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Introduction

The aim of this profile is to examine in detail the sentencing practices for armed robbery in Victoria over a two-year period and to 
identify factors that influence sentence type and length.

The profile looks at the relationship between various offence, offender and victim characteristics and sentencing outcomes. The 
characteristics examined include the offender’s previous criminal history, the type of weapon that was used during the robbery and 
the motivation behind the offence.

Armed robbery is by far the most common offence to be heard in the Victorian higher courts. Between 2000–01 and 2007–08 
armed robbery accounted for 12.0% of all sentences1 (or 1,921 sentences in total) and was almost twice as common as the next 
most frequently heard offences, trafficking a drug of dependence (6.5% or 1,043 sentences) and aggravated burglary (6.1% or 979 
sentences).

In its 2006 national armed robbery monitoring program annual report, the Australian Institute of Criminology2 distinguishes between 
‘low-yield’ armed robberies, which lack detailed planning and are highly opportunistic, and ‘high-gain’ armed robberies where difficult-
to-obtain weapons may be used (such as firearms) and specific locations or individuals are targeted.

1 According to principal proven offence.

2 L. Smith and E. Louis, Armed Robbery in Australia: 2006 National Armed Robbery Monitoring Program Annual Report (2006).
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Previous research, using data from the national armed robbery 
monitoring program which examines armed robbery between 
2003 and 2006 and analysing a total of 6,640 incidents of 
armed robbery Australia wide, indicates that offenders are 
likely to have extensive criminal histories, usually beginning their 
careers with non-violent crimes before graduating to armed 
robbery. For the majority of offenders, armed robbery is a 
means to finance a lifestyle heavily involved with illicit substance 
use; however, it is also suggested that a smaller group of 
‘professional’ armed robbers exists.3

Willis also notes4 that improved security, known as ‘target 
hardening’, has reduced the number of robberies occurring 
at locations such as banks and building societies in Australia. 
While the overall number of armed robberies in Australia 
has declined over time, a corresponding drop in robberies 
at banking locations has also been observed. This may be a 
reflection of the overall decline, but it is also likely to represent 
offenders seeking out more vulnerable locations that handle 
large amounts of cash.

A later report by the Australian Institute of Criminology5 notes 
that, between 2003 and 2006, the most common locations for 
armed robberies were on the street (2,110 incidents), retail 
locations (1,043 incidents) and service stations (672 incidents), 
in contrast to more secure locations such as banks.

The Sentencing Advisory Council has previously released two 
Snapshots on sentencing practices for armed robbery in the 
higher courts.6

Section 75 of the Crimes Act 1958 (Vic) states that a person is 
guilty of robbery if he or she uses force or the threat of force in 
order to steal. This offence has a statutory maximum penalty of 
up to level 4 imprisonment (15 years maximum).

In the case of armed robbery,7 the offender must have with 
him or her at the time of the offence some form of offensive 
weapon, firearm, imitation firearm, explosive or imitation 
explosive. The statutory maximum penalty for committing an 
armed robbery is level 2 imprisonment (25 years maximum).

3 K. Willis, Armed Robbery: Who Commits It and Why? Trends and Issues in 
Crime and Criminal Justice No. 328 (November 2006).

4 Ibid.

5 L. Smith, E. Louis and L. Preston, Service Station Armed Robbery in Australia, 
Trends and Issues in Crime and Criminal Justice No. 373 (June 2009).

6 See Snapshot No. 9 covering 2000–01 to 2004–05 and Snapshot No. 35 
covering 2002–03 to 2006–07.

7 Crimes Act 1958 (Vic) s 75A.

Methodology

The majority of armed robbery sentences were handed down 
in the County Court, however a small number of the most 
serious offences were heard in the Supreme Court of Victoria. 
Approximately 140 individuals were sentenced for armed 
robbery in the Children’s Court during the two-year period, 
however, as no further data were available, these cases were 
not included in the analysis.

This report used data compiled from conviction returns and 
transcripts of sentencing remarks as the sources of information. 
Conviction returns contain general information relating to the 
offender, such as age, gender, sentence type and length, while 
sentencing remarks tend to elaborate upon the nature and 
circumstances of the offence.

In 2006–07 and 2007–08, a total of 406 individuals were 
sentenced for armed robbery. However, the sentencing 
remarks for 65 cases (16%) were unable to be accessed, 
meaning that while generic information from the conviction 
returns was available (information such as the offender’s age 
and gender), more specific data relating to the offence (such as 
weapon type or plea) could not be obtained.

This profile is split into three sections. First, it presents an 
overview. The profile then examines various factors of people 
sentenced for armed robbery and relates them to sentencing 
outcomes. Finally, the profile identifies five variables that are 
likely to influence sentencing outcomes and presents two 
regression analyses that identify the relative strength of those 
variables in predicting sentencing outcomes.
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This section provides an overview of people sentenced for 
armed robbery. It looks at the trends in armed robbery, 
provides a sentencing overview, lists co-occurring offences and 
examines the demographics of people sentenced.

Figure 1 shows the number of armed robberies that were 
sentenced from 2000–01 to 2007–08 in the Victorian higher 
courts at the level of charge, case and principal proven offence.

A charge relates to the commission of a single armed robbery. 
A case may involve more than one charge against a single 
defendant. A case may include charges involving different types 
of offences. A case is included in this analysis if it involves at 
least one armed robbery charge. The principal proven offence 
for a case is the offence sentenced that received the most 
severe penalty.

Figure 1: Number of armed robberies by charge, case and 
principal proven offence, 2000–01 to 2007–08
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While the number of armed robbery charges has fluctuated 
across the seven years, a consistent downward trend is evident. 
The highest number of charges was recorded in 2001–02 
(647), with the fewest being recorded in 2005–06 (294).

Similar to this, the number of cases where an individual was 
sentenced for armed robbery and cases where armed robbery 
was the principal proven offence8 have also declined over time.  
The highest number of cases featuring an armed robbery 
sentence occurred in 2001–02 (338), with the lowest being 
recorded in 2005–06 (189).  The highest number of armed 
robberies recorded as the principal proven offence also 
occurred in 2001–02 (312), with the lowest being recorded in 
2005–06 (176).

This decrease in the number of armed robberies is a consistent 
trend across Australia. It is likely that the implementation of 
improved security measures, a reduced amount of heroin 
available on the domestic market and possible changes in 
offender characteristics are all contributing to this decline.9

8 Given the seriousness of armed robbery, it is likely to be the principal 
proven offence in the majority of cases where it is present.

9 Willis (2006), above n 3.

People sentenced for armed robbery
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Sentencing overview
This section examines the volume of charges of armed robbery 
sentenced in Victoria’s County and Supreme Courts from July 
2006 to June 2008, as well as the types of sentences received.  
Data are presented at both the charge and case level.

Figure 2: Number of charges and cases, 2006–07 and 
2007–08
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Over the two-year period, there were 694 charges of armed 
robbery in 406 cases.  The number of cases remained relatively 
consistent (209 in 2006–07 and 197 in 2007–08), while the 
number of charges was higher in 2006–07 (379) than in 2007–
08 (315).  In 2006–07 the average number of armed robbery 
charges per case was 1.8, slightly higher than 1.6 in 2007–08.

Figure 3 shows the number of charges that received each type 
of sentence.

