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Since the calculation of interview times is based on time stamps generated within 

the interview (rather than an interviewer estimate), they represent the elapsed 

time from the first question to the last question.  As such they do not include the 

time during which the interviewer is introducing the survey, setting up the laptop, 

or packing up at the end of the interview.  

4.6.2 Overall length of interview 

The average (mean) length of the main interview during 2007-08 was 48 minutes.  

This was approximately the same length compared with all previous surveys since 

2001.  The main influence on interview length was whether or not the respondent 

had been a victim of crime or not.  The average interview length for non-victims 

was 43 minutes compared to 63 minutes for victims of crime.  The average length 

of the young adult boost interviews was 21 minutes15. 

 

The average length of interview by number of Victimisation Modules is shown in 

Table 4.5 below.  The length of interview was strongly related to the number of 

Victimisation Modules completed by the respondent, with those completing 4 or 

more modules having an average interview length of 92 minutes. 

 

Table 4.5 Average length of core interview by number of Victimisation 

Modules, 2007-08  

 

Number of Victimisation Modules Average time (minutes) 

  

Non victims 43 

All victims 63 

1 58 

2 73 

3 82 

4 or more 92 

  

All respondents 48 

  

 

The most common interview length was between 30 and 60 minutes, with 63% of 

all respondents completing the survey in this time.  About one in seven respondents 

(16%) completed the survey in less than 30 minutes, while 4% of respondents took 

90 minutes or more.  Respondents aged 60 or over had a shorter average interview 

time compared with those aged under 60 (42 minutes and 51 minutes 

respectively), probably reflecting the fact that those aged 60 or over did not do the 

                                                 
15 Young adult boost interviews are NOT included in the rest of the analysis since they would act to lower 
overall average times since the Young adult boost interview is a cut down version of the main 
questionnaire. 



British Crime Survey Technical Report 2007-2008 

 51 

self-completion part of the interview and also the fact that older people are less 

likely to be victims of crime.  

4.6.3 Average time for different sections of the interview. 

 
The average times for each of the main modules of the questionnaire are shown in 

Table 4.6.  It should be noted that this table shows the average times for each 

module across all respondents.  Therefore, respondents who did not complete a 

particular module because of the sub-sampling are allocated a time of 0. 

 

Table 4.6 Average time for each module of the core questionnaire,  

2007-08  

 

Questionnaire module Average time (minutes) 

Household Box 3.9 

Main questionnaire 6.6 

Screener questions 3.0 

Victimisation modules 4.5 

Mobile phones  0.3 

Criminal Justice System 7.0 

Module A-D1 5.9 

Town Centre Crime  0.5 

Crime on public transport 0.5 

Plastic card and identity fraud 0.4 

Night Time Economy  0.4 

Anti Social Behaviour  2.8 

Demographics 4.9 

Drugs and Drinking 1.6 

Stolen goods 0.6 

Inter-Personal Violence 2.7 

End of interview administration 2.1 

Average time 48 

  
1 This is the average time across all the four Modules A-D.  Every respondent completes one of 
these modules and the aim is to ensure that they are as similar as possible in length. 

 

4.6.4 Length of Victimisation Modules 

 
As mentioned above the average length of the survey is affected primarily by the 

number of Victimisation Modules completed by a respondent, with the average time 

for non-victims being 43 minutes compared to an average of 63 minutes for victims 

of crime. 

 

Although the average time taken to complete the Victimisation Modules was only 

4.5 minutes across all respondents, this time is skewed by the fact that three-

quarters of respondents were non-victims and so did not complete any Modules.  



British Crime Survey Technical Report 2007-2008 

 

52 

Therefore, a more meaningful analysis is to look at the time taken to complete the 

survey by the number of Victimisation Modules completed. 

 

Table 4.7 shows that long Victimisation Modules (1-3) averaged about 11 minutes 

per module, while short Victimisation Modules (4-6) averaged 5 minutes per 

module.  The time taken to complete the first Victim Module was greater than for 

modules two or three, suggesting that respondents speed up as they go through 

each subsequent module.  This pattern has been evident in all previous surveys.  

 

Table 4.7 Average time taken for each individual Victimisation Module, 

2007-08  

 

Victim Module  number Average time 

(minutes) 

  

Victim Module 1 13.0 

Victim Module 2 10.9 

Victim Module 3 9.8 

Victim Module 4 6.6 

Victim Module 5 4.4 

Victim Module 6 4.8 

  

 

4.6.5 Length of part-sample modules  

 
Because the BCS survey is highly filtered each respondent only complete a certain 

number of modules.  Table 4.8 below shows the average time taken for each of the 

part-sample modules based only on those respondents who were asked the 

module. 

 

Table 4.8 Average time taken for different modules of the survey,   

2007-08  

 

Part-sample module Average time (minutes) 

  

Module A 4.0 

Module B 8.9 

Module C 5.6 

Module D 6.3 

Town Centre Crime (Module A respondents) 1.9 

Night Time Economy (Module A respondents) 1.8 

Anti Social Behaviour (Modules B/D respondents) 5.8 

Drugs and drinking self-completion 2.9 

Inter-personal violence self-completion 4.6 
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The overall timings of the self-completion are masked by the fact that all those who 

are not eligible for the self-completion (i.e. those aged 60 years or over) and those 

who refuse the self-completion have an average time of zero.  Considering only 

those respondents who actually did the self-completion sections, the average time 

of the Drugs and Drinking module was 2.9 minutes, while the average time of the 

Inter-Personal Violence module was 4.6 minutes.   

 

In fact, 95% of respondents who did the Drugs self-completion did it in under 5 

minutes, while less than 0.5% of respondents took more than 10 minutes to 

complete it.  The Inter-Personal Violence module took respondents slightly longer 

with around three in ten respondents (28%) taking 5-10 minutes to complete it and 

3% taking more than 10 minutes to complete it.     

4.7 Response rate and reasons for non-response: core 

sample 

4.7.1 Overall core response rates  

 

The full response rate analysis for the 2007-08 issued core sample is shown in 

Table 4.9. 

   

Just less than one in ten issued addresses (9%) were identified as not being eligible 

residential addresses (known as deadwood).  The most common type of deadwood 

was empty or vacant residential properties, which accounted for 5% of all issued 

addresses.   The total proportion of addresses identified as deadwood in 2007-08 

was similar to the levels identified on previous surveys.  

 

Interviewers made contact with either the selected respondent or a responsible 

adult at 96% of eligible addresses, meaning a non-contact rate of 4%.  There were 

two types of non-contact.  The most common (4% of eligible addresses) was where 

no contact was made with anyone at the address despite repeated calls over a 

lengthy fieldwork period.  It is possible that some of these addresses were actually 

empty or vacant and so should have been coded as deadwood.  However, the 

impact that this would have on the overall response rate is minimal16.  The 

remaining addresses classified as non-contact (1% of eligible addresses) were 

where contact had been made with someone at the address, but no contact was 

made with the person selected for interview.   

 

                                                 
16
 If addresses where no contact was made with anyone at the household were apportioned between 

ineligible (vacant) and eligible in the same ratio as on the survey overall the impact would be to reduce 
the response rate from 76.5% to 76.8%. 
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At eligible addresses the most common reason for not getting an interview was due 

to a refusal, which accounted for 14% of all eligible addresses.  The most common 

types of refusal were where the person selected for interview refused to take part 

in the survey (7%), and where no information about the household was given 

meaning that the person selection could not be carried out (4%).  Proxy refusals 

(someone refusing on behalf of the selected respondent) and refusals directly to 

Head Office were less common.    

 

A further 5% of eligible addresses were categorised as unproductive for other 

reasons including broken appointments, people who were ill or away during the 

period of the survey and people who had inadequate English to complete the 

survey. 

 

Combining all the different types of unproductive addresses gave a final response 

rate of 77% for the 2007-08 survey.  This was slightly higher than the response 

rate achieved on the 2006-07 survey (75%). In fact, the response rate as been 

broadly stable since 2001.  Reasons for non-response were also broadly similar to 

previous surveys. 

 

During the whole of 2007-08 a booklet of six first class stamps was sent with the 

advance letter as a ‘thank you’ to people for taking part in the survey17.  This may 

explain why the response rate was slightly higher compared with previous years of 

the survey. 

