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Abstract 

This study employs secondary data analysis to explore the factors that affect 

perceived risk of victimization in Canada and how these factors differ in subsets of 

the population. In particular, perceived vulnerability and perceived incivility were 

used to explain perceived risk of victimization. Using regression analysis and 

looking for interaction effects, the findings suggest that the factors that explain 

perceived risk of victimization differ by sex and by experience and type of 

victimization. Furthermore, the findings highlight potential directions for future policy 

initiatives. 
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Chapter One - lntroduction and Literature Review 

Introduction 

Fear of crime has been and is regarded as a social issue that is at least as 

salient as crime itself (Ackah 2000; Kennedy and Sacco 1998). Although research 

into fear of crime has been extensive in the last two decades it often lacks 

theoretical and methodological coherence. What has emerged somewhat more 

clearly are the effects of fear of crime. Sacco (1 993: 187) writes: "fear of crime may 

itself be seen as a form of psychological distress which lessens the quality of life, 

restricts access to social or cultural opportunities, and undermines the social 

integration of local communities." Fear of crime has been identified as one of the 

causes of social disintegration in neighbourhoods, in-city migration, and increases 

the avoidance behavioun that individuals engage in. In addition, fear of crime 

influences the development and support of policy initiatives such as crime prevention 

programs and may increase demand for more punitive sentencing policies, more 

police, and more prisons (Archer and Erlich Erfer 1991; Box, Hale, and Andrews 

1988; Donnelly 1989; Kennedy and Sacco 1998; Warr and Ellison 2000). 

While the consequences of fear of crime appear somewhat clearer, the 

understanding of the components of fear of crime and the factors that influence fear 

of crime are not as well developed. This research will attempt to contribute to the 

understanding of fear of crime by examining one of its components - perceived risk 



of victimization. In particular, I will examine perceived risk of victimization in the 

Canadian context. 

Two theoretical perspectives, the vulnerability hypothesis and the incivility 

hypothesis, will provide the basis for identifying the factors that may influence and 

explain perceived risk of victimization. However, previous research has determined 

that levels of perceived risk of victimization and the factors that influence it differ 

depending on the group being examined. Therefore, a major focus of this research 

will be to examine differences between models for various sub-groups and how 

these differences allow for an expansion of the explanations of perceived risk of 

victimization, as well as to identify factors that policy aimed at addressing perceived 

risk of victimization may target. 

No examination will be made of the fear-crime paradox that has been the 

focus of much prior research on fear of crime. The fear-crime paradox refers to the 

finding that those who are most fearful of criminal victimization are those for whom 

victimization is least likely to occur - women and the elderly. This has lead to a 

body of research that focuses on the irrationality of fear of crime and the connection 

between 'actual' crime and fear of crime.' The present study will look only at the 

perceptions of risk of criminal victimization and the explanations for perceived risk of 

victimization in certain sub-groups of the population. The rationality/irrationality of 

perceived risk will not be a focus for two reasons. The first is that the data source 

' Examples of this approach include Ditton et al. 1999; Farrall, Bannister, and Ditton 1997; Farrell, Phillips, and 
Pease 1995; Ferraro and LaGrange 1987; Greve 1998; Lupton and Tulloch 1999; Mawby. Brunt, and Hambly 
2000; Van der Wurff, Van Stallduinen, and Stringer 1989; Walklate 1998; Warr 1995; Weinrath and Gartrell 1996. 



for this study does not contain the information needed to assess the 'rational' 

component of the debate - 'actual' local crime incidents and/or rates. Secondly, 

perceptions are important to study on their own and their rationality or 'irrationality' 

does not change the reality of their effect on individuals and society. As Thomas 

and Thomas (1928:572) suggest: "If men define situations as real, they are real in 

their consequences." 

Literature Review 

Fear of crime 

One of the difficulties in researching fear of crime has been defining exactly 

what is being studied. Fear of crime has been generally defined as an emotional 

response involving dread, anxiety or worry about crime or perpetrators of crime or 

the symbols a person associates with crime (Ferraro 1995; Ferraro and LaGrange 

1987; Ferraro and LaGrange 1992; Garofalo 1981). 

Several studies have suggested that fear of crime has two major parts that 

must both be present for fear of crime to result - evaluative and emotional. The 

evaluative or cognitive component is generally known as perceived risk of 

victimization (Ferraro 1995; Ferraro and LaGrange 1987; Rountree 1998; Rountree 

and Land 1996b). This cognitive component is an important part of the fear of crime 

because the emotion of fear requires the identification of a situation as dangerous by 

the actor. 



However, it should be noted that the cognition of the perception of a danger 

does not necessarily translate into fear of crime. The relationship between 

perceived risk of crime and fear of crime requires that other cognitive factors be 

present simultaneously with perceived risk of victimization for fear of crime to 

develop. Some of these simultaneous factors include sensitivity to risk, and the 

perceived seriousness of the consequences of victimization (for example, Baumer 

1985; Box, Hale, and Andrews 1988; Ditton et al. 1999; Ferraro 1995; Ferraro and 

LaGrange 1987; Fishman and Mesch 1996; Hollway and Jefferson 1997; Warr 1984, 

1987, 1990; Warr and Stafford 1983). 

The second component of fear of crime is an emotional or affective 

component that co-exists with the cognitive aspect and serves to foster feelings of 

dread or anxiety in the individual (Ferraro 1995; Ferraro and LaGrange 1987; Gates 

and Rohe 1987; Hale 1996; Rountree and Land 1996b; Smith and Torstensson 

1997; Wan 1987). As suggested above, this emotional aspect requires the prior 

existence of the perceived danger (risk of victimization) and other cognitive factors 

and is conceptually distinct from the perceived danger or threat. It is a response to 

that threat. It is also possible to perceive the danger or risk and not to have anxiety 

or worry. It is the former, perceived risk of victimization that will be the focus of this 

research. The relationship between the cognitive and affective aspects of fear of 

crime is a project unto itself and will not be attempted here. The primary reason for 

this is the lack of adequate questions measuring affect in the data source. 



Research has also revealed that fear of crime (and therefore perceived risk of 

victimization) has distinct levels. The first is a general aspect that has been called 

formless fear or general fear of crime. This aspect is not related to particular 

offences. Concrete fear, on the other hand, refers to specific offences and the fear 

andlor perceived risk of victimization associated with them (Bernard 1992; Farrall, 

Bannister, and Ditton 1997; Hale 1996). Ferraro (1 995) has suggested that both 

formless fear and concrete fear have both general and personal aspects. The 

general aspect involves others or the neighbourhood. Personal refers to 

assessments or fears that focus on one's personal safety or fears about oneself, 

specifically. These distinctions, however, have not always been made in the fear of 

crime literature. Nor, however, do the data being used for this project contain the 

range of questions required to capture this complexity. Therefore, overall perceived 

risk of victimization will be the focus of this study. 

Theoretical Perspectives - Perceived Risk of Victimization 

The discussion above reveals the complexity of fear of crime as a concept 

and suggests that theoretical approaches will need to reflect the diversity of the 

phenomenon. In addition, the cornplextty of fear of crime also reflects the need to 

fully explore the concept of perceived risk of victimization. Thus, the approach taken 

here will be one that will incorporate aspects of various criminological and 

sociological approaches that further the understanding of perceived risk of 



victimization2. The main focus will be to suggest an approach or framework for 

studying the factors that influence perceived risk of victimization and to allow for an 

exploration of whether distinct sub-groups in the population need to be studied 

separately. 

Vulnerability 

One of the theoretical approaches to explore fear of crime involves the 

concept of vulnerability. This position suggests that the characteristics of an 

individual that make her vulnerable to crime (such as sex, advanced age, disability, 

or poor social environment) increase perceived risk of victimization and therefore, 

increase fear of crime. Research has revealed two types of vulnerability. Physical 

vulnerability is an individual's susceptibilrty to attack and lack of ability to resist an 

attack. Variables that may be related to physical vulnerability include sex, age3, 

physical well-being4, and whether individuals reside in an urban or rural setting5. 

Women, the elderly, those who are in poor health, andlor those who reside in urban 

settings are considered to be more physically vulnerable. These objective 

One theoretical perspective, typically found in the fear of crime literature that will not be included in this study is 
a modification of routine activities theory. The elements of this theory have been included in the vulnerability and 
incivility hypotheses presented above. Readers interested in exploring this perspective might consider the 
following references: Kennedy and Forde 1990; Kennedy and Sacco 1998; Liska, Sanchirm, and Reed 1988; 
Meier and Miethe 1993; Mustaine 1997; Mustaine and Tewksbury 2000; Rountree 1998; Rountree and Land 
1996a; Rountree, Land, and Miethe 1994. 
Studies that have addressed age (after 1985) include Farrall, Bannister, and Ditton 1997, 2000; Ferraro 1995; 

Ferraro and LaGrange 1992; Hale, Pack, and Salked 1994; Keane 1995; Mustaine 1997; Rountree 1998; 
Rountree and Land 1996a; Tulloch 2000. 

Studies that have considered perceptions of health as a correlate of perceived risk of victimization and/or fear 
of crime include Bazargan 1994; Evans 2000; Kennedy and Silverman 1984; Killias and Clerici 2000; Lee 1983; 
McKee and Milner 2000; Toseland 1982; Yin 1985. 

Studies since 1985, which have considered urbanlrural residence, include Borooah and Carcach 1997; Ferraro 
1995; Keane 1995; LaGrange, Ferraro, and Supancic 1992; Mustaine 1997. 



characteristics should increase individual's perceived subjective vulnerability, which 

in turn increases their perceived risk of victimization. 

The second type of vulnerability is social vulnerability. Social vulnerability 

involves the perception of a daily threat of victimization andlor the perception of 

one's inability to cope with the consequences of victimization. In other words, 

certain societal groups lack the resources to cope with either property or personal 

victimization and thus perceive that they are vulnerable. Groups that might see 

themselves as socially vulnerable include the poop, and members of visible 

minorities7. 

In addition to identifying potential indicators of perceptions of vulnerability, 

protective and safety behaviours have also been related to vulnerability. Protective 

behaviours are one-time activities that are engaged in to protect oneself or property 

from victimization8. Examples are installing a burglar alarm or getting a guard dog. 

Safety behaviours, on the other hand, are activities that are routinely engaged in to 

protect oneself or one's propertyg. These behaviours involve a repetitive 

performance by the individual actor. Examples of safety behaviours might include 

Studies that have considered the relationship between socio-economic factors and perceived risk of 
victimuation or fear of crime are numerous. Some of these are Borooah and Carcach 1997; Farrall, Bannister, 
and Ditton 2000; Ferraro 1995; Keane 1995; LaGrange, Ferraro, and Supancic 1992; Meier and Miethe 1993; 
Mustaine 1997; Pantazis 2000. 

A selection of studies since i 985 that have looked at race in regards to fear of crime include Ferraro 1995; 
Hale. Pack, and Salked 1994; LaGrange. Ferraro, and Supancic 1992; Mustaine 1997; Myers and Chung 1998; 
Rountree 1998: Rountree and Land 1996a; Weinrath 1999. ' Research that has considered the relationship between protective behaviours and perceived risk of 
victimization include DeFronzo 1979; Garofalo 1981 ; Kennedy and Sacco 1998; Kilbum and Shrum 1998; Meier 
and Miethe 1993; Miethe 1995; Noms and Kaniasty 1992; Rountree 1998; Taylor and Shumaker 1990; Young 
1985. 

Research into the reiationship between safety behaviours and perceived risk of victimization include Garofalo 
1981 ; Gilchrist, Bannister, and Ditton 1998; Liska, Sanchirco, and Reed 1988; Mesch and Fishman 1998; 
Rountree and Land 1996b. 



locking the car doors when in the car alone or planning one's route with safety in 

mind. 

Mesch and Fishman write: 'Generally stated, differences in levels of 

protective action reflect different degrees of vulnerability (I 998: 31 5)." Furthermore, 

the vulnerability explanation presumes that individuals are aware of their 

vulnerability and consider their vulnerability even though they may rarely experience 

actual victimization (Bennett 1994; Rountree 1998; Smith and Torstensson 1997; 

Taylor and Hale 1986). This awareness of vulnerability senres to heighten perceived 

risk of victimization. 

In summary, vulnerability is related to perceived risk of victimization. Those 

individuals who see themselves as vulnerable will have greater perceived risk of 

victimization. 

Incivility 

The incivility hypothesis or ' broken windows' thesis is another means of 

understanding perceived risk of victimization and its related factors. The incivility 

hypothesis suggests that individuals use information about their perceived physical 

and social environments to help assess their of victimization. Physical incivility is 

perceived by the individual through his assessment of the level of disorder in the 

physical surroundings such as graffiti, abandoned buildings, broken streetlights, and 

broken windows. Social incivility refers to individual's perceptions of the presence of 

people who are perceived to be rowdy, homeless, or disruptive in some way. It also 

involves perceptions regarding the presence of strangers and loitering teenagers 



(e.g. Box, Hale, and Andrews 1988; Evans 2000; Ferraro 1995; Killias 1990; Mesch 

2000; Warr 1990, 1995; Wan and Ellison 2000; Wilson and Kelling 1982). In 

addition, social incivility involves perceptions of the social environment such as 

levels of neighborhood cohesion, perceptions of local levels and types of crime, and 

knowledge of other's victimization' O. 

Furthermore, incivility can be related to perceptions of the level of 

guardianship that individuals feel is present. When there is a perception that the 

police are not capable guardians, perceptions of incivility may increase (Decker 

1981; Dull and Wint 1997; Sprott and Doob 1997; Thomas and Hyman 1977). 

Hale (1996), in an excellent review of the literature on fear of crime, 

summarizes the concept of incivility by stating: 

More broadly, there is growing evidence to relate fear of crime to 
perceptions of the local physical and social environment. Even if crime 
levels are low, neighbourhoods with 'broken windows' may have 
residents with high levels of fear, as incivilities become potent visible 
symbols of the lack of social control and order. Similarly residents of 
neighbourhoods where social networks are weak, who feel socially 
isolated may exhibit high levels of fear (pg. 131 ). 

Therefore, it is suggested that when perceptions of incivility are high, 

perceived risk of victimization will also be high. 

lo The media may also influence perceptions of incivility, perceptions of vulnerability and perceived risk of 
victimization. The data source used for this study has no measures to assess this effect Studies concerning the 
effect of the media on perceptions of incivility, perceptions of vulnerability and perceived risk of victimization 
include: Altheide and Michalowski 1999; Donnelly 1989; Ericson 1991 ; Fishman and Mesch 1996; Heath and 
Gilbert 1996; Kennedy and Sacw 1998; Miethe 1995; Rountree and Land 1996a; Williams and Dickinson 1993. 



lnteracfions and Perceived Risk of Victimization 

The vulnerability and incivility hypotheses share an underlying assumption 

that individuals are actively engaged in assessing their perceived risk. These 

hypotheses suggest that the individual monitors her environment (both social and 

physical), reacts to the cues around her, and interprets these cues to evaluate her 

perceived risk of victimization. 

The literature also suggests that different factors will play different roles in the 

explanation of perceived risk for various sub-groups of the population. This suggests 

the presence of interaction effects among certain predictors of perceived risk of 

victimization. In particular, this study will focus on two independent variables and 

their potential interaction effects with the other indicators of perceived vulnerability 

and perceived incivilrty used to explain perceived risk of victimization. 

First, it has been widely found that sex influences perceived risk of 

victimization, regardless of how it is measured. The theoretical framework employed 

here suggests that different models for males and females may be necessary. 

Females and males are likely to interpret their environments differently and therefore 

will have differing perceptions of vulnerability and incivility which will in turn influence 

their perceived risk of victimization levels (for example Farrall, Bannister, and Ditton 

2000; Gilchrist, Bannister, and Ditton 1998; Ferraro 1996; Mesch 2000; Mustaine 

and Tewksbury 1998; Rountree and Land 1996b; Sacco 1990). 

Furthermore, previous studies have found interactions between sex and 

certain other variables that influence perceived risk of victimization. Women are 



widely found to engage in more avoidance behaviours and employ more 

precautionary measures than men, producing an interaction effect when both sex 

and these behaviours are used as predictors of perceived risk of victimization (e.g. 

Box, Hale, and Andrews 1988; Gates and Rohe 1987; Kennedy and Sacco 1998; 

Meier and Miethe 1993; Miethe 1995; Mustaine and Tewksbury 1 998; Warr 1985). 

Significant interaction effects are also commonly found between sex and age 

(e-g. Box, Hale, and Andrews 1988; Fishrnan and Mesch 1996; Greve 1998; Killias 

1990; LaGrange and Ferraro 1989; Weinrath and Gartrell 1996). Two other 

commonly found interactions are between sex and prior victimization and between 

sex and victimization type (e-g. Gilchrist, Bannister, and Ditton 1998; Killias and 

Clerici 2000; Lupton and Tulloch 1999; Mustaine and Tewksbury 1998; Stanko 1992, 

1 995; Warr 1984, 1 985). 

Farrall, Bannister and Ditton (2000) write: "This suggests that not only do men 

and women have differing levels of anxieties about crime, but their levels are 

explained by different sets of variables (408)." Thus, it seems prudent to consider 

the possibility of interaction effects between sex and other independent variables 

used to explain perceived risk of victimization and to create models that address 

these interaction effects if found. 

The second variable that will be considered as a potential source of 

interaction effects is victimization. Previous victimization has been seen as being 

theoretically important in explanations of perceived risk of victimization. 

Theoretically, it seems probable that victims and non-victims will interpret their 



environments and situations differently. The vulnerability proposition, for instance, 

would suggest that victims may perceive themselves as more vulnerable in the 

future and that this will alter their perceived risk of victimization compared to non- 

victims. In light of past victimization different factors would play a role in perceived 

risk of victimization and the strength of those factors would vary for victims and non- 

victims. This, however, has not always been borne out in empirical examination. 

Perhaps this is because the explanations advanced to date have ignored the type of 

victimization experienced or because the dependent variable has been 

operationalized in different ways. A personal violent victimization is likely to affect 

perceived risk of victimization differently than property victimization, such as car 

theft, because of the differences in the target (one's property or one's body) (e-g. 

Denkers and Winkel 1998; Evans 2000; Ferraro 1995; Keane 1995; McKee and 

Milner 2000; Myers and Chung 1998; Rountree and Land 1996b). In addition, 

victimization and fear or perceived risk may be influenced by the same factors 

increasing the possibility of interaction effects and thus possibly masking the effect 

of victimization on perceived risk of victimization (Borooah and Carcach 1997). 

As was the case with sex, interaction effects may result when including 

victimization as an independent variable in predicting perceived risk of victimization. 

One of the most often noted interactions is between prior victimization and activities 

and behaviours. Those who have experienced victimization tend to have more 

constrained behavioun and engage in more protective actions (e-g. Miethe 1995; 

Miethe, Stafford, and Sloane 1990; Rountree and Land 1996a; Winkel 1998). Other 



variables that have been noted to interact with past victimization include gender (e.g. 

Borooah and Carcach 1997; Hale 1996; Weinrath and Gartrell 1996), socio- 

economic status (e.g. Carcach et al. 1995; Killias and Clerici 2000; Will and McGrath 

1995), age (Fishman and Mesch 1996), and ethnicity (Parker et al. 1993; Parker and 

Ray 1990). Thus, this study will look for interaction effects between prior 

victimization and the other independent variables used to explain perceived risk of 

victimization. In addition, consideration will be given to interactions between types of 

victimization (property or personal) and other independent variables. 

Summary 

Perceived risk of victimization can be explained using the vulnerability and 

incivility hypotheses. Individuals who perceive themselves as vulnerable or who 

perceive heightened levels of incivility should have heightened levels of perceived 

risk of victimization. However, the presence of interaction effects has been 

observed in previous research. In particular, sex and victimization have been found 

to have significant interaction effects with the other indicators of perceived incivility 

and vulnerability. 

This suggests that different sub-groups in the population will need to be 

considered separately and that explanations for perceived risk of victimization will 

need to be specific to the sub-group being considered. 

In the present study, the model that will be used to examine perceived risk of 

victimization for these sub-groups includes indicators of perceived vulnerability and 



perceived incivility. Indicators of perceived vulnerability in this study will be sex, 

previous victimization, age, urban/rural setting, health status, minority status, socio- 

economic status (indicated through education, dwelling type and employment 

status), protective behaviours and safety behaviours. Increased perceptions of 

vulnerability will likely be the case for: females, those who have experienced 

previous victimization, the elderly, those who live in urban areas, those in poor 

health, visible minorities, those of lower socio-economic status (those who have less 

education, live in accommodation that is not a single detached dwelling, and who are 

not employed), and those who do not engage in protective and safety behaviours. 

Indicators of incivility will be attitudes towards the police and beliefs about 

crime in one's neighbourhood. Individuals who hold negative attitudes towards the 

police or who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has increased in the last five 

years are more likely to have heightened perceptions of incivility, which serve to 

increase perceived risk of victimization. 

The next chapter lays out the methodology used to examine perceived risk of 

victimization in various sub-groups of the Canadian population informed by the 

theoretical framework of perceived vulnerability and perceived incivility. 



Chapter Two - Methodology 

This chapter outlines the data source and methodology used for this study. 

Identification of the data source and sample is followed by a consideration of the 

overall design of the study. Details of the operationalization of the dependent and 

independent variables, as well as consideration of some methodological issues 

follow. 

Data Source 

The source of data for this study is the 1999 Canadian General Social Survey 

(CGSS), Cycle 13. The survey is conducted yearly by Statistics Canada to gather 

data on social trends and to provide information on specific policy issues or 

concerns. Each year the survey collects socio-demographic data on respondents as 

well as examines specific social trends. It may also obtain inforrnation on specific 

policy issues for other federal agencies or for non-governmental agencies (Statistics 

Canada 2000a, 2000~). 

Three waves of the CGSS have collected data on criminal victimization: Cycle 

3 (I 988), Cycle 8 (1993). and Cycle 13 (1 999). Cycle 13, in addition to focusing on 

criminal victimization, contains questions that address spousal and senior abuse as 

well as questions on perceptions regarding three aspects of the criminal justice 

system (police, courts, and corrections). The survey has been released in two 

separate files. The main file contains socio-demographic inforrnation about 



respondents, their victimization experiences, attitudes toward the criminal justice 

system, and fear of crime questions. The incident file contains the specifics 

gathered regarding the incident(s) reported in the main file (Statistics Canada 2000a, 

2000~). The main data file of Cycle 13 of the CGSS will be the source for this study. 

Several advantages are gained by using the CGSS (Cycle 13). First, the size 

and breadth of the survey allow for an examination of Canadian perceptions of risk 

of victimization that otherwise would be difficult to obtain. Second, the survey 

gathered information on "the extent to which people worry about their personal 

safety in everyday situations, the extent to which fear imposes limits on their 

opportunities and freedom of movement, and how they manage threats to safety in 

their everyday lives" (Statistics Canada 2000a: 2). Thus, the survey provides an 

excellent opportunity to study perceived risk of victimization in the Canadian context. 

However, secondary data analysis also presents limitations. The survey may 

not ask theoretically informed questions, leading to confusion about what is actually 

being measured. Thus, determining which questions address perceptions of risk of 

victimization and which questions address fear of crime or other perceptions 

presents some difficulties (a point which will be addressed below). Additionally, 

there may be questions of value to the analysis that were not asked or were asked 

but the data were not made publicly available. For example, though the literature 

suggests that neighbourhood level effects need to be considered in studying 

perceptions of risk, this cannot be fully explored because postal code data and other 



residential information beyond urbanlrural residence were not released". The 

literature also suggests that perceptions of specific risks of victimization may be 

more valuable than exploring perceptions of general perceived risk (Block 1993; 

Weinrath and Gartrell 1996). For example, asking respondents about their 

perceived risk of sexual assault may provide more information than asking about 

levels of perceived safety. The questions asked in the CGSS were limited to 

general perceived risk and specific perceived risks could not be explored using 

these data. A further disadvantage may be that the researcher has no control over 

the ordering of questions, the interaction between respondent and interviewer, or 

probes that were used to clarw responses. These limitations are not 

insurmountable but must be taken into account when interpreting results and may 

limit the inclusion of all theoretically relevant factors in the analysis. 

Sample 

One of the major reasons to use the CGSS is the size of the sample. The 

target population for the sample was all persons 15 years and over in Canada. 

Residents of the Yukon, Northwest Territories, and Nunavut and residents of 

institutions were excluded. The survey employed random digit dialling and 

elimination of non-working banks design;'* therefore those who do not have a 

" It should be noted that the establishment of the University of Calgary as the site of a Statistics Canada Prairie 
Regional Research Data Site may be of service in accessing these variables in the future and would provide an 
excellent opportunity for future research. '* Details of this method of sampling can be found in the documentation for the CGSS (Cycle 13) (Statistics 
Canada 2000a). Basically, this sampling technique samples telephone numbers and when a working residential 
telephone is reached a second stage of sampling is done to select the person to be interviewed (Neuman 1997). 



telephone were excluded. The sample was stratified by geographic area and was 

adjusted to ensure that each province would have an adequate representation of 

victimization experiences. Further stratification was carried out to optimize the 

precision of national level estimates (Statistics Canada 2000a). 

The survey was conducted using computer-assisted telephone interviewing 

and had an overall response rate of 81 -3%. Calls were generally spaced over the 

year so as to minimize seasonal variations. The resulting sample size was 25,876 

(Statistics Canada 2000a). 

The large sample size makes this study possible. The study effectively 

results in partitioning the data into smaller and smaller sub-groups. Only a 

sufficiently large sample size could ensure that enough cases would be present to 

enable inferential statistical analysis at the final level of partitioning. 

Secondary Data Analysis 

Overall design 

This study employed quantitative secondary data analysis to explore the 

factors that affect perceived risk of victimization and how they differ in subsets of the 

population. In particular, attention was paid to interaction effects that have 

theoretical support in previous studies. Predicted interaction effects were tested for 

and, if found, the model was split into subgroups and new descriptive statistics and 

regressions were then run for the subsequent groups. Interaction effects that were 

found involved both sex and prior criminal victimization with the other independent 



variables. Thus, the result of testing for interaction effects and then partitioning the 

data left six sub-group models. These sub-groups consist of: 

1. Male non-victims 
2. Male victims of a property crime 
3. Male victims of a personal crime 
4. Female non-victims 
5. Female victims of a property crime 
6. Female victims of a personal crime. 

Table 2-1 - Model Runs 
i 

Perceived Risk of Victimization 
(no interaction modelled) 

General Modal 

Table 2-7 summarizes the models and the levels of paritioning. 

I I 

Perceived Risk of Victimization Perceived Risk of Victimization 
Male Female 

1 
I 

The basic procedure is outlined as follows. First, univariate analyses were 

Male 
Victim 

run on all variables to note their distributions and check for anomalies. Second, 

Female 
Non-Victim 

bivariate analyses were run between all combinations of pairs of variables (both 

dependent and independent) to determine the suitability of using each variable and 

r I r 1 1 

to identify potential problems such as multicollinearity. The bivariate analysis 

- 
Male 

Propefty 
Victim 

included t-tests, Pearson's correlation, crosstabs with risk analysis, and scatterplots. 