Figure 3: Number of charges by sentence type, 2006–07 and 
2007–08
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Imprisonment was the most common sentence for armed 
robbery in 2006–07 and 2007–08, accounting for 69.7% of 
all sentences or 484 charges.  The second most commonly 
occurring sentence was detention in a youth justice centre10 
(11.2% or 78 charges), followed by a wholly or partially 
suspended sentence (8.6% or 60 charges).11

The number of charges receiving imprisonment was relatively 
consistent across both years (261 in 2006–07 and 223 in 
2007–08), as was the average length of imprisonment per 
armed robbery charge (35.6 months or 3 years in 2006–07 
and 36 months or 3 years in 2007–08).

For cases that featured at least one charge of armed robbery 
and received a sentence of imprisonment, the average total 
effective imprisonment length was 51.6 months (or 4.3 years).12  
The shortest total effective imprisonment length was 8 months 
and the longest was 26 years.

Co-occurring offences

This section examines the most commonly occurring offences 
that were sentenced at the same time as armed robbery.

Table 1 shows the number and percentage of people sentenced 
for armed robbery as well as the most common offences 
sentenced at the same time.

As can be seen from Table 1, theft was the most common co-
occurring offence with armed robbery, with the two offences 
being sentenced together in 19% of cases. Attempted armed 
robbery and assault were the second and third most common 
co-occurring offences (present in 9.1% and 8.1% of armed 
robbery cases respectively).

It should be noted that while these offences were sentenced at 
the same time as the offence of armed robbery, this does not 
necessarily imply that both offences were committed on the 
same day or involved the same victim. It is possible that both 
offences were sentenced together as a matter of expedience.

10 Prior to 23 April 2007, a ‘youth justice centre’ order was referred to as a 
‘youth training centre’ order.

11 The other category includes one adjourned undertaking without 
conviction, one adjourned undertaking with conviction, one combined 
custody and treatment order, 4 hospital security orders, one non-custodial 
supervision order and 2 unconditional dismissals.

12 There were 2 very high sentences of 288 months (24 years) and 312 
months (26 years) which will have influenced the average. The median was 
45 months (3.75 years). One indefinite sentence was excluded from this 
analysis.
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Demographic information

This section examines some of the demographic information 
relating to individuals sentenced for armed robbery in 2006–07 
and 2007–08.

Table 2 shows the number of people, by gender, sentenced for 
armed robbery in the Victorian higher courts for each of the 
financial years under consideration.

Table 2: Number of people sentenced for armed robbery, by 
gender and year

Gender 2006–07 2007–08 Total

Male 198 182 380

Female 11 15 26

Total 209 197 406

As can be seen, 406 people were sentenced for armed 
robbery across the two-year period, with the majority being 
male (94.7% in 2006–07 and 92.4% in 2007–08). The 406 
people were sentenced for 694 charges of armed robbery 
during the two years.

In 2006–07 the average age of a male offender sentenced 
for armed robbery was 27.3 years (the youngest offender 
was aged 18,13 and the oldest was aged 54); for females this 
was slightly higher, with the average age being 28.6 years (the 
youngest was 18 years and the oldest was 46 years).

In 2007–08 the average age of male offenders was 27.4 years, 
with the youngest being 18 and the oldest 61.  The average 
was lower for females (26.5 years), with the youngest offender 
being 19 years and the oldest 37 years.

13 Offenders aged under 18 fall under the jurisdiction of the Children’s Court 
and are not covered in this analysis.

Table 1: The number and percentage of people sentenced for armed robbery by the most common offences that were sentenced in 
the same case and the average number of those offences that were sentenced, 2006–07 and 2007–08

Offence Number of 
people

Number of 
charges

Percent sentenced at the 
same time as armed robbery

Average number of 
charges per case

1 Armed robbery 406 694 100% 1.7

2 Theft 77 155 19.0% 2.0

3 Attempted armed robbery 37 49 9.1% 1.3

4 Assault (common law) 33 43 8.1% 1.3

5 Aggravated burglary 33 42 8.1% 1.3

6 Causing injury intentionally 29 34 7.1% 1.2

7 Possess a drug of dependence 25 33 6.2% 1.3

8 Robbery 24 35 5.9% 1.5

9 False imprisonment (common law) 19 34 4.7% 1.8

10 Burglary 16 39 3.9% 2.4

People sentenced 406 1,468 100%
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This section examines each of the variables and individually 
details the relationship with sentencing outcomes.

Prior convictions
This section explores the prevalence of prior offending in 
individuals sentenced for armed robbery, including previous 
convictions for armed robbery and other offences, and its 
impact upon sentencing.

Profile

Figure 4 shows the number of individuals sentenced for armed 
robbery by their history of previous convictions for armed 
robbery and other offences.14

Figure 4: Number of armed robbery cases with and without 
prior convictions for armed robbery and other 
offences, 2006–07 and 2007–08
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14 Sentencing remarks for 65 cases were not available and these were 
excluded. Twenty-two cases failed to mention a history of armed 
robbery; it was assumed from this that in these cases there were no prior 
convictions for armed robbery.

The majority of offenders did not have previous convictions 
for armed robbery (80.1%), however a substantial proportion 
(19.5%) had previously committed at least one armed 
robbery.15

A total of 58.9% of offenders had prior convictions for other 
offences,16 and only 29% of all offenders had no recorded 
prior convictions, lending support to the assertion that armed 
robbery is a crime more frequently committed by experienced 
offenders.

Figure 5 shows the number of previous convictions for those 
individuals who had previously been convicted of armed 
robbery.

Figure 5: Number of prior convictions for armed robbery, 
2006–07 and 2007–08
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The majority of individuals sentenced for armed robbery 
with previous convictions for the same offence in 2006–07 
and 2007–08 had only been convicted for one prior offence. 
A relatively small number of individuals (21 in total) had 
multiple prior convictions for armed robbery.17

15 One individual was sentenced for an offence committed in 1996 but had 
committed a number of armed robberies after that time.

16 For 79 cases, it was not possible to identify if an individual had previous 
convictions for other offences.  In one case the judge stated that prior 
convictions were irrelevant and were not taken into consideration. This 
case was not counted as having prior convictions.

17 A further 6 cases were listed as having ‘multiple’ prior convictions for 
armed robbery but could not be included in the analysis as they did not 
specify a number.  Totals in Figure 5 will not necessarily equal totals in 
Figure 4 as information was less likely to be available as detail increased. 

Individual factors and influence on sentencing
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Relationship with sentencing

Individuals with prior convictions for armed robbery were 
more likely to receive a sentence of imprisonment. Table 3 
shows the percentage of individuals with and without prior 
convictions for armed robbery who received a sentence of 
imprisonment.

Table 3: Percentage of individuals with and without prior 
convictions for armed robbery who received a 
sentence of imprisonment, 2006–07 and 2007–08

Sentence type Prior armed robbery 
convictions

No Yes

Imprisonment 59.2% 82.4%

Community-based order 12.1% 4.4%

Wholly suspended sentence 10.4% 5.9%

Youth justice centre 10.1% 1.5%

Intensive correction order 3.6% –

Partially suspended sentence 2.7% 2.9%

Adjourned undertaking 0.6% –

Unconditional dismissal 0.6% –

Custody and treatment order 0.3% –

Hospital security order 0.3% 2.9%

Non-custodial supervision order 0.3% –

Total 100% 100%

N, no = 338, yes = 68

Most individuals with prior convictions for armed robbery 
received a sentence of imprisonment (56 cases), however a 
small number received a wholly suspended sentence (4 cases), 
a community-based order (3 cases), a hospital security order 
(2 cases), a partially suspended sentence (2 cases) or detention 
in a youth justice centre (1 case).

Those who received a wholly suspended sentence had 
extensive histories of drug use but had made substantial 
efforts towards rehabilitation prior to being sentenced. Their 
offending was also noted as being towards the lower end of the 
spectrum.