 

                                                 
17 See Grant C. et. al. (2006) 2004/5 British Crime Survey (England and Wales) Technical Report 
(London: BMRB) for details of experiment carried out on BCS to test the impact of stamps on overall 
response rates. 
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Table 4.9 Core sample response rate and non-response outcomes,  

2007-08 

 

 N % of 

issued 

addresses 

% of 

eligible 

addresses 

    

Total addresses issued 67,296 100  

    

Addresses not traced/inaccessible 433 0.6  

Not built/ does not exist 94 0.1  

Derelict/ demolished 285 0.4  

Empty/vacant 3,555 5.3  

Second home/not main residence 836 1.2  

Business/ industrial 700 1.0  

Institution/communal establishment 117 0.2  

Other deadwood 156 0.2  

    

Total ineligible addresses 6,176 9.2  

Total eligible addresses  61,120 90.8 100 

    

No contact with anyone in household 2,256 3.4 3.7 

No contact with selected respondent 478 0.7 0.8 

Total non contact 2,734 4.1 4.5 

    

Office refusal 1,279 1.9 2.1 

Refused all information 2,340 3.5 3.8 

Personal refusal 4,164 6.2 6.8 

Proxy refusal 679 1.0 1.1 

Total refusal 8,462 12.6 13.8 

    

Broken appointment 859 1.3 1.4 

Temporarily ill/incapacitated 186 0.3 0.3 

Physically or mentally unable 807 1.2 1.3 

Away/ in hospital 465 0.7 0.8 

Inadequate English 313 0.5 0.5 

Other unsuccessful 521 0.8 0.9 

Total other unsuccessful 3,151 4.7 5.2 

    

Total unproductive 14,347 21.3 23.5 

    

Achieved interviews 46,773 69.5 76.5 
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4.7.2 Core response rates by Government Office Region 

 

Table 4.10 shows the different response rates and reasons for non-response 

achieved by Government Office Region in 2007-08.  This shows that across most 

regions the response rate was broadly similar, ranging from 80% in Wales to 77% 

in Yorkshire and The Humber, East of England, the South East and the South West.  

Only in London was response to the survey noticeably lower, with a final response 

rate of 64%.  The lower response rate achieved in London was due to a slightly 

higher than average refusal rate (17%), but mainly due to a significantly higher 

non-contact rate (12%) compared with other regions.  Lower response rates in 

London are a problem that is common to most major surveys, although the 

response achieved in 2007-08 was slightly higher compared with previous years 

(for example, 60% in 2005-06).  

 

Table 4.10 Core sample response rates and non-response by Government 

Office Region, 2007-08 
 

 Percentage of eligible addresses: 

 Non-

contact 

Refusal Other 

unproductive 

Achieved 

interviews 

 % % % % 

     

North East 3.9 12.0 5.4 78.7 

North West 3.5 13.6 4.6 78.3 

Yorkshire & The Humber 3.8 14.1 4.8 77.3 

East Midlands 3.7 12.5 5.4 78.4 

West Midlands 3.6 13.3 4.8 78.3 

East of England 3.4 15.1 4.8 76.6 

London 12.2 17.2 6.6 64.0 

South East 3.4 14.7 5.0 76.8 

South West  4.1 13.8 5.5 76.6 

Wales 4.1 10.9 4.9 80.2 

     

 

4.7.3 Core response rates by type of area and type of property 

 
Since large administrative areas such as Government Office Regions contain a 

variety of different types of area it is useful to examine response to the survey 

broken down by area type.  Table 4.11 shows the response rates and reasons for 

non-response by different types of area.  This shows that overall response rates 

tended to be lower in areas categorised as inner city compared with non inner city 

areas (70% and 77% respectively).  This difference in response rate explains why 

the current BCS data includes a weight to correct for differential response rates 

between those areas defined as inner city and non-inner city (see section 7).   
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Similarly, the response rate in urban areas was lower compared with that achieved 

in rural areas (75% and 81% respectively).  Response also varied significantly by 

ACORN Category, being highest in areas classified as ‘Wealthy Achievers’ (81%) 

and lowest in areas classified as ‘Urban Prosperity’ (66%).   

 

Looking at the differences in response rates by types of area shows how most of 

the response differential is due to variation in the non-contact rate, while the 

refusal rate tends to be fairly consistent.  Thus, while the refusal rate only varied 

between 13% and 16% in the different types of areas shown in Table 4.11, the 

non-contact rate varied from 2% to 11%.    

 

Table 4.11 Core sample response rates and non-response by types of 

area, 2007-08 
 

 Percentage of eligible addresses: 

 Non-

contact 

Refusal Other 

unproductive 

Achieved 

interviews 

 % % % % 

     

Inner city1 4.0 13.8 5.0 77.1 

Non-inner city 9.2 13.8 7.1 69.9 

     

Urban2 5.1 14.3 5.5 75.1 

Rural 2.4 12.6 4.0 81.1 

     

ACORN Category     

Wealthy Achievers 2.2 13.3 3.6 80.9 

Urban Prosperity  11.4 15.6 6.8 66.2 

Comfortably Off 3.6 14.2 4.7 77.5 

Moderate Means 4.8 13.4 6.4 75.4 

Hard Pressed 5.5 13.5 6.2 74.8 

     
1 Inner city is based on the BCS definition that has been used for many years.  See section 7.2 
for more details.  
2 This is based on the ONS definition of urban-rural areas, where urban is classed as ‘urban –
sparse’ and ‘urban –less sparse’ and all other areas are classed as rural 

 

As mentioned in section 4.4.2, part of the BCS assignment involved the interviewer 

collecting some details about the area and about the specific issued address.  Since 

this information was collected for all residential addresses, whether or not an 

interview was obtained, it is possible to analyse response rates according to this 

data.  Of most interest is how response varies first, by the type of property and 

second, by the type of area.  

 

Table 4.12 shows how response rates on the 2007-08 survey varied according to 

the type of property, ranging from 82% among detached and semi-detached 

houses to 68% among flats.    
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The differential response rates achieved at different types of flats shows the impact 

on response rates of two particular aspects of flats, namely whether or not a 

property has a communal entrance and whether or not the communal entrance is 

lockable (e.g. controlled entry phone system).  Not surprisingly, flats with 

communal entrances that had controlled entry systems were the most difficult type 

of property for interviewers to gain response.  In 2007-08, the response rate at 

these types of property was 64% compared with 75% for flats with their own (non-

communal) entrances.  Flats with locked entrances had a higher than average level 

of non-contact (13%), as well as a slightly higher refusal rate (14%).  This 

highlights the difficulty faced by interviewers in trying to gain an interview at an 

address where they are unable to make direct face-to-face contact with people, 

often having to communicate via intercom systems.     

 

Table 4.12 Core sample response rates and non-response by types of 

property (recorded by interviewer), 2007-08 

 

 Percentage of eligible addresses: 

 Non-

contact 

Refusal Other 

unproductive 

Achieved 

interviews 

 % % % % 

     

Detached/semi-

detached house 

2.3 11.6 3.8 82.3 

Terraced house 4.3 12.3 5.7 77.6 

Maisonette 6.7 10.0 9.5 73.9 

Flats with:     

Own entrance 7.8 9.3 7.7 75.2 

Non-lockable 

communal entrance 

8.8 12.3 10.7 68.2 

Lockable communal 

entrance 

12.6 13.5 9.9 63.9 

All types of flat 11.1 12.4 9.0 67.5 

     

 

Taken together these figures go some way to explain the lower than average 

response rate in London, although there are clearly other factors involved as well.  

For the country as a whole, flats represented only 13% of the issued eligible 

sample, while flats with locked communal entrances represented 8% of the issued 

eligible sample.  However, in London these types of properties represented 32% 

and 23% of the issued eligible sample respectively.  Therefore, one important 

reason for the lower response rate in London, and inner city areas in general, is the 

composition of the housing stock and the greater difficulties faced by interviewers 

in making contact.  
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Apart from the actual type of property, interviewers were also asked to record their 

general observations about the area immediately surrounding each issued address 

with respect to a number of characteristics including how common rubbish or litter 

was, how common vandalism and graffiti was and how common run down houses 

were.  These might be considered to be an indication of the degree of physical 

disorder within a particular area. 

 

Although these observations are clearly open to a high degree of subjectivity, Table 

4.13 shows that there was an association between interviewer observations and the 

final response rate.  Response rates were highest in areas that had a low level of 

physical disorder, while they were lowest in the areas that had the highest levels of 

physical disorder.  