The results of some of these tests (particularly those that deal with the relationship 

Male 
Personal 
Victim 

between the dependent and independent variables) are reported in subsequent 

Female Female 
Property Personal 
Victim Victim 

chapters and appendices. 



Finally. multiple OLS regression analysis was conducted to simultaneously 

examine the factors playing a role in overall perceived risk of victimization. One 

model (regression equation) was generated for each box (overall and sub-groups) in 

Table 2-1. The regression was then rerun with the inclusion of interaction terms and 

a determination was made (based on the significance of the change in the increment 

of variance explained) whether to proceed to the next level of analysis. Significant 

interaction effects were found at all levels tested leading to the models as 

summarized in Table 2-1. 

Comparisons were then made between the final six models by sex groupings 

(female non-victims, female property victims, female personal victims, and male non- 

victims, male property victims, male personal victims). These comparisons took two 

forms. The first considered differences in the amount of variance explained in each 

model. Although variance explained ( R ~ )  can vary depending on sample size (Berry 

and Feldman 1985). measures were taken to assess and manage this possibility. 

This was done by drawing six random samples of eight hundred cases for the non- 

victim and property victim models for both males and females. The average of the 

variance explained for each model was calculated and the difference from the model 

containing all cases observedq3. 

The second form of comparison involved comparing slope coefficients (b's). 

Two types of slope comparisons were made. The first considered the pattern of 

significance for the independent variables. The second comparison looked at 

13 Details of these tests can be found in footnotes 22 and 26 in Chapters Four and Five. 



differences in the size of effect. Comparisons of size of effect were made using the 

f-distribution with a denominator that considers the pooled variance of the two 

sample variances14. However, comparisons between models may be hampered 

when there are statistically significant differences in the subgroup variances. When 

subgroup variances are not equal inferential tests of significance are not 

conc~usive'~. Hardy (3 993) states: 

Under conditions of heterogeneity of variance between subgroups, 
addressing the question of differential subgroup effects for explanatory 
variables is much more complicated, because the inferential tests for 
differences in effects are ambiguous: It is unclear whether the test 
results are caused by differences in groups effects, a difference in 
group variances, or both (pg. 55). 

The solutions proposed to compare effects under conditions of heterogeneity 

involve either data transformation or a complex weighting scheme that adjusts for 

the heterogeneity to give unbiased test statistics (Hardy 1993). This study was 

limited to comparisons where homogeneity of subgroup variance existed. Generally, 

homogeneity of variance was found within male models and within female models 

14 The formula used for comparison of slopes is 

b l - b z  2 t = , where S: and S,  are the mean residual sum of squares for the respective subgroups. 
f 2 2 )T 

1 2 sb, and sb2 are the variance estimates of the two-subgroup coefficients. Degrees of freedom are n,, + na - 4 

(Hardy, 1993: 51 -53). 

lS The test to determine heterogeneity of variance between subgroups is an F-test with nl-kq-1, n2kr i  degrees 

RSs,/ 

of freedom. The formula is F = /n ' -k l - '  (Hardy, 1993: 55).  
RSS/ 



but not between male and female models. The lack of homogeneity of variance 

between male and female models is not unexpected. Previous studies, as noted 

earlier, strongly suggest that males and females perceive risk differently and that the 

factors that relate to the level of perceived risk also vary. Thus, comparisons are 

presented between the three male models (non-victims, property victims, and 

personal victims) and the three female models (non-victims, property victims, and 

personal victims). No direct comparisons between the male and female models are 

made. This, however, would be a fruitful avenue for future research. 

Weighting 

Statistics Canada releases the CGSS with a weighting scheme in place that 

brings the data to population levels. In order to conduct analysis, a new weighting 

variable was calculated and applied that brings the data to the sampling level and 

allows for accuracy of inferential statistics. This alternative weighting variable is 

calculated by selecting the cases to be included in the analysis, taking the mean of 

the weight variable provided by Statistics Canada and then dividing each individual 

case weight by the mean calculated earlier (Statistics Canada 2000a). In order to 

have accurate weighting, a new weight variable was calculated for each model and 

applied to the data before any analysis was run? 

- - -  - 

l6 Average weights for each model were: Generzl (937.56), Females (863.44), Males (1028.68), Female Victims 
(893.75). Male Victims (1055.01), Female Non-victims (854.50), Male Non-victims (101 9-55}, Female Property 
Victims (895.56), Male Property Victims (1061.29), Female Personal Victims (867.71), Male Personal Victims 
(1024.40). These weights were used to calculate the average weight applied to the data before any analysis was 
run. 



Operationalization - Dependent Vadable 

Perceived risk of victimization and fear of crime, as mentioned earlier, have 

not always been clearly delineated in the literature. The development of a clear 

classification scheme by Ferraro and LaGrange (1988) has helped to clarify what is 

being addressed by specific survey questions (see Table 2-2). 

Cycle 13 asks several questions that the CGSS documentation indicates are 

meant to measure fear of crime (see Appendix A for partial questionnaire showing 

exact wording of questions mentioned hereafter). However, according to the 

classification scheme in Table 2-2 above, these questions are actually more likely to 

be capturing perceived risk of victimization at a personal level. For example, 

Question A3 asks about how safe a person feels walking alone in hislher area after 

Table 2-2 - Classification and Examples of Crime Perceptions 
Modified from Ferraro (1 995: 24). 

Type Of Perception 
Cognitive Affective 

Judaements Values Emotions 

General 

Personal 

C. 
Fear for others' 
victimization 

(emotional state of 
fear) 

F. 
Fear for self- 
victimization 

(emotional state of 
fear) 

A. 
Risk to others; Crime or 

Safety Assessments 
(perceived risk of 

victimization) 
D. 

Risk to self; safety to self 
(perceived risk of 

victimization) 

B. 
Concern about 
crime to others 
(concern about 

crime) 
E. 

Concern about 
crime to self; 

Personal tolerance 
(concern about 

crime) 



dark1'. Question A9 asks the respondent to identify how worried helshe is when 

home alone at night. Question A24 asks respondents to express their degree of 

satisfaction or dissatisfaction with personal safety from crime (Statisti= Canada 

2000b). Using Ferraro's classification scheme, all of the above-mentioned questions 

fall within cell D and could be treated as measures of perceived risk of victimization. 

A scale was developed from these three indicators to produce an overall 

measure of perceived risk of victimization. All three variables were recoded so that 

coding was in the same direction (less to more perceived risk). Variables were then 

standardized to z-scores (to compensate for different measurement schemes), and 

then the three individual z-scores were added and the total divided by three to give a 

total score of perceived risk of victimization. Dividing by three allowed the scale to 

approximate a single z-score distribution and thus allows ease of interpretation. A 

negative score indicates a low level of perceived risk of victimization and as scores 

increase the level of perceived risk increases. 

Reliability analysis was conducted on the three standardized variables and 

was repeated for each separate model to ensure that the scale was reliable in each 

case. The Cronbach's Alpha for each model is summarized in Table 2-3. All alpha 

scores were above 0.52 (an acceptable level for a three-item scale) and showed 

only small amounts of variability across modelsl8. 

l7 This question is the one that has most extensively been used to measure fear of crime in other studies. The 
inclusion of this question as one of the indicators allows for continuity between this study and previous research. 
'' The Cronbach's alpha obtained for this scale is within acceptable limits but at the lower end. However, it 
seemed more important to have a multiple indicator measure of the dependent variable then to rely on a single 
measure. 



Operationalization - Independent Variables 

The independent variables included in the analysis were sex, previous 

victimization (in the last 12 months and type of victimization (personal or property)), 

age, years of education, urban/rural status, dwelling type, minority status, 

employment status, self-identified health status, perceptions of crime in one's 

neighbourhood, attitudes towards the police, protective behavioun, and safety 

behaviours. A summary of the independent variables and their coding is given in 

Table 2-4. 
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Table 2-3 - Reliability Analysis for Perceived Risk of Victimization 

Model 

General 
Female 
Male 

, Female non-victim 
Male non-victim 
Female victim 
Male victim 
Female property victim 
Male property victim 
Female personal victim 
Male personal victim 

Cron bachys 
Alpha 
0.601 7 
0.5865 
0.5416 
0.5682 
0.5221 
0.6005 
0.5680 
0.6045 
0.5765 
0.6059 
0.6005 



Vulnerability Indicators 

Sex 

Table 2 4  - Independent Variable Summary 
Variable I Coding I Measurement Unit 

Vulnerability Indicators 

Sex was dummy coded (0 = Female, 1= Male). In the general model, sex 

was included as an independent variable. The general model was then tested for 

significant interaction effects between sex and other independent variables. 

Significant interaction effects were found (see details in Chapter 3). In all 

subsequent models, sex was used as one or more of the selection variables in 

partitioning the sample. 

Sex 
Victimization last 12 months 
Property Victimization - last 12 months 
Personal Victimization - last 12 months 
Age 
Education Level 
UrbanJRural Status 
Dwelling Type 

Minority Status 

Female (O), Male (1) 
Non-victim (01, Victim (1) 
Non-victim (0), Victim (1) 
Non-victim (0), Victim (1) 
Years 
Years 
Rural (0), Urban (1) 
Other Accommodation (0), Single 
Detached Dwelling (I) 
Visible Minority (0), Other (1) 

Employment Status 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 

Not Full-time EmpIoyedlStudent (0), 
Full-Time Employed/Student (1 ) 
Poor (0), Good (I) 
Count - 0 to 8 
Count - 0 to 5 

Incivility Indicators 
Amount of Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Attitudes towards the Police 

Same/Decreased (0), Increased (I) 
Scale - 1 to 5 - Higher Score More 
Negative Attitude 



Victirniza tion 

Previous victimization (of any kind) in the last twelve months was the variable 

used in the general, male and female models and to test the male and female 

models for the presence of interaction effects between victimization in the last 12 

months and the other independent variables. These interactions were found to be 

significant indicating a need for separate victim and non-victim models by sex. 

The victim models were subsequently tested (using a property victimization 

variable and a personal victimization variable) to determine whether there was 

interaction between the type of victimization and the remaining independent 

variables. Significant interaction effects were found and further discussion of these 

is in Chapter 3. 

The presence of these interaction effects suggested that the victim models 

needed to be further sub-divided by type of victimization. The property and personal 

victimization variables were used to further partition the sample into appropriate sub- 

groups. At the same time, respondents could have both personal and property 

victimization. Such respondents are included in both types of victimization models. 

All three victimization variables were dummy coded (0 = non-victim and 1 = 

victim). Victimization in the last 12 months was coded 1 if the respondent indicated 

either a property or personal victimization in the last 12 months. Property and 

personal victimization were determined based on self-reports of respondents to 

Questions B1 to B13. A summary of offences used to constitute personal or 

property victimization is provided in Table 2-5. 



Respondents to the CGSS had to be a minimum age of ffieen years and no 

respondent was coded as older then 80 (The data coding at source provided no 

means of determining the precise age of those over 80 years). Age was coded in 

years and calculated from questions that asked the respondent's birth date and 

yearlg. 

I 

Education 

Education was measured in years in this study. This was accomplished by 

recoding variable EDUlO in the CGSS. The variable was originally coded into ten 

separate levels of education. An average number of years were assigned to each 

of these ten categories and the variable was recoded into years of education with 

values ranging from 0 to 18 years of education. 

l9 Some previous research indicated that age might have a non-linear relationship with perceived risk of 
victimization. Therefore, all regression models were tested to see whether the introduction of an age-squared 
term significantly increased the explained variance. The polynomial term was not found to be significant in any 
of the models. 

Table 2-5 - Summary of Victimization Events 
Property Victimization 

CGSS Question Number 
B1 
M A ,  B46, B4C, B7 
B6A, 866 

CGSS Question Number 
82 
B8Al B8B, B l lA ,  B115 
69,610, B12,613 

Event 
Deliberate damage of property 
Property Stolen 
Deliberate damage or theft of motor 
vehicle 

Event 
Something taken by force or threat 
Personally attacked 
Unwanted sexual attention, attack or 
threat 

Personal Victimization 



Urban/RuraI Status 

Urban/rural status was derived from the variable URIND in the CGSS. In this 

study, respondents from Prince Edward Island were included with rural respondents. 

Dwelling Type 

Dwelling type was recoded from CGSS variable DWELLC into a dummy 

coded variable where those in single-detached dwellings were given a code of 1. 

Visible Minority Status 

Minorty status was derived from variable VlSMlN in the CGSS and was 

dummy coded for this analysis with the referent category being the visible minority 

category. 

Employment Status 

Employment status was derived from variable ACMYR in the CGSS. It was 

dummy coded with those who were employed full-time or full-time students assigned 

a code of 1. 

Self-ldenfjfied Health Status 

A measure of individuals' perceptions of their health was included as an 

independent variable. HLTHSTAT in the CGSS was collapsed into two categories. 

Those who viewed their health as poor or fair were combined and coded as 0. In 

contrast, those who viewed their health status as excellent, very good, or good were 

combined into the category good and coded as 1. 



Pmtective Behaviours 

Protective behaviours are defined as behaviours that individuals engage in to 

protect themselves or their property from crime. The CGSS asked respondents if 

they had ever done any of the following to protect themselves or their property from 

crime: 

Changed routine or activlies or avoided certain places 
Installed locks or security bars 
Installed alarms or motion detector lights 
Taken a self-defense course 
Changed phone numbers 
Obtained a dog 
Obtained a gun 
Moved (Statistics Canada 2000b). 

The variable used in this analysis was derived by adding together all 

responses. A yes response counted as a 1 and a no response as a 0. Thus, the 

possible range for this variable was from 0 to 8 activities or behavioun. However, 

no respondent engaged in all eight behaviours leaving the actual range 0 to 7. 

Safety Behaviours 

Safety behaviours are those activities that one routinely engages in to make 

oneself safer from crime. The CGSS asked about the following safety behaviours: 

a. Carry something to defend oneself 
b. Lock car doors when alone in the car 
c. Check backseat for intruders before entering vehicle 
d. Plan route with safety in mind 
e. Stay home at night becacse afraid (Statistics Canada 2000b). 



The safety behaviours variable used in this analysis was constructed in an 

identical fashion to the protective behaviours variable. The possible and actual 

range for this variable was from 0 to 5. 

Incivility Indicators 

Crime in the Neighbouthood 

The CGSS, asked respondents 'During the last five years, do you think crime 

in your neighbourhood has increased, decreased, or remained the same? (Statistics 

Canada 2000b: 6)". The responses to this question were recoded so that the 

categories 'decreased' and 'remained the same' were combined and coded as 0. 

Attitude towards fhe Police 

The CGSS contains several measures of perceptions of police performance, 

but only two of these measures were used in the current study. These measures 

were clearly related to safety concerns and also limited the number of missing 

cases. One of the questions used, AIOA, asked respondents how they would rate 

the police in enforcing the laws. The other question, AIOE, queried respondents in 

regards to how they would rate the police in relation to ensuring safety. In both 

cases, respondents were asked to rate the police as doing a good, average or poor 

job (Statistics Canada 2000b). 

These two questions were combined into a single scale that ranged from 1 to 

5 points. The scale was tested for reliability and the reliability coefficient was stable 



across all models and well above acceptable ranges for a two-item scale. A 

summary of the results of the reliability analysis is given in Table 2-6. 

Causal Ordering 

One of the issues that had to be considered was causal ordering. Do 

protective behaviours, safety behaviours, and victimization precede perceived risk of 

victimization or does perceived risk of victimization precede these other variables? 

Previous literature includes examples of both orderings. The likelihood is that these 

relationships are reciprocal. 

The cross-sectional survey takes a snapshot of a respondent's attitudes on a 

particular day at a particular moment in time. The CGSS asks about protective 

behaviours by stating, "Have you ever done any of the following things ... ? (Statistics 

Canada 2000b: 11). It asks about safety behaviours by referring to activities that are 

"routinely engaged inn (Statistics Canada 2000b: 11). The questions about 

perceived risk of victimization ask for an estimate at that moment in time. Therefore, 

Table 2-6 - Reliability Analysis of Attitudes Towards the Police 
Model 

General 
Female 
Male 
Female non-victim 
Male non-victim 
Female victim 
Male victim 
Female property victim 
Male property victim 
Female personal victim 
Male personal victim 

Cronbach's Alpha 
0.7480 
0.7486 
0-7470 
0.7286 
0.7361 
0.7680 
0.7470 
0.7623 
0.7549 
0.7939 
0.7481 



the questions regarding protective and safety behaviours are used to establish the 

past. Perceived risk of victimization as an attitude reflects the 'here' and 'nowy which 

has been influenced by the behaviours that have preceded it. 

MuEticollineanty 

Multicollinearity is an important issue in this study. Multicollinearity refers to 

interrelationships between the independent variables. Independent variables that 

are highly related result in imprecise estimates of the unique effects of each variable 

(Berry 1993). Multicollinearity was a potential issue in this study because many of 

the variables that were used as predictors for perceived risk of victimization are also 

often used as predictors for actual victimization, as well as for attitudes towards the 

police. Partitioning the sample into sub-groups helped to alleviate some of the 

multicollinearity concerns. In addition. tolerance and VIF values in all models were 

within acceptable ranges (Berry and Feldman 1985; Jaccard, Turrisi, and Wan 1990; 

Pedhazur 1997). The lowest tolerance value in any of the final six models was 0.633 

for the variable years of education in the female personal victim model. Tolerance 

and VIF results are presented in all regression results tables. 

Conclusion 

As noted above, the research design employed here resulted in a different 

model for each of the sub-groups considered. The results of these models are 

presented in the next three chapters. Chapter Three presents an overview of the 



models that contained interaction effects. Chapters four and five focus on the 

models that resulted once the interaction effects were controlled for. 



Chapter Three - Interaction Models 

The models detailed in this chapter consider perceived risk of victimization in 

the general (overall) model, the male (overall) model, the female (overall) model, the 

male victim model and the female victim model. The only details presented here are 

the regression models that show interaction effects, simply because the purpose of 

these models was to consider interaction effects in the regression models. All other 

details of these samples are presented in Appendix 8, which includes tables that 

summarize the univariate and bivariate characteristics of the samples as well as the 

regression models (without interaction effects). 

General Model 

The general model was tested for significant interaction effects between sex 

and various other variables using perceived risk of victimization as the dependent 

variable. In particular, based on previous findings in the published research. 

interactions between sex and minority status, age, safety behaviours and attitudes 

towards the police were tested. The results of the regression testing for these 

interactions is summarized in Table 3-1. 

Interaction effects tested for were significant except for the interaction 

between sex and age. The presence of these interaction effects suggests that 

separate models are required for males and females and that conclusions drawn 

from the general model may be influenced by these significant interactions. 



Table 3-1 - OLS Regression - General Model with Interaction 

Male Model 

Given that the general model contained significant interaction effects involving 

sex, the sample was partitioned into males and females. The same analysis as was 

done with the general model was then conducted on the two sub-samples. 

The male model was tested for interaction effects between victimization and 

certain other independent variables with perceived risk of victimization being the 

dependent variable. In particular, interactions between victimization and education, 

crime in the neighbourhood, age, safety behaviours, and attitudes towards the police 

were tested. The results of the model that tests these interaction effects are 

- - -- - - - - 

Constant 
Rz 
SE 

(N= 18,402) 
Beta 
-0.045 
0.028 
0.019 
0.076 

-0.018 
-0.079 
-0.006 
0.227 

-0.051 
-0.060 
0.1 20 
0.269 

Sex 
Victimization - last 1 2 months 
Age 
UrbadRural Status 
Minority Status 
Education 
Employment Status 
Attitudes towards the police 
Dwelling type 
Self-identified health status 
Protective behaviours 
Safety behaviours 
Crime in the neighbourhood 
Sex X Minority Status 
Sex X Age 
Sex X Safe Behaviours 
Sex X Attitudes Toward the Police 

-- -- 

-0.238 
0.306 
0.61 1 

b 
-0.066 
0.046 

-0.0009 
0.132' 
-0.045 

-0.01 9' 
-0.009 
0.159' 

-0.082* 
-0.162' 
0.068' 
0.145' 
0.213' 

-0.129* 
0.001 

-0.036' 
-0.053* 

Tolerance 
0.045 
0.887 
0.424 
0.900 
0.419 
0.878 
0.897 
0.434 
0.932 
0.960 
0.800 
0.393 

- --- - 

SEb 
0.042 
0.01 1 

0.0004 
0.01 1 
0.024 
0,002 
0.010 
0.007 
0.010 
0.01 7 
0.004 
0.005 
0.010 
0.031 

0.0006 
0.007 
0.009 

VIF 
22.17 

1.13 
2-36 
1 .I 1 
2.39 
1.14 
1.12 
2.30 
1.07 
1.04 
1.25 
2.54 

- 

1.08 
12.23 
9.17 
2.83 
5.39 - 

0.136 1 0.926 
-0.088 1 0.082 
0.043 

-0.051 
-0.087 

0.109 
0.353 
0.185 



presented in Table 3-2. The majority of interaction effects tested were significant 

other than that between victimization and crime in the neighbourhood. 

I Table 3-2 - OLS Regression - Male Model with Interaction I - 
(N = 8,928) 

The presence of these significant interaction effects suggests that separate 

Victimization - last 12 months 
Age 
UrbanlRural Status 
Minority Status 
Education 
Employment Status 

Neighbourhood 1 
Victimization X Age 0.003' 

Constant 
Rz 
SE 

models for male victims and male non-victims are necessary and that conclusions 

Tolerance 
0.035 
0.677 
0.892 
0.935 
0.699 
0.892 

0.0009 
0.01 1 
0.012 

Victimization X Safe Behaviours 
Victimization X Attitudes toward Police 

drawn from the overall male model may be confounded by these interactions. 

Attitudes towards the police 
Dwelling type 
Self-identified health status 
Protective be haviours 
Safety behaviours 
Crime in the neighbourhood 
Victimization X Education 
Victimization X Crime in the 

VIF 
28.72 

1.48 
1.12 
1.07 
1.43 
1.12 

I 

0.049" 
0.032' 

"pe. 001 'PC. 01 

I 

-0.354 1 
0.230 ( 
0.537 1 

Female Model 

The same analysis as was done for the male model and the general model 

was conducted on the sub-sample of females. The female model was tested for 

interaction effects between victimization in the last twelve months and other 

independent variables with the dependent variable, perceived risk of victimization . 

Beta 
0.002 
0.050 
0.075 

-0.086 
-0.064 
0.004 

b 
0.003 

0.002" 
0.1 08" 

-0.7 73** 
-0.01 2" 

0.005 

1 

0.075 
0.068 
0.060 

1 

1 

f 

SEb 
0.068 

0.0004 
0.014 
0.099 
0.002 
0.01 3 

I 
0.131 1 7.60 
0.381 1 2.63 
0.185 1 5.39 

0.096" 
-0.081 " 
-0. t 23" 

0.007 
0.013 
0.021 

1.64 
1.08 
1.04 
1.22 
1.62 
1.61 

22.25 
2.37 

0.061 " I 0.005 
0.099" 1 0.006 
0.184" 1 0.016 
-0.01 4* 0.004 

0.021 1 0.027 

0.1661 0.609 
-0.060 1 0.930 
-0.055 1 0.960 
0.125 
0.188 
0.138 

-0.143 
0.011 

0.823 
0.619 
0.621 
0.045 
0.422 



In particular, interactions between victimization with: education, crime in the 

neighbourhood, age, safety behaviours, and attitudes towards the police were 

tested. The results of this model are presented in Table 3-3. 

I Table 3-3 - OLS Regression - Female Model with Interaction 1 

Victimization - last 12 months 
Age 
Urban/Rural Status 
Minority Status 
Education 
Employment Status 
Attitudes towards the police 
Dwelling type 
Self-identified health status 
Protective behaviours 
Safety behaviours 
Crime in the neighbourtrood 

Neighbourhood 
Victimization X Age 
Victimization X Safe Behaviours 
Victimization X Attitudes toward Police 

Only one interaction effect was found to be significant. This was the 

. 
b 

-0.063 
0.0005 
0.1 59" 
-0.046 

-0.024" 
-0.028 

0.1 64" 
-0.081" 
-0.1 99" 
0.072" 
0.1 30" 
0 -233" 

Constant 
RL 

interaction between victimization in the last twelve months and number of safety 

Victimization X Education 
Victimization X Crime in the 

, 
SEb 

0.091 
0.0005 
0.018 
0.026 
0.003 
0.015 
0.009 
0.016 
0.026 
0.006 
0.007 
0.018 

0.002 
0.045" 
-0.023 

behaviours routinely engaged in. Again, the presence of a significant interaction 

Beta 
-0.036 

. 0.010 
0.085 

-0.016 
-0.092 
-0.018 
0.216 

-0.048 
-0.069 

75Tz1 
0.217 
0.142 

Tolerance I VIF 

-0.1 16 
0.242 

effect suggests that separate models for victims and non-victims are appropriate. 

0.030 
0.727 
0.904 
0.948 
0.671 
0.904 

0.00l 
0.012 
0.015 

I 

1 

Finding significant interaction effects in the male and female models for 

-0.001 1 0.006 
0.005 1 0.033 

32.79 
1.38 _ 
1.1 1 
1.05 
1 -49 
1.1 1 

victimization suggested that separate models would be necessary for victims and 

-0.008 
0.002 

0.042 
0.403 

non-victims within males and females. The next set of interactions involved type of 

23.52 
2.48 

0.6171 1.62 

7.82 
5.36 
5.32 

1 
0.039 1 0.128 

victimization and other independent variables. The male and female samples were 

0.929 
0.955 
0.784 
0.627 
0.658 

0.076 
-0.032 

1.08 
1.05 
1.28 
1-60 
1.52 

0.187 
0.188 

t 



subdivided further into non-victims and victims. The non-victim models are part of 

the final six models considered and are presented in subsequent chapters. 

The next two models presented here are the victim models, which justify the 

final stage of analysis that considers type of victimization. In these models, two new 

independent variables were introduced into the regression equations. The first 

variable captures whether the respondent was or was not the victim of property 

victimization. The second variable captures whether the respondent was or was not 

the victim of a personal crime. The property and personal victimization variables 

were used to construct the interaction terms in these two models. 

Male Victims Model 

OLS regression was run for male victims with perceived risk of victimization 

as the dependent variable. This regression model included variables for property 

and personal victimization, as well as for interaction terms between property and 

personal victimization and some of the other independent variables. Significant 

interaction terms justify the need to further subdivide the victim model by the type of 

victimization experienced. 

The male victims model was tested for interaction effects between type of 

victimization and various other independent variables. In particular, interaction 

between type of victimization and age, education, safety behaviours and health 

status were tested for. The results of this model are presented in Table 3-4. 



