The extent of repeat victimisation is an under calculated area of within the Criminal Justice System. Critically evaluate this statement
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Identified by the Bedfordshire Police (2021a) repeat victimisation is considered when an individual feels themselves to be one or if they have been the victim of more than one documented crime or anti-social behaviour (ASB) event during the preceding 12 months. This enables the police to consider a series of connected or recurrent incidents that occurred previously to the victim, calling the police as part of an anti-social behaviour pattern. Additionally, the police classify people as repeat victims if they have previously filed complaints with partner agencies rather than with the police.
 
 
As guidance, wherever possible, a definition for vulnerable victims was agreed between Bedfordshire, Hertfordshire and Cambridgeshire (Bedfordshire Police, 2021a). An individual is deemed vulnerable if, because of their status or circumstances, they are unable to defend themselves from danger, either temporarily or permanently. The following are possible considerations, health and disability, equality and discrimination factors, economic, personal and family circumstances.
 
 
Anti-social behaviour encompasses a broad variety of deviant behaviour to an individual of a different household, their society, or their environment (Bedfordshire Police, 2021b., and Metropolitan Police, 2021). This might be an action taken by another individual that causes you to feel threatened, intimidated or distressed. Additionally, it involves dread of crime and worry for public safety, disruption, or annoyance.
 
 
Anti-social behaviour introduced by the Metropolitan Police (2021) may be classified into three broad categories, based on the number of individuals affected, such as personal antisocial behaviour which occurs when an individual or group is targeted, nuisance antisocial behaviour occurs when an individual causes group distress, discomfort, or misery and finally environmental antisocial behaviour occurs when an individual's behaviour has an adverse effect on communal locations or buildings.
 
 
The criminal justice system in the United Kingdom is composed of individuals who respond to all forms of crime and criminal activity and are responsible for administering justice in the country (Clark, 2021). According to Davies, Croall and Tyler (1998) article, the system is divided into four subsystems: law enforcement, the penal system, crime prevention and courts. The police and prosecutorial agencies are part of the law enforcement. Probation and prison are included in the penal system. Crime prevention entails private and government services assisting individuals and lowering crime through behaviour modification, while courts determine the penalty for those found guilty while taking their rights into account. These subsystems achieve justice through a professional standard of collaboration.
 
 
 
 
The number of individuals with a disability is rising worldwide, according to the World Report on Disability (World Health Organisation, 2011, p.57-263). As individuals live longer, they are more likely to suffer from chronic health disorders like diabetes, heart disease, and mental illness, which are all linked to disability. There are many other environmental causes that contribute to rise in disability, such as traffic accidents, natural catastrophes and conflicts. People with disabilities account for over a billion, approximately fifteen percent of the world’s population (World Health Organisation, 2011, p.57-263). This is far more than previous World Health Organisation estimates from the 1970s, which estimated a value of ten percent. Individuals with a disability are more vulnerable to being victimised by violence than other groups of society (Mikton and Shakespeare, 2014). Individuals with mental health issues have a higher risk of violence (Emerson and Roulstone, 2014). Identified by Petersilia, Foote and Crowell (2001, p. 22) regardless of their age or gender, people with disabilities face a higher risk of being a victim of interpersonal violence, such as physical or sexual assault, due to their inability to recognise danger, their inability to protect themselves, and their inability to get help from the CJS, possibly due to no report being made to the police.
 
 
According to the Leicester Hate Crime project (2014a) disabled individuals were found to be more likely to have suffered various types of targeted hostility compared to other groups. Approximately ninety percent of disabled individuals had been verbally abused; ninety-two percent had been victims of physical crime; and twenty-two percent had been victims of sexual violence. The Leicester Hate Crime Project (2014b) also identified that in the UK fifty-five percent had been targeted while they were on their own, while thirty-seven percent of hate crimes occurred in public places. Interestingly, seventy-two percent of the offenders were between the ages of 13 and 30. This could possibly be the target age group, because at this age they are more active with School, College, University and employment, which could possibly increase the chances of bullying and anti-social behaviour. More than two-thirds of victims reported feeling vulnerable, anxious or afraid because of verbal abuse and anti-social behaviour. Fifty-five percent of this developed depression and twenty-seven percent had increased suicidal thoughts. Research evidentially suggests that hate crime is a big problem throughout the UK.
 