 

Table 4.13 Core sample response rate by evidence of physical disorder 

(recorded by interviewer), 2007-08 

 

 Very 

common 

Fairly 

common 

Not very 

common 

Not at all 

common 

     

How common is… % % % % 

     

Litter or rubbish lying 

around 

73.5 75.2 76.6 81.7 

Vandalism, graffiti or 

damage to property 

72.0 73.7 75.6 80.8 

Homes in poor condition 

or run down 

68.4 73.4 76.4 81.2 

     

 

4.8  Response rates and reasons for non response: Young 

adult boost sample  

Table 4.14 shows the screening and response outcomes for the Young adult boost 

sample.  During 2007-08, interviewers were required to screen for 16 to 24 year 

olds at up to 22 out of their 32 core sampled addresses.  The way in which the 

screening was carried out in the field relative to the selection of the core sample 

respondent is described in section 2.9.    

  

After accounting for deadwood addresses, 15% of addresses which were issued for 

screening were not actually screened because the outcome at the core address was 

a non-contact or a refusal by the selected respondent on the core sample18.  

                                                 
18 Interviewers were instructed not to carry out screening at households where the core sample selected 
respondent refused either in person or by proxy.  This was done to maximise the chances of a core 
sample interview being achieved at a reissue stage.  
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Interviewers identified at least one 16-24 year old at 16% of addresses where 

screening was successfully carried out.  However, at more than half of these 

addresses a 16-24 year old was selected as the core sample respondent meaning 

that a second interview with a 16-24 year old was not allowed.  Thus, an eligible 

16-24 year old was identified at 8% of successfully screened addresses. 

 

Among households where an eligible respondent was identified the response rate 

achieved was 74%.  The levels of non-contact (6%) and refusal (13%) were 

broadly in line with the levels achieved on the core sample. 

 

Although the response rate achieved on the young adult boost is broadly in line 

with the core sample this does not take into account households where it was not 

know whether a 16-24 year old lived because of non-response to the core sample.  

When this is taken into consideration the response rate for the young adult boost is 

63.0%19. 

                                                 
19 This is calculated by applying the actual eligibility rate achieved for successfully screened addresses 
(8%) to the total non-deadwood addresses issued for screening (42,003) to give an estimate of 3,377 
eligible households, from which 2,127 interviews were achieved which represents a response rate of 
63%.  
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Table 4.14 Screening outcomes and response outcomes for the young 

adult boost sample, 2007-08 

 

                  N % of issued 

eligible 
addresses 

% of 

screened  
households 

% of 

eligible 
households 

     

Total addresses issued for screening           46,266    

     

Deadwood addresses 4,263    

     

Total non-deadwood households 42,003 100   

No screening attempted (eligibility unknown) 6,311 15.0   

     

Total households screened                                          35,692 85.0 100  

     

Core sample respondent aged 16-24               2,917 6.9 8.2  

No 16-24 year old at address                             29,849 71.0 83.6  

All information refused                                  56 0.1 0.2  

Total ineligible addresses                          32,822 78.1 92.0  

     

Total eligible households                                        2,870 6.8 8.0 100 

     

No contact with selected respondent             167   3.7 

Total non contact    167   5.8 

     

Office refusal     1   0.0 

Personal refusal    165   5.7 

Proxy refusal     200   7.0 

Total refusal     366   12.8 

     

Broken appointment    47   1.6 

Temporarily ill/incapacitated   4   0.1 

Physically or mentally unable 36   1.3 

Away/in hospital    60   2.1 

Inadequate English    4   0.1 

Other unsuccessful    59   2.1 

Total other unsuccessful   210   7.3 

     

Total unproductive     743   25.9 

     

Achieved interviews    2,127   74.1 
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4.9 Response to the self-completion questionnaire  

 
The last part of the questionnaire involved a self-completion questionnaire which 

was asked of all respondents aged 16-59.  In 2007-08 there were four self-

completion modules on the survey: 

• Use of illegal drugs  

• Drinking behaviour and truancy (asked only of 16-30 year olds);  

• Stolen goods; and  

• Experience of domestic violence, sexual victimisation, and stalking. 

 

Because of the sensitive nature of the questions these modules were asked using 

Computer Assisted Self Interviewing (CASI).  Respondents were asked to complete 

the last part of the survey by entering the answers directly in to the laptop.  

Interviewers gave respondents a brief explanation of how to use the laptop, 

including taking them through some practice questions, before handing the laptop 

over.  Interviewers were always present to help respondents if they needed any 

technical assistance.  Once respondents had completed the modules, they handed 

the laptop back to the interviewer.  

 

Although respondents were encouraged to use the computer themselves, if they did 

not want to use it for some reason, interviewers were allowed to administer the 

modules provided that no-one else was present in the room.  Where the self-

completion part of the survey was administered by the interviewer the domestic 

violence, sexual victimisation and stalking modules were not completed, since these 

questions were considered too sensitive to be read out by the interviewer. 

 

Table 4.15 shows that 93% of eligible respondents in the core sample answered the 

self-completion questionnaire, with 80% of them entering their answers directly in 

to the laptop themselves and 13% asking the interviewer to enter their answers for 

them.  As might be expected, response to the self-completion among respondents 

in the young adult boost sample was high, with 96% of respondents doing the self-

completion themselves and a further 3% asking the interviewer to complete it for 

them.  Less than 1% of respondents on the young adult boost refused to do the 

self-completion.    

   

 

 
 

 



British Crime Survey Technical Report 2007-2008 

 63 

Table 4.15 Response to the self-completion questionnaire by type 

of sample, 2007-08 

 

 Core 

sample 

Young adult boost 

 % % 

   

Refused 7 1 

Completed by interviewer 13 3 

Accepted by respondent 80 96 

Overall self-completion response 93 99 

   

Bases: (All 16-59 year olds)1 30,954 2,127 

    
1 The upper age for the self-completion was increased to 69 from 1st April 2008 

 

Table 4.16 shows how response to the self-completion questionnaire varied 

according to the demographic characteristics of respondents.  Since more than 95% 

of respondents on the young adult boost sample accepted the self-completion there 

were not any obvious differences by demographic characteristics and they have 

been excluded from the analysis.  

 

There was no difference between men and women in terms of response to the self-

completion.  Older respondents were slightly more likely than younger respondents 

to refuse to complete the self-completion questions (9% of 60-69 year olds 

compared with 6% of 16-29 year olds).  More noticeable, however, was the fact 

that older respondents were more likely than younger ones to ask the interviewer 

to enter their answers for them (27% of 60-69 year olds compared with 9% of 16-

29 year olds)20.   

 

Some of the most noticeable differences were between respondents from different 

ethnic groups.  Only 6% of White respondents refused to do the self-completion 

compared with 13% of Black respondents and 17% of Asian respondents.  Asian 

and Black respondents were more likely than White respondents to ask the 

interviewer to enter their answers for them (20% of Asian and 19% of Black 

respondents compared with 12% of White respondents).  

 

There were also some differences by socio-economic classification, with 

respondents from routine and manual occupations being less likely than those from 

managerial and professional occupations to answer the self-completion (93% and 

95% respectively).  Respondents from routine and manual occupations were also 

                                                 
20 The upper age for the self-completion was extended from 59 to 69 from 1st April 2008. 
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more likely than those from managerial and professional occupations to ask the 

interviewer to enter their answers for them (18% and 8% respectively).  

 

Table 4.16 Response to the self-completion questionnaire by socio-

demographic characteristics of respondents (core sample), 

2007-08 

 

 Refused Completed by 

interviewer 

Accepted by 

respondent1 

Overall 

self-

completion 

response 

Bases: 

 % % % % N 

Sex      

Male 7 13 80 93 14,301 

Female 7 12 81 93 16,653 

Age      

16-29 6 9 86 94 6,932 

30-59 7 14 79 93 23,743 

60-69 9 27 63 91 279 

Ethnicity      

White 6 12 82 94 28,216 

Mixed 8 14 78 92 248 

Asian 17 20 63 83 1,300 

Black 13 19 68 87 732 

Other ethnic group 16 16 68 84 458 

NS-SEC      

Managerial & 

professional 

5 8 87 95 11,093 

Intermediate 

occupations 

7 13 81 93 6,190 

Routine & manual 7 18 75 93 10,927 

Unclassified 11 11 77 89 2,744 

      

      

Total 7 13 80 93 30,954 

      
1 Respondent used the laptop on their own 

 