Female Victims Model 

The female victim model was then tested for interaction effects between type 

of victimization and other independent variables with perceived risk of victimization 

Table 3-4 - OLS Regression - Male Victims with Interaction 
(N = 2,457) 

c 
Property Victimization 
Personal Victimization 
Age 
UrbanlRural Status 
Minority Status 
Education 
Employment Status 

Tolerance 
0.021 
0.017 
0.033 
0.940 
0.927 
0.046 

VIF 
46.98 
57.34 
30.65 

1.06 
1.08 

21.51 

Attitudes towards the police 
. Dwelling type 
Self-identified health status 
Protective behaviours 

, Safety behaviours 
Crime in the neighbourhood 
Personal Victimization X Age 
Personal Victimization X Education 

b 
-0.001 8 

0.497 
-0.009 
0.096" 

-0.187" 
-0.002 
-0.015 0.8591 1.16 

0.126- 
-0.045 
0.213 

0.062" 
0.035 

0.205" 
0.010' 

-0.039' 

SEb 
0.253 
0.204 
0.004 
0.032 
0.039 
0.019 
0.028 

Beta 
-0.0008 

0.314 
-0.1 99 
0.052 

-0.084 
-0.01 0 
-0.01 0 

0.011 
0.026 
0.169 
0.01 0 
0.041 
0.024 
0.003 
0.014 

4.14 
19.36 
44.34 
61.08 
15.50 
27.77 

0.044 0.027 0.056 0.241 

"PC .001 'PC. 01 

Significant interaction effects were found between personal victimization and 

age, personal victimization and education, property victimization and age, and 

property victimization and safety behaviours. The presence of these interaction 

effects suggests that separate models for male personal victims and male property 

victims are necessary. 

Personal Victimization X Health 
Property Victimization X Age 
Property Victimization X Education 
Property Victimization X Safety Beh. 
Property Victimization X Health 

Constant 
R' 
SE 

0.214 ) 0.908 1 1.10 

-0.308 
0.014' 
-0.017 
0 I *  
-0.232 

-0.51 9 
0,293 
0.580 

1 1.09 
15.09 
1.28 

17.34 
1.09 

15.90 
45.53 

-0.030 1 0.921 
0.083 1 0.066 
0.1 22 
0.061 
0.147 
0.1 93 

-0.321 

0.123 
0.004 
0.019 
0.038 
0.161 

0.783 
0.058 
0.918 
0.062 
0.021 

-0.1 88 
0.357 

-0.1 21 
0.1 94 

-0.129 

0.052 
0.022 
0.016 
0.065 
0.036 



as the dependent variable. Interactions between type of victimization and age, 

education, safety behaviours and health status were tested and the results are 

presented in Table 3-5. 

I Table 3-5 - OLS Regression - Female Victims with Interaction 

Only one interaction term was found to be significant. This was the 

Constant 
Rz 
SE 

interaction between property victimization and education. The presence of a 

significant interaction effect suggests that separate models by type of victimization 

"PC -001 *PC. 01 

0.202 
0.258 
0.735 

are required for female victims. 

I 

Given the presence of this interaction effect, the sample was further sub- 

divided by type of victimization. 



Summary 

The purpose of this exercise has been to substantiate, statistically, the need 

to divide the models by sex and victimization. Having found significant interaction 

effects, we proceed to a more detailed consideration of six specific models that, 

essentially, control for these significant interaction effects. The first set of models 

considers the male sub-sample subdivided into non-victims, property victims, and 

personal victims. The second set of models considers the female sub-sample 

partitioned in a similar fashion. We now turn to these findings. 



Chapter Four - Male Models 

The final three maie models, after controlling for the presence of interaction 

effects, are male non-victims, male property victims, and male personal victims. A 

summary and comparison of the three sub-samples will be presented. Details of the 

univariate and bivariate analysis for each male sub-sample can be found in 

Appendix C. Following the consideration of the samples, separate regression 

analyses and discussion will be presented for each of the male models. This will be 

followed by a comparison and discussion of the regression results and conclusions 

for the three male models. 

Sub-sample comparison2' 

Sample Comparison (Univariate) 

A summary of the sample characteristics for the male models is provided in 

Table 4-1. This table presents a number of interesting findings that suggest 

20 Comparisons between the male models (non-victim, property victim, personal victim) are possible because 
there is homogeneity of variance. Even though there is homogeneity of variance, which allows for a comparison 
of regression effect size, other comparisons need to be made with cautjon if variance is involved in the 
calculation of the statistic being measured. For instance, correlations may be stronger as sample size decreases 
even if homogeneity of variance is present. t-test comparisons have a similar limitation. The models have very 
different sample sizes: male non-victims 8618, male property victims 2517, and male personal victims 789. This 
decreasing sample size means that variability in the samples may be decreasing as well. 

The comparisons made here will take the following forms. Sample characteristics (percentages and 
means) will be compared directly as these do not involve the use of variance in calculation and adjust for the size 
of the sample by including N in the denominator of the calculation. correlations will be considered only for 
relationship between the dependent variable and some of the independent variables in the various models. 
Dummy variables were tested for their relationship with the dependent variable, perceived risk of victimization, 
using t-tests. These are compared by looking at the mean level of perceived risk of victimization for each 
category of the dummy coded variables. Comparisons of t-values and their levels of significance are not 
presented because of the limitations in regards to sample size and variance mentioned earlier. 



explanations of perceived risk of victimization for different male sub-groups as well 

as highlight issues to be explored within the regression models. 

The first observation about these data is that the variables can be divided into 

two categories. The first category includes variables that demonstrate little variation 

between models. The second category includes variables that indicate a pattern of 

differences between models, particularly between non-victims and victims. 

Table 4-1 - Sample Characteristics - Male Models 

Dichotomous Variables 

UrbanlRural Status 
Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
SamelDecreased (0) 
Increased (1) 

Dwelling Type 
Other accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

Employment Status 
Not employedlstudent (0) 
FT employedlstudent (1 ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

Variable 

Non-Victim 

24.6% 
75.4% 

73.5% 
26.5% 

28.9% 
71.1% 

1 1.4% 
88.6% 

33.0% 
67.0% 

8.3% 
91 -7% 

Means 

Property 
Victim 

16.0% 
84.0% 

58.8% 
41.2% 

32.9% 
67.1% 

1 1 -4% 
88.6% 

26.6% 
73.4% 

8.6% 
91.4% 

Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 
Attitudes Toward the Police 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 

Personal 
Victim 

15.9% 
84.1% 

57.6% 
42.4% 

36.1 % 
63.9% 

1 1 -2% 
88.8% 

37.1% 
62.9% 

10.0% 
90.0% 

Non-Victim 

12.403 
44.763 

1.745 
1.116 
1.103 

-0.268 

Property 
Victim 

1 3.088 
36.206 
2.104 
1.683 
1.227 

-0.120 

Personal 
Victim 
12.542 
29.020 
2.248 
1.917 
1 -429 

-0.061 



The variables that are consistent or stable between models are minority 

status (about 1 1 % are visible minorities), health status (90-92% consider their health 

good), and education (1 2.4-1 3 years). The stability of these three variables across 

sub-samples indicates that changes in effect size or significance in the regression 

models are particularly important because they cannot be related to changes in the 

composition of the sample. 

Next, we consider the variables that differ between models. First, there is a 

set of variables that show differences between victims and non-victims but do not 

have substantial variation by type of victimization. These are urban/rural status and 

crime in the neighbourhood. Urbanlrural status indicates an increase in the 

percentage of individuals that reside in urban environments for the victimization 

models from about 75% to 84%. There tends to be higher rates of victimization in 

urban areas and therefore one would expect this finding. 

Crime in the neighbourhood shows a drastic increase in the percentage of 

individuals that believe that crime in their neighbourhood has increased for the 

victimization models from about 26% to 42%. It appears that some male victims 

(regardless of type of victimization) have altered perceptions of crime in their 

neighbourhoods. 

The second set of variables that exhibit differences are those that differ both 

between non-victims and victims, as well as by type of victimization. The majority of 

these variables show a pattern that indicates increasing (or decreasing) means or 

percentages in one of the dummy variable categories as one moves from non- 



victims to property victims to personal victims. These are dwelling type, age, 

attitudes towards the police, protective behaviours, safety behaviours, and perceived 

risk of victimization. 

Employment status deviates from this pattern. For non-victims the 

percentage of males employed full-time is 67% and for personal victims the 

percentage employed full-time is 63%. However, for male property victims the 

percentage employed full-time is 73%. Perhaps, those who are employed full-time 

are more attractive targets and thus lack guardianship of their belongings due to 

their employment. (However, this may explain victimization rather than perceived 

risk of victimization.) 

The percentage of males who live in single detached dwellings declines from 

non-victim (71 -1 %), to property victim (67.1 %) to personal victim (63.9%). This 

decline may indicate a decreasing socio-economic status by victimization. However, 

other indicators of socio-economic status would have to be examined in order to 

substantiate this claim. 

Age declines between models. Thus, male personal victims have a mean 

age that is 15.7 years younger than non-victims. This is a typical pattern of 

victimization. Victimization, particularly personal victimization, tends to occur among 

younger Canadians and declines as age increases. (However, as was the case for 

employment status, this may be a characteristic of victimization rather than 

perceived risk of victimization.) 



Attitudes towards the police become more negative with victimization and are 

most negative for personal victims. This suggests that victimization alters 

perceptions of the police and a personal victimization causes a substantial decline in 

confidence towards the police. This significant decline in confidence towards the 

police occurs alongside a rise in protective and safety behaviours. Protective and 

safety behavioun show a mean increase with the highest average number of 

protective and safety behavioun present in the male personal victims sample. Thus, 

victimization appears to alter the behaviour of the males in the sample. 

Finally, the perceived risk of victimization scale reveals that increasing levels 

of perceived risk of victimization are associated with male victims and that the 

highest perceived risk of victimization is for male personal victims. This is exactly as 

expected. Victimization of any type increases perceived risk of victimization for 

males but a personal victimization, which involves an attack upon the body rather 

than possessions, results in the highest levels of perceived risk of victimization for 

males. The other interesting thing to note is that none of these mean levels of 

perceived risk of victimization is a positive value. Thus, simply being a male seems 

to keep perceived risk of victimization below the level of perceived risk of 

victimization in the general population. 

The comparison of sample characteristics for the male models suggests a 

number of important points. First, differences in certain variables by sub-sample 

may be reflecting different patterns of victimization. It must be kept in mind that 

differences in patterns of victimization may not correspond to differences in 



perceived risk of victimization. Secondly, for many variables the differences 

between all three models lend support to there being substantial differences 

between non-victims and victims and differences amongst victims by type of 

victimization. 

Sample Comparison (Bivariate) 

Correlations 21 22 

The correlations between various independent variables and the dependent 

variable for each of the three male models are presented in Table 4-2. 

Table 4-2 - Correlations with Perceived Risk of Victimization - Male Models 
7 

I of Victimization I I I I 

Safety 
Behaviours 

First, it can be noted that although education and age show significant 

Model 

Perceived Risk 

Non- Victims 

Victims 
Male Personal 

Victims 

correlations with perceived risk of victimization these correlations are not 

Age Education 

substantively important. However, the correlations between perceived risk of 

-0.0636' 

-0.0564* 

-O. 0697 

21 Correlations presented here are between the dependent variable and independent variables only. Details of 
the correlations between the independent variables for each male model can be found in Appendix C. 

Comparisons of these correlations between groups may be influenced by factors other than thcse presented 
here. In particular, the denominators of the wrreiations are not the same impeding direct comparison. However, 
the arguments presented here are not totally dependent on these comparisons and are further substantiated in 
other areas of the thesis. 

Police 
Attitudes 

Protective 
Behaviouts 

0.08 16** 

0.0876** 

0. I 334" 

0.2049" 

0.2969** 

0.3464** 

0.2049" 

0.2969"" 

0.3464** 

0.2833"' 

0.4047"" 

0.4048" 



victimization and attitudes towards the police are stronger and suggest that as 

perceived risk of victimization increases attitudes towards the police become more 

negative. The strength of this correlation increases for each subsequent model, 

non-victim to property victim to personal victim, which may be related to the 

decreasing sample sizes of the models. 

Protective behaviours show a similar pattern. As the number of protective 

behaviours increase, perceived risk of victimization also increases. The correlations 

increase in strength as one moves from non-victim to property victim to personal 

victim. 

Finally, safety behaviours are fairly strongly correlated with perceived risk of 

victimization. As the number of safety behaviours increases, perceived risk of 

victimization also tends to increase. The correlation is particularly strong for the 

male property and male personal victim models. 

Means Comparison 

The means comparison for perceived risk of victimization with the 

dichotomous variables in the model is presented in Table 4-3. The first noticeable 

pattern involves the variables 'crime in the neighbourhood', dwelling type, minority 

status, and health status. The mean values for perceived risk of victimization 

become positive in either or both the property and personal victim models for one of 

the categories within each of these variables. The highest mean value of perceived 

risk of victimization is found for male personal victims. 



The categories that show positive values for mean perceived risk of 

victimization are for male property andlor personal victims who believe that crime in 

their neighbourhood has increased in the last year, for male personal victims who 

live in accommodation that is not a single detached dwelling, for male property 

andlor personal victims who are members of a visible minority, and for male property 

andlor personal victims who are in poor health. 

For these groups, perceived risk of victimization is not below the overall mean 

for the sample. This indicates that the reduced levels of perceived risk of 

victimization usually present for males are overridden by these other combined 

categorizations. Furthermore, this effect is especially pronounced for personal 

victims suggesting that a personal victimization may serve to dramatically override 

ihe positive effect of being male for individuals in these categories. 

Table 4-3 - Mean Values - Perceived Risk of Victimization - Male Models 

Variable 

UrbanlRutal Status 
Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
SamefDecreased (0)  
Increased (1) 

Dwelling Type 
Other accomrnodation (0) 
Sinqle detached dwelling (1 ) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1) 

Employment Status 
Not employed/student (0) 
FT ernployed/student (1 ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 

Good (I) -0.2888 -0.1441 -0.1 142 

Personal 
Victim 

-0.2378 
-0.0279 

-0.2561 
0.21 97 

0.0644 
-0.1383 

0.3604 

Non-Victim 

-0.3930 
-0.2261 

-0.3432 
-0.051 5 

-0.1 90 1 
-0.301 2 

-0.0783 

Property 
Victim 

-0.2396 
-0.0970 

-0.2760 
0.0987 

-0.0794 
-0.1426 

0.1348 
-0.2961 -0.1 551 -0.2 147 

-0.051 7 
-0.071 2 

1 

-0.0802 0.0680 0.2980 

-0.2404 
-0.2870 

-0.1 331 
-0.1 189 

1 



The second pattern that is present in the means comparison is similar to the 

first but the mean levels of perceived risk of victimization stay below zero for all 

categories indicating that the effect of being male is continuing to keep perceived 

risk of victimization levels below the mean for the overall sample. These variables 

are urbanlrural status and employment status. However, the mean level of perceived 

risk of victimization is still highest for personal victims suggesting that personal 

victimization produces higher levels of perceived risk of victimization for males. 

The comparison of the bivariate associations for the male models indicates 

that substantial differences exist between victims and non-victims and that victims 

must be further subdivided by the type of victimization they have suffered. 

Furthermore, male non-victims have the lowest levels of perceived risk of 

victimization, male property victims have higher levels of perceived risk of 

victimization and male personal victims have the highest levels of perceived risk of 

victimization. In addition, it appears that personal victimization combined with other 

variables may serve to override the effect of being male and push perceived risk of 

victimization levels above the mean for the overall population. 

Regression Analyses 

Male Non- Victims 

Male non-victims can, in many ways, be considered the base group when 

considering perceived risk of victimization. They have not experienced the 

heightened perception of vulnerability that results from victimization or from being 



female. Their perceptions of incivility will also not be affected by previous 

victimization. In all aspects, they exhibit the lowest levels of perceived risk of 

victimization. 

OLS regression was run on the male non-victims sample using perceived risk 

of victimization as the dependent variable and age, urban/rural status, minority 

status, education, employment status, attitudes towards the police, dwelling type, 

health status, protective behavioun, safety behaviours, and crime in the 

neighbourhood as predictors. The results of this regression is presented in Table 

44. Variance explained was 18.8%. The majority of the independent variables 

were significant except for employment status. 

1 

Table 4 4  - OLS Regression - Male Non-Victims 
(N= 6,459) 

- -pc. oovpc. 01 

For male non-victims, as age increases the level of perceived risk of 

victimization also increases. For every ten additional years of age, perceived risk of 

victimization increases by 0.02 points. Male non-victims who reside in an urban area 

Constant 
R~ 
SE 

-0.340" 
0.1 88 
0.51 7 

SEb 
0.0004 
0.015 
0.022 
0.002 
0.015 
0.007 
0.01 5 
0.024 
0.006 
0.006 
0.015 

Beta 
0.054 
0.084 
-0.087 
-0.071 
0.008 
0.166 
-0.074 
-0.066 
0.124 
0.197 
0.140 

Age 
UrbanIRural Status (Urban = 1) 

b 
0.002" 
0.110" 

I 

Tolerance 
0.910 
0.887 
0.933 
0.866 
0.893 
0.959 
0.932 
0.954 
0.877 
0.865 
0.950 

VIF 
1.099 
1.127 
1.072 
1.155 
1.120 
1.042 
1.073 
1.048 
1.140 
1.156 
1,053 

Minority Status (Not Visible Minority = I) 1 -0.167" 
Education 
Employment Status (FT Employed = I) 
Attitudes towards the police 
Dwelling type (Single Detached = 1) 
Self-identified health status (Good = 1) 
Protective be haviou rs 
Safety behaviours 
Crime in the neighbourhood (Increased = I) 

-0.012" 
0.009 

0.096" 
-0.096" 
-0.1 39" 
0.061" 
0.099" 
0.1 84" 



have a 0.1 10 higher average level of perceived risk than male non-victims who 

reside in a rural environment. 

Male non-victims who are not members of a visible minor@ have 0.167 lower 

average levels of perceived risk than male non-victims who are members of a visible 

minority. For every additional year of education that male non-victims have their 

perceived risk of victimization score decreases by 0.012 points. For male non- 

victims as attitudes toward the police become more negative, perceived risk of 

victimization increases. 

Male non-victims who reside in single detached dwellings have 0.096 lower 

average levels of perceived risk of victimization compared to male non-victims who 

reside in other types of accommodation. Male non-victims who perceive their health 

as good have a 0.1 39 lower mean level of perceived risk of victimization compared 

to male non-victims who perceive their health as poor. 

Male non-victims who engage in higher numbers of protective and safety 

behaviours have increased levels of perceived risk of victimization. for every 

additional protective behaviour that male non-victims engage in their level of 

perceived risk of victimization increases by 0.061 points. For every additional safety 

behaviour that male non-victims routinely engage in their level of perceived risk of 

victimization increases by 0.099 points. 

Finally, male non-victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has 

increased in the last five years have a 0.184 higher mean level of perceived risk of 



victimization compared to male non-victims who believe that crime in their 

neighbourhood has remained the same or decreased in the last five years. 

In summary, male non-victims who are older, who live in urban areas, who 

are members of a visible minority, who have less education, who have negative 

attitudes towards the police, who live in accommodation that is not a single detached 

dwelling, who believe they have poor health, who engage in higher numbers of 

protective and safety behaviours, and who believe crime in their neighbourhood has 

increased in the last five years will have heightened levels of perceived risk of 

victimization. 

Discussion 

Vulnerability 

The indicators of vulnerability in this study are age, urbanlrural status, health 

status, socio-economic status (dwelling type, employment status, education), and 

protective and safety be haviours. The regression results presented here largely 

support the expectation that increased perceptions of vulnerability lead to higher 

perceived risk of victimization for male non-victims. 

As individuals age, they may perceive that their ability to deflect victimization 

or to financially and physically deal with the consequences of victimization may 

decrease. The significant effect of age in the regression seems to support this for 

male non-victims. However, it is important to recognize that age is having a 

relatively minor effect compared to some of the other variables in the model. This 



suggests that age may increase feelings of vulnerability but that it has a relatively 

minor effect on its own and only when combined with other relevant factors will it 

cause perceived risk of victimization to increase appreciably. 

Male non-victims who live in urban areas may feel more vulnerable to 

victimization because of the density of population and larger numbers of 

victimizations that occur in urban areas and will in turn, have increased levels of 

perceived risk of victimization. 

Male non-victims who are in poor health may also feel more vulnerable to 

victimization. Those who perceive themselves in poor health may feel that they are 

not capable of fending off crime or dealing with the physical consequences of 

victimization. Once again, though, health status is having a lesser effect than some 

of the other variables indicating that it is playing a relatively minor role in increased 

levels of perceived risk of victimization. 

Lower socio-economic status can contribute to feelings of social vulnerability 

because those with lower socio-economic status may have fewer resources to deal 

with the consequences of victimization. It is not unexpected that male non-victims 

who have less education and reside in accommodation that is not a single detached 

dwelling have higher levels of perceived risk of victimization. It is, therefore, 

somewhat unexpected that employment status did not have a significant impact in 

the model. This may be due to how the variable was operationalized. Employment 

status was divided into two categories - those who were employed full-time or were 

full-time students and those who were not employed full-time or were not full-time 



students. Perhaps if employment status had been coded to allow for more 

categories (for example, separating out students and part-time workers) differences 

in perceived risk of victimization would have been found. 

The role of protective and safety behaviours may also be seen as an element 

of vulnerability and is related to perceived risk of victimization. Increased numbers 

of protective and safety behaviours may serve as indicators of heightened 

perceptions of vulnerability and subsequently perceived risk of victimization is 

heightened. An explanation for this finding might be that increased numbers of 

protective and safety behaviours serve to increase awareness of an individual's 

perceived vulnerability as a potential victim. By engaging in these activities and 

behaviours, individuals are acknowledging their vulnerability as potential targets of 

crime. In order to continue engaging in these behaviours they must also continue to 

acknowledge their vulnerability. Overall, this study shows that increased 

perceptions of vulnerability serve to increase perceived levels of victimization for 

male non-victims. 

In civility 

Generally, increased levels of incivility have been associated with increased 

perceived risk of victimization. Those who perceive their physical and social 

environment as being dangerous or 'not civil' will have heightened levels of 

perceived risk of victimization. Thus, those who perceive that crime in their 

neighbourhood has increased in the last five years or who have negative attitudes 



towards the police are likely to perceive higher levels of incivility and thus will have 

heightened perceptions of risk of victimization. The results of this regression suggest 

that this is the case for male non-victims. 

Capable guardianship is also an indicator of incivility. Capable guardians 

may be individuals or social entities, such as police, or physical measures. 

Therefore, as attitudes towards the police become more negative this would indicate 

heightened perceptions of incivility and would cause perceived risk of victimization to 

increase. This appears to be the case for male non-victims. 

The relationship between protective behavioun, a measure of vulnerability, 

and attitudes towards the police suggests another avenue of exploration for 

considering perceived risk of victimization. For male non-victims, increasingly 

negative attitudes towards the police are related to increased numbers of protective 

behaviours. Therefore, as the police are seen as less capable guardians, individuals 

take more responsibility for providing their own guardianship by increasing their 

number of protective behaviours. At the same time, this change in type of 

guardianship serves to increase perceived risk of victimization through increased 

perceptions of vulnerability. This relationship may suggest a fruitful avenue for 

policy concerning perceived risk of victimization (discussed further in the last 

chapter). 



Conclusions 

It appears that both the vulnerability and incivility hypotheses are good 

explanations for perceived risk of victimization for male non-victims. Male non- 

victims have a low level of perceived risk of victimization. However, this level may 

increase if male non-victims have heightened perceptions of vulnerability or have 

concerns about the civility of their physical and social environments. 

Male Property Victims 

Male property victims should have slightly elevated levels of perceived risk of 

victimization. The experience of property victimization is expected to heighten 

perceptions of vulnerability as well as heighten attention to signs of incivility. 

OLS regression was run with perceived risk of victimization as the dependent 

variable. The independent variables were the same as for the male non-victim 

model. The results of this regression are presented in Table 4-5. The variance 

explained for the male property victim model was 28.7%. Four variables were not 

significant: urbanlrural status, employment status, dwelling type, and self-identified 

health status. 

The remaining variables were significant, including age, minority status, 

education, attitudes toward the police, protective behaviours, safety behaviours, and 

crime in the neighbourhood. 

For male property victims, as age increases perceived risk of victimization 

also increases. For every ten additional years of age, perceived risk of victimization 



increases by 0.05 points. Male victims who are members of a visible minority also 

have higher levels of perceived risk of victimization. Male property victims who are 

not members of a visible minority have a 0.172 lower average perceived risk of 

victimization than male property victims who are members of a visible minority. 

Male property victims who have less education have higher levels of 

perceived risk of victimization. For every additional year of education that male 

property victims have their level of perceived risk of victimization decreases by 0.025 

points. Male property victims who have more negative attitudes towards the police 

have heightened perceived risk of victimization. For every point increase on the 

attitudes towards the police scale, perceived risk of victimization increases by 0.128 

points. Male property victims who have higher numbers of protective and safety 

behaviours have higher levels of perceived risk of victimization. 

Table 4-5 - OLS Regression - Male Property Victims 
(N = 2.1671 

I -- I b I SEb 1 Beta I Tolerance I VIF 1 

Constant -0.442" 
R2 0.287 
SE 0.586 1 
'*p<. 001 'PC. 01 

For very additional protective behaviour engaged in by male property victims 

perceived risk of victimization increases by 0.070 points. For every additional safety 



behaviour routinely participated in by male property victims, perceived risk of 

victimization increases by 0.1 56 points. 

Finally, male property victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood 

has increased in the last five years have increased levels of perceived risk of 

victimization. Male property victims who believe that crime has increased have 

0.205 higher mean levels of perceived risk of victimization compared to male 

property victims who believe that crime has not increased. 

In summary, urbanlrural status, employment status, dwelling type, and health 

status do not play a role in perceived risk of victimization for male property victims 

when all other variables are controlled for. Male property victims who are older, are 

members of a visible minority, have negative attitudes towards the police, engage in 

higher numbers of protective and safety behaviours, and believe that crime in their 

neighbourhood has increased have heightened levels of perceived risk of 

victimization. 

Discussion 

Vulnerability 

The role of perceptions of vulnerability in perceived risk of victimization for 

male property victims seems to be only moderate. The variables that were 

suggested earlier as indicators of perceived vulnerability are not significant in the 

present regression model or are having a relatively minor effect in the model. 



Urbanlrural status, health status, dwelling type, and employment status are not 

significant. In addition, age, minority status and education are significant but less 

important in the model than, for example, safety behaviours or attitudes towards the 

police. 

A conclusion that could be drawn from these results is that vulnerability is not 

a strong explanation for perceived risk of victimization for male property victims. 

However, this conclusion might overlook another possibility. It is probable that 

experiencing property victimization overwhelms some other indicators of perceived 

vulnerability for males. Males often do not have perceptions of vulnerability to 

victimization - they perceive themselves as invulnerable. The experience of 

victimization may serve to undermine perceptions of invulnerability, which may in 

turn, overwhelm other potential indicators of vulnerability, such as health status, and 

place prior victimization as the main factor in perceptions of vulnerability for male 

property victims. 