 
According to the Office for National Statistics (2019) the Crime Survey for England and Wales (CSEW) year-ending March 2018, seventy-four percent of victims of violence had been victimised once, while twenty-six percent had been re-victimised in the preceding twelve months (eighteen percent victimised twice and seven percent victimised three times or more). Repeat victimisation did not vary considerably from the previous year’s survey but has fallen dramatically by fourteen percent since 1995. However, the real figure of repeat victims will never be known due to the number of under reported cases.
 
 
To get reliable estimates of crime trends from the Crime Survey for England and Wales (CSEW) (Office for National Statistics, 2016), they only included the first five events in a series of estimates. However, this technique received criticism for failing to fully recognise the occurrence of repeat victimisation. In response, the Office for National Statistics had promised an independent review of existing and alternative approaches to deal with a high frequency of repeat victimisation. The evaluation discovered many suggestions, which resulted in a public consultation in 2016 to gather feedback on these proposals. Most of the public believed that the existing technique should be altered since it conceals high rates of re-victimisation in the case of domestic violence and abuse. This resulted in the Office for National Statistics releasing a response summarising their changes of eliminating the existing methods of arbitrarily capping repeat cases at five. The fact that the Crime Survey for England and Wales capped the repeat victimisation figures to five years could be the reason why re-victimisation is an under calculated area within the CJS. However, the agreement to change their data improves the chances of repeat victimisation not to be an under calculated area within the CJS.
 
 
Since the release of Sir William Macpherson’s report into the racist killing of black teenager Stephen Lawrence 1993, hate crime has gained widespread recognition in the United Kingdom (McPherson, 1999). However, identified by Mencap (2013), disability hate crime did not exist in law until the Criminal Justice Act included it in 2003. Even though, Mencap’s report 1999 ‘Living in Fear’ referred to bullying and harassment, he truly meant hate crime but there was no phrase for it at the time.
 
 
Bryant and Bryant (2020, pp. 347-348) noted that the law terminology for hate crime is divided into two. The first frequently referred to as ‘motivated’ hate crimes and second ‘aggravated’ hate crimes. The victim’s viewpoint is a critical factor for investigators to examine when determining a suspected hate crime. The policy for majority of forces is to classify an incident as a ‘hate crime’ if the victim considers it as such. Frequently, victims anticipate more assaults or are fearful of future victimisation. In all instances of hate crime, the police are obligated to identify and record the offences, conduct comprehensive investigations, and provide appropriate assistance to victims. Unfortunately, the police did not identify and record all offences in the Pilkington case and were not provided with any support.
 
 
Hayden and Nardone (2012) mention that there is no law prohibiting disability hate crime. Nevertheless, the Criminal Justice Act 2003 includes provisions that allow for increased sentences upon conviction if the court determines that disability prejudice was present at the time the act was committed. Leicestershire Police’s hate crime policy did not include disability as a potential source of abuse until after the Pilkington case. Therefore, despite laws against disability hate crimes having been in effect for a decade (Mencap, 2013), they were not generally enforced until the terrible incident of Fiona Pilkington and her daughter Francecca Hardwick in 2007.
 
 
Pilkington’s family had lived seven years of misery, being victims of verbal abuse and harassment by young people in their neighbourhood. These times were particularly more challenging with Francceccas learning disability. The torment led to Fiona taking her own and Franccesca’s life in October 2007. An examination into their killings revealed numerous mistakes on the part of the local authorities, who were supposed to safeguard the Pilkington family.
 
 
Identified in their journal (Capewell, Ralph and Bonnett, 2015) Fiona Pilkington was the first high-profile victim of disability hate crime in the United Kingdom. When Pilkington, aged 38-years, set fire to her car in October 2007, she killed herself and her 18-year-old disabled daughter, Francecca (BBC, 2011). The courts ruled that Pilkington committed suicide and that Francecca had been murdered unlawfully (Capewell, Ralph and Bonnett, 2015). Between ten years the family lodged 33 complaints with Leicestershire Police over their harassment and verbal abuse, however, the police only attended on eight occasions (BBC, 2011). Each time the police failed to connect the occurrences and believed Pilkington was exaggerating. This evidently suggests that Leicestershire Police were judgemental towards Pilkingtons reports by their own beliefs and experiences of receiving several reports of the same nature. There is no evidence to explain why the police only attended Pilkington on 8 occasions out of 33 reports. Moreover, it portrayed that the police did not take these reports seriously, particularly by not responding effectively and having no prevention strategies in place evidently shows why Pilkingtons repeat victimisation continued. Again, this could potentially result in repeat victimisation becoming an under calculated area within the CJS.
 
