As expected, victimization was positively correlated with the 
two-year lagged measure of offending (waves 6–7: r = 0.153, p < .001). 
See Appendix B for the correlation table of waves 7 to 8 (robustness 
check). Note that the lag between these later waves was three years 
(waves 7–8: r = 0.051, p = .050). 

5.2. Confirmatory mediation analyses 

First, we ran the structural equation model with only victimization, 
short-term mindsets, and offending included, omitting all controls. The 
model from waves 6 to 7 showed a partial mediation via sensation- 
seeking and future orientation. For the robustness check (waves 7–8), 

Fig. 1. Overview of the structural equation model (control variables are not shown).  
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we observed a full mediation that was mainly driven by sensation- 
seeking.2 

Second, we computed the same model including controls (see 
Table 3, left two columns; see Appendix C for the decomposed indirect 
effect). In waves 6–7, we observed a partial mediation by sensation- 
seeking.3 The structural equation model is depicted in Fig. 2. Analogous 
to the exploratory models without controls, we found a full mediation by 
sensation seeking in the robustness check. 

Third, after running our preregistered analyses, which supported our 
predictions, we decided to also run the model without controlling for 
prior levels of victimization. As noted earlier, we had included this 
variable to control for a lagged effect of prior victimization on offending. 
However, we suspected this variable could allow for an additional 
pathway from prior victimization via (prior) short-term mindsets to the 
offending outcome, though this pathway is not specified in the structural 
equation models. The results (see two right columns in Table 3) show the 
same qualitative pattern, with a partial mediation by sensation seeking 
for waves 6–7, and a full mediation by sensation seeking in the robust
ness check of waves 7–8. Thus, our results were robust to whether or not 
we controlled for prior victimization. 

The path from impulsivity to offending was not significant in the 
confirmatory models above, contrary to prior findings (Forrest et al., 
2019; van Gelder et al., 2018; Walters & Espelage, 2017). However, high 
intercorrelations can cause type II errors in structural equation models 
(Grewal, Cote, & Baumgartner, 2004). In our study, impulsivity was 
moderately correlated with sensation-seeking (r = 0.452, overlapping 
variance of ~20%). When omitting sensation-seeking as a mediator, 
impulsivity has a significant effect on offending (see Appendix D), 
indicating this effect was suppressed in the model with sensation- 
seeking. Hence, the non-significant path from impulsivity to offending 
should be interpreted with caution; impulsivity might be more 

influential than this structural equation model suggests. 

5.3. Exploratory mediation analyses 

Next, to explore differences between violent and non-violent 
offending, we divided the 14-item offending scale into violent offend
ing (three items: threat and extortion, robbery, assault) and non-violent 
offending (the remaining 11 items). These separate mediation analyses 
are presented in Table 4 (see Appendix E for the decomposed indirect 
effect). We included the control for prior victimization in all of these 
analyses. 

For violent offending, in waves 6–7, there was a full mediation by 
short-term mindsets. The indirect effect was produced by impulsivity, 
sensation-seeking, and future orientation collectively, while none of the 
individual indirect effects were significant. For the violent offending 
model in waves 7–8, there was a full mediation by sensation-seeking. For 
non-violent offending, there was a partial mediation by sensation- 
seeking in waves 6–7, and a full mediation by sensation-seeking for 
the robustness check in waves 7–8. 

We also ran the confirmatory structural equation models again but 
this time exploratorily including all seven items (two for impulsivity; 
two for sensation-seeking; three for future orientation) in one common 
latent factor measuring short-term mindsets (standardized factor load
ings were λ > 0.35 for all items). There was a partial mediation for waves 
6 to 7, and a full mediation by short-term mindsets for waves 7 to 8 (see 
Table 5 and Fig. 3 for the waves 6–7 model). This speaks to the 
robustness of the results of the confirmatory analyses. 