Finally, the role of protective and safety behaviours in regards to vulnerability 

needs to be clarified. Protective behaviours and safety behaviours are having a 

stronger effect than many other variables in the model. Higher numbers of 

protective and safety behaviours serve as indicators of a heightened perception of 

vulnerability. This heightened perception of vulnerability leads to increased 

perceived risk of victimization. Protective and safety behaviours serve as indicators 

of perceptions of increased vulnerability by focusing attention on the potential of 

future victimization. 



Incivility 

Increased perceptions of incivility are thought to increase perceptions of risk 

of victimization. This appears to be the case for male property victims. Perceptions 

of increased incivility can be seen in the effect of crime in the neighbourhood and 

attitudes towards the police on perceived risk of victimization. Perceptions of 

incivilities may be seen as increasingly present when attitudes towards the police 

are more negative and when individuals believe that crime in their neighbourhood 

has increased. For male property victims, when these two conditions are present, 

the result is increased perceived risk of victimization. This provides support for 

incivility as an explanation for perceived risk of victimization for male property 

victims. 

In addition, if capable guardians are perceived by individuals as not present, 

thus indicating perceptions of increased incivility, this serves to heighten perceived 

risk of victimization. Negative attitudes towards the police indicate a lack of social 

guardianship and indicate increased perceptions of incivility, and subsequently result 

in increased perceived risk of victimization for male property victims. There is a 

moderate relationship between attitudes towards the police and protective and 

safety behaviours, which suggests that as attitudes towards the police become more 

negative, protective and safety behaviours increase. Thus, as was argued for the 

male non-victim model, as the guardianship of the police is seen as increasingly less 

adequate, male property victims increase their protective and safety behaviours to 

try and provide their own guardianship. However, this move to individual 



guardianship is not effective in reducing perceived risk of victimization. Increasing 

numbers of protective and safety behaviours are indicative of heightened 

perceptions of vulnerability, which increase perceived risk of victimization. 

Conclusions 

For male property victims it appears that the best explanation for perceived 

risk of victimization is provided by the incivility hypothesis. Vulnerability appears to 

be playing a relatively minor role in perceived risk of victimization for male property 

victims but this may well be because of the vulnerability inherent in a property 

victimization itself. Male property victims have a level of perceived risk of 

victimization that is below that of the general model. This low level of perceived risk 

of victimization changes if male property victims perceive increased incivilities or 

experience heightened perceptions of vulnerability. 

Male Personal Victims 

Males who have been victims of a personal offence should have the highest 

levels of perceived risk of victimization of all males. A personal victimization should 

greatly heighten perceptions of vulnerability, as it is a direct attack upon the body 

rather than on material goods. A personal victimization may accentuate the 

perception of incivilities and change perceptions of what is dangerous or hazardous 

and what is not. 

An OLS regression was run with perceived risk of victimization as the 

dependent variable. The independent variables were the same for both previous 



male models. The results of this regression are summarized in Table 4-6. The 

variance explained for this model was 36.8%. Three independent variables did not 

have a significant effect: age, urban/rural status, and employment status. The 

remaining significant variables were minority status, education, attitudes toward the 

police, dwelling type, health status, protective behavioun, safety behaviours, and 

crime in the neighbourhood. 

Constant -0.01 1 i 
R~ n ~ R R  I 

Male personal victims who are not members of a visible minority have a 0.287 

lower average perceived risk of victimization score than male personal victims who 

are members of a visible minority. 

For male personal victims, as education increases perceived risk of 

victimization decreases. For every additional year of education that a male personal 

victim has, perceived risk of victimization drops by 0.045 points. Male personal 

victims who have more negative attitudes towards the police have higher levels of 



perceived risk of victimization. For every additional point on the attitudes towards 

the police scale, perceived risk of victimization increases by 0.1 50 points. 

Male personal victims who reside in single detached dwellings have an 

average perceived risk of victimization score that is 0.168 points less than the 

average perceived risk of victimization for male personal victims who reside in other 

types of accommodation. Male personal victims who are in good health have an 

average perceived risk of victimization score that is 0.219 points below the average 

perceived risk of victimization score for male personal victims who believe that their 

health is poor. 

Male personal victims who engage in higher numbers of protective and safety 

behaviours have heightened levels of perceived risk of victimization. For every 

additional protective behaviour that male personal victims engage in their perceived 

risk of victimization score increases by 0.060 points. For every additional safety 

behaviour that male personal victims routinely engage in their perceived risk of 

victimization score increases by 0.143 points. 

Finally, male personal victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood 

has increased in the last five years have heightened perceived risk of victimization 

levels. Male personal victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has 

increased in the last five years have a 0.238 higher average perceived risk of 

victimization score than those who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has 

decreased or stayed the same. 



In summary, age, urbanlrural status and employment status do not play a 

significant role in perceived risk of victimization for male personal victims when all 

other variables are controlled for. Male personal victims who are members of visible 

minorities, who hold negative attitudes towards the police, who live in 

accommodation that is not a single detached dwelling, who are in poor health, who 

engage in higher numbers of protective and safety behaviours, and who believe that 

crime in their neighbourhood has increased have higher levels of perceived risk of 

victimization. 

Discussion 

Vulnerability 

The role of the vulnerability hypothesis for male personal victims seems 

moderate at first glance. Many of the indicators of vulnerability are not significant or 

have weak effects in the regression model for male personal victims. These 

variables are urbanlrural status, dwelling type, age, employment status, and health. 

However, it is possible that personal victimization may act as a master status 

(Hughes 1945) for male personal victims in regards to perceived risk of victimization 

and as such the experience of victimization overrides or replaces some other 

potential sources of additional vulnerability. 

Not all vulnerability indicators were non-significant or weak. The two 

exceptions were education and minority status. Education was seen earlier as a 

measurement of socioeconomic status and it was suggested that those with lower 



socio-economic status should experience higher levels of perceived risk of 

victimization because they lack the resources to deal with the consequences of 

victimization and thus have increased feelings of vulnerability. The regression 

model supports this for education but not for the other socio-economic indicators 

such as dwelling type and employment status. The mixed support for the socio- 

economic variables suggests another explanation is needed. It may be that 

education acts as a sort of immunization against personal victimization and its effect 

on perceived risk of victimization. Higher education may reduce perceived risk of 

victimization for male personal victims by allowing them to put the relatively rare 

experience of personal victimization within the context of total life-experience 

thereby reducing the overall effect of personal victimization for males. 

The other vulnerability variable that was significant was minority status. Male 

personal victims who are members of a visible minority have higher levels of 

perceived risk of victimization. It appears that the perceived vulnerability associated 

with visible minority status is not overridden by the experience of personal 

victimization for males. It may be that males who are members of a visible minority 

do not have the levels of invulnerability that are present for other males before the 

victimization. Their perceived risk of victimization may be higher before the 

victimization event and remains heightened afterward. This is supported by the 

means for perceived risk of victimization for minority status in the male non-victims 

model. 



For male personal victims, the victimization experience may therefore act as 

the overriding context for perceived vulnerability. One mediating effect is provided 

by education, which may allow the male personal victim to situate the victimization 

event, thus reducing perceptions of vulnerability. Minority status increases 

perceptions of vulnerability for male personal victims and thus increases perceived 

risk of victimization. This may be because members of a visible minority have higher 

initial perceptions of vulnerabiiity that are magnified by the personal victimization 

experienced. 

Higher numbers of protective and safety behaviours indicate increased 

perceptions of vulnerability, which heighten perceived risk of victimization for male 

personal victims. Those male personal victims who engage in higher numbers of 

protective and safety behaviours may be continually bringing the possibility of 

victimization to the forefront and thus increasing their perception of their vulnerability 

as future crime victims of crime and increasing their perceived risk of victimization. 

Incivility 

The incivility hypothesis is supported for male personal victims in regards to 

perceived risk of victimization. The presence of incivilities increases perceived risk 

of victimization for male personal victims. This is shown through the attitudes 

towards the police and crime in the neighbourhood variables. Negative attitudes 

towards the police and feelings that crime in the neighbourhood have increased are 



both indicators of perceived incivility and result in increased levels of perceived risk 

of victimization for male personal victims. 

Lack of capable guardianship is an indicator of perceptions of incivility. 

Negative attitudes towards the police and a belief that crime in their neighbourhood 

is increasing are both signs of a lack of capable guardianship and both increase 

perceived risk of victimization for male personal victims. In addition, more protective 

and safety behaviours may be a result of the individual trying to replace capable 

guardianship that is perceived as not being provided by the police or other social 

institutions. This suggests that societal guardians (such as police) may be of greater 

importance for perceived risk of victimization than individual attempts at 

guardianship. 

Conclusions 

Several important elements can be seen in the model for male personal 

victims. First, personal victimization may act as a master status that overrides 

almost all other sources of perceived vulnerability. The one source of perceived 

vulnerability that heightens perceived risk of victimization for males is minority 

status. Education, on the other hand, appears to allow male personal victims to 

situate their victimization experience and thereby reduce perceived risk of 

victimization. Lack of capable guardianship at the societal level heightens perceived 

risk of victimization for male personal victims. Engaging in protective and safety 

behaviours increases awareness of the possibility of future victimization and thus 



increases perceived risk of victimization through increased perceptions of 

vulnerability. The presence of perceived incivilities also heightens perceived risk of 

victimization for male personal victims. 

Regression Comparisons 

The regression models presented in this chapter will be compared in three 

ways. First, by considering the variance explained. Second, by looking at patterns 

of significant effects among the independent variables. Finally, patterns in the size 

of effects between models will be considered. It is necessary to consider both 

patterns of significance and differences in size of effects because they give different 

information that can help in understanding similarities and differences between the 

models. Patterns of significance indicate whether or not the variable is a significant 

predictor controlling for all other variables in the regression equation. Differences in 

size of effect indicate whether or not the effect is a stronger or weaker predictor in 

different models. It is possible that a variable could show no differences in 

significance between models but show differences in the size of the effect between 

models. Conversely, a variable could show differences in significance between 

models and show no difference in the size of effect. 

The variance explained in each of the male models differs substantially. 23 24 

Male non-victims had the lowest variance explained (1 8.8%). The male property 

-- -- - -- 

a Some of the difference in explained variance may be due to a decrease in sample size and subsequently 
variance between models. As was mentioned in the methodology section, random samples of cases were drawn 
from the larger models and the regression was re-run to determine the effect t h ~ t  sample size might be having 
on the variance explained. This was repeated 6 times and an average of the R was taken and compared to the 



victim model had an almost ten percent increase in variance explained (28.7%). The 

male personal victim model had by far the largest explained variance at 36.8%. 

Furthermore, the variance explained for the male personal model exceeds the 

variance explained in both the overall model (30.6%) and the overall male model 

(23.0%). The regression model tested here is strongest for male personal victims 

and in comparison works least well for male non-victims. 

At the same time, male non-victims are the largest sub-sample. This 

suggests that a different model of perceived risk of victimization may need to be 

developed for male non-victims. However, little research has been conducted 

specifically on male non-victims in regard to perceived risk of victimization and 

identifying additional explanatory concepts may be difficult without additional 

exploratory research. One type of research that might be particularly productive in 

this regard may be extensive interviews that allow male non-victims to express their 

own understanding of their perceived risk of victimization. This might lead to the 

discovery of concepts or potential explanations for perceived risk of victimization that 

have been missed in the past and could serve as additional predictors for perceived 

risk of victimization for male non-victims. 

- 

R' when the full sub-sample was used. For the male non-victim model the average increase in variance 
explained was 3.3%. For the male property victims, the average increase in variance explained was 0.84%. 
Thus, the differences in variance exp!ained by models cannot be attributed to sample size alone. 
24 The comparisons of variance explained between the models may be further complicated by the difference in 
the denominators of the Multiple R calculation. However, the variances explained do not need to be directly 
compared to reach the same conclusions. The main conclusion of this section regards the small variance 
explained far male non-victims and this lack of variance explained is still present whether one compares it to the 
other models or regards it as a proportion of 100%. 



In addition, the difference in variance explained between the property model 

and the personal model suggests that different models may need to be developed 

for male property victims. This could be done in a similar fashion to that suggested 

for male non-victims. The possibility that different predictors may be necessary for 

each sub-group of males needs to be explored in future research. 

The differences in variance explained may also be associated with the type of 

perceived risk of victimization being captured by the dependent variable. As was 

suggested in the discussion of the operationalization of the dependent variable, 

crime perceptions can be divided into different categories. It was suggested that the 

questions used to develop the dependent variable fell within cell D (Table 2-2), 

labelled perceived risk of victimization, which was concerned with cognitive 

judgements at a personal versus a general level. Perhaps the large variance 

explained for the personal victims model supports the notion that these models are 

explaining personal rather than general perceived risk of victimization. 

The second way of comparing the regressions across the three male models 

is to consider patterns of significance of variab~es.~' The significance of the 

independent variables across the three male models is summarized in Table 4-7. 

The first pattern that can be noted is for variables that show stability of either 

significance or non-significance across all three models. The variables that are 

significant across all three male models are minority status, education, attitudes 

25 The differences in significant effect between the models may be driven by any number of factors including 
differences in the standard deviations of the dependent and independent variables for each sub-sample. 
Therefore, these comparisons and the subsequent conclusions drawn ftom them must be treated as preliminary 
findings that need to be further analyzed. However, the conclusions drawn from these comparisons are also 
largely supported by the differences found in the comparison of effect size. 



towards the police, protective behaviours, safety behaviours, and crime in the 

neighbourhood. The stability of significance suggests that several common 

elements exist that should be included in a regression model for perceived risk of 

victimization for males regardless of the sub-sample being considered. 

Only one variable is not sign ificant across all male models. This is 

employment status. This may be the result of the manner in which the categories 

were divided. As was suggested earlier, dividing the variable into more categories 

may have shown differences that are otherwise hidden. In addition, employment 

status may not be the best indicator of socio-economic status. If the data had 

contained a measure of occupation type or a socio-economic scale such as the 

Pineo scale, this might have been a better measure to include in the model. 

Another pattern is where the variable is significant in the non-victim and 

personal victim models but is not significant in the property model. These variables 

are dwelling type and health status. First, this pattern indicates the need to have 

_ 

Table 4-7 - Regression Comparison - Significance - Male Models 
Variable 
Age 
UrbanlRural Status 
Minority Status 
Education 
Employment Status 
Attitudes Towards the Police 
Dwelling Type 
Health Status 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 
Crime in the Neighbourhood 

Constant 
R2 

Non-Victim 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Not significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 

-0.340 
0.188 

Property Victim 
Significant 
Not significant 
Significant 

Personal Victim 
Not Significant 
Not significant 
Significant 

Significant 1 Significant 
Not significant 
Significant 
Not significant 
Not significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 

-0.442 
0.287 

Not significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 

-0.016 
0.368 



separate models within the male sub-sample. In regards to dwelling type, the non- 

significance in the male property model may indicate that any vulnerability that would 

be expected to come from dwelling type is being captured by the property 

victimization experience and has rendered the type of accommodation non- 

significant for male property victims (when controlling for other variables). In regards 

to health status, it may be that for male non-victims poor health is a source of 

vulnerability that increases perceived risk of victimization. For male property victims, 

health status may not be significant because of the type of victimization. An attack 

on the body is connected to perceptions of poor health, which in turn increases 

perceived risk of victimization. However, because property victimization does not 

involve an attack on the body no such relation is present. This argument is 

supported because health status is significant in the personal victim model. 

One variable, age, is significant in the non-victim and property models but is 

not significant in the personal victim model. This is likely due to the composition of 

the sample. The standard deviation for age drops between models and the mean 

age also drops. This indicates a declining variability for age between sub-groups 

and may account for the differences in significance. 

Lastly, one variable is significant for the non-victim model but is not significant 

for either victim model. This is urbanfrural status. This suggests that the effect of 

urbanlrural status is diminished when victimization occurs for males. Thus, residing 

in an urban environment may increase feelings of vulnerability and increase the 



perceptions of potential offenders for male non-victims but these effects are negated 

for males once victimization occurs. 

Finally, the regression models can be compared by looking at the size of 

effectsz6. The results of this comparison is presented in Table 4-8. 

The first observation concerns the variables where there is no difference in 

size of effect between the models. These variables are urbanlrural status. minority 

status, health status, protective behavioun, and crime in the neighbourhood. The 

consistency of the significance of these variables suggests the need to include them 

in all models of perceived risk of victimization for males regardless of further 

subdivisions that are made. 

- 

26 Difference in effects was calculated using the formulas presented in footnote 14 in Chapter 2. 

Table 4-8 - Regression Comparison - Effect Strength - Male Models 

Variable 

Age 

UrbanIRural Status 
Minority Status 
Education 

Employment Status 
Attitudes towards the police 

Dwelling type 

Self-identified health status 
Protective behaviours 
Safety behaviours 

Non-Victim vs. 
Property Victim 
Different 
Property Stronger 
Not Different 
Not Different 
Different 
Property Stronger 
Not Different 
Different 
Property Larger 
Not Different 

Not Different 

Not Different 

Non-Victim vs. 
Personal Victim 
Different 
Personal Stronger 
Not Different 
Not Different 
Different 
Personal Stronger 

I Not Different 
Different 
Personal Larger 
Not Different 

Not Different 

Crime in the neighbourhood I Not Different 

Property vs. 
Personal Victim 
Not Different 

Not Different 
Not Different 
Different 
Personal Stronger 
Not Different 
Not Different 

Different 
Personal Larger 
Not Different 

Not Different 

Not Different 
Not Different 

Not Different 
Different 
Property Stronger 

Not Different 
Different 
Personal Stronger 



Another set of variables show different effects between non-victims and victim 

models but no differences by type of victimization. These variables are age, 

attitudes towards the police, and safety behaviours. 

In all three cases, the effect in the victim models is larger than in the non- 

victim model. This indicates that victimization amplifies the effect of increased age, 

negative attitudes towards the police, and increases in safety behaviours on 

increasing levels of perceived risk of victimization. This finding provides support for 

splitting the male sub-sample into non-victims and victims. 

Two variables show differences in size of effect between personal and 

property models. These are education and dwelling type. In both cases, the 

strongest effect is found in the personal victims model. Thus, for males the 

inoculation effect of education differs by type of victimization. For male personal 

victims, education reduces the effect of victimization on perceived risk more than for 

male property victims. Education is also reducing the effect of vulnerability in the 

non-victims model. Education may therefore be a particularly powerful tool in 

reducing perceived risk of victimization for males, particularly males who have 

suffered a personal victimization. 

Dwelling type is also different between the property and personal victim 

models but is showing no difference in effect size between non-victim and victim 

models. This suggests that dwelling type, like education, may serve to amplify or 

decrease perceived risk of victimization for male victims. Male personal victims who 

live in single detached dwellings have lower perceived risk of victimization levels 



than those who live in other accommodation. This suggests that male personal 

victims who live in single detached dwellings may feel less vulnerable, perceive 

lower levels of incivility, and/or feel they gain additional guardianship from their type 

of dwelling. As dwelling type is only one of two variables that differs between the 

property and personal models, it may be an area in which more research could be 

focused to reduce the high levels of perceived risk of victimization that male 

personal victims appear to have. 

We now turn to a consideration of the female models. 



Chapter Five - Female Models 

The female models considered here are female non-victims, female property 

victims, and female personal victims. (Details of the three samples with respect to 

univariate and bivariate statistics can be found in Appendix D.) The sub-samples 

are first summarized and compared. This discussion is followed by a presentation of 

the three regression models and a discussion of the results of each of these model 

regressions. Finally, a comparison and discussion of the three models is presented. 

Sample Comparison (Univariate) 

A summary of the female sub-sample characteristics is presented in Table 

5-1. The variables presented in this table can be divided into three categories. The 

first group includes variables that demonstrate little variation between models. The 

second group includes variables that are different between models, where these 

differences are concentrated between non-victims and victims (but show little 

differentiation by type of victimization). The final group includes variables that show 

differentiation by type of victimization. 

'' The three female models have homogeneity of variance that allows for a comparison of regression effect size. 
However, as was mentioned in regards to the male models. there are still limitations on comparisons that can be 
made because of decreasing sub-sample sizes: female non-victims 11018, female property victims 2899, and 
female personal victims 703. Other restrictions are present when variance is used in the calculation of a statistic. 
As with the male models, three sets of comparisons will be presented. First, a comparison of the sample 
characteristics (means and percentages) for each of the variables in the models will be given. This will be 
followed by a comparison of the correlations that will focus on patterns in significance and large increases or 
decreases in the strength of the correlations between models. Finally, a comparison of the mean levels of 
perceived risk of victimization for each category of the dummy coded variables in the model will be made. 



The variables that show consistency or stability in their distributions across 

models are minority status and education. The percentage of visible minorities in 

the samples is steady at about 10%. The mean level of education for all three 

samples is between 12.4 and 13.1 years. 

The variables that differentiate between victims and non-victims but show less 

variation by type of victimization are urbanlrural status and crime in the 

neighbourhood. Female victims are more likely to live in urban areas (83% - 85%), 

Table 5-1 - Sample Characteristics - Female Models 

Dichotomous Variables 

UrbanIRural Status 
Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Samemecreased (0) 
Increased (1 ) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1) 

Employment Status 
Not employedlstudent (0) 
FT employed/student (1 ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (I) 

Variable 

Non-Victim 

22.0% 
78.0% 

68.9% 
31.1% 

33.0% 
67.0% 

10.0% 
90.0% 

52.0% 
48.0% 

9.5% 
90.5% 

Means 

Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 

Property 
Victim 

14.9% 
85.1 % 

5 1 -7% 
46.3% 

36.4% 
63.6% 

10.0% 
90.0% 

40.8% 
59.2% 

10.0% 
90.0% 

Personal 
Victim 

17.1% 
82.9% 

54.6% 
45.4% 

44.3% 
55.7% 

8.6% 
91 -4% 

45.2% 
54.8% 

15.7% 
84.3% 

Non-Victim 

12.293 
46.105 

Attitudes Toward the Police 2.224 

Property 
Victim 
13.069 
37.025 

P r o t e c t i v e 1  
Safety Behaviours 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 

Personal 
Victim 

12.755 
30.050 

1.286 
2.098 
0.147 

2.003 
2.538 
0.401 

2.342 
2.714 
0.51 3 



which may reflect the fact that victimization more commonly occurs in urban 

environments. 

Female victims are more likely to believe that crime in their neighbourhood 

has increased in the past five years. Approximately, 45% of female victims 

(regardless of type of victimization) believe that crime has increased in their 

neighbourhood compared to 3 1 % for female non-victims. This difference between 

female non-victims and female victims suggests that victimization may result in 

altered perceptions of crime in the neighbourhood. 

The variables that differ by type of victimization are dwelling type, 

employment status, health status, age, attitudes towards the police, protective 

behavioun, safety behaviours, and perceived risk of victimization scores. The 

majority of these variabies follow a specific pattern. The mean score for the 

intervalIrati0 variables or percentage in one of the dummy variable categories 

increases or decreases between non-victims and property victims and then further 

increases or decreases between property victims and personal victims. 

The percentage of females living in single detached dwellings declines in 

each subsequent model. This may indicate a decline in socio-economic status with 

non-victims having the highest levels of socio-economic status and female personal 

victims having the lowest levels. (However, other indicators of socio-economic 

status would have to be examined to see if the pattern holds across indicators.) 

The percentage of females employed full-time increases between non-victims 

and property victims and between non-victims and personal victims. However, a 



smaller percentage of female personal victims are employed full-time compared to 

property victims. This may reflect the nature of the property victimization. Employed 

individuals may be more attractive targets because they have potentially more 

resources and because they lack guardianship for many of their belongings while 

they are employed. 

Poor health status shows a different pattern than full-time employment. In the 

non-victim and property victim models, approximately ten percent of female 

respondents indicate poor health. The percentage of female personal victims that 

indicate poor health rises to 15.7%. This may suggest health consequences that 

result from the personal victimization experience. Another explanation may be that 

an attack upon the body reflects on the perceptions of the body's vulnerability. 

Mean values of age also decline between female non-victims and property 

victims, as well as between female property victims and personal victims. Female 

personal victims have a mean age that is approximately sixteen years younger than 

female non-victims. 

Attitudes towards the police are more negative for female victims compared to 

non-victims and are the most negative for females who have experienced personal 

victimization. It appears that victimization may alter perceptions of the police. 

The decline in confidence towards the police in the context of victimization 

occun alongside a rise in the average number of protective and safety behaviours. 

The highest mean number of protective and safety behaviours occun in the female 

personal victim sample. Thus, it could be argued that victimization alters the 



behaviours of the females in the sample with the largest difference in behaviours 

being seen for females who have suffered personal victimization. 

In regards to the dependent variable, levels of perceived risk of victimization 

rise between female non-victims and female property victims and are the highest for 

female personal victims. Victimization of any type increases perceived risk of 

victimization but attacks upon the body are characterized by the highest levels of 

perceived risk of victimization. In addition, it is important to note that regardless of 

the sub-sample of females considered perceived risk of victimization is a positive 

mean value. This indicates that simply being female increases perceived risk of 

victimization above the mean for the overall sample. 

The comparison of the sample characteristics for the female models 

illustrates a number of important points. First, the differences in some variables 

between models may be a result of victimization itself and regression with the 

dependent variable is necessary to understand whether there is a relationship with 

perceived risk of victimization. Second, for many variables the differences observed 

across models lend support for subdividing females into non-victims and victims, as 

well as by type of victimization. 



Sample Cornpanson (Bivarfafe) 

Correlations 28 29 

The correlations between various independent variables and the dependent 

variable are presented in Table 5-2. First, it can be noted that although education 

and age show significant correlations with perceived risk of victimization these 

correlations are not substantively important. 

However, the correlations between perceived risk of victimization and 

attitudes towards the police are stronger and suggest that as perceived risk of 

victimization increases attitudes towards the police become more negative. 

I Table 5-2 - Correlations with Perceived Risk of Victimization - Female Models ( 
Model I Education I Age I Police I Protective I Safety 

Perceived Risk of 
Victimization 

As the number of protective behaviours increase perceived risk of 

Non- Victims 

Property Victims 

Personal Victims 

victimization also increases. Although, the correlations increase in strength between 

Attitudes 

2B Correlations presented here are between the dependent variable and independent variables only. Details of 
the correlations between the independent variables for each male model can be found in Appendix C. 
" Comparisons of these correlations between groups may be influenced by factors other than those presented 
here. In particular, the denominators of the correlations are not the same impeding direct comparison. However, 
the arguments presented here are not totally dependent on these comparisons and are further substantiated in 
other areas of the thesis. 

-0.0522* 

-0*0570* 

Behaviours Behaviours 

0.0089 

0.0083 

0.0598 

0.2557'" 

0.2729** 

0.2629** 

0.2302" 

0.2773- 

0.281 8- 

0.31 38" 

0.3758" 

0.3589" 



models, suggesting a pattern, these findings may reflect the decreasing sample size 

of the respective models. 

Finally, safety behaviours are fairly strongly correlated with perceived risk of 

victimization. As the number of safety behaviours increases, perceived risk of 

victimization also tends to increase. The correlation is stronger for the female 

property and female personal victim models. 