The three individuals who received community-based orders 
all committed relatively unsophisticated robberies against a 
single person, with one offender being described as having 
an intellectual impairment, one as having a chronic mental 
illness and one as not playing an active part in the robbery but 
encouraging it by their presence.

The two individuals who received partially suspended 
sentences had accrued relatively lengthy periods of pre-
sentence detention but had also been sentenced for at least 
two armed robberies previously.

For individuals without prior convictions for armed robbery, the 
majority still received a sentence of imprisonment (200 cases). 
Other common sentences included community-based orders 
(41 cases), wholly suspended sentences (35 cases), detention 
in a youth justice centre (34 cases) or an intensive correction 
order (12 cases).18

Table 4 shows the average length of imprisonment for 
individuals sentenced for armed robbery with and without 
prior convictions for armed robbery.

Table 4: Average length of imprisonment for individuals 
sentenced for armed robbery, with and without prior 
convictions for armed robbery, 2006–07 and 2007–08

Prior conviction Average imprisonment length

No 48.3 months (4 years)

Yes 64.6 months (5.4 years)

N, no = 200, yes = 56

On average, individuals with prior convictions for armed 
robbery received imprisonment lengths 1.4 years longer then 
those without prior convictions.

18 Small numbers of other sentences were also handed down.
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Weapon type
This section focuses upon the types of weapons utilised during 
the commission of armed robberies and their relationship 
with the type of sentence imposed and the length of 
imprisonment.19  The weapon type was not stated for 140 
charges, representing 20.2% of the overall data.

Profile

Figure 6 shows the number of armed robbery charges by type 
of weapon used.

Figure 6: Number of charges by type of weapon used in armed 
robberies, 2006–07 and 2007–08
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Knives were the most common type of weapon used in armed 
robberies and were recorded in 59.0% of charges.20 The 
second most common weapon type was firearms (16.1% of 
charges),21 followed by bat, bar or club (10.8% of charges), an 
other weapon (9.0% of charges),22 syringe (3.1% of charges) and 
finally a bottle or glass (2.0% of charges).

19 Note that the presence of a weapon is assumed for an individual to be 
charged with armed robbery.

20 This is for where the weapon type was known.

21 This category includes real and imitation firearms.

22 Examples of ‘other weapon’ include axe, shovel and spoon.

Relationship with sentencing

For the 327 armed robbery charges where the weapon type 
was listed as a knife, the sentencing outcomes were:

• 1 combined custody and treatment order;

• 3 hospital security orders;

• 3 intensive correction orders;

• 4 partially suspended sentences;

• 16 community-based orders;

• 27 wholly suspended sentences;

• 39 periods of detention in a youth justice centre; and

• 234 sentences of immediate imprisonment.

The percentage of charges that received imprisonment 
according to the type of weapon used is illustrated in Figure 7.

Figure 7: Percentage of people sentenced to imprisonment 
by type of weapon used in armed robbery, 2006–07 
and 2007–08
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As can be seen, 94.1% of armed robberies committed with a 
syringe received imprisonment, compared to 87.6% committed 
with a firearm, 71.6% committed with a knife, 70.0% committed 
with an other weapon, 54.5% where the weapon was a bottle 
or glass and 48.3% where the weapon was a bat, bar or club.23

Armed robberies featuring syringes as the weapon may be 
considered particularly heinous due to the long-term health 
implications and uncertainty associated with needle-stick 
injuries.24 However, given that they are relatively uncommon, 
accounting for only 3.1% of known weapons, caution should 
be exercised in interpreting the proportion of imprisonment 
sentences for offences committed with a syringe.

23 Note that some of these categories contained relatively small numbers in 
comparison to others. Bottle/glass (n = 12), bat/bar/club (n = 60), firearm 
(n = 88), knife (n = 327), other weapon (n = 50) and syringe (n = 17). 
Cases in which the weapon type was unknown consisted of 140 charges.

24 See in particular the comments in R v Roy [2001] VSCA 61 (Unreported, 
Winneke P, Tadgell and Buchanam, JJA, 2 May 2001) [7], [9], and R v Pratt 
[2003] VSCA 186 (Unreported, Winneke, ACJ, Phillips and Eames, JJA, 31 
October 2003) [20].
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Plea type

Profile

Most individuals sentenced for armed robbery pleaded 
guilty (325 compared to 11 who pleaded not guilty).25 This is 
illustrated in Figure 8 along with the type of sentence received.

Figure 8: Number of charges by plea type and sentencing 
outcome, 2006–07 and 2007–08
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The majority of people who pleaded guilty received an 
immediate custodial sentence (83.5%),26 including the 71.1% 
who received imprisonment (391 charges),27 while all charges 
for people who pleaded not guilty received an immediate 
custodial sentence (28 people received imprisonment and one 
was detained in a youth justice centre).28

Relationship with sentencing

Figure 9 shows the distribution of the 378 armed robbery 
charges according to length of imprisonment where individuals 
pleaded guilty and received a sentence of imprisonment.29

25 There were 70 cases in which the plea type was unknown but a 
sentencing outcome was recorded. Of these, 37 received imprisonment, 
14 received a community-based order, 10 received a partially or wholly 
suspended sentence, 8 were detained in a youth justice centre and one 
received an other sentence.

26 Immediate custodial sentences include imprisonment, detention in a youth 
justice centre, partially suspended sentence, hospital security order and 
combined custody and treatment order.

27 This figure includes charges given an aggregate sentence of imprisonment.

28 Other includes 2 adjourned undertakings, one combined custody and 
treatment order and 4 hospital security orders.

29 This figure does not include individuals who received an aggregate 
sentence of imprisonment.

Figure 9: Number of charges for people who pleaded guilty and 
received imprisonment by sentence length, 2006–07 
and 2007–08

17

103

160

56

23 19

0

20

100

180

1 year
or less

1 to 2
years 

2 to 3
years 

3 to 4
years

4 to 5
years

5 to 6
years

N
um

be
r

The majority of charges sentenced received imprisonment 
terms between 2 and 3 years (160), followed by one to 2 years 
(103).30

In contrast to this, Figure 10 shows the length of imprisonment 
(total effective sentence) for individuals who pleaded guilty and 
whose case featured at least one armed robbery.

Figure 10: Number of cases in which people pleaded guilty and 
received imprisonment by length of total effective 
sentence
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As would be expected, the imprisonment length tended to be 
longer when considered as a case, than when viewed against 
the individual charges.  The majority of individuals sentenced 
to a term of imprisonment received periods of between 1 and 
3 years (90 people or 43.3%), followed by 3 to 5 years (66 
people or 31.7%).

30 One individual received an indefinite sentence; this case was excluded 
from the analysis.
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Existing orders
This section examines whether the offender was on an existing 
order, such as a suspended sentence or a parole order, at the 
time of committing the armed robbery.

Profile

Table 5 shows the number and percentage of armed robberies 
committed by individuals on existing orders.31

Table 5: Number and percentage of armed robberies 
committed by offenders on an existing order

Existing order Number Percent

Yes 57 14.0%

No 282 69.5%

Of the 57 individuals who committed armed robberies while 
on an existing order:

• 3 were on an intensive correction order;

• 4 were on a good behaviour bond, probation or a 
combination of a suspended sentence and community-
based order;

• 8 were on a suspended sentence;

• 9 were already serving a community-based order;

• 11 were on bail; and

• 22 were on parole.

Relationship with sentencing

Of the 57 individuals who committed an armed robbery 
while on an existing order, 48 were sentenced to a term 
of imprisonment, 4 received a wholly suspended sentence, 
2 received a community-based order, one was subject to a 
hospital security order and one received a combined custody 
and treatment order.