Table 4.17 shows the reasons given by respondents either for refusing the self-

completion questionnaire or for asking the interviewer to enter their answers for 

them.  This shows that a dislike of computers was the most common reason why 

respondents asked the interviewer to enter their answers for them (mentioned by 

42%), while running out of time was the most common reason given for 

respondents refusing to do it (mentioned by 59%).  Language problems were a 

reason given by 10% of respondents who refused the self-completion and 6% of 

those who asked the interviewer to do it for them.  Only 4% of respondents refused 

to do the self-completion questionnaire because of worries about confidentiality.   
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Table 4.17 Reasons for refusing self-completion questionnaire or for 

completion by interviewer (core sample), 2007-08 

 

 Refused Completed by 

interviewer 

Total 

 % % % 

    

Ran out of time 59 28 39 

Don’t like computers 11 42 32 

Children in room 9 7 8 

Couldn’t be bothered 5 8 7 

Language problems 10 6 7 

Disability 4 5 4 

Eyesight problems  2 3 3 

Could not read/write 2 2 2 

Confidentiality worries 4 1 2 

Other people in room 3 1 2 

Objected to study 2 <0.5 1 

Other reasons 8 8 8 

    

Bases: 2,078 3,975 6,053 

    
Percentages add up to more than 100% since more than one answer could be coded at this question 

 

Table 4.18 shows the reasons given by people who refused the self-completion or 

who had the interviewer enter their answers for them broken down by age and 

ethnic group.  This shows that older respondents were more likely than younger 

respondents to cite a dislike of computers as a reason for not doing the self-

completion or for asking the interviewer to enter their answers for them (mentioned 

by 60% of 60-69 year olds compared with 17% of 16-29 year olds).  Respondents 

aged 60-69 were also most likely to mention eyesight problems (8%) and having a 

disability (6%).  Respondents aged 16-29 were more likely than older respondents 

to cite the fact that children were present in the room as a reason for refusal or 

asking the interview to enter their answers for them (15%) or language problems 

(13%).   

 

Non-white respondents were more likely than white respondents to mention 

language problems as a reason for refusing the self-completion or asking the 

interviewer to enter their answers for them.  This was given as a reason by 40% of 

Asian respondents and 38% of respondents from Chinese and other ethnic groups.  
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Table 4.18 Reasons for refusing self-completion questionnaire or for 

completion by interviewer by age and ethnic group (core 

sample), 2007-08 

 

 Age  Ethnic group 

 16-29 30-59 60-69 White Mixed Asian Black Other 

 % % % % % % % % 

         

Ran out of time 45 38 19 39 33 32 43 35 

Don’t like 

computers 

17 34 60 34 31 21 19 18 

Children in room 15 7 0 8 7 7 13 6 

Couldn’t be 

bothered 

6 8 3 8 6 6 9 4 

Language problems 13 6 0 3 11 40 18 38 

Disability 3 5 6 5 0 2 3 1 

Eyesight problems 1 3 8 3 7 1 3 1 

Could not 

read/write 

3 2 2 2 2 3 1 1 

Confidentiality 

worries 

2 2 5 2 6 3 3 3 

Other people in 

room 

2 2 0 2 0 1 2 1 

Objected to study 1 1 4 1 0 1 <0.5 0 

Other reasons 7 8 6 8 11 5 6 12 

         

Bases: 970 4,925 102 5,092 54 474 233 144 

         
Percentages add up to more than 100% since more than one answer could be coded at this question 

 

4.10 Full and Partial Interviews 

 
For an interview to be regarded as valid, respondents had to answer to the end of 

the screener questions.  Any interview which was abandoned before the end of the 

screener questions was not regarded as useable and was not put on the data file.  

 

An interview was counted as a full interview for the core sample if the respondent 

completed to the end of the demographics module.  If the interview was stopped 

before the end of the demographics module it was coded as a partial interview.  Full 

and partial interviews were recorded separately in the field figures.  In 2007-08, 

99.8% of interviews achieved on the core sample were full interviews and only 

0.2% (n=78) were partial interviews.   

 

On the young adult boost sample the respondent had to complete the survey to the 

end of the questionnaire (including the self-completion) for it to count as a full 

interview.  If the interview was stopped anywhere before the end of the survey it 

was coded as a partial interview.  In 2007-08, 0.8% of interviews achieved (n=18) 

on the young adult boost sample were partial interviews.
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5. Data Processing  

5.1 Offence coding 

 
The BCS Offence Coding System was developed for the 1982 BCS to match as 

closely as possible the way incidents were classified by the police.  This involves 

collecting detailed information about incidents reported by respondents in the 

Victim Form part of the questionnaire.  Once the data is returned to the office, all 

Victim Forms are reviewed by specially trained coders in order to determine 

whether what has been reported represents a crime or not and, if so, what offence 

code should be assigned to the crime.      

 

Apart from some minor changes, the code frame and the instructions to coders 

have remained stable since 1982.  The operational procedures used for assigning 

codes on the 2007-08 survey have been in place since 2001.   

 

During 2007-08, the Offence Coding System consisted of the following steps: 

 

1. For each Victimisation Module a paper-based summary was produced.  This 

represented the key information from the CAPI questionnaire, including the 

verbatim description, which coders needed to enable them to assign an 

offence code.   

2. In addition to these paper-based summaries the coders used a specially 

developed computer assisted questionnaire to help them arrive at a final 

offence code for each Victimisation Module.  The questionnaire is written in a 

way that allows coders to arrive at a particular offence code by answering a 

series of questions using the information they have available on the paper-

based summary.  Additionally coders have a full reference manual (see 

Appendix G).  It should be stressed however, that the computer assisted 

questionnaire is simply a tool to help coders arrive at a final offence 

classification.  The final decision ultimately relies on the skill and judgement 

of the coder. 

3. A supervisor checked any codes that the original coder was uncertain about.  

Additionally, 5% of codes where the coder was certain of the outcome were 

also checked as a further quality check.  These are systematically selected 

from all cases that have been coded (i.e. every nth case) in a particular 

period.  

4. Researchers at the Home Office checked:  
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• Any codes that BMRB were uncertain about 

• Certain types of incident that were automatically referred (e.g. arson) 

• A proportion of certain codes as part of a quality control check 

 

The result of this process was that every Victimisation Module had a final offence 

code assigned to it. A flow chart of the Offence Coding System is shown in Figure 

5.1 and the offence coding system is explained in more detail below.  
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Figure 5.1 British Crime Survey Offence Coding Flowchart 
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5.1.1 The automatically generated offence code 

 

In 1996 a programme was introduced that automatically generated an offence code 

based on the answers to a number of pre-coded variables in the Victim Form.  The 

programme that was used for the 2007-08 survey was the same as that used on 

the survey since 2001.    

 

An automatic code cannot be generated in all cases, and in 2007-08 no 

automatically generated code was produced for just under three in ten (28%) 

Victimisation Modules.  Reasons for this included missing codes or due to some 

inconsistency between the different variables used.  Irrespective of the suggested 

automatic code, the coder has the responsibility of producing an offence code, and 

coders are instructed to see the generated code as only a starting point. 

 

On the 2007-08 survey for Victim Modules where a code was automatically 

generated, it was the same as the final offence code in 76% of cases.  

5.1.2 The coding task 

 
Coders are provided with a paper-based print out of the key variables from each 

Victim Form and this information forms the basis of the coding.  This document also 

provides coders with the offence code that had been generated by the automatic 

generation programme.  An example of this paper form can be found in Appendix G 

in Volume 2.   

 

Coders used a specially designed computer assisted questionnaire to carry out the 

coding.  The questionnaire asked the coders certain questions about the nature of 

the offence. The questionnaire takes account of the major rules that apply to 

offence coding (such as the priority of codes), and by answering the questions on 

the basis of the information provided in the Victimisation Module, the coders reach 

an offence code.   

 

All coders were personally briefed about the offence coding.  The coders were also 

provided with a coding manual.  This manual is similar to the one used in previous 

years of the BCS and contains all the rules that govern offence coding.  The manual 

also provides flow-charts that show how the coding questionnaire works, so that 

coders can see how they reached a particular offence code on the basis of the 

answers that they input.  A copy of this manual is provided in Appendix G in 

Volume 2. 
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When the coder reaches an offence code, they can say whether they are certain or 

uncertain that this is the right code.  Any Victimisation Module which the coder is 

uncertain about are automatically referred to their supervisor for checking.  In 

addition, the supervisor checks 5% of codes which coders were certain about. 

5.1.3 Home Office coding 

 
All cases where the coders are uncertain about the correct code to assign are 

automatically referred to the Home Office.   