Means Comparison 

Patterns between the dummy coded variables and the dependent variable are 

discernible. These means are presented in Table 5-3. The first pattern is that the 

means for perceived risk of victimization are positive with one exception. These 

findings indicate that females have higher mean perceived risk of victimization levels 

than the general sample in most cases. 

The one exception is for female non-victims who reside in rural areas. In this 

case, the mean level of perceived risk of victimization approximates that of the 

overall sample indicating that rural status may provide female non-victims with some 

protection against increased levels of perceived risk of victimization. 

The second pattern is a universal feature of the table. In every category in 

the table the mean level of perceived risk of victimization increases as one moves 

from non-victims to property victims and from property victims to personal victims. 

The relatively high means for personal victims suggests that personal victimization 

may have a large effect for females on their perceived risk of victimization. Thus, 



suffering a personal victimization may make this a master status for females. This is 

explored further in the regression results for female personal victims. 

Regression Analyses 

I Table 5-3 - Mean Values - Perceived Risk of Victimization - Female Models 

Female Non- Victims 

Female non-victims are expected to be susceptible to higher levels of 

perceived risk of victimization than the levels in the overall sample. In fact, female 

non-victims have levels of perceived risk of victimization that are above the mean for 

the overall sample but are not greatly elevated. 

OLS regression was run on the female non-victims sample using perceived 

risk of victimization as the dependent variable and age, urbanlrural status, minority 

Variable 

UrbanIRural Status 
Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
SameiDecreased (0) 
l ncreased (1 ) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1 ) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

Employment Status 
Not emptoyed/student (0) 
FT employedistudent (1) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

Non-Victim 

-0.0341 
0.2023 

0.0433 
0.3822 

0.21 58 
0.1 148 

0.2660 
0.1 342 

0.1713 
0.1250 

0.4242 
0.1235 

Property 
Victim 

0.2282 
0.431 8 

0.2076 
0.6308 

0.4905 
0.3447 

0.5205 
0.3835 

0.391 2 
0.4035 

0.8391 
0.3504 

Personal 
Victim 

0.2847 
0.5587 

0.3014 
0.7876 

0.7014 
0.371 7 

0.7003 
0.4914 

0.5008 
0.51 50 

0.9399 
0.4381 



status, education, employment status, attludes towards the police, dwelling type, 

health status, protective behavioun, safety behaviours, and crime in their 

neighbouhood as independent variables. The results of this regression are 

presented in Table 5-4. 

I Table 5-4 - OLS Regression - Female Non-Victim Model I 

- - - - - - - - - - . . -. --- - . - - - - . - - . 

[ Employment Status (FT Employed = 1) 1 -0.034 1 0.017 1 -0.023 1 0.909 

(N = 6,882) 
Variable 
Age 
UrbanlRural Status (Urban = 1) 
Minority Status (Not Visible Minority = 1) 
Education 

Attitudes towards the police 
Dwelling type (Single Detached = 1) 
Self-identified health status (Good = 1) 
Protective behaviours 
Safety behaviours 
Crime in the neighbourhood (Increased = 'f ) 

Variance explained was 21 -6%. All independent variables except age and 

b 
0.0005 
0.168" 
-0.077' 
-0.025" 

Constant 
R2 
SE 

employment status were significant. Females who have not experienced 

0.165" 
-0.048' 
-0.175" 
0.068" 
0.131" 
0.234" 

-0.135 
0.21 6 
0.660 

victimization within the last twelve months and who live in an urban environment 

SEb 
0.0005 
0.019 
0.029 
0.003 

"PC .001 'PC -01 

have an average perceived risk of victimization score that is 0.168 points higher than 

0.008 
0.018 
0.031 
0.007 
0.007 
0.01 8 

the average score for female non-victims who live in a rural area. Female non- 

Beta 
0.01 1 
0.097 
-0.029 
-0-098 

victims who are not members of a visible minorlty have an average perceived risk of 

0.214 
-0.030 
-0.062 
0.1 16 
0.228 
0.145 

victimization score that is 0.077 points below the average perceived risk of 

Tolerance 
0.954 
0.904 
0.942 

victimization score for male non-victims who are members of a visible minority. 

VIF 
1.049 
1.106 
1.062 

0.959 
0.930 
0.952 
0.821 
0.845 
0.964 

0-857 

1.042 
1.075 
1.050 
1.21 8 
1.184 
1.037 



For every additional year of education, female non-victims perceived risk of 

victimization score decreases by 0.025 points. As attitudes towards the police 

become more negative, perceived risk of victimization scores increase by 0.765 

points for female non-victims. 

Female non-victims who live in single detached dwellings have a mean 

perceived risk of victimization score that is 0.048 points less than the mean 

perceived risk of victimization score for female non-victims who live in other types of 

accommodation. Female non-victims who perceive their health as good have an 

average perceived risk of victimization score that is 0.175 points less than the 

average perceived risk of victimization score for female non-victims who believe that 

their health is poor. 

Female non-victims who engage in higher numbers of protective and safety 

behaviours have increased scores on the perceived risk of victimization scale. For 

every additional protective behaviour that female non-victims engage in their 

perceived risk of victimization score increases by 0.068. For every additional safety 

behaviour that female non-victims engage in their perceived risk of victimization 

score increases by 0.1 3 1 points. 

Finally, female non-victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has 

increased in the last five years have an average perceived risk of victimization score 

that is 0.234 points higher than the average score for female non-victims who 

believe that crime in their neighbourhood has decreased or remained the same. 



In summary, female non-victims who reside in urban areas, are members of a 

visible minority, who have less education, who hold negative attitudes towards the 

police. who reside in accommodation that is not a single detached dwelling, who 

perceive their health as poor, who engage in higher numbers of protective and 

safety behaviours, and who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has increased 

in the last five years have heightened levels of perceived risk of victimization. 

Discussion 

Vulnerability 

Female non-victims have higher levels of perceived risk of victimization than 

the mean value for the overall sample. The regression model indicates that female 

non-victims who have additional characteristics indicative of increased perceptions 

of vulnerability will subsequently have elevated perceived risk of victimization levels. 

The indicators of increased perceptions of vulnerability found to significantly 

predict perceived risk of victimization are residing in an urban area, having a lower 

socio-economic status (lower education levels and residing in accommodation that is 

not a single detached dwelling), or having poor health. It is interesting to note that 

being older does not significantly influence perceived risk of victimization. It may be 

that the vulnerability that comes from being female is the overriding context for 

perceptions of vulnerability for older women and that being female results in age 

being non-significant. 



Employment status is also not significant in this model, although, one would 

expect that those who are not employed would have increased feelings of 

vulnerabiltty because of the lack of resources to handle the consequences of 

victimization. There may be two possible explanations for this finding. The first is 

that the variable is not coded with enough categories. Separating the sample by 

employed and not employed may be inadequate and if the coding had created more 

categories significant results might have been obtained. The second explanation 

may be that employment status is not capturing the underlying concept well enough. 

Employment status, in this model, was meant to measure socioeconomic status 

and, given that the other variables capturing this concept were significant may not 

have been the best measure of this. More suitable measures, which were not 

available in this data set, might include average number of hours worked per week 

or a measure like the Pineo SES scale. 

Overall, female non-victims who have additional characteristics indicative of 

increased perceptions of vulnerability have elevated perceived risk of victimization 

levels. Age, an indicator of perceptions of vulnerability, does not significantly predict 

perceived risk of victimization and this may be because the perceived vulnerability 

associated with being female overrides the effect of age. 

It also appears that education acts as an inoculation against the effects of 

increased feelings of vulnerability. Female non-victims with higher education may 

have a more 'accurate' picture of the 'actual' probabilities of victimization and use 

this knowledge to place their sense of vulnerability within a broader social context. 



Finally, increases in protective and safety behaviours are indicators of 

increased perceptions of vulnerability. Individuals engage in protective and safety 

behavioun because they are aware of their vulnerability. Increased numbers of 

protective and safety behaviours indicate elevated levels of vulnerability and thus 

increased perceived risk of victimization. This is supported for female non-victims. 

In addition, it seems plausible that engaging in protective and safety behavioun 

means constantly reminding oneself of one's perceived vulnerability which would 

further serve to heighten perceptions of risk of victimization. 

Incivility 

The incivility hypothesis suggests that individuals who perceive high levels of 

incivility will have higher levels of perceived risk of victimization. This hypothesis is 

well supported for female non-victims. Heightened perceptions of incivility are 

indicated by individuals believing that crime in their neighbourhood has increased or 

when they hold negative attitudes towards the police. These heightened perceptions 

of incivility should consequently result in increased levels of perceived risk of 

victimization. This is the case for female non-victims. 

Perceived risk of victimization may also be influenced by the relationship 

between attitudes towards the police and protective and safety behaviours. When 

individuals feel there is a lack of capable guardianship, indicative of increased 

perceptions of incivility, this will increase their perceived risk of victimization. At the 

same time, the individual can also provide capable guardianship. For instance, 



engaging in protective or safety behaviours may be a form of individual 

guardianship. Theoretically, then. engaging in protective and safety behaviours 

should result in lower perceived risk of victimization levels because this would 

indicate a lower perceived sense of vulnerability. This is not the case for female 

non-victims. However, the positive correlation between attitudes towards the police 

and protective and safety behaviours suggests a possible explanation as to why 

engaging in more forms of individual guardianship does not lower perceived risk of 

victimization. The positive correlation indicates that as attitudes towards the police 

become more negative the number of protective and safety behaviours increases. 

This finding suggests that female non-victims who perceive the police as less than 

capable guardians may engage in protective and safety behaviours to compensate 

for the lack of guardianship. However, the guardianship given by protective and 

safety behaviours is diminished by the fact that increased protective and safety 

behaviours actually increase perceptions of vulnerability, which leads to higher 

levels of perceived risk of victimization rather than to lower levels. If this argument is 

correct, the role of attitudes towards the police becomes increasingly important. 

Indeed, the role of societal guardianship appears to be more important than aspects 

of individual guardianship for female non-victims. 

Conclusions 

It can be concluded that the vulnerability and incivility hypotheses receive 

strong support in the data for female non-victims. In addition, the results suggest 

that higher levels of education may serve to reduce other aspects of perceived risk 



of victimization for female non-victims. The importance of attitudes towards the 

police and its relationship with protective and safety behaviours is highlighted by 

these findings. 

Female non-victims have higher levels of perceived risk of victimization than 

the overall sample. These already high levels of perceived risk of victimization are 

exacerbated if females feel an increased sense of vulnerability or have increased 

perceptions of incivility. Education can work to lower the perception of victimization 

risk by perhaps allowing the female non-victim to place these heightened 

perceptions of incivility and vulnerability within a wider context. Negative attitudes 

towards the police indicate heightened perceptions of incivility. These negative 

attitudes also serve to highlight the overlap of the concepts of incivility and 

vulnerability through their relationship with protective and safety behaviours. 

Furthermore, the relationship between attitudes towards the police and protective 

and safety behaviours suggests the importance of social guardianship. 

Female Property Victims 

Females who have experienced property victimization in the last twelve 

months have elevated levels of perceived risk of victimization compared to female 

non-victims and to the overall sample. The combination of the vulnerabilities of 

being female with the experiences of victimization should further heighten 

perceptions of risk of victimization. 



OLS regression was run with perceived risk of victimization as the dependent 

variable. The independent variables were the same as in the female non-victims 

model. The variance explained for the female property victim model was 25.6%. 

Three variables did not have significant effects. These were age, minority status, 

and employment status. The results of the regression are presented in Table 5-5. 

The variables that had a significant effect on perceived risk of victimization were 

urban/rural status, education, attitudes towards the police, dwelling type, health 

status, protective behaviours, safety behaviours and crime in the neighbourhood. 

Table 5-5 - OLS Regression - Female Property Victim Model 
iN = 2-1991 

Age 
UrbanlRural Status (Urban = 1) 
Minority Status (Not Visible Minority = 1) 
Education 
Employment Status (FT Employed = 1) 
Attitudes towards the nolice 
Dwelling type (Single Detached = 1) 
Self-identified health status (Good = 1) 

b 
0.001 
0.1 34' 
0.045 
-0.022" 
-0.029 
0.137" 

Protective behaviours 
Safety behaviours 
Crime in the neighbourhood (Increased = 1) 

- -- 

-p< -001 'p< -01 

Female property victims who live in an urban environment have a 0.1 34 

higher mean level of perceived risk of victimization than female property victims who 

reside in rural areas. For every additional year of education that female property 

victims have their perceived risk of victimization score drops by 0.022 points. 

-0.138" 
-0.285" 

SEb 
0.001 
0.044 
0.057 
0.006 
0.034 
0.014 

0.087" 
0.177" 
0,227" 

I 1 I 

0.034 
0.055 

Constant 
R2 
SE 

Beta 
0.024 
0.058 
0.015 
-0.072 
-0.017 
0.185 

0.012 
0.013 
0.032 

-0.159 
0.256 
0.733 

-0.077 
-0.098 

Tolerance 
0.923 
0.928 
0.964 
0.890 
0.907 
0.938 

0.141 
0.272 
0.134 

VIF 
1 -084 
1.078 
1.035 
1.124 
1.104 
1 -066 

0.935 
0.966 

1.069 
1.035 

0.827 
0.841 
0.936 

1.210 
1.188 
1.068 



Female property victims who hold more negative attitudes towards the police 

have higher levels of perceived risk of victimization. For every point increase on the 

attitudes towards police scale (indicating increased negativity), perceived risk of 

victimization increases by 0.9 37 points for female property victims. 

Female property victims who live in 'other' accommodation have a mean 

score of perceived risk of victimization that is 0.1 38 points lower than the mean 

score for perceived risk of victimization for female property victims who live in single 

detached dwellings. 

Increased numbers of protective and safety behaviours for female property 

victims result in higher levels of perceived risk of victimization. For every additional 

protective behaviour, perceived risk of victimization increases by 0.087 points. For 

every safety behaviour engaged in by female property victims, perceived risk of 

victimization increases by 0.177 points. 

Finally, female property victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood 

has increased have a mean value of perceived risk of victimization that is 0.227 

points higher than the mean perceived risk of victimization level for female property 

victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has remained the same in the 

last five years. 

In summary, age, minority status, and employment status do not play a role in 

perceived risk of victimization for female property victims. Female property victims 

who live in an urban setting, who have less education, who hold negative attitudes 

towards the police, who do not live in single detached dwellings, who perceive their 



health as poor, who engage in more protective and safety behaviours, and who 

believe that crime in their neighbourhood has increased will have heightened levels 

of perceived risk of victimization. 

Discussion 

Vulnerability 

Female property victims have higher levels of perceived risk of victimization 

than the general population. These already high levels of perceived risk of 

victimization can be elevated if these victims have an increased perception of 

vulnerability. Significant indicators of perceived vulnerability are evident for female 

property victims who live in urban areas, who do not reside in single detached 

dwellings, who are in poor health, or who have less education. However, there are 

some indicators of perceived vulnerability that do not significantly predict perceived 

risk of victimization for female property victims. 

It is particularly interesting that older female property victims do not have 

increased levels of perceived risk of victimization. It appears that age does not 

influence perceived risk of victimization for female property victims. It may be that 

the very experience of being female and being a property victim reduces even 

further the impact that age has on perceived risk of victimization. This would also 

appear to be the case for female property victims who are members of visible 

minorities or who are not employed full-time. 



In addition, it is important to highlight the relationship of education with 

perceived risk of victimization. Higher levels of education result in decreased 

perceived risk of victimization. This suggests that education acts as a vaccination 

against the effects of heightened levels of vulnerability. 

Finally, increases in protective and safety behaviours are related to feelings of 

vulnerability. l ncreased num b e e  of protective and safety behaviours indicate 

elevated levels of vulnerability and subsequently increased perceived risk of 

victimization. In addition, it seems plausible that engaging in protective and safety 

behaviours means constantly reminding oneself of one's perceived vulnerability 

which would further serve to heighten perceptions of perceived risk of victimization. 

Therefore, the female property victim has a perceived vulnerability that results 

from being female and from being a property victim. Age, minority status and 

employment status are not significant indicators of perceived risk of victimization. As 

well, urban status, lower levels of education, and dwelling type, indicators of 

perceived vulnerability, are only marginally significant indicators of perceived risk of 

victimization. Higher levels of education serve to act as a form of immunization 

against the effects of increased perceptions of vulnerability regardless of the source 

of the vulnerability. Health status, however, is a statistically significant indicator of 

perceived risk of victimization for female property victims. Protective and safety 

behaviours serve as indicators of heightened perceptions of vulnerability by 

continually highlighting the possibility of victimization. 



Incivility 

The incivility hypothesis suggests that as individuals perceive higher levels of 

social and physical incivilities in their environmerits and daily routines they will have 

increased perceived risk of victimization. This explanation is well supported by the 

regression model for female property victims. Increasingly negative attitudes 

towards the police and the belief that crime in the neighbourhood has increased, 

used here as measures of incivil*Qt, serve to heighten perceived risk of victimization 

for female property victims. 

A perceived lack of capable guardianship, indicative of higher levels of 

perceived incivility, should raise perceived risk of victimization levels. The results of 

the regression for female property victims provide solid support for this explanation. 

It could be surmised that female property victims who hold negative attitudes 

towards the police may regard the police as less capable guardians and thus would 

have elevated levels of perceived incivilities. This is the case for female property 

victims and highlights the importance of societal guardians. 

However, individuals can provide their own guardianship by installing locks or 

taking other efforts to guard themselves or their property. The results of this 

analysis, however, indicate that engaging in protective and safety behaviours 

increases perceived risk of victimization for female property victims rather than 

lowering it. The correlation between attitudes towards the police and protective and 

safety behaviours suggests that as attitudes towards the police become more 

negative the number of protective and safety behaviours engaged in increases. 



Again, this correlation suggests that individuals may be trying to replace less than 

capable societal guardians with individual guardianship. This does not reduce 

perceived risk of victimization because, as mentioned earlier, engaging in increasing 

numbers of protective and safety behaviours serves to increase perceptions of 

vulnerability. 

Conclusions 

Four main conclusions can be drawn with respect to female property victims. 

First, the vulnerability and incivility explanations are well supported. When female 

property victims have increased perceptions of vulnerability and incivility, their 

already high level of perceived risk of victimization increases. 

Second, it is important to note that two variables that have been seen in the 

past as significant indicators of perceived vulnerabiltty appear not to play a role for 

female property victims. These are advancing age and minority status. It is 

suggested that the perceived vulnerability from being female and from being a 

property victim renders age and minority status, also indicators of perceived 

vulnerability, as non-significant. 

Third, education may act as a vaccination against the perceived vulnerability 

associated with being female and having experienced property victimization. 

Education may allow female property victims to place the victimization event in a 

wider context and thus reduce perceptions of vulnerability. 

Finally, the model illustrates the importance of attitudes towards the police. 

When the police are seen as less able to protect. individuals may engage in 



attempts at protection. These attempts, however, serve to increase perceived risk of 

victimization because they heighten perceptions of vulnerability, which increase 

perceived risk of victimization. The importance of the police as social guardians is 

also highlighted by these data. 

Female Personal Victims 

Females who have been the victims of a personal offence have elevated 

levels of perceived risk of victimization. Their sense of perceived vulnerability and 

perceptions of incivilities should be heightened by both their sex and the personal 

victimization as well as by the other variables in the regression model. 

OLS regression was run with perceived risk of victimization as the dependent 

variable. The independent variables were the same as for the female property 

victims and non-victims models. The results of the regression are presented in 

Table 5-6. 

Table 5-6 - OLS Regression - Female Personal Victim Model 
tN = 5281 

Age 
Urban/Rural Status (Urban = 1 ) 
Minority Status (Not Visible Minority = 1) 
Education 
Employment Status (FT Employed = 1) 
Attitudes towards the police 
Dwelling type (Single Detached = 1) 

Constant 
R2 
SE 

0.197 
0.264 
0.786 

- - -  

"PC. 001 'PC. 01 

b 
0.008 

Tolerance 
0.645 
0.897 
0.950 
0.634 
0.745 
0.900 
0.898 

-0.092 
0.123 
0.252 
0.134 

VIF 
1.549 
1.115 
1.052 
1.577 
1.342 
1.111 
1.113 

0.933 
0.788 
0.810 
0.921 

SEb 
0.004 

1.072 
1.270 
1,235 
1.085 

0.103 
0.026 
0.029 
0.072 

Self-identified health status (Good = 1) 
Protective behaviours 
Safety behaviours 
Crime in the neighbourhood (Increased = I) 

Beta 
0.1 00 

-0.243 
0.075" 
0.173" 
0.246" 

0.073 
-0.022 
-0.170 
0.057 
0.172 
-0.125 

0.171 
-0.073 
-0.057- 
0.104 
0.128" 
-0.230* 

0.094 
0.126 
0.016 
0.080 
0.030 
0.073 



The variance explained for this model was 26.4%. Five variables did not 

have a significant effect on perceived risk of victimization. These were age, 

urban/rural status, minority status, employment status, and health status. The six 

variables that did have an effect on perceived risk of victimization were education, 

attitudes towards the police, dwelling type, protective behaviours, safety behaviours, 

and crime in the neighbourhood. 

For female personal victims, as education increases perceived risk of 

victimization decreases. For every additional year of education that female personal 

victims have, perceived risk of victimization declines by 0.057 points. Female 

personal victims who hold negative attitudes towards the police have higher levels of 

perceived risk of victimization. For every additional point on the attitudes towards 

police scale, perceived risk of victimization increases by 0.1 28 points for female 

personal victims. 

Female personal victims who reside in accommodation that is not a single 

detached dwelling have higher levels of perceived risk of victimization. Female 

personal victims who reside in single detached dwellings have a mean perceived 

risk of victimization score that is 0.230 points less than the mean perceived risk of 

victimization score for female personal victims who live in other types of 

accommodation. 

Female personal victims who engage in higher numbers of protective and 

safety behaviours have higher levels of perceived risk of victimization. For every 

additional protective behaviour that female personal victims engage in, perceived 



risk of victimization increases by 0.075 points. For every additional safety behaviour 

that female personal victims routinely practice, perceived risk of victimization 

increases by 0.173 points. 

Finally, female personal victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood 

has increased in the past year have a mean perceived risk of victimization score that 

is 0.246 points higher than the mean perceived risk of victimization score for female 

personal victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has remained the 

same or decreased in the last five years. 

In summary, age, urbanlrural status, minority status, employment status, and 

health status do not play a significant role in determining the level of perceived risk 

of victimization for female personal victims. Female personal victims who have less 

education, who hold negative attitudes towards the police, who live in 

accommodation that is not a single detached dwelling, who engage in higher 

numbers of protective and safety behaviours, and who believe that crime in their 

neighbourhood has increased in the last five years have higher levels of perceived 

risk of victimization. 

Discussion 

Vuinera bility 

Female personal victims have a mean level of perceived risk of victimization 

that is well above the overall mean. At the same time, many of the variables that 

signify perceived vulnerability are not significant in predicting perceived risk of 



victimization for female personal victims. It appears that living in an urban 

environment, being older, being the member of a visible minority, being in poor 

health, and being unemployed, all of which are indicators of perceived vulnerability, 

do not significantly predict perceived risk of victimization for female personal victims. 

This may be because personal victimization may act as a master status for females. 

The presence of a personal victimization appears to overwhelm most indicators of 

perceived vulnerability and this is reflected in the higher mean score for perceived 

risk of victirnization for female personal victims. 

There are two variables indicative of increased perceived risk of victimization 

for female personal victims that do significantly predict perceived risk of 

victimization. These are having less education and living in accommodation that is 

not a single detached dwelling. Both these characteristics may indicate a lower 

socio-economic position and suggest that female personal victims who do not have 

the resources to repel or deal with the consequences of possible future 

victimizations have increased perceived risk of victimization. 

Education also appears to be playing another role in regards to perceptions of 

vulnerabiltty and subsequent perceptions of risk of victimization. Higher levels of 

education act as immunization against the perceived heightened vulnerability of 

being female and being a personal victim. This may occur because female personal 

victims with higher levels of education are able to situate their victimization wlhin a 

wider social context as a relatively rare event which, in turn, lowers perceived risk of 

victimization. 



The role of protective and safety behaviours in regards to perceived 

vulnerability and perceived risk of victimization is also important. Increased numbers 

of protective and safety behaviours indicate heightened levels of vulnerabilty. 

These heightened perceptions of vulnerability result in increased perceived risk of 

victimization for female personal victims. 

Incivility 

Female personal victims who perceive higher levels of incivility within their 

physical and social environments have higher levels of perceived risk of 

victimization. Perceptions of incivilities are indicated through the presence of 

negative attitudes towards the police and the belief that crime in one's 

neighbourhood has increased in the last five years. The presence of these 

perceptions for female personal victims indicates heightened perceptions of 

incivilities and this raises the level of perceived risk of victimization. 

In addition, lack of capable guardianship can serve to indicate heightened 

perceptions of incivility. Negative attitudes towards the police are indicative of a 

perceived lack of social guardianship. Attempts may then be made to replace social 

guardianship with individual guardianship through the use of protective and safety 

behaviours. However, the attempts at individual guardianship do not result in a 

decrease in perceived risk of victimization because, as mentioned earlier, they lead 

to increased perceptions of vulnerability, which result in higher levels of perceived 

risk of victimization. Thus, the importance of social guardianship provided through 

the police is again highlighted. 



Conclusions 

The female personal victim has an initial heightened state of perceived risk of 

victimization that is associated with the perceived vulnerability of being female and 

from being a personal victim. Increasing age, living in an urban environment, 

minority status, poor health. and unemployment, indicators of perceived vulnerability, 

are not significant predictors of perceived risk of victimization, which suggests that a 

personal victimization may act as a master status for females in regards to 

perceptions of risk of victimization. Accommodation that is not a single detached 

dwelling and lower levels of education, indicators of perceived vulnerability, are 

significant predictors of perceived risk of victimization for female personal victims. 

These findings may be due to those female personal victims with lower socio- 

economic status perceiving themselves as unable to deal with the consequences 

with or repel future victimizations. Protective and safety behaviours indicate 

heightened perceptions of vulnerability for female personal victims. These findings 

highlight the importance of the police being seen as capable social guardians in 

order to reduce perceived risk of victimization for female personal victims. 

Heightened perceptions of incivility appear to be a source of increased levels of 

perceived risk of victimization for female personal victims. 

Regression Comparisons 

Comparing the regressions can further expand our understanding of 

perceived risk of victimization for females. The comparison will be done in three 



ways. The first is to compare the variance explained. The second is to consider the 

patterns of significance amongst the three models. The third comparison will 

consider differences in size of regression effects between the three models. 

The difference in variance explained3' 3' between the female models is 

substantial between the non-victim and the two victim models. However, the 

difference in variance explained between the property and personal models is less 

substantial. The regression model for female non-victims had the lowest explained 

variance (21.6%). The variance explained for the property victim model was 25.6% 

and for the personal victims model was 26.4%. This suggests that the regression 

model presented is most effective for females who have experienced some type of 

victimization and is less effective for non-victims. 

However, the number of female non-victims is far greater than the number of 

female property victims or female personal victims. This suggests that further 

research on female non-victims needs to consider additional or alternate variables 

that might better explain perceived risk of victimization for this group. 