The 4 individuals who received wholly suspended sentences 
and the 2 who received community-based orders have a 
number of factors in common. All of these individuals were 
described as ‘young’ with good prospects for rehabilitation, and 
their offending tended to show lower degrees of planning with 
drug or alcohol use frequently being the motivation.

31 The sentencing remarks could not be located for 65 cases and in 2 cases 
it was unclear whether the offender was on an existing order. These were 
excluded from the analysis. For the remaining cases it was assumed that 
the offender was not on an existing order unless specifically mentioned.

Victims of armed robbery
This section examines the number of victims present during 
armed robberies and the effect of this factor on sentencing 
outcomes.

Profile

Figure 11 presents the distribution of the number of victims per 
armed robbery charge.32

Figure 11: Number of victims per armed robbery charge, 
2006–07 and 2007–08
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Relationship with sentencing

The majority of armed robberies were committed against a 
single victim (77%).  Charges with multiple victims were slightly 
more likely to receive an immediate custodial sentence (85.6%), 
compared to armed robberies with a single victim (82.7%).33

32 For 159 charges, the number of victims was unknown.  The number of 
victims was grouped into one and multiple as it was often difficult to 
distinguish the number of individuals present during the commission of an 
armed robbery.

33 Immediate custodial sentences consist of imprisonment, partially 
suspended sentences, hospital security orders and detention in a youth 
justice centre.
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Victim Impact Statements

Two factors that a court must take into account when 
sentencing an offender are the impact of the offence on any 
victims and the personal circumstances of any victims.34  The 
Council is conscious of the fact that armed robberies can result 
in significant and varied harms to victims.

The making of a Victim Impact Statement35 is an important 
mechanism for informing a court about the impact of an 
offence in a particular case. Within the sentencing remarks 
analysed for this profile, Victim Impact Statements were 
mentioned as being obtained by the court in 164 cases and 
were described as not being present or not mentioned in 177 
cases.

Victim Impact Statements were used by the judge to evidence 
the harm done to the victim in the majority of sentencing 
remarks where they were mentioned, but they were rarely 
quoted directly.  A more detailed analysis of their use and 
potential impact upon sentencing was not possible due to 
constraints within the data.

34 Sentencing Act 1991 (Vic) s 5(2)(daa), (da).

35 Under Division 1A of Part 6 of the Sentencing Act 1991 (Vic).

Use of violence

Profile

This section examines the type of violence that occurred during 
the commission of armed robberies. Types of violence were 
categorised according to either threat or physical violence.

Figure 12: Type of violence in charges of armed robbery, 
2006–07 and 2007–08
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For those armed robberies where the type of violence used 
was known,36 one in five featured physical violence (20.1%).37

Relationship with sentencing

Armed robberies where physical violence was present were 
slightly more likely to receive an immediate custodial sentence38 
(87.3%), compared to robberies that involved the use of a 
threat (83.3%).

36 In 178 charges, the type of violence was not known. Charges that 
contained threats and physical violence were classified as physical violence.

37 While all armed robberies implicitly contain the threat of violence, a threat 
was only counted if there was evidence available from the sentencing 
remarks in the absence of physical violence.

38 Imprisonment, partially suspended sentence, detention in a youth justice 
centre or hospital security order.
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Location

Profile

This section focuses upon the locations in which armed 
robberies took place. The location was stated for 540 charges, 
representing 77.8% of all armed robbery charges in 2006–07 
to 2007–08.

The locations of armed robberies were coded according to 
Australian Bureau of Statistics categories used in the Recorded 
Crime – Victims, Australia report. More information can be 
found in Appendix 1, including descriptions of the different 
location types.39

Figure 13 illustrates the distribution of armed robbery charges 
for the various locations listed.

Figure 13: Number of armed robbery charges by location, 
2006–07 and 2007–08
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The majority of armed robberies occurred in retail locations, 
listed as ‘retail not elsewhere classified’ (55.9%). A very small 
number (8 or 1.5%) occurred at locations listed as banking, the 
only category represented that is likely to have a high level of 
security. This possibly indicates that ‘target hardening’ measures 
have had a great deal of success in making the armed robbery 
of banking locations an unattractive prospect for offenders.

The group of locations described as ‘retail not elsewhere 
classified’ is further explored in Figure 14, along with armed 
robberies committed in service stations.

39 Australian Bureau of Statistics, Recorded Crime – Victims, Australia, 2008 
(4510.0) (2008).

Figure 14: Number of armed robberies for the locations that 
make up the ‘retail not elsewhere classified’ category 
and service stations, 2006–07 and 2007–08
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Service stations were included with the ‘retail not elsewhere’ 
figures as they accrued the greatest number of robberies for a 
single specific location (84) followed by convenience stores (49).

A similar pattern of locations was found by the Australian 
Institute of Criminology (AIC)40 in its recent report on service 
station armed robbery in Australia. The AIC noted that the 
most common locations for armed robberies were the street 
and footpath (2,110 incidents or 32%), followed by retail outlets 
not further defined (1,043 incidents or 16%), service stations 
(672 incidents or 10%), in a residence (614 incidents or 9%) and 
corner stores (475 incidents or 7%).

Relationship with sentencing

Table 6 details locations in which armed robberies occurred, 
the percentage of offenders who received imprisonment 
for committing an armed robbery in that location type, the 
average sentence length for imprisonment and the number of 
charges for each location.

Armed robberies at banking locations were among the highest 
percentage that received imprisonment, as well as on average 
receiving the longest imprisonment length (54.5 months or 4.5 
years per charge). Conversely, robberies that occurred in open 
spaces were also among the most likely to receive a sentence 
of imprisonment, but they received the lowest imprisonment 
lengths on average (25.5 months or 2.1 years).

A closer analysis of robberies that occurred at banking 
locations shows that these offences tended to be more serious 
compared to more impromptu street ‘muggings’ or robberies 
of small retail outlets. In 4 of the 6 armed robberies conducted 
on banks,41 the weapon used was a firearm (or imitation), the 

40 See Smith, et al. (2009), above n 5.

41 This is a count of cases, as opposed to charges listed in Table 6.
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offenders attempted to disguise themselves and a relatively 
high level of planning was evident. The remaining 2 robberies 
were more spontaneous offences utilising a knife as a weapon 
and showing little evidence of planning or premeditation.

The low number of robberies at banking locations may also 
indicate that the more ‘professional’ offenders may be choosing 
‘softer’ targets, with some of the offences that would have 
occurred at high-security venues being displaced to locations 
such as hotels and post offices.  Although few robberies 
took place in banks, a substantial number of armed robberies 
occurred at hotels and pubs (14) and post offices (18).

While service stations or on the street or footpath were the 
most common locations, armed robberies committed in these 
locations were not the most likely to receive a sentence of 
imprisonment or among the longest imprisonment terms on 
average.  A total of 75% of individuals who committed armed 
robberies against service stations received a sentence of 
imprisonment with an average of 35.0 months or 2.9 years.

In comparison to this, armed robberies that occurred on the 
street were the least likely to receive a term of imprisonment 
(39.8%) and were among the lowest terms on average 
(30.2 months or 2.5 years).

A number of location types are displayed in Figure 15, along 
with the percentage that received imprisonment and the 
average imprisonment length.

The percentage of offenders that received imprisonment is 
illustrated in this figure by the bars, while the average length of 
imprisonment for an armed robbery at the location is shown 
by the diamonds.