6. Discussion 

Although empirical support for the victim-offender overlap is well- 
established (Jennings et al., 2012), explanations for why people are 
more likely to offend after having been victimized are in shorter supply. 
We theorized that victimization affects people’s future expectations, 
inducing short-term mindsets, in turn increasing the likelihood of 
offending. We tested this hypothesis in a large sample of Swiss urban 
adolescents. In line with our expectations, we found that compared to 
non-victims, victims on average exhibit increased offending following 
victimization, net of prior levels of offending, victimization, short-term 
mindsets, and a set of other controls. This finding is consistent with the 
idea of a causal relationship running from victimization to offending (e. 
g., Averdijk et al., 2016; Jackson et al., 2013). Furthermore, as pre
dicted, victimization was associated with all three indicators of short- 
term mindsets, that is, increased impulsivity, increased sensation- 

Table 2 
Descriptive statistics and correlations of the study variables (n = 1485) in the mediation from waves 6 to 7.   

n M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 

(1) wave 6 victimization 1414 0.59 (0.87)      
(2) wave 6 impulsivity 1413 2.37 (0.56) 0.113**     
(3) wave 6 sensation-seeking 1402 2.20 (0.73) 0.182** 0.455**    
(4) wave 6 future orientation 1421 3.16 (0.61) − 0.076** − 0.216** − 0.243**   
(5) wave 7 offending 1266 0.99 (1.61) 0.153** 0.181** 0.319** − 0.200**  
control variables        

wave 5 victimization 1338 0.72 (0.99) 0.325** 0.073** 0.124** − 0.047† 0.182** 
wave 5 impulsivity 1331 2.30 (0.61) 0.167** 0.303** 0.289** − 0.150** 0.197** 
wave 5 sensation-seeking 1337 2.12 (0.77) 0.166** 0.264** 0.494** − 0.219** 0.312** 
wave 5 future orientation 1351 3.24 (0.61) − 0.056* − 0.136** − 0.167** 0.431** − 0.201** 
wave 5 offending 1328 0.96 (1.76) 0.153** 0.151** 0.260** − 0.136** 0.429** 
wave 5 parental supervision 1352 3.09 (0.64) − 0.011 − 0.079** − 0.137** 0.092** − 0.067** 
wave 5 adolescent disclosure 1338 3.13 (0.64) − 0.128** − 0.181** − 0.268** 0.213** − 0.259** 
wave 5 delinquent peers 1082 0.25 (0.43) 0.115** 0.114** 0.169** − 0.096** 0.213** 
wave 5 substance use 1334 1.41 (0.74) 0.149** 0.130** 0.234** − 0.148** 0.349** 
wave 5 risky activities 1318 2.76 (1.05) 0.106** 0.173** 0.245** − 0.113** 0.200** 
wave 6 sex 1422 1.48 (0.50) 0.049† − 0.031 − 0.126** 0.098** − 0.273** 
wave 6 migration background 1448 1.49 (0.50) − 0.025 − 0.011 − 0.042 0.126** − 0.066* 
wave 6 SES 1404 45.62 (19.28) 0.003 − 0.002 0.042 − 0.078** 0.057* 

Note. mean age = 15.44 (SD = 0.36); † p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01. 

2 A partial mediation is also referred to as a complementary mediation, where 
both an indirect (mediated) effect and a direct effect are present and point at 
the same direction (Zhao, Lynch, & Chen, 2010). The total effect of victimi
zation on delinquency is made up partially of a direct component and partially 
of the indirect path. All the full mediations (Baron & Kenny, 1986) found in the 
present study are technically indirect-only mediations. Indirect-only mediations 
describe the situation in which an indirect effect is present, but there is no 
direct effect (Zhao et al., 2010).  

3 Upon request by a reviewer, we ran an additional exploratory analysis 
which included the remainder of the available self-control items as controls. 
These analyses yielded the identical results, with deviations of maximally 0.001 
on the regression coefficients. Results are available upon request. 

S.L. Kübel et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 



Journal of Criminal Justice 86 (2023) 102062

7

seeking, and reduced future orientation, net of their prior levels. Finally, 
in our models short-term mindsets partially or fully mediated the rela
tionship between victimization and offending. The indirect effect via 
short-term mindsets accounted for 26.04% (waves 6–7) and 58.04% 
(waves 7–8) of the total effect. Sensation-seeking had the most consis
tent and largest indirect effect. These findings are consistent with the 
integrated self-control/risky activities framework (Turanovic et al., 
2015), and suggests that risky activities, including offending, may 
become more likely with increased short-term mindsets after 

victimization. Individuals with short-term mindsets are more likely to 
experience future (re-)victimization (Schreck, Stewart, & Fisher, 2006; 
Turanovic & Pratt, 2014), as are those who offend (Ruback, Clark, & 
Warner, 2014), potentially creating a dangerous, self-reinforcing cycle. 