-- pp 

Some of the difference in explained variance may be due to a decrease in sample size and subsequently 
variance between models. As was mentioned in the methodology section, random samples of cases were drawn 
from the larger models and the regression was re-run to determine the effect that sample size might be having 
on the variance explained. This was repeated 6 times and an average of the R~ was taken and compared to the 
R~ when the full sub-sample was used. For the female non-victim model the average increase in variance 
explained was 1.7%. For the male property victims, the average increase in variance explained was 0.8%. 
Results of this procedure suggest that the differences in variance explained by models cannot be attributed to 
sample size alone. 

The comparisons of variance explained between the models may be further complicated by the difference in 
the denominators of the Multiple R calculation. However, the variances explained do not need to be directly 
compared to reach the same conclusions and these conclusions are further validated in other areas of the thesis, 
particularly, in the comparison of effects. 



The second way of comparing the three female regression models is to 

consider the patterns of significance amongst the independent variables.32 The 

significance of the variables for the three models is presented in Table 5-7. 

The first noticeable pattern concerns variables that show stability of 

significance or non-significance across all three female models. The independent 

variables that are significant across all three female models are education, attitudes 

towards the police, dwelling type, protective behaviours, safety behaviours, and 

crime in the neighbourhood. These variables might act as a base model for 

perceived risk of victimization for females. 

Only two variables are not significant in any of the female models. One is 

employment status. This may be a result of the way in which the categories for 

Table 5-7 - Regression Comparison - Significance - Female Models 

32 The differences in significant effect between the models may be driven by any number of factors including 
differences in the standard deviations of the dependent and independent variables for each sub-sample. 
Therefore, these comparisons and the subsequent conclusions drawn from them must be treated as preliminary 
findings that need to be further analyzed. However, the conclusions drawn from these comparisons are also 
largely supported by the differences found in the comparison of effect size. 

Personal Victim 
Not Significant 
Not significant 
Not Significant 
Significant 
Not significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Not Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 

0.1 97 
0.264 

Property Victim 
Not significant 
Significant 
Not Significant 
Significant 
Not significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 

-0.1 59 
0.256 

Variable 
Age 
UrbanlRural Status 
Minority Status 
Education 
Employment Status 
Attitudes Towards the Police 
Dwelling Type 
Health Status 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 
Crime in the Neighbourhood 

Constant 
R2 

Non-Victim 
Not significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Not significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 
Significant 

-0.135 
0.21 6 



employment status were operationalized. As was suggested previously, dividing the 

variable into more categories may have revealed differences that are not apparent in 

these models. Alternate measures of socio-economic status might be considered for 

future research. 

The other variable that is not significant in any of the female models is age. 

This may be because the perceived vulnerability of being female renders the 

perceived vulnerability associated with age as a non-significant predictor of 

perceived risk of victimization. 

A second type of variable is where the variable is significant for non-victims 

but is not significant in either of the victim models. Only one independent variable 

fas this pattern. This is minority status. This suggests that minority status indicates 

increased perceptions of vulnerability for female non-victims but that experiencing 

victimization dilutes the effect of minority status on perceived risk of victimization for 

female victims. 

The final pattern is for variables that are significant in the non-victim and 

property victim models but are not significant in the regression model for female 

personal victims. Two variables fit this pattern. These are urban/rural status and 

health status. These differences highlight the need for different models of perceived 

risk of victimization by type of victimization. This pattern also provides support for 

personal victimization as a master status in regards to perceived risk of victimization. 

The experience of a personal victimization serves to render almost all other 

indicators of perceived vulnerability insignificant in the model. 



The final way of comparing the female regression models is to consider 

differences in the size of regression effects. A summary of these comparisons is 

presented in Table 5-8. 

Seven of the eleven variables show no substantial difference of effect 

between regression models. These are urbanlrural status, minority status, 

employment status, attitudes towards the police, health status, protective 

behaviours, and crime in the neighbourhood. The consistency of these variables 

suggests their value in any model of perceived risk of victimization for females 

regardless of further subdivisions that might be made. 

The variables that do not show difference in effect size are age, education, 

dwelling type, and safety behaviours. Age is not significant in any of the female 

models suggesting that the difference in effect size is not substantive. Education is 

showing a difference in size of effect between the non-victim and the personal victim 

Table 5-8 - Regression Comparison - Effect Size - Female Models 

Variable Property vs. Non-Victim vs. 
Personal Victim 
Not Different 

Not Different 
Not Different 
Different 
Personal Stronger 
Not Different 
Not Different 

Non-Victim vs. 
Personal Victim 
Different 
Personal Stronger 
Not Different 
Not Different 
Different 
Personal Stronger 
Not Different 
Not Different 

j Property Victim 
Age 

UrbanIRural Status 
Minority Status 
Education 

Employment Status 
Attitudes Towards the Police 
Dwelling Type 

Health Status 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 

Not Different 

Not Different 
Not Different 
Not Different 

Not Different 
Not Different 
Different 
Property Stronger 
Not Different 
Not Different 
Different 
Property Stronger 
Not Different 

Different 
Personal Stronger 
Not Different 
Not Different 
Not Different 

Not Different 

Not Different 

Not Different 
Not Different 
Not Different 

Not Different 



model and between the property victim model and the personal victim model. In 

both these instances, education is having a stronger effect in the personal model. 

This suggests that the role of education as immunization is strongest in the female 

personal model. Education allows victimization to be placed in a wider social 

context and this is even more so the case with a personal victimization. 

Dwelling type shows a difference in size of effect between non-victim and 

victim models but no difference in size of effect between the property and personal 

victim models. This suggests that dwelling type is a source of perceived vulnerability 

for females but this effect is amplified in the property and personal victim models. 

Safety behavioun only show one difference in size of effect. This is between 

the non-victim and property victim models. Safety behaviours are having a larger 

effect in the property victim model. This suggests that safety behaviours although 

relatively consistent in effect between models has a more powerful influence in the 

property model. Perhaps this is related to the nature of the component behaviours. 

These behaviours are largely geared towards providing safety for the person rather 

than safety for belongings. It appears then that property victimization does not 

override vulnerabilities concerning the body. 

The consideration of the male and female sub-models has resulted in a 

number of interesting findings and conclusions. The next chapter summarizes these 

conclusions and highlights how these conclusions might broaden our understanding 

of perceived risk of victimization both theoretically and in regards to public policy. 



Chapter Six - Conclusion 

Perceived risk of victimization (and/or fear of crime) has ramifications for 

many levels of society. Individuals may restrict their activities, avoid particular 

places, and begin to distrust others. At a community level, community disintegration 

may be the result of fearful individuals who isolate themselves. Out-migration and 

the abandonment of public places can also result. In addition, citizens who have 

heightened levels of perceived risk of victimization andlor fear of crime may call for 

more punitive sentences and increased presence of law enforcement. The 

consequences of perceived risk of victimization (whether or not they are grounded in 

'actual' levels of crime) are real and tangible. These consequences even manifest 

themselves in election campaigns and government rhetoric embodied in "get tough" 

policies (Donziger 1997). In 1993, in a Canadian federal election, one of the major 

issues that received as much attention as economic issues was crime and fear of 

crime (Department of Justice Canada 1994). 

Perceived risk of victimization can be approached from two different angles, 

which may be characterized by some tension between them. The first angle is to 

find explanations for and identify factors associated with perceived risk of 

victimization. The other angle is to consider perceived risk of victimization from a 

policy standpoint. The conclusions that can be drawn from each are not always 

complementary. 



First, we need to understand that this study is Canadian and that generalizing 

the findings beyond the Canadian situation needs to be approached with caution. 

One demographic characteristic of the sample amply illustrates this. The 

percentage of individuals identifying themselves as members of a visible minority is 

around ten percent. However, in a study that used the General Social Survey in the 

United States the percentage of visible minorities was closer to fifty percent of the 

sample (Will and McGrath 1995). In addition, this same study reported levels of 

victimization (35.7%) that were above the victimization level found in this data set 

(25%). Thus, the data are rooted in the Canadian context. 

When the results of this study are looked at from the angle of finding 

explanations and identfying factors of perceived risk of victimization several 

conclusions can be drawn. The overall purpose of this study was to determine 

whether the factors that affect perceived risk of victimization varied by sub-group. 

The results strongly suggest that the factors of perceived risk of victimization do vary 

by sub-group. The identification of significant interaction effects among certain 

independent variables suggests that studying perceived risk of victimization from a 

general or overall model would not be advisable. This study considered sex and 

victimization as the variables tested for interaction effects because they are most 

often identified in the literature as having potential interactions. However, these are 

not the only ways of sub-dividing the sample. For instance, future research might 

consider looking for interaction effects that involve safety behaviours or attitudes 

towards the police. 



In addition, the findings of this study suggest that we do not understand the 

experience of non-victims well and that past explanations have been geared to the 

experience of victims and to a lesser degree to males. The higher variance 

explained for the male models and both the male and female victim models supports 

this suggestion. Nan-victims (the largest sub-group) are often ignored in studies or 

relegated to the control group. This study is one of the few that considers them as a 

specific target group that deserves as much attention as any other. If we are to 

understand perceived risk of victimization and/or fear of crime, we must not limit our 

perspective to victims or those seen to be vulnerable. If we ignore non-victims then 

we limit our explanations to small proportions of the population and thus decrease 

the effectiveness and ability to inform public policy. Thus, further research needs to 

be done to identify variables that might serve as predictors of perceived risk of 

victimization for non-victims of both sexes and therefore enable more fully 

understanding perceived risk of victimization andlor fear of crime in the largest 

segment of the population - non-victims. 

However, the results of this study suggest that there is a model for perceived 

risk of victimization that could be considered the base to which other factors could 

be added. Regardless of the sub-group under consideration, four variables 

consistently appear as strong predictors even though their relative strength in each 

model may be different. These four variables are crime in the neighbourhood, safety 

behaviours, attitudes towards the police, and protective behaviours. These variables 

as consistent base predictors also suggest that perceived incivilities is a strong 



explanation for perceived risk of victimization regardless of sub-group as the four 

base predictors include both of the indicators used here to measure perceived 

incivility (crime in the neighbourhood and attitudes towards the police). Furthermore, 

the presence of both safetylprotective behaviours in this potential base model and 

the relationship between attitudes towards the police and these behaviours suggests 

that further exploration of the inter-relationship of these three variables should be 

undertaken. 

The lack of significant perceived vulnerability indicators within this base model 

is also interesting. Perceived vulnerability indicators play a stronger role in the non- 

victim models for both sexes but generally drop in strength and influence for the 

victim models. This suggests two possibilities. The first is that these perceived 

vulnerability indicators are actually characteristics of victims (e-g. age, urbanlrural 

status). In both the present and past research, the assumption is often made that 

those who belong to vulnerable categories by default also perceive vulnerability as 

stemming from these categories. This study would suggest that this is not always the 

case. Simply being a member of a vulnerable category (e.g. living in an urban area) 

is not always sufficient on its own to predict perceived risk of victimization. The 

results of this study suggest we must move beyond this assumption and begin to 

formulate more adequate measures of perceived vulnerability as the basis for 

individual and /or collective behaviour. The second explanation is that victimization 

serves to reduce the effect of these other indicators of vulnerability, in effect, 

absorbing any predictive capacity of the other perceived vulnerability indicators and 



operating as a master status in regards to perceived risk of victimization for victims. 

The likelihood is that both explanations are playing a role and that the master status 

effect is predominant for those who have experienced a personal victimization. 

Turning to the other factors in the model, it appears that education plays a 

unique role in perceived risk of victimization. Education, although indicative of socio- 

economic status and hence vulnerability, seems to be acting to reduce perceived 

risk of victimization for victims (regardless of sex) by allowing victimization to be 

placed in a wider social context. This is particularly the case for personal victims. 

This suggests that the exploration of the respondent's world-view and its effect on 

perceived risk of victimization might be fruitful. 

Minority status also plays a unique role in the male models. For male victims 

(not female victims), members of visible minorities have increased levels of 

perceived risk of victimization. This suggests that the effect of victimization for male 

minority members may be amplified. Further focus on this group may be warranted. 

In particular, future research might explore why the impact of minority status seems 

to be absent for females but significant for males. 

In summary, it appears that factors and explanations of perceived risk of 

victimization are specific to both sex and victimization experiencehon-experience. 

This suggests that different explanations are required for different sub-groups in the 

population. 

Turning to the policy perspective, many of the conclusions reached above 

have potential impacts on public policy. It must be recognized, however, that 



reducing perceived risk of victimization and/or fear of crime are seldom the exclusive 

goal of specific policies. Rather perceived risk of victimization is addressed through 

policies that focus on crime prevention and the criminal justice system. For 

example, crime prevention programs such as Neighbourhood Watch or criminal 

justice policies such as the move to more punitive sentencing policy for young 

offenders or sex offender legislation often have as one of their primary objectives the 

reduction of fear of crime and the increase of feelings of safety (Department of 

Justice Canada 1994). It appears that policy aimed, if only indirectly, at reducing or 

controlling perceived risk of victimization and/or fear of crime may need to be 

targeted to specific sub-groups. This, however, may not be easily accomplished or 

readily welcomed by policy makers. Policies aimed at the general population would 

seem to be easier to create and to implement but may be effective within one sub- 

group and not effective in another. For instance, if a policy were to try to reduce 

perceived risk of victimization by increasing perceptions of good health this would 

benefit non-victims (regardless of sex), female property victims and male personal 

victims but would not have an effect for female personal victims or for male property 

victims, This would be unfortunate as female personal victims have the highest 

levels of perceived risk of victimization and the policy would then, in fact, be 

targeting those with relatively low levels of perceived risk of victimization. 

Having said this, although it is necessary for policy to address specific sub- 

groups, it may not be fruitful for policy to make the fine distinctions that are made 

here to deal with perceived risk of victimization. This study indicates that victims 



need to be delineated further by type of victimization. At the same time, the utility of 

distinguishing victims by type of victimization may not be as useful when considering 

policy. A more practical approach may be to develop policies that are directed 

towards female non-victims, female victims, male non-victims, and male victims with 

no distinction by type of victimization. However, it could not be argued that policy 

should target males and females with no reference to victimization or that victims 

and non-victims should be targeted with no differentiation by sex. This study clearly 

shows substantial difference in these groups which policy should take into account. 

Furthermore, the need to more fully understand the impact of policies on non-victims 

is also stressed. 

In particular, two policy avenues seem like reasonable courses of action. The 

first that might be explored to reduce perceived risk of victimization would be to 

avoid specifically addressing crime or any aspect of the criminal justice system. This 

would involve promoting a higher standard of living, promoting an overall sense of 

well-being and improving the physical and social civility of local neighbourhoods. 

Promoting a higher standard of living would be most productive for females and in 

particular, female victims. It would also reduce perceived risk of victimization for 

male non-victims and male personal victims. Promoting a sense of overall well- 

being would have the most profound effect for female property victims. Finally, 

focusing on incivility by targeting neighbourhood cohesion and promoting 

neighbourhood upkeep could serve to reduce perceptions of incivility. As was 

indicated earlier, perceived incivility is a strong predictor of perceived risk of 



victimization regardless of the group being considered. This may be the one 

approach that could be applied universally but the effect would likely be strongest for 

male victims. Therefore, it may be that promoting social well-being and not focusing 

on crime at all may be the best strategy to reduce perceived risk of victimization. 

The other policy avenue that might be explored would be addressing 

perceptions of crime and the police. This would be particularly beneficial for victims 

of personal crimes and for females overall. This is because these groups show the 

most negative attitudes towards police andlor have the highest percentage of 

individuals who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has increased. In addition, 

these groups tend to have higher levels of perceived risk of victimization. Policy that 

improved attitudes towards the police and reduced perceptions of crime in the 

neigh bourhood would reduce perceived risk of victimization. 

This effect would be compounded by the relationship that was shown 

between attitudes towards the police and protective and safety behaviours. 

Improving attitudes towards the police would likely reduce protective and safety 

behaviours and would make further inroads on perceived risk of victimization. Thus, 

policy that promotes the effectiveness of social guardianship would be particularly 

beneficial. 

This relationship between protective and safety behaviours and attitudes 

towards the police highlights a conundrum that future policy needs to consider. 

Programs like Neighbourhood Watch or other programs that are meant to reduce 

crime in all likelihood increase perceived risk of victimization. It must be recognized 



that this study shows that promoting protective and safety behavioun may increase 

perceived risk of victimization regardless of the group being considered. This 

suggests that policies must be clear in their goals. It is unlikely that both reducing 

crime and reducing perceived risk of victimization could be accomplished within a 

single policy. However, this is how current policy is formulated, with reducing crime 

and reducing fear of crime as primary goals. Furthermore, it focuses the need to 

consider the whole constellation of policy rather than consider individual policies in 

isolation as the potential effects of a single policy may counteract the benefits of 

another. 

In summary, policies that attempt to reduce perceived risk of victimization 

andlor fear of crime must keep in mind the target groups to whom policy is directed 

and look beyond specifically addressing perceived risk of victimization by focusing 

on crime prevention and the criminal justice system. In addition, promoting the 

presence of capable social guardians may be effective in reducing perceived risk of 

victimization. Finally, the total effect of all policies that might potentially influence 

perceived risk of victimization must be considered because crime prevention policies 

might counteract the effects of other policies directed at perceived risk of 

victimization. In particular, future policy and research needs to understand and 

explore the role that perceived risk of victimization plays in fear of crime and the 

affect that fear of crime may be having on attitudes towards the criminal justice 

system. 



In conclusion, perceived risk of victimization needs to be understood from a 

perspective that is not general but rather recognizes specific sub-groups in the 

Canadian population. This more specific understanding would not only focus the 

picture of perceived risk of victimization but would also serve to identify the most 

effective avenues that policy, and policy dollars, might explore. 
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Appendix A - Questionnaire 

(Selected Questions adapted from Statistics Canada 2000b). 

Hello, I'm. ......... from Statistics Canada. We are calling you for a study on 
Canadians' safety. The purpose of the study is to better understand people's 
perception of crime and the justice system, and the extent of victimization in 
Canada. All information we collect in this voluntary sunrey will be kept strictly 
confidential. Your participation is essential if the survey results are to be 
accurate. 

MARSTAT is (household member XI'S marital status . 
INT: ===READ LIST=== 
(I) Living common-law? 
(2) Married? 
(3) Widowed? 
(4) Divorced? 
(5) Separated? 
(6) Single (never married)? 

A2 During the last 5 years, do you think that crime in your neighbourhood has 
increased, decreased, or remained about the same? 
INT:===lf the respondent has just moved into the neighbourhood and has not 
lived there long enough to have an opinion, select "don't know9'=== 
(I ) Increased 
(2) Decreased 
(3) About the same 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

A3 Now, I am going to ask you about some everyday situations, and I would 
like you to tell me how safe you feel from crime in each situation. How safe do 
you feel from crime walking ALONE in your area after dark? Do you feel .... 
INT:===H respondent cannot walk, ask if they would go out in a wheelchair.=== 
INT: ===READ LIST=== 
(I ) Very safe? 
(2) Reasonably safe? 
(3) Somewhat unsafe? 
(4) Very unsafe? 
(5) Does not walk alone [Go to A51 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused [Go to A61 



A9 When ALONE in your home in the evening or at night, do you feel ... 
INT: ==READ LIST=== 
(1) Very worried? 
(2) Somewhat womed? 
(3) Not at all worried about your safety from crime? 
(4) Never alone 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

A10 Do you think your local police force does a good job, an average job or a 
poor job ... 
("Local police force" refers to the police responsible for your municipality. Exclude 
security guards, fire marshals and all others who have no authority to make arrests.) 
INT: ===READ LIST=== 
a) of enforcing the iaws? (I)  (2) (3) (x) (r) 
b) of promptly responding to calls? (1) (2) (3) (x) (r) 
c) of being approachable and easy to talk to? (1) (2) (3) (x) (r) 
d) of supplying information to the public on ways to reduce crime? ( I )  (2) (3) (x) (r) 
e) of ensuring the safety of the citizens of your area? (1) (2) (3) (x) (r) 

A21 Have you ever done any of the following things to PROTECT yourself or 
your property from crime? Have you ever . . . 
INT:===Probe to be sure action was taken as a protection from crime=== 
INT: ===READ LIST=== 
a) changed your routine, activities, or avoided certain places? (1) (3) (r) 
b) installed new locks or security bars? (1) (3) (r) 
c) installed burglar alarms or motion detector lights? (1) (3) (r) 
d) taken a self defense course? (1) (3) (r) 
e) changed your phone number? (1) (3) (r) 
9 obtained a dog? (1) (3) (r) 
g) obtained a gun? ( I )  (3) (r) 
h) changed residence or moved? (1) (3) (r) 

A22 Do you do any of the following things to make yourself safer from crime? 
Do you routinely .... 
(Routinely means "most of the time" even if you occasionally forget.) 
INT: ===READ LIST=== 
a) carly something to defend yourself or to alert other people? (1) (3) (r) 
b) lock the car doors for your personal safety when alone in a car? (1) (3) (r) 
c) when alone and returning to a parked car, check the back seat or intruders before 
getting into the car? (1) (3) (r) 
d) plan your route with safety in mind? (1) (3) (r) 
e) stay at home at night because you are afraid to go out alone? (1) (3) (r) 



A24 In general, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with your personal safety from 
crime? 
A24A Is that somewhat or very? 
Somewhat Very Refused 
(I) Satisfied -> (i) (2) (r) 
(2) Dissatisfied --> (7 ) (2) (r) 
(3) No opinion 
(r) Refused 

61 The next questions ask about things which may have happened to you 
during the past 12 months. Please include acts committed by both family and 
non-family members. 
During the past I 2  months, did anyone deliberately damage or destroy any 
property belonging to you or anyone in your household, such as a window or 
a fence? 
INT:===Record incidents of vandalism to a motor vehicle in question B6B- 
(Exclude damage to the halls or elevators or to the outside of an apartment building.) 
(1) Yes [Go to 6 YA] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

82 (Excluding incidents already mentioned,) during the past 12 months, did 
anyone take or try to take something from you by force or threat of force? 
(1) Yes [Go to B w  
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

83 (Other than the incidents already mentioned,) during the past 12 months, 
did anyone illegally break into or attempt to break into your residence or any 
other building on your property? 
( I )  Yes [Go to 83A] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 



B4A (Other than the incidents already mentioned,) was anything of yours 
stolen during the past 12 months from the things usually kept outside your 
home, such as yard furniture? 
(1) Yes [Go to B4AA] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

848 (Other than the incidents already mentioned,) was anything of yours 
stolen during the past 12 months from your place o f  work, from school or from 
a public place, such as a restaurant? 
INT:===Probe to ensure property taken was their own personal property and 
not property belonging to their work place or school.=== 
(1) Yes [Go to B4BA] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

B4C (Other than the incidents already mentioned,) was anything of yours 
stolen during the past 12 months from a hotel, vacation home, cottage, car, 
truck or while travelling? 
(1) Yes [Go to B4CA] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

B6A (Other than the incidents already mentioned,) did anyone steal or try to 
steal one of these vehicles or a part of one of them, such as a battery, hubcap 
or radio? 
(1) Yes [Go to BGAA] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

666 (Other than the incidents already mentioned,) did anyone deliberately 
damage one of these vehicles, such as slashing tires? 
(1) Yes [Go to BGBA] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 



87 (Excluding the incidents already mentioned,) during the past 12 months, 
did anyone steal or try to steal anything else that belonged to you? 
(g ) Yes [Go to B7A] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

B8A Now I'm going to ask you about being attacked in the past 12 months. An 
attack can be anything from being hit, slapped, pushed or grabbed, to being 
shot or beaten. (Excluding incidents already mentioned, and) excluding acts 
committed by current or previous spouses or common-law partners, were you 
attacked by anyone? 
(I) Yes [Go to BBAA] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

988 (Other than the incidents already mentioned, and) again excluding acts 
committed by current or previous spouses or common-law partners, did 
anyone THREATEN to hit or attack you, or threaten you with a weapon? 
( I )  Yes [Go to BBBA] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

B9 (Excluding incidents already mentioned,) during the past 12 months, has 
anyone forced you or attempted to force you into any unwanted sexual 
activity, by threatening you, holding you down or hurting you in some way? 
This includes acts by family and non-family but excludes acts by current or 
previous spouses or common-law partners. Remember that all information 
provided is strictly confidential. 
(1) Yes [Go to B9A] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 



B10 (Apart from what you have told me,) during the past 12 months, has 
anyone ever touched you against your will in any sexual way? By this I mean 
anything from unwanted touching or grabbing, to kissing or fondling. Again, 
please exclude acts by current or previous spouses or common-law partners. 
(1) Yes [Go to BlOA] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

Bl IA Now I'm going to ask you about being attacked in the past 12 months. An 
attack can be anything from being hit, slapped, pushed or grabbed, to being 
shot or beaten. (Excluding incidents already mentioned, and) excluding acts 
committed by current or previous spouses or common-law partners, children, 
or caregivers, were you attacked by anyone? 
(1 ) Yes [Go to B I IAA] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

B11 B (Other than the incidents already mentioned, and) again excluding acts 
committed by current or previous spouses or common-law partners, children 
or caregivers, did anyone threaten to hit or attack you, or threaten you with a 
weapon? 
(1) Yes [Go to BlfBA] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 

BIZ (Excluding incidents already mentioned,) during the past 12 months, has 
anyone forced you or attempted to force you into any unwanted sexual 
activity, by threatening you, holding you down or hurting you in some way? 
This includes acts by family and non-family but excludes acts by current or 
previous spouses or common-law partners or caregivers. emember that all 
information provided is strictly confidential. 
(1) Yes [Go to 8 12A] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 



813 (Apart from what you have told me,) during the past 12 months, has 
anyone ever touched you against your will in any sexual way? By this I mean 
anything from unwanted touching or grabbing, to kissing or fondling. Again, 
please exclude acts by current or previous spouses or common-law partners 
or caregivers. 
(1) Yes [Go to B13A] 
(3) No 
(x) Don't know 
(r) Refused 



Appendix 6 - General, Sex and Victimization Models 

This appendix contains the descriptive tables for the sub-samples of the 

population where interaction effects were found in the regression analyses. For 

each model, a table that summarizes the sample characteristics is presented. A 

correlation matrix and a summary of t-test results that examine the relationship 

between perceived risk of victimization and the dichotomous variables in the model 

foll~ws. Finally, the regression model without interaction effects is presented. 

The focus of this study was on identifying interaction effects and examining 

the models that resulted when these interaction effects were controlled for. 

Therefore, no elaboration is given in regards to these tables and they are provided 

for the reader's information only. 