 

In addition to this, 5% of all codes which BMRB were certain about were selected to 

be sent to the Home Office for quality control checking.  These were selected in a 

systematic fashion by selecting every nth case in each two-week time period.   

 

A list of Victim Modules to be checked by researchers at the Home Office was sent 

every two weeks.  This consisted of an Excel spreadsheet that contained the unique 

serial number of each Victim Module, the code that the coder (and supervisor if 

applicable) had given the incident, how certain the coder (and supervisor) was 

about the coding, and any notes that the coder added about why they were 

uncertain.  An electronic version of the paper-based document providing the key 

variables from the Victimisation Module was also provided. 

 

Researchers at the Home Office coded each of the Victimisation Modules sent to 

them (using the paper-based document) and returned the spreadsheet with their 

code and any comments added. These codes were than manually added into the 

coding file (so that the coders could see the changes that had been made). 

 

Particular attention was paid to cases where the Home Office changed a code that 

BMRB coders had marked as “certain”.  If the BMRB coders disagreed with such a 

coding decision, this was fed back to both BMRB researchers and Home Office 

researchers for further consideration and discussion. 

 

In total 1,904 cases were sent to the Home Office for checking as part of the 2007-

08 survey, which represented about 11% of all Victimisation Modules.   

 

Of the Victimisation Modules sent to the Home Office: 

 

• 25 were code 01s which were automatically referred to Home Office.  

This covers cases of aggravated burglary, duplicate  cases and cases 

where the victim form is invalid;  
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• 222 were code 02s (cases where the BMRB coder was not certain 

about the code) which were also automatically referred to the Home 

Office for checking. 

• 779 were part of the quality control check. 

• 878 were related Victim Modules.  To ensure that those checking 

offence codes had complete information all the Victim Forms 

belonging to an individual respondent were sent to the Home Office, 

rather than just the single Victim Form under consideration.       

 

Of the 1,904 Victimisation Modules sent to the Home Office 151 cases had their 

code changed by the Home Office, representing 8% of all cases sent.  This level of 

change was fairly static across the survey year suggesting a degree of stability in 

the offence coding process.   

 

The codes changed by the Home Office according to the categories outlined above 

were as follows: 

 

• in 1 case offences were coded 01 for referral to the Home Office.  As 

code 01 is not a valid this code was changed  

• in 9 cases where the module was judged to be invalid by BMRB 

coders 3 (33%) were changed by the Home Office 

• in 222 cases where BMRB coders were uncertain 79 (36%) were 

changed by the Home Office 

• in 779 cases sent for quality control 29 (4%) were changed by the 

Home Office  

• in 878 related cases 39 (4%) were changed by the Home Office 

 

In all cases where the Home Office changed a code that BMRB coders or 

supervisors had been certain about, this was double checked and verified by BMRB 

upon return of the coding from the Home Office.  Where BMRB did not agree with 

the Home Office decision cases were referred back to the Home Office for re-

checking.  Of the 151 cases changed by the Home Office, 27 were referred back for 

re-checking.  In 11 cases the original BMRB code was deemed to be correct and 

was re-instated as the final code and in 9 cases the Home Office code was deemed 

to be correct.  For the remaining 7 cases a new different code was decided upon 

after further discussion.  After all queries had been resolved 140 codes were 

changed by the Home Office, representing 7% of all cases sent.   
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5.1.5 Final Offence Code 

 

The SPSS data set delivered to the Home Office includes all the offence codes that 

have been given to each Victimisation Module at every stage of the coding process.  

This allows a complete history of each case to be maintained at all times.  The final 

offence code is derived using a priority ordering system, whereby the Home Office 

code takes priority over the supervisor, who takes priority over the coder.  The 

variables supplied to the Home Office are: 

 

OFFSUG  Suggested offence code (generated by computer) 

VOFFENCE  Code assigned by the original coder 

SOFFENCE  Code assigned by the supervisor 

FINLOFFC  Code assigned by the Home Office research team 

OFFENCE  Final offence code  

5.1.6 Checks on final offence code 

 

During the creation of the SPSS data sets some further consistency checks are run 

on the final offence codes, checking these against key pre-coded variables in the 

Victim Form.  The purpose of this is to highlight cases where some of the pre-coded 

data seems potentially anomalous with the final offence code.  Such anomalies can 

arise because sometimes the information reported by the respondent is not 

consistent.  In particular, there may be inconsistencies between the verbatim 

description of the incident and subsequent pre-coded questions.  While interviewers 

are carefully briefed to try and be aware of such inconsistencies arising during the 

interview it is inevitable that some will be missed.  Furthermore, consistency checks 

within the actual questionnaire script to try and pick up anomalies are not possible 

when a verbatim description is involved.          

 

The consistency checks carried out are as follows:  

 

• Assaults where no force or violence was recorded as having been 

used 

• Burglary where entry to the property was recorded to be authorised 

• Car thefts where no car was recorded as being stolen, or where the 

police were not informed 

• Sexual assaults where there was no sexual element to the assault 

recorded 

• Snatch thefts where the item stolen was not recorded as being held 

or carried 
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• Other thefts where the item stolen was recorded as being held or 

carried 

• Wounding where no injury was recorded as being sustained 

• In scope offences where the offender was perceived by victim to be 

mentally ill 

• Thefts where nothing has been recorded as having been stolen 

• Vandalism where no damage has been recorded 

• Threats where no threat has been recorded 

 

All cases that fail these checks are examined individually by a researcher and, if 

necessary, are referred to the Home Office.  Where clear anomalies in the data do 

exist it is up to the judgment of the researchers to decide which bits of information 

should be prioritised in arriving at the final agreed offence code.  In such cases, 

greater credence tends to be given to a good verbatim description of the incident 

over the answers to specific pre-coded questions where for example anomalies may 

be a result of interviewer mis-keying.  

 

Experience of running these checks shows that most flagged cases do have the 

correct offence codes, but a few may be amended each quarter as a result of this 

additional check.   

5.2 Other coding 

 
In addition to the Offence coding, coders also looked at all questions where an 

“other –specify” had been given as an answer.  The aim of this exercise, commonly 

known as back coding, was to see whether the answer given could actually be 

coded into one of the original pre-coded response options.  Coding was done in 

Ascribe, a Windows based coding package. 

 

Coders were provided with the code frames used in the questionnaire as a starting 

point. Since most of the questions have been used in previous years of the survey, 

the code frames were already well developed and there was little need to add new 

codes to the frames.  However, if the coding supervisor felt an extra code was 

needed, this was flagged up to researchers who approved any changes before they 

were implemented.  

 

Since the BCS tends to have no fully open-ended questions there was no 

requirement on the 2007-08 survey to develop or code any questions from 

verbatim answers given by respondents.  
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5.3 Coding of occupation and socio-economic classification  

  
Occupation details were collected for all respondents, either relating to their current 

job or to their last job if the respondent was not currently employed but had 

worked at some time in the past.  Occupational details of the Household Reference 

Person were also collected, if this was not the same person as the respondent. 

 

Occupations were coded using the Standard Occupational Classification 2000 

(SOC2000).  All occupational coding was done centrally by specialist coders once 

the data were returned by interviewers.  Coding was done using CASCOT, a 

package widely used to code occupation, with coders using the manuals for 

reference. 

 

As well as occupation codes, National Statistics Socio-Economic Classification (NS-

SEC) was added to the file for all respondents and Household Reference Persons.  

NS-SEC categories were derived automatically using an algorithm which was 

developed from the documentation provided by ONS.  Both the NS-SEC operational 

categories and the NS-SEC analytical categories were derived.       

 

Details of the NS-SEC categories can be found in Appendix H of Volume 2. 
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6. Data Output 

6.1 Introduction 

 

The main outputs provided to the Home Office are SPSS data files that are 

delivered on a quarterly basis.  Separate data files are provided for the core sample 

and the youth sample.  For each type of sample, two data files are provided: the 

Non Victim File and the Victim File.    

 

The Non Victim File (NVF) is produced at the level of the individual respondent 

and contains all questionnaire data and associated variables, except for information 

that is collected in the Victim Forms.  Data for both victims and non-victims are 

included on the Non Victim File.   

 

The Victim File (VF) is produced at the level of the individual incident or crime 

and contains all the data collected in the Victimisation Modules.  Thus, an individual 

respondent who reported three crimes and completed three Victimisation Modules 

would have three separate records in the Victim File.  All generated Victimisation 

Modules were included on the file, including cases where the module either had 

been suspended or where the reference period was out of scope.  Although such 

records contain no information and are not used for analysis, it is useful to keep 

these on the file to monitor the number of modules that fall into these categories. 