Our findings are of theoretical importance in two principal ways. 
First, they advance our understanding of the victim-offender overlap by 
providing a theoretical rationale for why victims are at increased risk of 
offending. Second, they contribute to an increasingly central debate 
about the stability and dimensionality of self-control (cf. Burt, 2020). As 
noted, victimization was associated with increases in all three indicators 
of short-term mindsets, including the self-control subdomains of 
impulsivity and sensation-seeking, net of prior levels and a set of other 
controls. These findings support the idea that experience shapes short- 
term mindsets (van Gelder et al., 2020). Not only do short-term mind
sets increase the likelihood of victimization (Pratt et al., 2014), 
victimization is also associated with an increase in short-term mindsets. 

6.1. Future directions 

Our work complements previous research that has proposed several 
mechanisms for why victims later offend. First, general strain theory 
posits that victimization elicits negative emotions, particularly anger, 
which can lead to offending either directly or indirectly by decreasing 
self-control (Agnew et al., 2011). We think it is unlikely that anger could 
account for our results. As was mentioned in the introduction, one of the 
main characteristics of emotions, including anger, is that they are short- 
lived (Forgas, 1995). Although anger can lead to “hot” in-the-moment 
decision-making, resulting in impulsive behavior in the immediate 
term (van Gelder, 2013), we think it is unlikely to have long-term effects 
on short-term mindsets and offending. Nonetheless, future work could 
examine whether anger also increases short-term mindsets in the longer- 

Table 3 
Overview of the main confirmatory mediation analyses.   

with control for prior victimization without control for prior victimization 

type of effect victimization w6 
offending w7 
b (SE) 

victimization w7 
offending w8 
b (SE) 

victimization w6 
offending w7 
b (SE) 

victimization w7 
offending w8 
b (SE) 

total effect 0.169** (0.045) 0.112 (0.102) 0.182** (0.041) 0.112 (0.097) 
total indirect effect 0.044** (0.013) 0.065** (0.017) 0.039** (0.011) 0.067** (0.018) 
indirect effect of impulsivity 0.002 (0.003) 0.010 (0.007) 0.002 (0.003) 0.010 (0.007) 
indirect effect of sensation-seeking 0.036** (0.011) 0.052** (0.016) 0.033** (0.009) 0.054** (0.016) 
indirect effect of future orientation 0.005 (0.003) 0.002 (0.006) 0.004 (0.003) 0.002 (0.006) 
direct effect of offending on victimization 0.125** (0.048) 0.047 (0.103) 0.144** (0.044) 0.045 (0.099) 
n 1485 1475 1485 1475 

Note. The first two columns show the analysis as preregistered, including the control for prior victimization, whereas in the second two columns the estimates without 
controlling for prior victimization are presented. All values are unstandardized regression estimates (b-values), the values in brackets are one standard error of these 
estimates (SE). See Appendix C for the decomposed indirect effect. 
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 

Fig. 2. Results of the preregistered mediation analysis (waves 6–7) between 
victimization, the short-term mindsets indicators, and offending with controls 
(n = 1485). 
Note. Solid lines denote significant relations at p < .05. Control variables are not 
depicted in the diagram for reasons of parsimony. Dashed lines depict relations 
that are not significant. *p < .05; and **p < .01. All presented values are 
standardized estimates (β-values). Total effect: β = 0.125**. Total indirect ef
fect: β = 0.032**. See Table 3 and Appendix C for the unstandardized estimates 
(b-values) and standard errors. 

Table 4 
Exploratory mediation analyses separated by violent and non-violent offending.   

violent offending non-violent offending 

type of effect victimization w6 
offending w7 
b (SE) 

victimization w7 
offending w8 
b (SE) 

victimization w6 
offending w7 
b (SE) 

victimization w7 
offending w8 
b (SE) 

total effect 0.181 (0.134) 0.319 (0.224) 0.157** (0.044) 0.086 (0.100) 
total indirect effect 0.056* (0.022) 0.072* (0.036) 0.041** (0.013) 0.063** (0.017) 
indirect effect of impulsivity 0.020† (0.012) 0.009 (0.016) 0.001 (0.003) 0.009 (0.007) 
indirect effect of sensation-seeking 0.020 (0.015) 0.072* (0.035) 0.036** (0.011) 0.050** (0.016) 
indirect effect of future orientation 0.015 (0.009) − 0.009 (0.017) 0.004 (0.003) 0.003 (0.006) 
direct effect of offending on victimization 0.124 (0.141) 0.247 (0.209) 0.116* (0.045) 0.023 (0.101) 
n 1485 1475 1485 1475 

Note. All values are unstandardized regression estimates (b-values), the values in brackets are one standard error of these estimates (SE). We controlled for prior violent 
offending in the model with violent offending as the outcome, and we controlled for prior non-violent offending in the model with non-violent offending as the 
outcome. See Appendix E for the decomposed indirect effect. 
† p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01. 
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term – for example, after recurrent victimization, as speculated by 
Agnew et al. (2011). 