 
A group of young individuals set fire to the family’s fence, hurled eggs and stones at their home, and stole a chequebook (Capewell, Ralph and Bonnett, 2015). Neighbours reported hearing the group call Francecca a ‘disabled bitch’ (Quarmby and Scott, 2008, p.41). Constant abuse made Francecca a virtual prisoner in her own home (Capewell, Ralph and Bonnett, 2015). Pilkington’s dyslexic son, Anthony, was also verbally abused. Fiona’s last complaint was that two girls were climbing over the hedge into their property and imitating Francecca walk. Pilkington was instructed that no officer would be able to attend, but to close the curtains and ignore the insults. Pilkington was terrified of the approaching bonfire night and Halloween, certain that the gang would force fireworks through their letterbox (Capewell, Ralph and Bonnett, 2015).
 
 
The Independent Police Complaints (2009) concluded in a May 2011 report that police officers’ failure to identify Pilkington, her son and daughter as a collective vulnerable family unit was at the center of Leicestershire Constabulary's inability to implement a cohesive, structured and effective response to the anti-social behaviour they were experiencing. Often, incidents were handled in isolation and in an unorganised manner, obscuring the full extent of harassment endured by family members. Additionally, the investigation noted that the Police force within Leicestershire failed to distinguish between anti-social behaviour and harassment. However, the police are not the only ones to blame. The inquest jury criticised the response of Leicestershire Police, Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council, and Leicestershire County Council’s adult social services department and believed they all contributed to the deaths (Samuel, 2009). Had the police done better would the death of Pilkington and her daughter happened?
 
 
Bryant and Bryant (2019, p. 316) mentioned how harassment manifests itself in several ways, including stalking, nagging, persecution and generating irritation. Numerous services are available to assist individuals in coping with harassment. Particularly because if complains are not investigated and treated promptly, relatively small instances may escalate into much more severe crimes such as kidnapping, assault and even murder such as the Pilkington case. When responding to harassment accusations, the police must priorities investigating each claim of harassment, maintain the safety and security of all victims, proactively address the harassment, use a multi-agency strategy when required and effectively prosecute criminals, using all available tools within the CJS. However, this was not the case in the Pilkington case. Police did not investigate each claim of harassment or proactively prosecute criminals (BBC, 2011), neither did they use any available tools within the CJS or maintain the family's safety.
 
 
There is no evidence to suggest why the police did not respond to these reports effectively or as obligated to, however, according to the support intendant Steven Harod, the police attempted to avoid criminalising youngsters for minor offences at the time of Pilkington and her daughter's death and a British politician, Alan Johnson also believed that police should have done more to help Pilkington and her family (Video2please, 2009). Was the decision to avoid criminalising youngsters for minor offences the wrong decision and approach at that time? Even though there is no research that portrays this, it could possibly be the case.
 
 
Pilkington was visited by an anti-social behaviour officer in 2004, however, all her case documents were destroyed (Video2please, 2009). Unfortunately, there is no research to explain why all documents were destroyed. Pilkington had another visit in 2007, where the anti-social behaviour officer gave her a journal to document all the abuse and events that took place, but he never returned to retrieve it. Eight months later, evidence was presented to the Borough Council that youngsters were victimising another family living on the same street as Pilkington. Sadly, Pilkington killed herself and her daughter the following day (Video2please, 2009).
 