Figure 15: Locations of armed robberies by percentage that 
received imprisonment and length of imprisonment, 
2006–07 and 2007–08
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Table 6: Location of armed robbery and percentage of charges that received imprisonment, 2006–07 to 2007–08

Location Percent imprisoned Average months 
imprisonment per charge

Average number of years 
imprisonment per charge  

Number of charges

Banking 100.0% 54.5 4.5 8

Open space 100.0% 25.5 2.1 8

Post office 94.4% 39.1 3.3 18

Retail NEC 84.4% 40.6 3.4 122

Pharmacy 81.0% 36.7 3.1 21

Service station 75.0% 35.0 2.9 84

Recreational 73.3% 43.4 3.6 15

Dwelling 71.4% 33.9 2.8 56

Milk bar 70.4% 36.2 3.0 27

Conveyance in transit 60.0% 30.9 2.6 25

Convenience store 59.2% 36.9 3.1 49

Car park 57.1% 30.5 2.5 14

Station/bus stop 46.2% 26.3 2.2 13

Street/footpath 39.8% 30.2 2.5 83
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Motivation behind offence
This section examines the offender’s underlying motivation 
for committing armed robberies, as identified within the 
sentencing remarks.

It should be noted that motivations behind armed robberies 
are likely to be complex, and this analysis represents the best 
attempt to establish a primary or overriding motivation. This 
information is obtained from sentencing remarks specific to 
each case, with each motivation ascribed by the offender or the 
presiding judge.

Profile

Figure 16 shows the number of charges ascribed to each 
category of motivation.

Figure 16: Number of armed robbery charges by motivation for 
armed robbery, 2006–07 and 2007–08
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Of the 517 charges for which the motivation was known, the 
majority of armed robberies were related to drug or alcohol 
use (84.3%).42  Other motivations (4.8%),43 financial issues 
(4.8%),44 thrill (3.9%)45 and gambling and gambling debts 
(2.1%)46 accounted for the remaining known motivations.

42 Armed robberies ascribed to drugs, alcohol and gambling included 
offences which were motivated due to debts directly resulting from this 
behaviour.

43 Other motivations included armed robberies in which mental illness 
was believed to have contributed significantly (n = 13), revenge (n = 6), 
pornography addiction (n = 1), need for cigarettes (n = 2) and family 
issues (n = 3).

44 Financial issues include debt, poverty, low wage and poor living conditions.

45 The majority of armed robberies ascribed to ‘thrill’ result from a series of 
offences committed by a group of individuals known to each other.

46 The motivation for 175 charges was unknown.

The overwhelming preponderance of drugs and alcohol as 
the primary motivation is consistent with previous research 
indicating that most armed robbers commit the offence 
to finance a lifestyle in which illicit drug use is a significant 
feature.47

Alcohol and drug use as the primary motivation is also 
congruent with the types of locations robbed and weapons 
used, indicating that the majority of these offences are 
committed against relatively soft targets, with little preparation 
or planning.

Relationship with sentencing

It would be expected that the motivation behind armed 
robberies might have an influence on sentencing practices, 
however given the limitations of the data this could not be 
explored further.

Timing of armed robberies
This section examines the day of the week and the time of day 
armed robberies were committed.

Profile

Figure 17 displays the number of armed robberies by the day 
on which they occurred.

Figure 17: Number of armed robbery charges by day of the 
week, 2006–07 and 2007–08
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In 2006–07 to 2007–08, the majority of armed robberies 
occurred over the weekend (Saturday or Sunday) and on a 
Monday. These days accounted for 52.7% of armed robberies 
where the day of the week was known. The fewest armed 
robberies occurred on a Thursday.48

47 Willis (2006), above n 3.

48 There were 246 charges for which the day of the week of the armed 
robbery was unknown.
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Figure 18 illustrates the number of armed robberies that 
occurred during the morning, afternoon, evening and night.

Figure 18: Number of armed robberies by time of day, 2006–07 
and 2007–08
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The number of armed robberies appeared to be relatively 
consistent across the time of day, with slightly more occurring 
in the morning and evening.

Relationship with sentencing

While it might be expected that armed robberies committed 
at night were regarded as more serious, given that they tend 
to be committed against vulnerable targets, there was no 
evidence to suggest these offenders received harsher sentences.

Table 7 shows the break down of immediate custodial 
sentences for armed robberies committed at night and during 
the day.

Table 7: Number of people who received an immediate 
custodial sentence by time of offence, percentage and 
sentence length, 2006–07 and 2007–0849

Sentence type Number
day/night

Percentage
day/night

Length49

day/night

Aggregate 
imprisonment

2 7 1.1% 4.0% 132 90.9

Imprisonment 122 106 69.3% 60.9% 39.9 34.4

Partially suspended 1 3 0.6% 1.7% 24 21.3

Combined custody 
and treatment order

– 1 – 0.6% – 12.0

Youth justice centre 
order

15 17 8.5% 9.8% 16.9 18.4

49 Length of sentence in months.

The time at which armed robberies were committed appeared 
to have little impact upon sentencing, with similar percentages 
of individuals receiving imprisonment or youth justice centre 
orders.

Table 7 also shows that the sentence length was similar for 
the differing types of sentence, regardless of when the armed 
robberies were committed.

Use of disguise
This section examines whether the offender attempted to 
alter or disguise his or her identity during the commission of an 
armed robbery.

Table 8 shows the number and percentage of armed robberies 
for which the offender used a disguise or attempted to disguise 
his or her identity.

Table 8: Number and percentage of armed robberies in which 
the offender attempted to disguise his or her identity, 
2006–07 and 2007–0850

Disguise Number Percent

Yes 169 24.4%

No 414 59.7%

For the majority of armed robberies, the offender did not 
attempt to disguise him- or herself (59.7%),51 suggesting that 
many of these offences were conducted with little forethought 
and low levels of planning.

50 In 16% of charges (111) it was not known if the offender was wearing a 
disguise.

51 The sentencing remarks were unavailable for 111 charges of armed 
robbery, and in a further 94 charges the presence of a disguise was 
not mentioned. Given that this was reliably mentioned throughout the 
remarks, it was assumed that no disguise was present in these cases.
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In the previous sections of this profile, each variable was examined 
on its own to assess its impact upon sentencing. Following this, 
two regression analyses were conducted which allowed the 
contribution of each variable to be measured both independently 
and in conjunction with the other variables. A logistic regression 
was used to predict the likelihood of imprisonment, and a linear 
regression was used to predict imprisonment length.

Five variables, also known as ‘predictors’, were selected from 
the data for their expected relationship with sentencing. These 
were if: (1) the robbery featured physical violence; (2) the 
offender was on an existing order at the time of committing 
the offence; (3) a knife was the principal weapon in the offence; 
(4) the robbery featured a firearm; or (5) the offender had 
prior convictions for armed robbery.

Both regression models52 were found to account for a 
significant amount of the variance in likelihood of imprisonment 
and imprisonment length. The linear regression explained 
substantially more variance in the length of imprisonment term 
(47.2%) than did the logistic regression model in predicting 
the likelihood of imprisonment (23.9%). This suggests that 
these factors are more accurate in predicting the length of 
imprisonment than in predicting whether or not a defendant 
receives a sentence of imprisonment.

Predicting likelihood of imprisonment
Overall, the factors included in the logistic regression 
accounted for 23.9% of the variation in whether an individual 
received a sentence of imprisonment, and they correctly 
predicted the outcome in 72.6% of cases.

Three of the variables (prior convictions for armed robbery, 
using a firearm in an armed robbery and being on an existing 
order at the time of committing the offence) were found to be 
significant predictors of receiving a sentence of imprisonment.