6.2 Delivery of data output 

 

During 2007-08 data files were supplied to the Home Office on a quarterly basis for 

each of the two types of sample (core and youth sample).  Data was supplied on a 

12 month rolling basis, meaning that each new data delivery was updated by 

adding the newest quarter of data and deleting the oldest quarter of data.  The 

youth data file consisted of all relevant 16-24 year old respondents, whether from 

the core sample or the young adult boost sample. 

 

In addition to the achieved sample, a data file of the entire 2007-08 issued sample 

was also supplied to the Home Office.  This contained information on every issued 

address such as the final outcome, the screening outcomes, the observational data 

collected by interviewers, sample variables and geo-demographic variables.  

 

Data was delivered to the Home Office approximately six weeks after the end of 

each quarterly fieldwork period.  Each quarterly data delivery included interviews 

that were achieved in a specific 12 month period, rather than those that were 
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issued in a specific time period.  Thus, the four sets of quarterly data files 

delivered in 2007-08 covered all the relevant interviews achieved in the following 

periods: 

 

• July 2006 – June 2007 

• October 2006 – September 2007 

• January 2007 – December 2007  

• April 2007 – March 200821 

 

Due to the continuous nature of the survey and the fact that data files are based on 

interviews achieved in a particular period rather than those issued in a particular 

period, data from different questionnaires are contained on the same data files.  

Thus, for example, the July 2006 – June 2007 data files contain all the questions 

from the 2006-07 survey plus the questions from the 2007-08 survey that started 

in April 2007.  

6.3 Content of SPSS data file 

 
The SPSS data files delivered to the Home Office contain various types of variables.  

The main types of variables contained on the files are: 

 

• Questionnaire variables (NVF and VF).  

• Geo-demographic variables (NVF only).  All interviews had a set of 

pre-specified geo-demographic variables attached to them (see 

Appendix H in Volume 2 for complete listing). 

• Observational variables (NVF only).  All interviews had the 

observational data collected by interviewers on the Address Contact 

Sheets attached to them (see Appendix H in Volume 2 for complete 

listing).  Due to the way in which the Observational data was 

processed it was difficult to do this on a quarterly basis.  

Consequently it was agreed that Observational variables only be 

supplied on the main data set on an annual basis, as well as being 

supplied on the issued sample file mentioned in section 6.2.   

• Coding variables (NVF and VF).  On the Non Victim File, SOC2000 

codes are included for both the respondent and the Household 

Reference Person.  Additionally, NS-SEC for both the respondent and 

                                                 

 
 
 
21 The April 2007 – March 2008 data file is the data on which the main 2007-08 annual crime figures are 
based and is the basis of the file deposited by the Home Office at the UK Data Archive.  
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the Household Reference Person are included.  On the Victim File, a 

full set of offence codes are attached as outlined in section 5.1.5.  

• Derived variables (NVF and VF).  Many derived variables were also 

added to the file.  These consisted primarily of 2 types: 

• Flag variables that identify, for example, the type of sample (core 

or young adult boost), the part-sample module split and sub-split, 

the date of interview, the month of issue, whether a partial or full 

interview, whether a victim or non-victim, etc.  On the Victim File, 

flag variables include whether the record was a Long or Short 

Victimisation Module, whether it was a Series or a Single incident, 

and whether it was inside or outside the reference period.   

• Classificatory variables derived from the data.  These included 

standard classifications such as ONS harmonised variables, banded 

age groups, ethnic groups, income groups, etc. 

• Weighting variables (NVF only).  

6.4 Conventions used on SPSS Data Files 

 
In creating the 2007-08 data files great attention was paid to ensuring as much 

consistency as possible was maintained with previous years of the survey.   

6.4.1 Case identifier 

The case identifier was required to be similar to that used on previous years of the 

survey but also had to be designed to meet the requirements of a continuous 

survey. 

On the Non-Victim File, where each individual case or record represents an 

individual respondent, the unique case identifier (ROWLABEL) is an 8-digit number 

constructed as follows: 

    Column position  Values 

Year of issue    1   1-9 

Area point number   2-5   1000-9999 

Address number   6-7   01-32 

Screen number22   8   0-9 

 

                                                 

 
 
 
 
22 Screen numbers are used to identify the type of sample.  ‘0’ indicates a core sample case and ‘9’ 
indicates a young adult boost case.   



British Crime Survey Technical Report 2007-2008 

 

80 

On the Victim File, where each individual case or record represents a Victim Form 

or incident, the unique case identifier (MATCH) is a 9-digit number, which is 

identical to ROWLABEL with the addition of the Victimisation Module number: 

 

 

    Column position  Values 

Year of issue    1   1-9 

Area point number   2-5   1000-9999 

Address number   6-7   01-32 

Screen number   8   0-9 

Victimisation  Module number 9   1-6 

6.4.2 Naming conventions 

Variable names were kept the same as on the previous surveys wherever possible.  

Consistency is particularly important on a continuous survey where data from one 

survey year is combined with data from a previous survey year as described in 

section 6.2.  However, this means it is also important to systematically document 

changes to questions over time to avoid confusion amongst users.  For example, 

small changes to a question from one year to the next (such as adding an extra 

code to the code frame) can create the possibility of wrongly merging data that 

appears similar but, in fact, is not.  To avoid such situations, the variable name on 

the 2007-08 data file were changed to reflect any variables where such changes 

had been introduced between 2006-07 and 2007-08.  A list of the variables which 

changed slightly between 2006-07 and 2007-08 are shown in Table 6.1. 
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Table 6.1 Changes in variables between 2006-07 survey and 2007-08 

         survey 

 

Module 2006-07 

variable 

2007-08 

variable 

Reason for change 

FUC ALARMON2 ALARMON3 Extra code added  

FUC USEDLOCK USEDLCK2 Extra code added  

FUC WINLOCUS WINLOCS2 Extra code added  

ASB PARENT PARENT2 Question wording & code frame 

changed  

ASB RESPECT RESPECT2 Question wording & code frame 

changed  

ASB TEEN2FRQ TEEN3FRQ TEEN3FRQ is a combination of 

TEEN2EXP & TEEN2FRQ 

ASB VAND2FRQ VAND3FRQ VAND3FRQ is a combination of 

VAND2EXP & VAND2FRQ 

ASB DRUG2FRQ DRUG3FRQ DRUG3FRQ is a combination of 

DRUG2EXP & DRUG2FRQ 

ASB DRNK2FRQ DRNK3FRQ DRNK3FRQ is a combination of 

DRNK2EXP & DRNK2FRQ 

ASB NEIG2FRQ NEIG3FRQ NEIG3FRQ is a combination of 

NEIG2EXP & NEIG2FRQ 

ASB TEENPROA-S TNPRO2A-T Extra code added at  

DRUGS DRQSCH1 DRQSCH1A Code frame changed  

IPV PV42 PV42A Code removed from code frame 

IPV PV43 PV43A Code removed from code frame 

IPV PV44 PV44A Code removed from code frame 

VF WHAST3A-RR WHAST4A-SS Code frame changed  

VF MOBWHST MOBWHST2 Question moved from NVF to VF 

VF MOBCARR MOBCARR2 Question moved from NVF to VF 

VF WHMOBR WHMOBR2 Question moved from NVF to VF 

VF MOBCOPSK MOBCOPK2 Question moved from NVF to VF 

VF MOBPROV MOBPROV2 Question moved from NVF to VF 

VF VDAMWA-N VDAMW2A-V Code frame changed  

VF WHTRS3A-RR WHTRS4A-SS Code frame changed  

VF WHATWEAA-N WHWEA2A-R Extra codes added  

 

 

6.4.3 Labelling variables 

 
The changing nature of the 12-month reference period over the course of the year 

creates a difficulty in labelling certain variables.  In the Quancept script, dates were 

automatically calculated based on the date of interview and appropriate text 

substitution was used to ensure that the question always referred to the correct 

period.  In the SPSS data files, which contain data from interviews achieved over 

the whole year, it is difficult to attach meaningful labels to certain variables since 

the label is different each month depending upon the month of interview.  This 

issue affects the following variables (all on the Victim File): 
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• DATESERA-DATESERH 

• NQUART1-NQUART5 

• QTRRECIN 

• QTRINCID 

 

Details of how the code frames for these specific questions relate to the month of 

interview can be found in Appendix F of Volume 2.  