 
After Pilkington's investigation report was published (True Vision, 2021) Senior Leicestershire Police personnel were briefed on the results. Four police officers, including an Inspector, a Sergeant, and two constables, faced a misconduct hearing because of an independent IPCC inquiry. Another constable was disciplined by the police because of their poor work. Many of the IPCC’s suggestions for improving the way officers share information and how they deal with individuals in vulnerable situations have already been adopted by Leicestershire Police. These improvements are evident in the way Leicestershire Police monitor anti-social behaviour (ASB), treat vulnerable individuals and enhance their management systems after the terrible deaths (True Vision, 2021). The following includes those changes made within the Leicestershire Police about responding to ASB. Stated by the Leicestershire Police (2017) compliance monitoring will entail analysing victim and witness input through satisfaction surveys, examining high-risk reports and reviewing current case management, as well as prompt settlement and closure of cases. Therefore, information about victims, places, and perpetrators of ASB in Leicester, Leicestershire, and Rutland must all be recorded. Ensure each case of ASB is evaluated for risk and reacted to appropriately. Ensure data exchange processes are in place with partners to fully understand any reported occurrence. Identify regions with recurring allegations of ASB to efficiently regulate demand and reassure the public and manage situations requiring multi-agency response effectively with partners. These changes demonstrate that the police want to ensure that all victims and cases of ASB are protected, supported and dealt with appropriately and efficiently. Importantly, to ensure repeat victimisation is not an under calculated area within the CJS and that the police will not let those victims down again.
 
 
Mancap commissioned the Office for Public Management (OPM), an independent public interest organisation (Mencap, 2010, p. 1-13), to undertake research on how police forces throughout England respond to hate crime against individuals with a learning impairment. During Learning Disability Week (20-26 June 2011), Mencap launched the ‘Stand By Me’ campaign against hate crime. This campaign is directed at the police service, the criminal justice system and the courts, since Mencap recognised that eliminating hate crime will need collaboration among all agencies and public bodies by vowing to stand by individuals with a learning impairment. The initiative aims to provide practitioners with real answers so that everyone can all work together more effectively in addressing hate crimes against individuals with a learning impairment.
 
 
The Pilkington family case and other research showed a pattern, which revealed that there is violence and prejudice against disabled individuals throughout the UK (Equality and Human Rights Commission, 2011, pp. 1-20). The government's helpline and stakeholder network convinced them that disability-related harassment was widespread and needed to be addressed. Final recommendations into disability-related harassment launched in 2011, resulting in adjustments as follows. Having data on the extent and intensity of disability harassment allows for effective management and monitoring of individuals responsible. Disabled victims and individuals are supported better by the CJS. Understanding offender motivations and consequences helps establish successful interventions. Importantly, the public are more accepting of disabled people and effective training is provided to all employees responsible for responding to disability-related harassment.
 
 
The Crime and Disorder Act (1998) was also amended in 2014 to explicitly list five personal characteristics as grounds for victimisation: disability, transgender identity, race, religion and sexual orientation. This clarified the legal situation, which had previously allowed for the prosecution of hate crime under a variety of laws (Capewell, Ralph and Bonnett, 2015). Therefore, the Anti-social Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014 was introduced to straightforward effective tools for addressing anti-social behaviour that protects victims and communities (Home Office, 2013). The aim was to ensure that additional authorities could be used effectively to address anti-social behaviour (Home Office, 2021). These authorities are purposefully local in focus since individuals who work within and for local communities will have the greatest understanding of what motivates the behaviour in concern, its consequences, and the most suitable response. This guideline is designed to help police officers, local governments, and other local agencies that use their authority under the 2014 Act in responding to incidents of anti-social behaviour in their communities.
 
 
Channel 4 (2012) stated that while there is still much work to be done, certain concerns are being addressed. For instance, between 2009 and 2011, police recorded a 49 percent rise in disability hate crime events, from 1,402 to 2,095. This is most likely due to greater reporting by victims and improved police procedures and advancements. Although the documented statistics represent just a fraction of the issue, the yearly figure of disability hate crime would usually be in the tens of thousands.
 
 
 
 
To conclude, people with disabilities are unable to recognise danger or defend themselves (Petersilia, Foote and Crowell, 2001, p. 22). Due to this, it is possible that repeat victimisation is not being recorded. The majority of these offenders' range in age from 13 to 30 (Leicester Hate Crime Project, 2014b) and at the time of the Pilkingtons case Leicestershire police opted not to charge youth minor offences (Video2please, 2009). Police did not use any of the CJS tools or secure the family’s safety to investigate each report of harassment or to punish offenders (BBC, 2011). Furthermore, since the Crime Survey for England and Wales limited repeat victimisation to five years (Office for National Statistics, 2016), re-victimisation was more likely to be underestimated. As a result of new legislation designed to tackle anti-social behaviour, repeat victimisation should not be underestimated. However, due to under-reporting, the exact amount of repeat victimisation will never be known.
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