The courts have long stated that, although a person cannot be 
sentenced more than once for the same offence, their prior 
criminality can be taken into account to determine the person’s 
moral culpability, propensity to offend and the ‘need to impose 
condign punishment to deter the offender and other offenders 
from committing further offences of a like kind’.53 These 
considerations are particularly relevant when a person has prior 
convictions similar to the offence for which they are being 
sentenced.54  The logistic regression analysis found that individuals 
who had prior convictions for armed robbery were almost six 
times more likely to receive a sentence of imprisonment.

52 See Appendices for further information on variables and methodology.

53 Veen v The Queen [No 2] (1988) 164 CLR 465, 477–78.

54 R v Perrier (No 2) [1991] 1 VR 717, 721.

The use of a firearm has long been considered an aggravating 
factor by the courts.55  Consistent with this, the logistic 
regression found that individuals who used a firearm were 
three times more likely to be imprisoned.

The courts have also long held that, if a person is being 
sentenced for offending while on an existing sentencing order, 
this may be taken into account as illustrating the failure of that 
order, and the court may then impose a more severe sentence 
to reflect the inadequacy of the original sentencing order in 
dealing with the person’s offending behaviour.56  The logistic 
regression found that offenders who were on an existing order 
at the time of their offence were slightly under two and a half 
times more likely to be sentenced to imprisonment.

Using a knife as the weapon and whether the robbery featured 
physical violence were not significant predictors of whether an 
offender received a sentence of imprisonment.  Some caution must 
be exercised in interpreting this finding. While it might be expected 
that the presence of physical violence within an armed robbery 
would influence an individual’s chances of receiving a sentence of 
imprisonment, this was not shown in the results of the regression 
analysis. It should, however, be noted that it was not possible to 
identify the degree or severity of physical violence or the nature 
and impact of the threat. The fact that no statistical relationship 
was found may be a reflection of the limited nature of the variable.

Predicting imprisonment length
Overall, the factors included in the linear regression explained 
47.2% of the variation in imprisonment length.

The linear regression found that using a firearm and prior 
convictions for armed robbery were significant predictors of 
imprisonment length.57

On average, committing an armed robbery using a firearm 
resulted in imprisonment sentences that were 15.45 months 
longer than armed robberies committed using other weapon 
types, and those individuals with prior convictions for armed 
robbery received imprisonment terms 14.73 months longer 
than individuals without prior convictions for armed robbery.

The three variables that did not predict imprisonment length 
were if the offender was on an existing order, use of a knife as 
the weapon and whether the robbery featured physical violence.

55 R v Williscroft, Weston, Woodley and Robinson [1975] VR 292.

56 Richard Fox and Arie Freiberg, Sentencing: State and Federal Practice in 
Victoria (2nd ed, 1999) [3.721].

57 Plea type was originally included in the analysis and was shown to be a 
significant predictor of imprisonment length, however due to the low 
numbers of individuals who pleaded not guilty it was not considered 
sufficiently robust and was excluded.

Interrelationship between factors
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Conclusion

This profile examined the offence of armed robbery in detail 
for the years 2006–07 and 2007–08. During this time, there 
were 406 cases that included a sentence for armed robbery 
and a total of 694 charges (an average of 1.7 charges per case).

A number of trends became evident from a detailed 
examination of the data, both in terms of the type of offending 
that occurred and factors that influenced sentencing practices.

Profile
• Offenders were overwhelmingly male, with only 26 

females sentenced for armed robbery in the two years.

• A knife was the weapon involved in 59.0% of armed 
robberies.

• Retail locations were targeted in 55.9% of armed 
robberies, with the next most common location being on 
the street.

• Armed robberies at banking locations were uncommon 
(1.5%), indicating that improved security and ‘target 
hardening’ have reduced the likelihood of armed robbery 
at these locations.

• Drug and alcohol use was described as the motivation in 
84.3% of charges.

• The majority of offenders had previously been sentenced 
for other offences (58.9%) but had not previously been 
convicted of armed robbery (80.1%).

• Around one in 5 armed robberies featured physical 
violence.

Influence on sentencing
• Seven out of 10 armed robbery charges received a 

sentence of imprisonment (69.7%) with an average length 
of 3 years.

• A total of 665 of the 694 charges were recorded as 
including a plea of guilty, and 83.5% were recorded as 
receiving an immediate custodial sentence.

• Individuals with prior convictions for armed robbery 
were more likely to be imprisoned and tended to receive 
longer terms of imprisonment (64.6 months or 5.4 years, 
compared to 48.3 months or 4.0 years).

• A total of 57 individuals were sentenced for an armed 
robbery committed while on an existing court order 
(e.g. parole or suspended sentence).

• Individuals with prior armed robbery convictions were 
around six times more likely to receive imprisonment, 
those who used a firearm were three times more likely 
to be imprisoned and those on existing orders were 
two and a half times more likely to receive a sentence of 
imprisonment.

• On average, armed robberies that were committed using a 
firearm received imprisonment sentences of 15.45 months 
longer than those committed with other types of weapons, 
and individuals with prior convictions were sentenced to 
an average of 14.73 months longer than those offenders 
without prior convictions.

While the typical armed robbery in the public mind may be 
that of the hardened ‘bank robber’ with a firearm, the data 
analysed within this profile show that this type of robbery 
is uncommon. Instead, armed robbery tends to be a more 
spontaneous crime, motivated by drug or alcohol use and 
undertaken by individuals with a history of offending who use 
knives or other readily available implements as their weapons.
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Appendix 1: Methodology

Sources of data
The majority of armed robbery sentences were handed down in 
the County Court, however a small number of the most serious 
offences were heard in the Supreme Court of Victoria. This 
profile therefore used the data compiled from conviction returns 
and sentencing remarks as the sources of information. It focussed 
on those individuals sentenced in 2006–07 and 2007–08.

There was a total of 406 individuals sentenced for armed 
robbery, however the sentencing remarks for 65 cases were 
unable to be accessed, meaning that while generic information 
from the higher courts’ database was available (information such 
as the offender’s age or date of offence), more specific data 
relating to the offence (such as weapon type or motivation) 
could not be obtained.  This accounted for 16.0% of cases.

Data quality
The majority of the variables examined in this analysis were 
obtained from a detailed investigation of sentencing remarks. 
However, differences between the individual remarks meant 
that a level of inconsistency existed relating to how often 
certain factors within a case were mentioned.

Table 9: Number of known and unknown variables obtained 
from sentencing remarks

Variable Known Unknown % known58

Plea 337 69 83.0%

Location group 549 145 79.1%

Weapon group 560 134 80.7%

Armed robbery prior 547 147 78.6%

Number of prior armed 
robberies

487 207 75.4%

Other prior offences 558 136 80.5%

Day of week 449 245 64.7%

Time of day 350 344 50.4%

Number of victims 523 171 75.4%

Motivation 523 171 75.4%

Type of violence 516 178 74.4%

Use of disguise 489 205 70.5%

Existing order 100 306 24.6%

58 Percent known indicates percentage of valid responses obtained for the 
variable.

Due to the differences between sentencing remarks, it was not 
possible to obtain responses for each case or charge across 
every variable. Overall, 65 sentencing remarks (16.0%) could 
not be obtained. The levels of missing data are outlined in 
Table 9.

Offence counting rules: charges and cases

As with previous statistical profiles, this profile makes an 
important distinction between charges and cases. In this profile, 
a ‘charge’ is a single proven count of armed robbery for which 
the offender received a sentence, while a ‘case’ includes all 
proven charges against the offender during the time period.  
Therefore it is possible for one offender to have multiple 
charges (by being sentenced for more then one offence during 
the time period) but each offender will only ever have one case.