6.4.4 Don’t Know and Refused values  

 
The convention for Don’t Know and Refusal codes used in the most recent surveys 

was maintained on the 2007-08 data.  This meant that on the SPSS file the code for 

Don’t Know was ‘9’ for code frames up to 7, ‘99’ for code frames up to 97, and so 

on.  The code for Refused was 8, 98, and so on.  Since these are standard codes 

used throughout the SPSS files, Don’t Know and Refused codes are not labelled. 

6.4.5 Multiple response variables 

 
Prior to the 2001 survey, multiple response variables were created as a set of 

variables equal to the maximum number of answers that could be given.  The first 

variable held the first answer given by the respondent; the second variable held the 

second answer given, and so on. 

 

After discussions with the Home Office it was agreed from 2001 onwards to present 

multiple response variables differently from previous years.  Instead, multiple 

response variables were set up as a set of variables equal to the total number of 

answers possible (including Don’t Know and Refused).  Each variable was then 

given a value of ‘0’ or ‘1’ depending on whether the respondent gave that particular 

answer or not.  To denote this change all multiple response variables in 2001 were 

all named with a letter suffix, rather than the number suffix that was used in 

previous years of the survey.   
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An example of a multiple response variable where there are seven possible answer 

categories, and so seven separate variables, is shown below:   

 

AGEOFFA- 

AGEOFFG  [ASK IF NumOff IN (2..4)] 

 

How old were the people who did it?  Would you say they were…READ OUT 

CODE ALL THAT APPLY 

 

  1. children under school age  (AGEOFFA) 

  2. children of school age  (AGEOFFB) 

  3. people aged between 16 and 23 (AGEOFFC) 

  4. people aged between 25 and 39 (AGEOFFD) 

  5. or people aged over 40?  (AGEOFFE) 

   Don’t Know    (AGEOFFF) 

   Refused    (AGEOFFG)  
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7. Weighting 

7.1 Overview of weighting 

 

The following weights have been calculated for the 2007-08 BCS data: 

 

• A household weight for the core sample 

• An individual adult weight for the core sample 

• An individual adult weight for the youth (16-24 year olds) sample 

 

In addition to these weights, the Home Office apply additional calibration weights 

once they receive the data so that the data reflect the population profile by age and 

sex within Government Office Region (see section 7.6). 

7.2 Reasons for weighting 

 

There are three main reasons for computing weights on the BCS:   

 

• To compensate for unequal selection probabilities.  In the BCS, 

different units of analysis (households, individuals, instances of 

victimisation) have different probabilities of inclusion in the sample 

due to factors such as over sampling of small Police Force Areas, the 

selection of one dwelling unit at multi-household addresses, the 

selection of one adult in each household, and the inclusion of a single 

victim form to represent a series of similar incidents. 

• To compensate for differential response.  Differential response rates 

can arise both between different geographic units (e.g. differences in 

response between inner city and non-inner city areas) and between 

different age and gender sub-groups.   

• To ensure that quarters are equally weighted for analyses that 

combine data from more than one quarter. 

 

As outline above a variety of different weights were computed to meet the different 

analysis requirements.  The 2007-08 weighting schedule was broadly similar to the 

weighting schedule applied on previous surveys.   

 

All weights include a component to compensate for unequal selection probabilities, 

while weighting components to compensate for differential response and to equally 

weight quarters are included in some weights but not in others.  Weights were 

calculated separately for the core sample and the youth sample.  
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7.3 Component weights 

 
The weights constructed for the 2007-08 BCS sample were based on a number of 

key component weights.  In constructing all the different weights for the core 

sample and the youth sample the following conventions have been used for the 

components that made up the final weights: 

 

• w1 : weight to compensate for unequal address selection probabilities 

in each PFA; 

• w2 : inner city versus non inner-city non-response weight; 

• w3 : dwelling unit weight; 

• w4 : individual selection weight; 

• numinc : series of incidents weight  

7.3.1 Police Force Area weight (w1) 

 
As already described in Chapter 2, addresses were disproportionately sampled in 

Police Force Areas to ensure a minimum of 1,000 achieved interviews in each Area.  

For national estimates it was therefore necessary to apply a weight to correct for 

the unequal address selection probabilities in different Areas.   

 

As also outlined in Chapter 2, addresses selected in the 2007-08 sample were 

selected from two different types of Primary Sampling Unit, those that had been 

rotated forward from 2006-07 (the ‘rotated sample’) and those that were selected 

fresh in 2007-08 (the ‘fresh sample’).  Since the rotated and fresh samples were 

drawn independently from each other, any eligible address could theoretically have 

been selected in either sample23.  Therefore, in computing w1 for each address it 

was necessary to take account not only of the probability associated with the 

method by which an address was actually selected, but also the probability 

associated with the method by which it might have been selected but was not.  In 

other words, w1 was constructed by taking account of both the rotated sample 

address selection probability and the fresh sample address selection probability. 

 

The PFA weight was computed on a quarterly basis for each Police Force Area as 

follows: 

 

1. The rotated sample address selection probability (known as PADROT) was 

calculated separately for each quarter in each PFA as follows: 

                                                 
23 In practice where a PSU was selected in both the rotated sample and the fresh sample, the addresses 
were selected together, making it impossible for t he same address to be drawn twice.  
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p1i = nt
g
i / N1i 

 

where N1i  was the total number of delivery points in PFA stratum i taken from 

the 2006-07 Postcode Address File (i.e. the sample frame from which the 2006-

07 sample was drawn); and nt
g
i was the total number of addresses issued in 

the 2006-7 quarter g sample in stratum i.   

 

2. The fresh sample address selection probability (known as PADFRESH) was 

calculated separately for each quarter in each PFA as follows: 

 

p2i= nf
g
i/ N2i   

 

where N2i  was the total number of delivery points in PFA stratum i taken from 

the 2007-08 Postcode Address File (i.e. the sample frame from which the 2007-

08 sample was drawn); and nf
g
i was the total number of addresses issued in the 

2007-08 quarter g sample in stratum i in the fresh sample only. 

 

3. Having calculated the two probabilities for each address the value for w1 was 

calculated as: 

 

w1= 1/(p1i+p2i) 
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7.3.2 Inner city weight (w2) 

 

In some previous rounds of the BCS, inner city areas were over sampled meaning 

that an inner city weight was applied.  Historically this weight compensated not 

only for the difference in selection probabilities but also for the differential response 

rates between inner city and non-inner city areas.   

 

To be consistent with previous survey years the practice of applying a weight to 

correct for differential response rates between inner city and non-inner city areas 

has continued.  In essence, the inner city weight is simply the reciprocal of the 

achieved response rate in inner city and non-inner city areas (after weighting by 

w1).  

 

The definition of inner city or non-inner city has been kept consistent since it was 

first used on the BCS and is based on 1981 census data.  Details of how the inner 

city weight is constructed can be found in previous BCS Technical Reports.   

7.3.3 Dwelling unit weight (w3) 

 
At addresses which had more than one dwelling unit, the interviewer made a 

random selection of one dwelling unit.  The dwelling unit weight is therefore simply 

the number of dwelling units identified at the address.  In over 99% of cases, the 

dwelling unit weight was 1. 

7.3.4 Individual weight (w4) 

 
At dwelling units that had more than one eligible adult, the interviewer made a 

random selection of one adult.  Thus, the probability of any one individual being 

selected was inversely proportional to the number of adults in the household.  The 

individual weight is therefore simply the number of adults in the household.   

7.3.5 Series weight (numinc) 

 
This weight is applied when estimating victimisation rates.  For single incidents 

NUMINC is always 1.  For series incidents, where only details are collected about 

the most recent incident in the series, the weight equals the number of incidents in 

the series that fall within the reference period, subject to a maximum limit of 524.  

 

                                                 
24 Although the number of incidents is capped at 5 for weighting purposes, the actual number of reported 
incidents in each series (uncapped) is also supplied on the data file 
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In estimating victimisation rates, the household or individual weights are multiplied 

by the NUMINC weight, according to which offence classification code has been 

assigned to the incident(s). 

7.4 Core sample weights  

 

The main units of analysis used on the BCS are households, individuals, and 

incidents of victimisation.  Different weights are used depending upon the unit of 

analysis.  In particular, some crimes are considered household crimes (e.g. 

burglary, vandalism to household property, theft of and from a car) and therefore 

the main unit of analysis is the household, while others are personal crimes 

(assault, robbery, sexual offences) and the main unit of analysis is the individual. 