Second, also using z-proso data, in a vignette study, Averdijk et al. 
(2016) found that violent victimization alters the situational appraisal of 
anticipated costs and benefits of violent offending. Victims of crime 
perceived more benefits of the hypothetical use of violence (e.g., plea
sure or admiration). Victims also anticipated lower costs of offending (e. 
g., shame or risk of retaliation). This altered situational appraisal was 
associated with an increased likelihood of actual violent offending in a 
later wave. Whereas Averdijk et al. (2016) focused on changes in the 
perceived magnitude of costs and benefits of offending, the current study 
highlights shifts in intertemporal preferences in response to victimiza
tion, that is, the altered weighting of expected present and future 
behavioral outcomes. Future work could explore whether victimiza
tion’s link with offending is mediated by both short-term mindsets and 
appraisal of costs and benefits in conjunction or in interaction. 

It is possible that victimization results in precautionary rather than 
risk-taking behavior, which would signal sensitivity to long-term out
comes rather than short-term mindsets. Precautionary behavior may be 
inconvenient and offers little immediate gratification (other than 
reducing concerns about uncertain events at an unknown time in the 
future; Berg & Schreck, 2021). In fact, violent victimization predicts 
delinquent peer affiliations, gang membership, and carrying defensive 
weapons (DeLisi, Barnes, Beaver, & Gibson, 2009; Schreck et al., 2006; 
Spano & Bolland, 2013). While these behaviors may be intended to 
prevent future victimization, they are known to actually increase the 
risk of both victimization and offending (DeLisi et al., 2009; Schreck 
et al., 2004; Wilcox, May, & Roberts, 2006; Wu & Pyrooz, 2016). 
Increased short-term mindsets make such behaviors more likely (John
son, Wilcox, & Peterson, 2019; Pyrooz, Melde, Coffman, & Meldrum, 
2021), and may thus help explain why victims respond in potentially 
criminogenic ways (Schreck et al., 2006). The extent to which these 
behavioral responses to victimization contribute to the overlap could be 
investigated in future work. 

For some offenders, victimization might act as a turning point, 
leading them to desist from risky activities and crimes in the future 
(Hindelang et al., 1978; Jacques & Wright, 2008). However, empirical 
support for this idea is limited (Berg & Schreck, 2021; Ousey, Wilcox, & 
Fisher, 2011). Generally, such lifestyle changes appear to be more 
common among individuals who are likely to consider future outcomes 
(Schreck et al., 2006; Turanovic & Pratt, 2013, 2014). For example, 
shortsighted victims of violent crime are less likely to reduce their 

affiliations with delinquent peers and engagement in risky activities 
(Turanovic & Pratt, 2014). In the present study, we did not separate 
groups according to their prior levels of short-term mindsets. An inter
esting line of future research could be to study specific factors that shape 
whether individuals adopt effective behavioral changes for crime pre
vention (e.g., desistance from crime) as a response to victimization. Such 
work could leverage a moderated mediation analysis to investigate 
whether these pathways differ according to prior levels of short-term 
mindsets (Turanovic & Pratt, 2014). 

In this study, we tested our hypotheses at the between-person level. 
Future studies could complement our analyses by investigating within- 
individual changes in short-term mindsets and associated behaviors 
following victimization. As was noted earlier, various factors might 
condition the observed effects such as personality traits or environ
mental factors. For instance, whereas some individuals may respond to 
victimization by developing increased short-term mindsets, risky 
behavior, and offending, others might take expedient precautions, and 
refrain or desist from crime. 

6.2. Limitations 

Our study has several limitations that merit discussion. First, we used 
data from a large adolescent sample representative of public-school 
students in Zurich. Future research should investigate whether the 
findings hold for other age groups and samples from other countries, 
cultures, and socioeconomic compositions. Our findings may not 
generalize to mild forms of non-contact victimization (e.g., light internet 
harassment (insults), stolen goods of a low value) or crimes that require 
forethought or for which rewards are typically delayed (e.g., money 
laundering, currency schemes, insider trading, racketeering, securities 
fraud, welfare fraud). Also, testing the hypothesis with data that in
corporates other indicators of short-term mindsets could potentially 
corroborate the robustness of our findings. 