General Model 

Univariate 

Table 6-1 - Sample Characteristics - General Model 

Valid N 

12,735 
13,141 

5,522 
20,354 

15,589 
7,587 

7,995 
16,925 

2,640 
22,117 

9,958 
1 4,548 

2.21 9 
22.1 93 

19,413 
6,463 

20,145 
5,732 

24,363 
1,513 

Std. Deviation 
3.329 

17.518 
1 -047 
1.289 
1.360 
0.735 a 

(N = 25,876) 
Oichotomous Varia blea 
Sex 

Female (0)  
Male (1 ) 

UrbanlRural Status 
Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighboumood 
Same/Decreased (0)  
Increased (1 ) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1 ) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Not visible Minority (1) 

Employment Status 
Not employed/student (0) 
FT employed/student (1 ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

Victimization - Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0 )  
Victim (1 ) 

Property Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1 ) 

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-Victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Variable 
Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 
Attitudes Toward the Police 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 

% 

50.8% 
49.2% 

21 -3% 
78.7% 

67.3% 
32.7% 

32.1 % 
67.9% 

10.7% 
89.3% 

40.6% 
59.4% 

9.1 % 
90.9% 

75.0% 
25.0% 

77.9% 
22.1 % 

94.2% 
5.8% 

Mean 
12.519 
43.066 

1.797 
1.365 
1 -679 

-0.020 



Bivaria te 

I Table B-2 - Correlation Matrix - General Model 

Police 
Attitudes 
Protective 

Behaviours 
Safety 

Behaviours 

Police 
Attitudes Age Education 

1 .oooo 

Perceived 
Risk 

Education 

0.2429" 

0.2729" 

0.41 21 " 

Protective 
Behaviours 

Perceived 
Risk 

1 .oooo 

-0-041 7L 

Safety 
Behaviours 

0.0378- 

0.1 530- 

0.0264" 

O.l 205: 

o.0581 

0.0201" 

1 .OOOO 

0.1496" 

0.0646" 

1 .oooo 

0.3528" 1 .OOOO 



Table 8-3 - t Test Summary - General Model 

1 Victim (1) 1 0.1749 1 
" p c .001 

Variable 
Sex 

Female (0) 
Male (7 )  

Urban/Rural Status 
Rural (0)  
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Same/Decreased (0) 
Increased (1) 

Dwelling Type 

-15.19" 

-8.94" 

Property Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Mean 

0.21 40 
-0.229 1 

-0.1 91 1 
0.0283 

-0.1447 
0.2436 

-0.0646 
0.1223 

t-value 
46.81" 

- 

-1 9.29" 

-33.78" 

12.89" 

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months I 
Non-Victim (0) 1 -0.0333 

1 1 -42" 

9.18" 

13.39- 1 

-1 5.83" 

- 

Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1) 

0.0735 
-0.0635 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Not visible Minority (1) 

Employment Status 
Not employed/student (0) 
FT employed/student ( I )  

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good ( I )  

Victimization - last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1 1 

0.1414 
-0.0409 

0.0385 
-0.0571 

0.2484 
. -0.0461 

-0.0702 
0.1 160 



Regression - No Interaction 

Constant 
RZ 
SE 

-0.1 17 
0.302 
0.61 2 



Male Model 

Univanate 

Table B-5 - Sample Characteristics - Male Model 
(N =I 1,607) 

Dichotomous Variables 
UrbanlRural Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
SamejDecreased (0) 
Increased (1 ) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1 ) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 

% 

22.3% 
?7.7% 

69.6% 
30.4% 

30.0% 
70.0% 

1 1.4% 
9,832 

Valid N 

2,584 
9,023 

Other (I) 

7,298 
3.181 

3,355 
7,820 

1,263 
88.6% 

1 

Employment Status 
Not ernployed/student (0) 
FT employedlstudent (1 ) 

Selfildentified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

Victimization last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Property Victim Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-Victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Variable 
Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 
Attitudes Toward the Police 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 

31 -7% 
68.3% 

8.4% 
91 -6% 

73.6% 
26.4% 

76.7% 
23.3% 

93.2% 
6.8% 

Mean 
12.562 
42.296 

1.840 
1.265 
1.138 
-0.229 

1 
3,483 
7,519 

91 8 
10,030 

8,541 
3,066 

8,907 
2,700 

10,821 
786 

Std. Deviation 
3,375 

1 7.098 
1.069 
1.239 
1.165 
.620 



Table B-6 - Correlation Matrix - Male Model 1 

Perceived 
Risk 

Education 

Age 

Safety 
Behaviours 

Police 
Attitudes 

Protective 
Behavioun 

1 .oooo 

-0.0555- 

0.0567" 

Protective 
Behaviours 

Behaviours 

Police 
Attitudes 

0.2487e 

Age 
Perceived 

Risk 

1 .OOOO 

-0.1221" 

- p<. 001 @PC. 01 

.2494- 

0.3206- 

Education 

1 .OOOO 

0-0271' 
- 

0.0959* 

0. I 105" 

-0.0437" 

0.0000 

0.0964** 



Table 6-7 - t Test Summary - Male Model 

Increased (1 ) 
Dwelling Type 

t -value 
-1 3.48" 

-22.65" 

Variable 1 Mean 
UrbanlRural Status 1 

Rural (0) 1 -0.3675 

- - 

Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

Employment Status 
Not employedlstudent (0) 
FT employed/student (1 ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

Victimization - Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Property Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-Victim (0) 
Victim (1 1 

Urban (1) 
Crime in the Neighbourhood 

Sarne/Decreased (0) 
0.0024 

-0.1890 

-0.3283 

7-95" 

-0.0159 1 
1 1.65" 

Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1) 

Minoritv Status 

-0.2595 

-0.2090 
-0.2428 

-0.0395 
-0.2504 

-0.2678 
-0.1 276 

-0.2641 
-0.1 199 

-0.2421 
-0.0609 

-0.1556 
-0.2623 

2.57* 

8.34" 

-9.86" 

-9.59" 

-6.64" 



Regression - No Interaction 

Table 8-8 - OLS Regression - Male Model - No Interaction 
(N= 8,928) 

Constant 
R' 
SE 

VIF 
1.13 

Tolerance 
0.882 

"PC -001 *PC -01 

-0.386 
0.225 
0.538 

Victimization - last 12 months 

. 

b 
0.039' 

SEb 
0.013 

Age 
UrbanlRural Status 
Minority Status 
Education 
Employment Status 
Attitudes towards the police 
Dwelling type 
Self-identified health status 
Protective behaviours 
Safety be haviours 
Crime in the neighbourhood 

Beta 
0.029 

0.893 
0.894 
0.935 
0.879 
0.910 
0.928 
0.933 
0.961 
0.826 
0.850 
0.921 

0.002" 
0.108" 

-0.1 75" 
-0.014" 

0.009 
0.109" 

-0.082" 
-0.123" 
0.063" 
0.1 14" 
0.192" 

0.0004 
0.014 
0.01 9 
0.002 
0.013 
0.006 
0.013 
0.022 
0.005 
0.005 
0.013 

1.12 
1.12 
1.07 
1.14 
1.10 
1.08 
1.07 
1.04 
1.21 
1.18 
1.09 

0.061 
0.075 

-0.086 
-0.077 
0.007 
0.188 

-0.060 
-0.054 
0.129 
0.216 
0.144 



Female Model 

Univsria te 

Table B-9 - Sample Characteristics - Female Model 
(N =44,269) 

Dichotomous Variables 
UrbanlRural Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Same/Decreased (0) 
Increased (I) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

Employment Status 
Not employedlstudent (0) 
FT employedfstudent (1) 

Self-ldentMed Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1 ) 

Victimization last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (3) 

Property Victim Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-Victim (0) 
Victim ( 1 )  

Variable 
Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 
Attitudes Toward the Police 
protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 

1 O h  1 Valid N 

20.4% 
79.6% 

64.9% 
35.1% 

34.7% 
65.9% 

2,917 
11,352 

8,233 
4.449 

4,684 
9,062 

10.0% 
90.0% 

49.3% 
50.7% 

9.8% 
90.2% 

76.4% 
23.6% 

78.9% 
21 .I% 

95.0% 
5.0% 

Mean 
1 2.477 
43.812 
1.755 
1.462 

1 
1,362 

12.302 

6,663 
6,839 

1,316 
12.149 

10,904 
3.365 

1 1,262 
3.007 

13,563 
706 

Std. Deviation 
3.283 

17.885 
1 -022 
1 -327 

2.205 
0.2 14 

1.330 
0.781 



Bivariafe 

Table B-10 - correlation Matrix - Female Model 

Perceived Risk 

Po lice 
Attitudes 

Police 
Attitudes Age 

Education 

Protective 
Behaviours 

Protective 
Behaviours Education I 

Perceived 
Risk 

-0.0459" 

Behaviours 3 
I 

1 .GOO0 

Behaviou rs 
"pc -001 *p< .01 

0.3420" 0.1 01 7" 0.0720.i 0.1 183" 0.3885" 



7 

Table B-11 - t Test Summary - Female Model 
Variable 
U rbanIRural Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
SameIDecreased (0) 
Increased (1) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Sinqle detached dwelling ( 3 )  

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

Mean 

0.01 61 
0.2678 

t -value 
-1 4.33" 

-24.27" 

I .36 

1 1.20" 

-1 4.58" 

-1 3.50" 

-8.58" 

Employment Status f 
Not employed/student (0) 1 0.2242 

0.0779 / 

FT employedlstudent (1 ) 
Self-Identified Health Status 

0.4766 

0.2041 

8.51" 

Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

0.3033 
0.1687 

0.3355 
0.1991 

0.551 2 
0.1820 

5.62" 

Victimization - Last 12 Months I 
Non-victim (0) 1 0.1469 
Victim (1) 

Property Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-Victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

0.401 5 

0.1563 
0.401 1 

0.1962 
0.5128 

"p< .001 *p< -01 



Regression - No lnfeacfion 

1 

1 
1 

Constant -0.145 

-p< .001 *p< -01 

R' 
SE 

0.241 
0.683 



Male Victim Model 

Univaria te 

Table 8-13 - Sample Characteristics - Male Victim Model 
(N =2,989) 

Dic hotornous Variables 
UrbanlRural Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Same/Decreased (0) 
Increased (1 ) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwellinq (1) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

Employment Status 
Not employed/student (0) 
FT employedfstudent (1) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (I ) 

Property Victim Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-Victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Variable 
Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 
Attitudes Toward the Police 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 

% 

15.9% 
84.1 % 

59.2% 
40.8% 

33.0% 
67.0% 

11 -3% 
88.7% 

28.0% 
72.0% 

8.7% 
91 -3% 

- 

11.9% 
88.1 % 

74.4% 
25.6% 
Mean 
12.990 
35.422 
2.098 
1.671 
1.234 

-0.128 

Valid N 

475 
2,514 

1,620 
1.1 16 

971 
1,971 

329 
2,585 

81 7 
2.1 02 

254 
2.652 

356 
2.633 

2,223 
766 

Std. Deviation 
2.860 

14.391 
1.178 
1 -366 
1.216 
0.689 



Table B-I5 - t Test Summary - Male Victim Model 
Variable 1 Mean 1 f -value . 

Table B-14 - Correlation Matrix - Male Victim Model 

I UrbanlRunl Status 1 1 -4.63" 1 
I Rural (0) 

Urban f 1) 

*PC -001 *PC -01 

Police 
Attitudes 

Perceived 
Risk 

Education 

Age 

Police 
Attitudes 

Protective 
Behaviours 

Behaviours 

Education 

1 .OOOO 

0.2278" 

-0.0333 

0.091 8" 

0.0033 

Risk 

1 .oooo 

-0.061 8" 

0.0864- 

0.2981- 

0.2909" 

0.3891- 

I Increased ( I  ) 1 0.0919 1 I 

Age 

1 .OOOO 

-0.0430 

0.1 01 7" 

0.1 026"' 

Protective 
Behaviours 

- . - -. . . - 

Safety 
Behaviours 

1 .OOOO 

0.1 563" 

0.1231" 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
SameIDecreased (0) 

-- 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1 ) 

1 .OOOO 

0.3639" 

-0.2798 

Minority Status 
Visible Minoritv (0) 

1- FT employedfstudent (1 ) 1 -0.1336 1 I 

1 .OOOO 

-1 3.46- - 

-0.0783 
-0.1 541 

Employment Status 
Not empioyed/student (0) 

2.78' 

0.1481 

-- 

G O O ~  (1) 1 -0.1506 1 

7.01" 

-0.1 185 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 

1 Pronertv Victim - Last 12 Months I 1 -1.75 1 

0.52 

0.0582 

Non-Victim (0) 1 -0.1511 
Victim (1) 1 -0.0609 

4.08" 

-2.96' 

Nan-victim (0) 1 -0.1836 
Victim ( I )  

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
-0.1 199 



Regression - No Interaction 

Table 8-16 - OLS Regression - Male Victim Model - No Interaction 
(N= 2.457) 



Univanate 

Female Victim Model 

Table 8-17 - Sample Characteristics - Female Victims 
(N =3,251) 

N 

505 
2,746 

Dichotomous Variables 
Urban/Rural Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

% 

15.5% 
84.5% 

1,548 
1,406 

1,195 
2,007 

31 3 
2,860 

1,307 
1,867 

341 
2,829 

- 

346 
2,905 

2,568 
683 

Std. Deviation 
2.768 

14.621 
1.155 
1.406 
1.306 

SamelDecreased (0) 
Increased (1 ) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

Employment Status 
Not employedfstudent (0) 
FT employedlstudent (1) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1 ) 

Property Victim Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1 ) 

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-Victim (0) 
Victim (1 ) 

Variable 
Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 

Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 1 0.402 1 0.856 

52.4%1 
47.6% 

37.3% 
62.7% 

9.9% 
90.1 % 

41 -2% 
58.8% 

10.8% 
89.2% 

10.6% 
89.4% 

79.0% 
21 -0% 
Mean 
1 3.050 
36.381 

Attitudes Toward the Police 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 

2.059 
2.01 7 
2.543 1 



Table 8-1 8 - Correlation Matrix - Female Victim Model- 

Table B-19 - t Test Summary - Female Victim Model 
Variable 
UrbanIRural Status -4.83" 

Perceived 
Risk 

Education 

Age 

Police 
Attitudes 

Pmkdive 
Behaviours 

Behaviours 

Perceived 
Risk 

1,0000 

-0-0628w 

0.01 87 

0 . 2 7 4 r  

0.276Om 

0.3690" 

Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Same/Decreased (0) 
l ncreased I1 ) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detact-led dwelling (1 ) 

Minoritv Status 

I Em~lovment Status f 1 -0.281 

-0-01 51 

0.1 045" 

0.0248 

0.2255 
0.4343 

0.2025 
0.6374 

- -- - - - - - 

Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1) 

Education 

1 .oooo 

0.1 206" 

1 

-1 3-44" 

1 5-35" 

0.5382 
0.3808 

Police 
Attitudes Age 

1 .oooo 

0.0863i 
-0.0012 

0.01 05 

0.5099 
0.3329 

Not employedlstudent (0) 
FT employed/student (1) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1 ) 

2.95" 

Property Victim - Last 12 ~ o n t h s  
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Protective 
Behaviours 

1 .oooo 

0.1702- 

0.1 096- 

0.3923 
0.401 2 

0.8278 
0.3478 

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-Victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Safety 
Behaviours 

7.21" 

0.4052 
0.401 1 

1 .OOOO 

0.3826- 

0.08.- 

"PC .001 *p< .Ol 

0.3714 
0.5128 

1 .OOOO 

-3.48" 



Regression - No Inferaction 

Table 6-20 - OLS Regression - Female Victim Model - No Interaction 
(N= 2,444) 

Property Victimization 
Personal Victimization 
Age 
UrbanlRural Status 
Minority Status 
Education 
Employment Status 
Attitudes towards the police 
Dwelling type 
Self-identified health status 

b 
0.118 
0.1 10 

Protective behaviours ) 0.080" ) 0.012 

"PC. 001 *PC. 01 

0.812 
0.836 
0.930 

SEb 
0.066 
0.050 

0.131 1.23 1 
1.20 
1.08 

Tolerance 
0.572 
0.542 

Beta 
0.041 
0.052 

VIF 
1.75 
1.84 

0.865 
0.923 
0.961 
0.873 
0.893 
0.930 
0.927 
0.960 

0.043 
0.059 
0.010 

-0.084 
-0.006 
0.184 

0.003 
0.1 35' 
0.029 

-0.025" 
-0.01 1 

0.1 37" 

, Safety behaviours 0.170" 1 0.012 1 0.261 
Crime in the neighbourhood [ 0.237" ) 0.031 1 0.139 

1.16 
1.08 
1.04 
1-15 
1.12 
1.08 
1.08 
1.04 

0.001 
0.042 
0.054 
0.006 
0.032 
0.013 

-0.1 56" 

I 
1 

! 
Constant 1 -0.279 

0.033 1 -0.087 

. R4 
SE 

0.252 
0.737 

-0.245" 1 0.051 -0.086 



Appendix C - Male Models Descriptions 

This appendix contains analysis of some of the univariate and bivanate 

statistics for each male sub-sample. These are provided for the reader's reference. 

Male Non-Victims 

Univariate Analysis 

Table C-1 presents the characteristics of the sample for male non-victims. 

Male non-victims are likely to reside in urban areas (75%). They also tend to believe 

that crime in their neighbourhood has remained the same or decreased in the last 

five years (74%). 

Males who have not had a victimization experience tend to live in single 

detached dwellings (71%) and are not members of visible minorities (89%). Male 

non-victims are likely to be employed full-time (67%) and to identify their health as 

good (92%). 

Male non-victims have an average of 12.4 years of education. Their mean 

age is 44.8 years. Male non-victims have a moderate attitude towards the police. 

Their average score on the police attitude scale was 1.75. (This scale has possible 

scores of 1 to 5 with higher scores indicating a more negative attitude.) 

Male non-victims tend to engage in few protective and safety behaviours. 

The average number of protective behaviours engaged in is 1.1. They also engage 

in an average of 1 .I safety behavioun. 



Male non-victims have a score of -0.27 on the perceived risk of victimization 

scale. The standardization of this scale means that this score places male non- 

victims below the average of the scale (which is approximately zero). 

Table C-I - Sample Characteristics - Male Non-Victims 
(N ~8,618) 

Bivariate Analysis 

The correlations among variables are summarized in Table C-2. The 

correlations between the dependent variable and the independent variables in the 

table are all statistically significant but few are substantively meaningful. For male 

non-victims, increasing negatively attitudes toward the police are associated with 

Dichotomous Variables 
UrbaniRutal Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban ( I )  

% 

24.6% 
75.4% 

Valid N 

2.1 16 
6,502 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Same/Decreased (0) 
Increased (1) 

Dwelling Type 
Other accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

Employment Status 
Not employed/student (0) 
FT employed/student (1 ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

Variable 
Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 
Attitudes Toward the Police 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 

73.5% f 5,687 
26.5% 

28.9% 
71.1% 

I 1  -4% 
88.6% 

33.0% 
67.0% 

8.3% 
91 -7% 
Mean 
12.403 
44.763 

1.745 
1.1 16 
1.103 

-0.268 

2,055 

2,380 
5,850 

933 
7,245 

2,669 
5,411 

664 
7,375 

Std. Deviation 
3.536 

17.31 7 
1-01 0 
1.154 
1.144 
0.587 



increased levels of perceived risk of victimization (0.205). Increased numbers of 

protective and safety behaviours are also associated with increased levels of 

perceived risk of victimization (0.205). 

Relationships between the independent variables in the correlation matrix 

- 

Table C-2 - Correlation Matrix - Male Nan-Victims Mode1 

indicate that high multicollinearity should not be an issue. Only one of the 

correlations is above 0.20, which is the correlation between safety behaviours and 

Safety 
Behaviours 

1 .OOOO 

protective behaviours (0.27) indicating that as the numbers of protective behaviours 

- p< -001 ' p < .01 

increase safety behaviours rise as well. 

Police 
Attitudes Age 

Relationships between dummy coded independent variables and the 

Protective 
Behaviours Education 

Perceived 
Risk 

dependent variable were examined using independent sample t-tests. The results of 

Perceived 
Risk 

1 .oooo 

these tests are summarized in Table C-3. All relationships tested were significant. It 

1 .oooo 

-0.1915" 

0.0342' 

0.1015" 

-0.0645". 
I 

Education 

Age 

Police 
Attitudes 

Protective 
Be haviours 

Be haviours 

1 .OOOO 

should also be noted that all mean values of perceived risk of victimization are 

-0.0636- 

0.0816." 

0.2049- 

0.2055- 

0.2833- 

-0.071 4" 

negative values. This indicates that all values are below the average for the overall 

1 .OOOO 

sample and supports the idea that male non-victims have lower levels of perceived 

risk of victimization than the overall sample. 

0.0320' 

0.1 1 55" 

0.0837" 

0.0169 

1 .OOOO 

0.2743** 



Males who have not experienced victimization and who live in urban areas 

have a mean level of perceived risk of victimization of -0.23 compared to a mean 

level of perceived risk of victimization of -0.39 for those who live in rural areas. 

Male non-victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has increased in the 

last five years have a mean perceived risk of victimization score of -0.05 compared 

to those male non-victims that believe that crime in their neighbourhood has 

remained the same or decreased who have a mean perceived risk of victimization 

score of -0.34. 

r Rural (0) 1 -0.3930 1 I 

r- 

I Other accommodation (0) 1 -0.1901 1 I 

t -value 
-1 1.71" 

Variable 
UrbanlRural Status 

Urban (1) 
Crime in the Neighboorhood 

SamelDecreased (0) 
Increased (1 ) 

Dwelling Type 

Mean 

-0.2261 

-0.3432 
-0.051 5 

- -  - - - 
, - 8  

-17.07" 

7.54" 

Employment Status 
Not employedtstudent (0) 
FT em~loved/student (1 \ 

*' pc .001 * pc -01 

Male non-victims who reside in single detached dwellings have a -0.30 level 

of average perceived risk of victimization compared to those male non-victims who 

reside in another type of accommodation who have an average perceived risk of 

victimization of -0.19. Male non-victims who are members of a visible minority have 

9.45"" 
Single detached dwelling (1 ) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

. - .  

self-Identified ~halth-stat"; ' 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

-0.301 2 

-0.0783 
-0.2961 

-0.2404 
-0.2870 

3.23' 

-0.0802 
-0.2888 

7.26" 



an average perceived risk of victimization score of -0.08 compared to male non- 

victims who are not members of visible minorities who have an average score of 

-0.30. 

Male non-victims who are employed full-time or who are full-time students 

have an average level of perceived risk of victimization of -0.29 compared to those 

who are not employed full-time who have an average level of perceived risk of 

victimization of -0.24. Finally, male non-victims who view their health as poor have 

an average perceived risk of victimization score of -0.08 compared to male non- 

victims who view their health as good who have an average score of -0.29. 

Male Property Victims 

Univariate Analysis 

Characteristics of the male property victim sub-sample are presented in Table 

C-4. Males who have been victims of property crime are most likely to reside in 

urban areas (84%). In addition, males who have suffered property victimization tend 

to believe that crime in their neighbourhood has remained the same or decreased in 

the last five years (58.8%). It is not surprising that the percentage of those who 

believe that crime has increased in their neighbourhood (41.2%) is relatively high. 

Male property victims tend to reside in single detached housing (67.1 %), 

while most tend not to be visible minorities (88.6%). Male property victims are likely 

to be employed full-time or to be full-time students (73.4%). They are likely to view 



their health status as good (91.4%). There are 15.6% of male property victims who 

have also been the victims of a personal offence. 

Male property victims have an average of 13.1 years of education. Their 

mean age is 36.2 years. As victimizations tend to occur to younger individuals this 

younger average age is not unexpected. 

Male property victims have fairly negative attitudes towards the police. Their 

average score on the police attitude scale was 2.1. (The lowest score on this scale 

Table C-4 - Sample Characteristics - Male Property Victims 
(N =2,617) 

Dichotomous Variables 
UrbanRural Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
SamelDecreased (0) 
Increased ( I )  

Dwellinq Type 
Non-single detached dwelling (0) - 

- Single detached dweTng (1) 
Minority Status 

Visible Minority (0) 

% 

16.0 
84.0 

Valid N 

418 
2,199 

2,266 

681 
1,882 

219 

Non-visible Minority (1) 
Employment Status 

Not employed/student (0) 
FT ernployed/student (1 ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0)  

58.8 
41 -2 

32.9 
67.1 

1 1 -4 
1 88.6 

26.6 
73.4 

8.6 

1,420 
994 

849 
1,732 

290 

Good (1) 
Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 

Non-Victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

r 

Variable 
Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 
Attitudes Toward the Police 

91.4 

84.4 
15.6 

Mean 
13.088 
36.206 
2.1 04 

2,330 

2,210 
407 

Std. Deviation 
2.832 

14.408 
1.183 
1.352 
1.216 
0.695 _ 

Protective Behaviours 1 1.683 
Safety Behaviours 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scaie 

1.227 
-0.120 



is 1 indicating most poslive attitudes and the highest score possible is 5 indicating 

the most negative attitudes). The average number of protective behavioun engaged 

in is 1.68 and the average number of safety behaviours engaged in is 1.23. 

Male property victims have an average score on the perceived risk of 

victimization scale of -0.12. This score places them below the mean of the scale 

(approximately zero) and thus indicates that perceived risk of victimization is low 

compared to the overall sample. 

Bivariate Analysis 

The correlations between variables are summarized in Table C-5. The 

correlations between the dependent variables and the independent variables in this 

table are all statistically significant, but education and age do not reveal a significant 

substantive interpretation. 

For male property victims, increasingly negative attitudes towards the police 

are associated with increased levels of perceived risk of victimization (0.297). 

Increased numbers of protective (0.307) and safety behaviours (0.405) are also 

associated with heightened perceived risk of victimization. 

Relationships between the independent variables in the correlation matrix 

tend to be moderate to weak. The highest correlation is between protective and 

safety behavioun (0.36). No other correlation between the independent variables is 

greater than 0.20. This indicates that high multicollinearity will likely not be an issue 

in the regression model for male property victims. 



There is a small, positive correlation between protective behaviours and 

attitudes towards the police (0.1 5) and between safety behaviours and attitudes 

towards the police (0.13). Thus, as the numbers of protective and safety behaviours 

increase attitudes towards the police become more negative. It also appears that 

the number of safety and protective behaviours tend to increase together (0.365). 

I Table C-5 - Correlation Matrix - Male Property Victim Model I 
Perceived 

Relationships between the dummy coded independent variables and the 

Risk Age Attitudes . Behsviours . Behaviourr 
Police 

7.0000 

nnnn 

Police 
Attitudes 

Protective 
Behaviours 

Safety 
Behaviours 

dependent variable were examined using t-tests and the results of these tests are 

- - -  

Education 

summarized in Table C-6. 

Protective 

-0.0564' 

0.2969e 

0.3069- 

0.4047- 

Most relationships were significant except for those between perceived risk of 

victimization and dwelling type and between perceived risk of victimization and 

employment status. All but four of the means in the table are negative values 

indicating that they are below the average mean for the entire sample. The first 

exception is for those who believe that crime in the neighbourhood has increased in 

Safety 

-0.0357 

0.0654" 

0.001 0 

-0.0589' 

0.0753" 

0.1082" 1 .OOOO 

I 

f -0000 

0.1483" 

0.1333" 

1 -0000 

0.3651" 



the last five years. The second exception is for male property victims who are 

members of a visible minority. The third exception is for male property victims who 

have poor health. The last exception is for male property victims who have also 

experienced a personal victimization in the last 12 months. The commonality 

amongst these exceptions seems to be in regards to the effect that these variables 

would have on perceptions of vulnerability and perceived levels of incivility. 