 

For the core sample two weights were constructed to take account of this 

difference, namely the core household weight and the core individual weight.  

These were calculated as follows: 

 

wtm2hhu= w1 * w2 * w3 

 

wtm2inu= w1 * w2 * w3 * w4 

 

Once the unscaled weights had been calculated the frequencies were examined and 

extreme values were capped where necessary.  Although capping of extreme 

weights may introduce a small amount of bias this is more than compensated for by 

the improvement in precision that results.  The capped weights were called 

wtm2hhf and wtm2inf respectively.   

 

Finally, the weights were scaled to a notional sample size of 11,500 interviews per 

quarter.  Although an approximately equal number of addresses were issued each 

quarter during 2007-08, the number of interviews actually achieved per quarter 

varied to some extent.  Thus, for analyses based upon a 12 month period, the 

weights were constructed to adjust for differences in sample size by equalising the 

quarterly achieved sample sizes.   

 

The final scaled weights were called wtm2hhs and wtm2ins respectively.    
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7.5 Youth weights 

         
The 2007-08 young persons sample comprised all respondents aged 16 to 24 years 

who were interviewed during the survey year, irrespective of whether the 

respondents were interviewed as part of the core sample or as part of the young 

adult boost sample.  For the youth data only an individual weight was computed.  

The basis of the youth weighting was the core sample weights.   

 

In terms of computing a youth weight all respondents came from households that 

were selected as part of the core sample.  This meant that the main household 

weight (unscaled and uncapped) calculated for the core sample was applied to the 

youth sample as the starting point for the youth weights. 

 

For all interviews (whether from the core sample or the boost sample) carried out 

as part of youth sample, the young adult boost weight was calculated as follows: 

 

ypwtu = wtm2hhf * r 

 

where, r was the number of adults aged between 16 and 24 years in the household.  

This is because the probability of a 16 to 24 year old being selected for interview is 

always equal to 1 in r because of the way the core and young adult boost selection 

processes work.  Thus, if there is one 16 to 24 year old in the household they have 

a 1 in 1 chance of selection (either as the core respondent or as the young adult 

boost respondent), if there are two 16 to 24 year olds in the household each has a 

1 in 2 chance of being selected (but both cannot be selected), and so on.      

 

Once the unscaled weight was created the distribution of weights were examined 

and extreme values capped where necessary (ypwtf).  Finally, the weight was 

scaled to ensure the weighted and unweighted sample sizes were the same across 

the year (ypwts).  Youth weights were not equalised between quarters across the 

year. 

7.6 Calibration Weights 

 
From 2001 onward the Home Office have calculated and applied additional 

calibration weights to counter the effect of differential response rates between age, 

gender and regional sub-groups.  Results for BCS surveys from 1996 onwards have 

all been re-weighted using this technique25.  

                                                 
25Calibration weights are applied to the data by the Home Office after the application of the design 
weights.   
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Calibration weighting is designed to make adjustments for known differentials in 

response rates between different age by gender subgroups and households with 

different age and gender composition.  For example, a 24 year old male living alone 

may be less likely to respond to the survey than one living with a partner and a 

child.  The procedure therefore gives different weights to different household types 

based on their age and sex composition in such a way that the weighted 

distribution of individuals in the responding households matches the known 

distribution in the population as a whole.  

 

The effects of applying these weights are generally low for household crime, but are 

more important for estimates of personal crime, where young respondents 

generally have much higher crime victimisation rates than average, but also lower 

response rates to the survey.  However, crime trends since the 1996 survey have 

not been altered to any great extent by the application of calibration weights. 
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8. Comparing key survey variables with the 
population 

 
The achieved sample was weighted in order to be representative of the population 

living in private households in England and Wales.  A series of comparisons are 

presented in the following tables, showing to what extent the 2007-08 BCS 

achieved core sample reflected the population as a whole, after applying the 

appropriate design weights and before final calibration weighting. 

 

The regional distribution of the adult population aged 16 years or over by 

Government Office Region compared with the Mid-2007 Population Estimates is 

shown in Table 8.1.  This shows that the regional profile of the weighted sample 

was broadly in line with the population figures.   

 

Table 8.1 Comparison of the BCS core achieved sample compared with 

the population by Government Office Region, 2007-08  
 

Government Office 

Region 

Weighted 

Core Sample1 

Mid-2007 

population 

estimates 

Difference 

(sample – 

population) 

 % % % 

    

North East 4.9 4.8 +0.1 

North West 13.3 12.7 +0.6 

Yorkshire & The Humber 9.7 9.6 +0.1 

East Midlands 8.3 8.2 +0.1 

West Midlands 10.0 9.9 +0.1 

East of England 10.2 10.4 -0.2 

London 13.6 13.9 -0.3 

South East 15.0 15.3 -0.3 

South West 9.5 9.7 -0.2 

Wales 5.5 5.5 0 

    

Bases: 46,773 43,860,000  

    
1 Prior to the calibration weights applied at a later stage by the Home Office. 

Source: Mid-2007 Population Estimates, Office of National Statistics 

 

Table 8.2 shows similar comparisons between the achieved core sample in relation 

to the Mid-2007 Population estimates for England and Wales by sex and age.  This 

shows that the survey slightly under represented men, those aged under 35, and 

those aged over 85 (especially women).  The profile of the survey by sex and age 

was very similar to the previous year.  All of these patterns are fairly common in 

large scale surveys and reflect the slightly lower response rates achieved among 

these particular groups. 
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Although not reported here, as already mentioned the age and sex distribution of 

the achieved sample are further corrected by the Home Office at the analysis stage 

through the application of calibration weights so that the age and sex profile of 

survey respondents matched population estimates within each GOR (see section 7). 

 

Table 8.2 Comparison of the BCS achieved core sample with the 

population by sex and age, 2007-08  

 

 Weighted Core 

Sample1 

Mid-2007 

population 

estimates 

Difference 

(sample - 

population) 

 % % % 

Men    

16-19 5.7 6.9 -1.2 

20-24 7.0 8.8 -1.8 

25-34 14.8 16.4 -1.6 

35-44 18.8 19.1 -0.3 

45-54 18.0 16.3 +1.7 

55-64 15.8 14.7 +1.1 

65-74 11.7 10.0 +1.7 

75-84 6.7 6.0 +0.7 

85 and over 1.5 1.7 -0.2 

    

Bases: 21,250 21,338,600  

    

Women    

16-19 5.5 6.2 -0.7 

20-24 6.3 7.9 -1.6 

25-34 14.8 15.5 -0.7 

35-44 20.1 18.3 +1.8 

45-54 17.9 15.8 +2.1 

55-64 15.8 14.5 +1.3 

65-74 10.8 10.4 +0.4 

75-84 6.7 7.8 -1.1 

85 and over 2.0 3.6 -1.6 

    

Bases: 25,523 22,521,500  

    

All men 47.6 48.7 -1.1 

All women 52.4 51.3 +1.1 

    

Bases: 46,773 43,860,100  

    
1 Prior to the calibration weights applied at a later stage by the Home Office. 
Source: Mid-2007 Population Estimates, Office of National Statistics 

 

 

Other comparisons between the achieved sample and the population are 

summarised in Table 8.3.   This shows that households with no cars, single person 

households, and white respondents were slightly underrepresented in the achieved 

core sample compared with the 2001 Census.  While these small differences may 
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reflect differential response rates on the survey, this is also likely to be a reflection 

of the fact that Census figures are now out of date.    

 

Table 8.3 Comparison of the BCS achieved core sample with the 2001 

Census by socio-demographic characteristics, 2007-08 

 

 Weighted 

Core Sample1 

2001 Census 

estimates  

Difference 

(sample -  

population) 

 % % % 

Tenure    

Owners 69 69 0 

Social rented sector 17 19 -2 

Private rented sector 14 12 +2 

    

Car availability    

None 22 27 -5 

One 42 44 -2 

Two or more 36 29 +7 

    

Household size    

One person household 27 29 -2 

Two person household 36 35 +1 

Three person 

household 

16 15 -1 

Four + person 

household 

21 21 0 

    

Ethnic Group 

(Grouped) 

   

White 90.2 92.1 -1.9 

Mixed 0.7 1.2 -0.5 

Asian 5.3 4.0 +1.3 

Black 2.4 2.0 +0.4 

Other 1.4 0.8 +0.6 

    

Base: 46,773   

    
1 Prior to the calibration weights applied at a later stage by the Home Office. 
Source: 2001 Census, Office of National Statistics 

 