Second, effects might be larger or easier to detect at shorter time 
spans. Overall, the effect from victimization on later offending was not 
large in our sample, with two to three years lag between waves. The 
direct effect of victimization on lagged offending was not significant in 
the robustness check (three years lag). However, we are aware of at least 
one study which found victimization effects on later offending even over 
longer periods of time (five years), but earlier in adolescence (Hay & 
Evans, 2006). Nevertheless, short-term mindsets still mediated the 
pathway from victimization to offending in the waves we analyzed. 

Table 5 
Exploratory mediation analyses with short-term mindsets as the mediator which subsumes the items of impulsivity, sensation seeking, and future orientation.    

short-term mindsets   direct effect 

model n ~ on victimization 
b (SE) 

offending on ~ 
b (SE) 

total effect 
b (SE) 

indirect effect of short-term mindsets 
b (SE) 

offending on victimization 
b (SE) 

victimization w6 
offending w7 

1485 0.028* 
(0.011) 

1.667** 
(0.400) 

0.159** 
(0.045) 

0.047* 
(0.021) 

0.112* 
(0.051) 

victimization w7 
offending w8 

1475 0.050** 
(0.012) 

2.110** 
(0.529) 

0.093 
(0.100) 

0.106** 
(0.034) 

− 0.014 
(0.100) 

Note. All values are unstandardized estimates (b-values) the values in brackets are one standard error of these estimates (SE). 
* p < .05; ** p < .01. 

Fig. 3. Results of the mediation analysis (waves 6–7) between 
victimization, the short-term mindsets factor, and offending 
(n = 1485). 
Note. Solid lines denote significant relations at p < .05. Control 
variables are not depicted in the diagram for reasons of 
parsimony. Dashed lines depict relations that are not signifi
cant. *p < .05; and **p < .01. All presented values are stan
dardized estimates (β-values). Total effect: β = 0.118**. Total 
indirect effect: β = 0.035*. See Table 5 for the unstandardized 
estimates (b-values) and standard errors.   
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Future research could examine whether the indirect effects of short-term 
mindsets are stronger when predicting more recent offending. 

Finally, although the results support our hypotheses, as with all 
observational longitudinal data, conclusions about causality are un
warranted. Although we included an extensive set of control variables, 
we cannot rule out the possibility that unobserved variables explain our 
results. The lag of two years between the waves in the dataset creates 
scope for the possibility that the level of short-term mindsets had already 
changed prior to victimization. Adopting a situational perspective, our 
study can also not rule out the possibility that, due to the dynamic and 
contextual nature of events, victimization and offending may be 
confounded in certain cases. The social-interactionist/situational 
perspective argues that in some incidents of violent crime, the later 
victim might have initiated the physical altercation that ultimately led 
to their self-reported victimization, blurring the roles of victim and 
offender (Berg & Felson, 2020). Future research should strive to further 
disentangle the intertwined relationship between victimization and 
offending. 

7. Conclusions 

Our study theoretically contributes a novel explanation of how and 
why victimization may induce short-term mindsets which, in turn, in
crease the likelihood of offending. Specifically, considering recent evi
dence for malleability of short-term mindsets, we have argued that a 
prioritization of the present is a response to lower future expectations 
after victimization. 

Our findings can also inform interventions. Ideally, preventing 
victimization would also prevent crime by disrupting pathways into 
offending. If victimization cannot be prevented in the first place, inter
vention programs for victims of crime should promote building back a 
positive future and consideration of future outcomes. These programs 
are designed to curtail future offending (Caldwell et al., 2006, p. 600; 
Forrest et al., 2019), other maladaptive coping behaviors like substance 
use (Turanovic & Pratt, 2013; Walters & Espelage, 2018), and further 
victimization (Schreck et al., 2006; Turanovic & Pratt, 2014). For 
example, confronting one’s future self with virtual reality or avatars can 
reduce offending (van Gelder, Cornet, Zwalua, Mertens, & van der 
Schalk, 2022; van Gelder, Hershfield, & Nordgren, 2013; van Gelder, 
Luciano, Kranenbarg, & Hershfield, 2015). Improving future prospects 
and future orientation may therefore help mitigate the detrimental 
consequences of violent victimization. 
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repräsentative Dunkelfeldanalyse in München und acht anderen deutschen Städten [Youth 
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