Measures of sentencing
The measures used for sentencing were the type and length of 
sentence at the charge and case level.  At the charge level the 
sentence attached to that individual charge was used, however 
analysis at the case level was the total effective sentence 
imposed.

Under the Sentencing Act 1991 (Vic), judges have a range 
of sentence types available to them. These include but are 
not limited to imprisonment, partially and wholly suspended 
sentence of imprisonment, intensive correction order, 
community-based order, fine and adjourned undertaking.  
Young offenders may also be sentenced to a period of 
detention in a youth justice centre.

Because armed robbery is considered a relatively serious 
offence which frequently attracts a term of imprisonment as 
a sentence, the sentence-type analysis mainly focused upon 
the percentage of cases which received imprisonment, while 
the sentence length analysis focused upon the average and 
maximum imprisonment terms imposed.

This profile only considered the initial sentence imposed by a 
judge. The data must be reported with caution, as some of the 
sentences may have subsequently been decreased, increased or 
set aside completely on appeal.
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Sentencing factors
As would be expected, judges often cited the importance of 
deterrence (general and specific) in sentencing offenders for 
armed robbery. Examination of the sentencing remarks also 
revealed a number of factors that were consistently mentioned.  
These included the following.

Plea type

Plea type is consistently referred to in sentencing remarks and 
obviously has a significant impact upon an offender’s sentence.  
This was a dichotomous variable specific to each charge with a 
value of guilty or not guilty.

Type of weapon(s) used

Information detailing the type of weapon(s) used in the 
commission of armed robberies was obtained from sentencing 
remarks. For the majority of cases this was clearly stated, 
however a small number failed to mention this.

The type of weapon(s) was first entered directly according 
to their description in the sentencing remarks and was then 
placed in a group according to the broader Australian Bureau 
of Statistics categories used in the Recorded Crime, Victims –
Australia report.59

This was mainly used as a case-based variable as most 
sentencing remarks did not contain sufficient information to 
ascribe a weapon for each individual charge.  Some examples 
of weapon type prior to being grouped include baseball bat, 
fence picket, imitation gun, knife, metal chain, carving fork, golf 
club and sock with billiard balls.

59 Australian Bureau of Statistics (2008), above n 39.

Day/time of offence

Information relating to the day of the week and the time of 
day when armed robberies were committed was obtained 
from sentencing remarks.  This was a charge-specific variable 
as individual offences within a case were often committed at 
different locations and times.

The day of the week was coded according to the day (Monday 
through Sunday) upon which the offence occurred.  This was 
obtained either by a direct statement within the sentencing 
remarks or by calculating the day from the date listed.

The time of day was coded in four categories: morning, 
afternoon, evening and night. Specific times for each offence 
were often unavailable or given as approximate times; 
therefore it was considered more reliable to break the data 
into categories. This also allowed for a clearer interpretation.

History of prior offending

This refers to whether the judge mentioned prior offending 
relating to the offender in his or her sentencing remarks.  This 
was considered to be a reliable indicator of prior convictions, 
as reference to the presence (and type) of offending was 
consistently made in remarks when present.

Prior offending was coded into three related variables: prior 
convictions for armed robbery (yes/no), number of prior 
convictions for armed robbery (0–9) and prior convictions for 
other offences (yes/no).  These were all case-based variables.

Location of offence

Information about the location of the offence was obtained via 
sentencing remarks and was clearly detailed for the majority 
of cases. The location was entered directly as described 
and then categorised according to the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics classifications used in the Recorded Crime, Victims – 
Australia report.60  A combination of specific and intermediate 
categories were used depending upon the number of 
offences in a given location type, and this resulted in location 
descriptions such as dwelling, retail, street/footpath or retail 
not otherwise specified.

This reduction in detail was necessary in order to analyse the 
data and compare location types across other categories. Some 
examples of uncoded location types include pub, video store, 
adult bookshop, bus, bank and car park.

60 Australian Bureau of Statistics (2008), above n 39.
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The following is a description of some of the location types as 
specified by the Australian Bureau of Statistics:61

• Open space: a location, such as bushland or scrub, which 
is public space but not reserved for specific functions. 
This category does not include sporting grounds or parks, 
which are included in the recreational category.

• Recreational: the main use of these locations is the 
provision of recreational activities; it includes a wide variety 
of possible locations such as sporting fields and ovals, night 
clubs, golf courses and theatres.

• Conveyance in transit: a conveyance or vehicle that is in 
transit at the time of the armed robbery, such as a train or 
bus.

• Terminal: a location where the main activity is the 
provision of stopping/parking space for public transport. It 
includes locations such as train stations, bus stops and bus 
depots.

• Dwelling – private: a location that is self-contained and 
intended for long-term personal use, such as a house, flat 
or unit.

• Dwelling – non-private: a location that provides short-term 
accommodation, such as a hotel or motel.

Number of victims

Information detailing the number of victims for each armed 
robbery was obtained from sentencing remarks. This was 
a charge-based variable, and while attempts were made to 
specify the number of victims at each individual armed robbery, 
this was not always possible.

Motivation for offence

Data relating to the offender’s motivation for committing 
armed robberies were generated from the sentencing remarks 
and was a charge-based variable. Information was primarily 
located in comments made by the presiding judge, and coding 
represented an attempt to select the dominant motivation for 
the offending.

These motivations were then placed in broader groups for 
interpretation.  These groups included drugs and alcohol, 
gambling, financial difficulties, thrill and other motivations. 
When financial difficulties or debts as a direct result of drugs, 
alcohol or gambling were the primary motivation for the armed 
robbery, the motivation was placed in the appropriate category.

61 Australian Bureau of Statistics (2008), above n 39.

Use of violence

The type of violence used by the offender while committing an 
armed robbery was a charge-based variable obtained from the 
sentencing remarks. This was a dichotomous variable grouped 
into threat and physical violence.

Was the offender wearing a disguise?

Attempts by the offender to disguise his or her identity during 
the commission of an armed robbery were coded as a yes/
no dichotomous variable. This information was obtained from 
sentencing remarks and considered to be a reliable indicator 
as reference to the presence or absence of a disguise was 
mentioned consistently in remarks.

Was the offender on an existing order?

If the sentencing remarks revealed that the offender was 
already subject to an existing criminal justice order (e.g. 
intervention order or suspended sentence), this was entered 
according to type (where known) and as a yes/no dichotomous 
variable.  This was a case-specific variable.

It was assumed that an offender was not on an existing order 
unless specifically stated in the sentencing remarks. This was 
considered a reliable indicator as committing an armed robbery 
while on an existing order is a highly relevant sentencing 
consideration and was discussed at length, where appropriate, 
throughout the remarks.



Armed robbery March 2010 Barry Woodhouse
21

Regression analyses were conducted in order to better 
understand the extent to which specific factors (hereafter 
referred to as ‘predictors’) influence sentencing outcomes 
for armed robbery. Such analyses allow the influence of each 
predictor to be estimated separately.62

Sample

Principal armed robbery sample

The charge or case counting rules were inappropriate for use in 
a regression analysis, as multiple charges may relate to the same 
person and therefore they did not satisfy the independence of 
observations assumption.  For example, an individual may have 
committed more than one armed robbery. Observations must 
be independent of one another in a regression analysis.

In order to create a dataset that did not violate the assumption 
of independence, cases with multiple charges were reduced to 
a single charge. The charge selected was the one with the most 
severe sentence (by type and, where type was the same, by 
length to serve). This process created a sample comprising the 
principal proven armed robbery offence for each case. The final 
sample consisted of 406 defendants.