I Table C-6 - t Test Summary - Male Property Victim Model ] 
I Variable 1 Mean 1 f value 1 

Males who have experienced property victimization and who live in urban 

areas have a mean perceived risk of victimization score of 4 . 1 0  compared to male 

1 

UrbanlRural Status 
Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
SameIDecreased (0) 
Increased (I) 

Dwelling Type 
Other accommodation (0) 
Single detached dweliing (? ) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 

property victims who live in a rural environment who have an average perceived risk 

of victimization score of -0.24. Male property victims who believe that crime in their 

-0.2396 
-0.0970 

-0.2760 
0.0987 

-0.0794 
-0.1426 

0.1348 

-3.82" 

-1 2-69' 

2.14 

6.61" 

-0.45 

3.71" 

-4.60" 

Other (1) 
Employment Status 

Not ernployed/student (0) 
f-7 employed/student (I ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good ( I )  

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-Victim (0) 
Victim (1) - p< -001 * p-= -01 

-0.1551 

-0.1 331 
-0.1 189 

0.0680 
-0.1441 

-0.151 1 
0.0457 



neighbourhood has remained the same or decreased in the last five years have a 

mean perceived risk of victimization score of -0.28 compared to those male property 

victims who perceive that crime in their neighbourhood has increased who have a 

mean score of 0.1 0. 

Male property victims who are members of visible minorities have a mean 

level of perceived risk of victimization of 0.13 compared to those who are not 

members of a visible minority who have a mean score of -0.15. Male property 

victims who view their health as poor have an average perceived risk of victimization 

of 0.07 compared to those who view their health as good and have an average score 

of -0.14. 

Finally, male property victims who have also experienced a personal 

victimization have a perceived risk of victimization score of 0.05 compared to those 

who have only experienced property victimization who have an average score of - 
0.15. 

Male Personal Victims 

Univariate Analysis 

Characteristics of the male personal victim sib-sample are presented in Table 

C-7. Males who have been the victim of a personal crime are most likely to reside in 

urban areas (84.1 %). Most male personal victims tend to believe that crime in their 

neighbourhood has remained the same or decreased in the last five years (57.6%). 

Male personal victims tend to reside in single detached dwellings (63.9%) and not to 



be members of a visible minority (88.8%). Males who have been the victim of a 

personal offence tend to be employed full-time or to be full-time students (62.9%). 

Male personal victims overwhelming identify their health as being good (90%). In 

addition, 53.5% of those males have suffered both a property and personal 

victimization within the last 12 months. 
- - -  - -- 

Male personal victims tend to have an average of 12.5 years of education. 

The average age for male personal victims is relatively young at 29 years. Male 

Table C-7 - Sample Characteristics - Male Personal Victims 
(N ~ 7 8 9 )  

Dichotomous Variables 
UrbanlRural Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Same/Decreased (0) 
Increased (1) 

Dwelling Type 
Other accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling ( I  ) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1) 

Employment Status 
Not employed/student (0) 
fT employedlstudent ( 1 )  

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

Property Victim Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Variable 
Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 
Attitudes ~oward the Police 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Behaviours 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 

YO 

15.9% 
84.1 % 

57.6% 
42.4% 

36.1 % 
63.9% 

1 1.2% 
88.8% 

37.1% 
62.9% 

10.0% 
90.0% 

46.5% 
53.5% 
Mean 
I 2.542 
29.020 
2.248 
1.917 
1 -429 

-0.061 

Valid N 

125 
664 

406 
299 

277 
490 

85 
677 

282 
478 

76 
683 

367 
422 

Std. Deviation 
2.831 

11.814 
- 

1.21 5 
1.533 
1.290 
0.743 



personal victims have fairly negative attitudes towards the police. Their average 

score on the attitudes towards the police scale was 2.25. Higher scores on this 

scale indicate more negative attitudes. Males who have suffered a personal 

victimization engage in an average of 1.92 protective behaviours and 1 -43 safety 

behaviours. 

The mean score on the perceived risk of victimization scale for male personal 

victims was -0.06. This score places them close to the ideal mean of the entire 

sample and thus indicates that their average scores are not reflecting the anticipated 

effect of male sex (which should bring their average score well below the overall 

mean) but indicates that being the victim of a personal crime may be influencing 

their perceived risk of victimization. 

Bivariafe Analysis 

The correlations between some of the variables are presented in Table C-8. 

All correlations between perceived risk of victimization and the other variables in the 

table are significant except for education. Again, the correlation between age and 

perceived risk of victimization is not substantively remarkable. 

For male personal victims, increasingly negative attitudes towards the police 

are associated with heightened levels of perceived risk of victimization (0.346). 

Increased numbers of protective (0.204) and safety behaviours (0.405) are also 

associated with increased levels of perceived risk of victimization. The correlation 



between safety behaviours and perceived risk of victimization is the strongest one in 

the table at 0.40. 

Relationships between the independent variables in the correlation matrix 

tend to be moderate to weak. The highest correlations amongst these variables are 

between age and education (0.39) and between protective and safety behaviours 

(0.38). No other correlation between the independent variables is above 0 -30. 

Table C-8 - Correlation Matrix - Male Personal Victim Model 

Education is moderately associated with age with a correlation coefficient of 

Police 
Attitudes 

Protective 
Behaviours 

safety 
, Behaviours 

0.39. This correlation is likely influenced by the relatively young average age of the 

Perceived 
Risk 

Education 

sample. Education is also positively correlated with protective behaviours (0.20). 

Protective 
Behaviours 

0.3464- 

0.2837- 

0.4048- 

Education is not significantly correlated with attitudes towards the police or with 

Safety 
Behaviours 

safety behavioun. 

Perceived 
Risk 

1 .oooo 

-0.0697 

-0.01 92 

0.2026" 

0.0430 

Age is significantly correlated with protective and safety behaviours. The 

Age Education 

1 .oooo 

correlation between age and protective behaviours (0.27) is stronger than the 

Police 
Attitudes 

0.0559 

0.2731'" 

0.1200" 

1 .OOOO 

0.1505" 

0.0848 

1 .OOOO 

0.3784" 1 -0000 



correlation between age and safety behaviours (0.1 2). Age is not correlated with 

attitudes towards the police. 

Attitudes towards the police and protective behaviours are positively 

correlated (0.15). Negative attitudes towards the police are associated with higher 

numbers of protective behaviours for male personal victims. Police attitudes and 

safety behaviours are not related. The numbers of protective and safety behaviours 

tend to increase together. 

Relationships between the dummy coded independent variables and the 

dependent variable were examined using t-tests. The results of these tests are 

summarized in Table C-9. 

Table C-9 - t Test Summary - Male Personal Victim Model 
t -value 
-2.89" 

-8.1 9" 

3.64" 

Variable 
tlrban/Rural Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban (I) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Sarne/Decreased (0) 
Increased (1 ) 

Mean 

-0.2378 
-0.0279 

-0.2561 
0.21 97 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

Employment Status 
Not employedfstudent (0) 
FT employedlstudent (1 ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (I) 

Property Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0) 
Victim (I) 

Dwelling Type 

* p c  -001 * pc -01 

Other accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling ( I  ) 

0.3604 
-0.1147 

-0.051 7 
-0.071 2 

0.2980 
-0.1 142 

-0.1 836 
0.0457 

0.0644 
-0.1383 

5.67** 

0.35 

4.71 ** 

4.43" 



All relationships were significant except for the relationship between 

employment status and perceived risk of victimization. Five of the means in the 

table are positive values, indicating that the mean is above the general mean and 

that perceived risk of victimization is heightened. The first of these means is that for 

male personal victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has increased. 

The second is for male personal victims who live in accommodation that is not a 

single detached dwelling. The others are for male personal victims who are 

members of a visible minority, who have poor health, or who have also suffered 

property victimization in the last twelve months. These positive means indicate that 

male personal victims who have any of these additional characteristics have even 

higher levels of perceived risk than is present simply from being male personal 

victims. 

Males who have experienced a personal victimization and who live in an 

urban area have an average perceived risk of victimization of -0.03 compared to 

those who live in a rural environment who have an average perceived risk of 

victimization of -0.24. Male personal victims who believe that crime in their 

neighbourhood has increased in the last five years have a mean perceived risk of 

victimization score of 0.22 compared to male personal victims who believe that crime 

in their neighbourhood has remained the same who have a mean perceived risk of 

victimization of -0.26. 



Male personal victims who live in a detached single dwelling have an average 

perceived risk of victimization of -0.1 4 compared to those who live in another type of 

accommodation who have an average perceived risk of victimization of 0.064. Male 

personal victims who are members of a visible minority have a mean perceived risk 

of victimization of 0.36 compared to those who are not members of a visible minority 

who have a mean score of 4 .1  I. 

Males who have suffered a personal victimization and who are in good health 

have an average perceived risk of victimization score of -0.11 compared to those 

who believe they are in poor health who have an average score of 0.30. Finally, 

male personal victims who have also suffered property victimization in the last year 

have an average perceived risk of victimization of 0.05 compared to those who have 

only suffered a personal victimization who have an average perceived risk of 

victimization of -0.1 8. 



Appendix D - Female Models Descriptions 

This appendix contains analysis of some of the univariate and bivariate 

statistics for each male sub-sample. These are provided for the reader's reference. 

Female Non-Victims 

Univaiate Analysis 

Females who have not experienced any type of victimization are likely to 

reside in urban areas (78%). Most female non-victims believe that crime in their 

neighbouthood has remained the same or decreased in the last five years (68.9%). 

Females who have not experienced victimization in the last 12 months tend to live in 

single detached dwellings (67%) and are not members of visible minorities (10%). 

Fifty-two percent of female non-victims are not employed full-time. Nearly ten 

percent of female non-victims identify their health status as poor. These results are 

summarized in Table D-I . Female non-victims have an average of 12.3 years of 

education and a mean age of 46.1 years. 

Female non-victims tend to view the police in a fairly positive light. Their 

mean score of the attitudes towards police scale was 1.6. (This scale runs from a 

low score of 1 to a high score of 5 and higher scores indicate a more negative 

attitude.) The average number of protective behaviours engaged in by female non- 

victims is 1.3 and the average number of safety behaviours routinely engaged in is 

2.1. 



Female non-victims, as was suggested, have elevated levels of perceived risk 

of victimization. Their average score on the perceived risk of victimization scale was 

0.1 5. This score puts them above the average overall mean for the entire sample 

and suggests that they have elevated levels of perceived risk of victimization 

compared to the entire sample. 

Table D-1 - Sample Characteristics - Female Non-Victims 
(N =11,018) 

Bivaria te Analysis 

Given that female non-victims do have higher levels than the general sample. 

bivariate analysis was conducted to further explore this sub-sample. The 

Valid N 

2,420 

Dichotomous Variables 
UrbanIRural Status 

Rural (0) 

1 % 

22.0 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Same/Decreased (0) 
Increased (1 ) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1 ) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

Employment Status 
Not employedlstudent (0) 
FT ernployed/student (1) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

Variable 
Education (yrs) 

78.0 1 8,598 

68.9 
31.1 

33.0 
67.0 

10.0 
90.0 

52.0 
48.0 

9.5 
90.5 

Mean 
12.293 

r 

6,701 
3,024 

3,484 
7,057 

1,049 
9,440 

5,365 
4,958 

973 
9,316 

Std. Deviation 
3.41 2 

18.175 
0.956 
1.251 

Age (yrs) 
Attitudes Toward the Police 
Protective Behaviours 

46.105 
1.657 
1.286 

Safety Behaviours 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 

2.098 1 1.31 9 
0.147 1 0.742 



correlations between some of the variables are summarized in Table 68. The 

correlations between the dependent variable and the other variables in the table are 

all significant except for the correlation between age and perceived risk of 

victimization. The correlation between education and perceived risk of victimization 

is not substantively meaningful. 

Education 1 -0.0522* 1 1.0000 1 I I I I 

Table 0-2 - Correlation Matrix - Female Non-Victim Model 

Police 
Attitudes 

Attitudes towards the police, protective behaviours and safety behaviours are 

Education 

Perceived 
Risk 

Protective 
Behaviours 

safety 
Behaviours 

all moderately positively related to perceived risk of victimization for female non- 

Safety 
Behaviours Age 

Perceived 
Risk 

1 .oooo 

0.2557e 

victims. As attitudes towards the police become more negative perceived risk of 

0.2302- 

0.31 38* 

victimization tends to increase (0.256). Perceived risk of victimization also increases 

Police 
Attitudes 

0.0516" 

as female non-victims engage in more protective (0.230) and safety behaviours 

Protective 
Behaviours 

242** 

O-' 073** 

Relationships between the independent variables indicate that 

- 
0.1 1 95** 

multicollinearity should not be problematic. The highest correlation present is 

1 .oooo 
- 

0.0835~ 

0.0537i 

0.1242" 

0.091 9" 

1 .oooo 

0.3645" 1 .OOOO 



between safety behaviours and protective behaviours (0.36) and all other 

correlations are below 0.26. 

Education is negatively correlated with age for female non-victims (-0.25). 

Protective and safety behaviours are positively correlated and this suggests that as 

the number of protective behaviours increase so does the number of safety 

behaviours. 

The relationship between dummy coded independent variables and the 

dependent variable were examined using independent sample t-tests. These results 

are summarized in Table 0-3. All relationships tested were significant. It should 

also be noted that only in one case was the mean level of perceived risk of 

victimization a negative value. This was for female non-victims who resided in a 

rural area. All other means were positive indicating that for most female non-victims 

perceived risk of victimization is higher than that of the overall sample and this 

provides further evidence for female non-victims having higher than average 

perceived risk of victimization scores. 

Females who have not experienced a victimization and who live in an urban 

area have a mean perceived risk of victimization score of 0.20 compared to those 

female non-victims who live in a rural area whose mean score is -0.03. Female 

non-victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has increased in the last 

five yean have a perceived risk of victimization score of 0.38 compared to those 

female non-victims that believe that crime in their neighbourhood has remained or 

stayed the same who have an average perceived risk of victimization score of 0.04. 



I Table D-3 - t Test Summary - Female Non-Victim Model I 

Female non-victims who live in single detached dwellings have a mean 

Variable 
UrbanlRural Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbouthood 
SarnefDecreased (0) 
Increased (1) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1) 

Employment Status 
Not employedfstudent (0) 
FT employed/student (1 ) 

Self-ldentified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

perceived risk of victimization score of 0.1 1 compared to those who live in other 

types of accommodation who have a mean score of 0.22. 

" pc  -001 * p< -01 

Mean 

-0.0341 
0-2023 

0.0433 
0.3822 

0.21 58 
0-1 148 

0.2660 
0.1342 

0.1713 
0.1250 

0.4242 
0.1235 

Female non-victims who are members of a visible minority have a perceived 

t-value 
-1 2.39" 

-1 8.14" 

5.83" 

4.95" 

2-83" 

8.26*' 

risk of victimization score of 0.27 compared to female non-victims who are not 

members of a visible minority who have an average score of 0.1 3. 

Employment status also appears to influence perceived risk of victimization 

scores for female non-victims. Female non-victims who are employed full-time have 

an average perceived risk of victimization score of 0.1 2 com pared to those who are 

not employed full-time who have a mean score of 0.17. 



Finally, female non-victims who view their heath as poor have a mean 

perceived risk of victimization score of 0.42 compared to female non-victims who 

view their health as good who have a mean score of 0.12. 

Female Property Victims 

Univan'afe Analysis 

Characteristics of the female property victim sub-sample are presented in 

Table 0-4. Females who have been the victim of a property offence in the last year 

tend to live in urban areas (85%). Female property victims are more likely to believe 

that crime in their neighbourhood has remained the same or decreased in the fast 

five years (51.7%). 

Female property victims are likely to live in single detached dwellings 

(63.6%). Most female property victims are not members of a visible minority (90%). 

Female property victims tend to be employed full-time or to be a full-time student 

(59.2%). Most female property victims view their health as good (90%). It is 

important to note that 1 1.6% of female property victims have also suffered a 

personal victimization in the last twelve months. 

Female property victims have an average of 13.07 years of education and 

have mean age of 37.02 years. Female property victims mean score on the 

attitudes towards police scale was 2.06, which suggests that female property victims 

have moderately negative views towards the police. The average number of 



protective behaviours that female property victims were 2.0 and the average number 

of safety behaviours routinely engaged in was 2.5. 

Female property victims had a score of 0.401 on the perceived risk of 

victimization scale. This puts them above the mean for the overall sample and 

suggests that they have heightened levels of perceived risk of victimization 

compared to the sample as a whole. 

Table 0-4 - Sample Characteristics - Female Property Victims 
(N ~2,899) 

Dichotomous Variables 
UrbanIRural Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban (I) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
SameIDecreased (0) 
Increased (1 ) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1 ) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1) 

Employment Status 
Not employed/student (0) 
FT em ployed/student (1 ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-Victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

Variable 
Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 
Attitudes Toward the Police 
Protective Be haviou rs 
Safety Be haviou rs 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 

% 

14.9% 
85.1 % 

51 -7% 

Valid N 

431 
2,468 

1,366 
46.3% 

36.4% 
63.6% 

10.0% 
90.0% 

40.8% 
59.2% 

10.0% 
90.0% 

88.4% 
1 1.6% 
Mean 
13.069 
37.025 
2.059 
2.003 
2.538 
0.401 

1,274 

1,038 
1,816 

282 
2,548 

1,155 
1,674 

283 
2,542 

2,563 
336 

Std. Deviation 
2.776 

14.628 
1.148 
1.391 
1.299 
0.851 



Bivariste Analysis 

The correlations between some of the variables in the analysis are presented 

in Table D-5. The correlations between the dependent variable and the independent 

variables in the table are significant except for the correlation between perceived risk 

of victimization and age. 

However, only police attitudes, protective behaviours, and safety behavioun 

have a substantively meaningful correlation with perceived risk of victimization. 

Increasingly negative attitudes towards the police are associated with increased 

levels of perceived risk of victimization (0.273). Increased numbers of protective 

(0.273) and safety behaviours (0.277) are also associated with higher levels of 

perceived risk of victimization. 

Table D-5 - C 
I Perceived 

Police 0.2729- Attitudes 

Behaviours 

melation Matrix - Female Pro~ertv Victim Model I 

Relationships between the independent variables in the correlation matrix 

Education 

tend to be moderate to weak. The only correlation above 0.20 is the correlation 

between protective and safety behaviours (0.37). Attitudes towards the police are 

I 
Age 

Police 
Attitudes 

Protective 
Behaviours 

Safety 
Behaviours 



positively correlated with protective behaviours (0.18) and with safety behavioun 

Relationships between the dummy coded independent variables and the 

dependent variables were examined using t-tests and the results of these tests are 

summarized in Table D-6. Most relationships were significant except for the 

relationship between perceived risk of victimization and minority status and 

perceived risk of victimization and employment status. All of the means in the table 

are poslive values indicating that in every instance perceived risk of victimization 

levels are higher than the mean in the overall model. 

Table D-6 - t Test Summary - Female Property Victim Mode1 
Variable 
UrbanlRural Status 

Rural (0)  
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Same/Decreased (0) 
1 ncreased (1 ) 

Dwelling f ype 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minoritv (0) 

Mean 

0.2282 
0.431 8 

0.2076 

Other (I ) 
Employment Status 

Not employedistudent (0) 
FT employedlstudent (1) 

Self-ldentified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

Personal Victim - Last 12 Months 
Non-Victim (0) 
Victim (1) 

t-value 
4.41" - 

-1 2.45" 

0.6308 

0.4905 
0.3447 

0.5205 

4.21" 

2.44 

p< -001 PC .O1 

0.3835 

0.391 2 
0.4035 

0.8393 
0.3504 

0.371 4 
0.61 77 

-0.36 

6.57" 

4.47" 

I 



Females who have experienced property victimization and who live in urban 

areas have a mean perceived risk of victimization score of 0.43 compared to female 

property victims who live in rural areas who have a mean score of 0.23. Female 

property victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has increased have a 

mean perceived risk of victimization score of 0.63 compared to female property 

victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has remained the same who 

have a mean score of 0.21. 

Female property victims who live in a single detached dwelling have a mean 

perceived risk of victimization score of 0.34 compared to those female property 

victims who live in other types of accommodation who have a mean score of 0.49. 

Female property victims who perceive their health as poor have a mean perceived 

risk of victimization score of 0.84. Female property victims who perceive their health 

as good have an average perceived risk of victimization score of 0.35. 

Finally, female property victims who have also experienced a personal 

victimization in the last year have a mean perceived risk of victimization score of 

0.62. Female property victims who have not experienced any other type of 

victimization have an average perceived risk of victimization score of 0.37. 

Female Personal Victims 

Univariate Analysis 

The characteristics of the female personal victims sub-sample are presented 

in Table D-7. Females who have been the victim of a personal crime tend to reside 



in urban areas (83%). Female personal victims are more likely to believe that crime 

in their neighbouhood has remained the same or decreased in the last five years 

Female personal victims tend to reside in single detached dwellings (55.7%) 

Table 0-7 - Sample Characteristics - Female Personal Victims 
(N ~ 7 0 3 )  

and not to be members of a visible minority (91.4%). Females who have been the 

victim of a personal offence are likely to be employed full-time or to be a full-time 

Valid N 

120 
583 

345 
287 

305 
384 

59 
624 

Dichotomous Variables 
UrbanlRural Status 

Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Same/ Decreased (0) 
Increased (1 ) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0)  
Single detached dwelling ('I) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0)  
Other (1) 

Employment Status 

student (54.8%). Female personal victims tend to perceive their health as good 

% 

17.1 
82.9 

54.6 
45.4 

44.3 
55.7 

8.6 
91 -4 

Not employedistudent (0) 
FT employed/student (1 ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (7) 

Property Victim Last 12 Months 
Non-victim (0)  
Victim (1 ) 

Variable 
Education (yrs) 
Age (yrs) 
Attitudes Toward the Police 
Protective Behaviours 
Safety Sehaviours 
Perceived Risk of Victimization Scale 

45.2 
54.8 

15.7 
84.3 

50.7 
49.3 

Mean 
12.755 
30.050 
2.224 
2.342 
2.714 
0.51 3 

310 
375 

107 
577 

357 
346 

Std. Deviation 
2.665 

12.667 
1.252 
1.516 
1.335 
0.92 1 



(84.3%). Over 49% of female personal victims have also suffered property 

victimization in the last twelve months. 

Female penonal victims have an average of 12.75 years of education. The 

average age of the female personal victims in this sample was 30.05 years. Female 

personal victims have fairly negative attitudes towards the police. Their average 

score on the police attitude scale was 2.22 points. Females who have suffered a 

personal victimization engage in an average of 2.34 protective behaviours and 2.71 

safety behaviours. 

The mean score on the perceived risk of victimization scale for female 

personal victims was 0.513. This score is above the mean for the overall sample 

and suggests elevated levels of perceived risk of victimization for female personal 

victims. 

Bivariate Analysis 

The correlations between some of the variables used in the analysis are 

presented in Table D-8. Only three of the independent variables in the table 

correlate significantly with perceived risk of victimization. These are attitudes 

towards the police, protective behaviours, and safety behaviours. Age and 

education are not correlated with perceived risk of victimization for female personal 

victims. 

For female personal victims, increasingly negative attitudes towards the 

police are related to higher levels of perceived risk of victimization (0.263). 



Increased numbers of protective (0.282) and safety behaviours (0.359) are also 

associated with higher levels of perceived risk of victimization. 

Table D-8 - Correlation Matrix - Female Personal vlcrrrn moue1 
( PerceiveC I I -?lice ( Protective 1 Safety 

Relationships between the independent variables in the correlation matrix, for 

" 

-- -- - 

Age 

Police 
Attitudes 

Protective 
Behaviours 

Safew 
Behaviours 

the most part, are weak to moderate. The strongest correlation is between 

Education 

1 .oooo 

Perceived 
Risk 

Education 

education and age at 0.47. The correlation between protective and safety 

Risk , .OOOO 

0.0598 

0.2629- 

0.28, 

0.3589- 

behaviours is 0.43. No other correlation is above 0.1 3. 

Age 

Education is associated with age. As age increases education levels 

- - -  

0.4684* 

-0.0901 

0.1 108' 

0.0502 

increase as well. The strength of this correlation is likely related to the young mean 

r u  

age of the sample (30 years). 

Attitudes 

1 -0000 

-0.0855 

0.1073* 

0.0994* 

Relationships between the dummy coded independent variables and the 

dependent variable were examined using t-tests. The results of these tests are 

Behaviours 

1 .OOOO 

0.1287' 

0.0446 

presented in Table D-9. 

Behaviours 

All relationships were significant except for the relationship between 

1 ,0000 

0 -4274- 

perceived risk of victimization and minority status and the relationship between 

- 

1 .OOOO 



perceived risk of victimization and employment status. All of the means in the table 

are positive. This indicates that for every category tested female personal victims 

are above the mean for the overall sample and thus have higher levels of perceived 

risk of victimization. 

I Table D-9 - t Test Summary - Female Personal Victim Model I 
Variable 
UrbaniRural Status 

Females who have been the victims of a personal offence and live in urban 

Rural (0) 
Urban (1) 

Crime in the Neighbourhood 
Same/ Decreased (0) 
Increased (1) 

Dwelling Type 
Other Accommodation (0) 
Single detached dwelling (1 ) 

Minority Status 
Visible Minority (0) 
Other (1 ) 

Employment Status 
Not employed/student (0) 
FT employedfstudent (1 ) 

Self-Identified Health Status 
Poor (0) 
Good (1) 

Property Victim - Last 12 Months 

areas have a mean perceived risk of victimization score of 0.56 compare to female 

Mean 

personal victims who live in rural areas that have a mean perceived risk of 

t-value 
-2.84* 

0.2847 
0.5587 

victimization score of 0.29. 

- - 

Female personal victims who believe that crime in their neighbourhood has 

increased in the last years have a mean perceived risk of victimization score of 0.79 

0.3014 
0.7876 

0.7014 
0.371 7 

0.7003 
0.4914 

0.5008 
0.51 50 

0.9399 
0.4381 

-6.43" 
- 

4.55" _ 

- 
1.59 

-0.1 9 

4.36" 

-2.95* 



compared to female personal victims who believe that crime has remained the same 

or decreased who have a mean perceived risk of victimization score of 0.30. 

Female personal victims who live in a single detached dwelling have a mean 

perceived risk of victimization score of 0.37 compared to female personal victims 

who live in other types of accommodation who have a mean perceived risk of 

victimization score of 0.70. Female personal victims who are in poor health have a 

mean perceived risk of victimization score of 0.94 compared to female personal 

victims who rate their health as good that have a mean perceived risk of 

victimization score of 0.44. 

Finally, female personal victims who have also suffered property victimization 

within the last twelve months have a mean perceived risk of victimization score of 

0.62 compared to those who have only suffered a personal victimization who have a 

mean perceived risk of victimization score of 0.41. 