62 A continuous version of prior convictions (number of prior convictions) 
was used in a separate regression analysis, however only minor 
differences were found in the predictive strength. Only the results of the 
dichotomous variable are reported.

Methodology
Two measures of sentence outcome were used:

• the sentence type: immediate imprisonment (assigned a 
value of 1) versus other sentence types (assigned a value of 
0); and

• the length of imprisonment term (measured in months).63

These measures represented the dependant variables in two 
different regression analyses. The first analysis used a logistic 
regression, which quantifies the likelihood of a binary outcome 
according to a given predictor, when all other predictors 
are held constant. This was used to assess the influence of 
factors on sentence type. The second analysis focused only 
on charges that received imprisonment and used a linear 
regression to assess the influence of various factors on length 
of imprisonment term.

The set of predictor variables used in both analyses is listed in 
Table 10. These variables were chosen to test whether they 
would have some impact on sentence outcomes.

63 Although imprisonment length may not strictly be a continuous variable, it 
was treated as continuous for the purposes of these analyses. A separate 
regression was performed with imprisonment length as a categorical 
variable, which showed the same variables to be significant.

Table 10: Predictors included in the two regression models predicting sentence outcomes for armed robbery charges

Predictor Definition Type of data

Knife as weapon
Whether a knife was the weapon used during the 
armed robbery

Dichotomous (0 = no knife, 1 = knife)

Firearm as weapon Whether a firearm was used Dichotomous (0 = no firearm, 1 = firearm used)

Physical violence If the armed robbery featured physical violence
Dichotomous (0 = no physical violence, 
1 = physical violence)

Prior convictions for armed 
robbery62

If the offender had prior convictions for armed 
robbery

Dichotomous (0 = no priors, 1 = prior convictions)

Existing order
Whether or not the offender was on some form 
of order (e.g. suspended sentence or parole) at the 
time of offending

Dichotomous (0 = no existing order, 
1 = existing order)

Sentence type
Whether or not a sentence of imprisonment was 
imposed

Dichotomous (0 = no imprisonment, 
1 = imprisonment) 

Sentence length Length of imprisonment sentence Continuous in months

Appendix 2: Predicting sentence outcomes for armed robbery –  
regression analyses
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Summary information about each variable considered in these 
analyses is presented in Table 11.

Table 11: Distribution of categorical variables

Variable Categories Frequency

Knife as weapon
Yes
No

43.3%
36.2%

Firearm as weapon
Yes
No

12.8%
66.7%

Physical violence
Yes
No

21.7%
61.3%

Prior convictions for 
armed robbery

Yes
No

16.7%
62.3%

Existing order
Yes
No

14.3%
68.7%

Sentence type
Yes
No

62.1%
37.9%

For the 252 charges that received a sentence of imprisonment, 
the median length was 36 months.

Before proceeding with the regression analyses, it was 
necessary to test for the presence of multicollinearity in the 
data. This occurs when independent variables are moderately 
to highly correlated with each other and leads to unstable 
results in regression modelling. The highest correlation in the 
data was 0.367, between prior convictions for armed robbery 
and sentence length.

Results
The results of the logistic regression are presented first, 
followed by those of the linear regression.

Logistic Regression

Of the 406 charges, 96 were removed for the logistic 
regression because of missing data in at least one of the 
variables. This left 310 observations.

Table 12 shows the relevant statistics for the logistic regression 
predicting the likelihood of imprisonment.64

The model accounted for a quarter of the variance in 
sentence type (Nagelkerke R Square = 0.24) with 87.9% of 
imprisonment sentences and 45.5% of non-imprisonment 
sentences, correctly predicted. The overall success rate of the 
model was 72.6%.

The goodness of fit for the model was tested using the Hosmer 
and Lemeshow statistic, which assesses the relationship 
between observed and expected values for observations within 
each group of the dependant variable (in this case sentence 
type). The test was not significant (χ2 (8, N = 310) = 3.52, 
p = 0.83), indicating that the model had a good fit.

The logistic regression model with the five predictors 
was found to be significantly better at predicting 
imprisonment than prediction using a constant-only model 
(χ2(5) = 59.82, p < 0.01). This indicates that the predictors as a 
set reliably distinguish an imprisonment sentence from a non-
imprisonment sentence.

64 Plea type was initially included within both regressions and found to be a 
significant predictor of both likelihood of imprisonment and imprisonment 
length.  However, due to the lower numbers of not guilty pleas, it was 
excluded from the analysis.

Table 12: Logistic regression analysis of sentence type as a function of five predictor variables

Standardised coefficient (Β) Significance (p) Odds ratio 95% confidence interval

Lower Upper

Knife as weapon 0.35 0.24 1.42 0.80 2.52

Firearm as weapon 1.15 0.01 3.14 1.33 7.42

Physical violence 0.18 0.55 1.20 0.66 2.18

Prior convictions for armed robbery 1.81 0.00 6.11 3.42 10.91

Existing order 0.87 0.03 2.40 1.07 5.34

R2 = 0.24
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The use of a firearm (B = 1.15, p = 0.01), prior convictions 
for armed robbery (B = 1.81, p < 0.001) and being on 
an existing order at the time of committing the offence 
(B = 0.87, p < 0.03) were all found to be significant predictors 
of receiving a sentence of imprisonment.

Individuals who had prior convictions for armed robbery 
were six (odds ratio = 6.11) times more likely to receive 
a sentence of imprisonment, while individuals who used a 
firearm were three (odds ratio = 3.14) times more likely to 
be imprisoned. Those individuals who were on an existing 
order at the time of their offence were slightly under two and 
a half (odds ratio = 2.4) times more likely to be sentenced to 
imprisonment.

Linear regression

Table 13 shows the relevant statistics for the linear regression 
predicting imprisonment length.

Overall, the variables included in the regression model 
accounted for 47% of the variation in imprisonment length.

The linear regression found that the use of a firearm 
(t = 5.54, p < 0.001) and prior convictions for armed 
robbery (t = 6.73, p < 0.001) were significant predictors of 
imprisonment length. On average those individuals who used a 
firearm were sentenced to 15.45 months longer than offenders 
who used other types of weapons, while individuals with 
prior convictions for armed robbery were sentenced to an 
average of 14.73 months longer than offenders without prior 
convictions.

Two variables, if physical violence was present during the 
armed robbery and using a knife as the weapon, did not predict 
either likelihood of imprisonment or imprisonment length. 
The presence of an existing order was found to be significantly 
related to likelihood of imprisonment only.

While it might be expected that the presence of physical 
violence within an armed robbery would influence an 
individual’s chances of receiving a sentence of imprisonment or 
result in longer imprisonment sentences, this was not shown in 
the results of the regression analysis. When comparing those 
individuals whose offending involved the presence of physical 
violence with those whose offending did not, there was little 
observed difference in the likelihood of imprisonment and 
imprisonment length. It should, however, be noted that it 
was not possible to identify the degree or severity of physical 
violence, and the fact that no relationship was found may be a 
reflection of the limited nature of the variable.

Table 13: Linear regression analysis of length of imprisonment sentence

Coefficient (Β) Standard error Standardised coefficient (Β) t value Significance (p)

Knife as weapon 3.05 2.06 0.09 1.48 0.14

Firearm as weapon 15.45 2.79 0.32 5.54 0.00

Physical violence –1.24 2.06 –0.03 –0.61 0.55

Prior convictions for armed robbery 14.73 2.19 0.35 6.73 0.00

Existing order –1.35 2.32 –0.03 –0.58 0.56

R2 = 0.47
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